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Note to:&ms G. Keppler, Regiunal Administrator
Region III

SUBJECT: LICENSING BOARD REQUEST FOR QA POLICY
AND IMPLEMENTATION WITNESS

Several months ago I discussed with you a request by the Midland Licensing
Board fcr a witness to testify concerning QA policy and implementation.
You indicated your willingness to address these matters. Because of the
scope and nature of the subject matter of the request, I also discussed
this recuest with representatives of NRR and ISE. It was generally

agreed that you were the appropriate witness to deal with these

questions. 1 have so advised the Board.

For your information I am attaching pages 8790-8755 from the November 16,
1982 session of the Midland evidentiary hearing, where the Board explains
its reasons for making the request. | also actach pages 12397-12398
from :he March 8, 1983 session where | advise the Board that you will be
the witness.

As you know the evidentiary hearing starts on Tuesday, April 26, 1983.
If you have any questions concerning this note please give me a call.

I D fots

William D, Paton
Attorney, OELD

w/enclosure:
Eisenhut
Novak
Adensam
Hood

. Sniezek (IE)
Taylor (IE)
Stone (1E)
Lewis (Reg. II1)
Christenbury
Rutberg

. Lieberman
Wilcove
Wright
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CEAIRMAN BECHEECEFER: That's correct. Then if

you prefer to start with Mr., Lewis, that is all right, teoo

MR. PATON: That is what we are going to talk
about. |

CEAIRMAN BECEEOEFER: I den't think we have any
strong feelings one way or the other, so we will come back
in 15 minutes, andehatovo: witness is up, then we will
know how you came out. |

MR. PATON: Thank you.

(Brief recess.)

CEAIRMAN BECHEOEFER: Back on th: record. Eave
the parties decided which witness they will start off?

MR. PATON: We would prefer to proceed as we
had intended, with 4-A. But before I do that, Mr. Chairmal
I have a brief preliminary matter.

CEAIRMAN 3ECEEOEFER: All right.

MR. PATON: Mr. Chairman, you had indicated to

me recently that you wanted the Staff to bring a witness

during the guality assurance hearing, and I waat to make

very certain that I understand exactly what your request

is and I want to say it and ask you if I have it right.
As I understood your regquest, you wanted an NRC

witness who can address NRC enforcement policy with

respect to quality assurance issues. I believe you stat

to me that you will have facts before the Board presented

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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by Regicn III, possibly NRR, and you wan£ a witness who
can teétify to this Board on NRC enforcement policy with
respect to those facts that relate toc guality

assurance.

A
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That is what I understood your guestion to be,
CHAIRMAN BECHHOEFER: Well, it is a little dif.
ferent from that. What I had in mind, it was my under~
standing that the responsibility for determining what
an adeguate QA program is, is maybe it is not completely
cransferred but it is at least shifting from NRR to I&E
headguarters' offices; an; that therefore, socmecone cught
to be here to discuss what the current Commission polici%
with respect to adeguate QA plans are.
MR. PATON: Mr. Chairman, let me direct your
attention.
You said program. Now I would distinguish 1% .
as we always have in this proceeding. I would gake f
clear demarcation between program and implementatiocn.
We are going to be talking mainly about implementation;
CEAIRMAN BECHEOEFER: That’s. correct. What I
should have said -- !

MR PATON: You did say program. I want to make

sure, do you really want us to limit it to program oOr ==

CEAIRMAN BECHEOEFEP: That was a slip. Progr
plus implementation pelicy, policy toward implementation
1f my understanding is wrong, I have seen some documenta
tion and I understand that there have been ;cveral paper
peforecthe: Cémmission dealing with this but I don't havot

anyparticular references. 5o it was our thought that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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somecone from headguarters ought to be able to speak »n
whether given QA, both programs and the likely implementa-
tion of it, will meet current NRC standards.

MR. PATON: Now you said given the program and
the likely implementation. I am wondering now, I had
understood your reqguest to be, in light of the facts that
are given to this Board on what has happened -- in other
words, we are going to present a lot of testimony to the
Board on QA implementation as it has been implemented.

In cther wo:dg, this is our inspection report. This is
what we have féund. I understand you want a witness who
can take into account both the QA progrim anéd the history
of implementation, recent history of implementati;n and
address NRC enforcement policy with respect to those
guality assurance matters. Is that more accurate?

| CEAIRMAN BECEEHCEFER: Enforcement or maybe

acceptance.

U]

JUDGE EARBOUR: The standards.

MR. PATON: Are you indicating that when I use
the word "enforcement,"” that the implication that some-
thing has gore wrong, is that the correction you are
making?

CHEAIRMAN BECHEOEFER: Well, I don't want t;
necessarily imply that there is something going wrong

on the future.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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MR. PATON: Let me try it one more time.

The guestion is, the witness should be able to
take into account the QA programs and recent QA implemant
tion and determine from an NRC policy point of view, is
that acceptable.

CEAIRMAN BECHEOEFER: That's correct. We were
just nct positive whether the NRR representative who will
be here, can now speak to that. If he can, then you need
not produce anybody. If he can't, it may be desirable 1
bring some;hing from I&E headguarters.

MR. PATON: I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman.

I think that would be helpful to others to be able to =--

CEAIRMAN BECEHOEFER: There are other head-
quarter divisions which may have respomsibility. Now I
am not really sure wkat is going cn, but in terms of

responsibility for this type of thing -~

MR. PATON: It is helpful, I think, if we have

this on“the record and the people ;nvolvcd can sit down
&¢. 4 read the precise words and make their dccision. But
I appreciate your help on this.

CEAIRMAN BECEEOEFER: Right. Direct testimony
need not be rresented, but maybe somebody can be here t¢
answer guestions.

MR. PATON: Fine.

CHAIRMAN BECEEOEFER: With the other QA witne

Al MEFRCEAAN RERPARTING COMDANMY iai~
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that you have.

MR. PATON: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Shall we proceed with Mr. Kane?

CEAIRMAN BECHHOEFER: VYes.

ALCERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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es -y CHAIRMAN BECHEOEFER: Why don't you proceed now

2 | and after you are through we will take a break and then

we 3 lstart the testimony right after that?
rd - MR. PATON: Mr. Chairman, on November 16, you made
s 5 1a statement, you and I had an exchange on the :ec&fd,
- 3 © transcript 8790 through 8795. I have those paées with me
g 7 1if the Baard wants to read them again. But I have coisidered
< y
s 8 | that exchange at length. I have asked -people in IiE t; read
11 § 9 it, Region III and NRR, to all read that exchange. The
I § 10 *Staff position'is that the witness we would propose to
- 4 g 1 Irespond tc the matters that you proposed there is Mr.
ter. g 12 | Xeppler. We think Mr. Keppler is the Staff witness most
a g 13 | ¢amiliar with the overall facts of the Midland case, geoing
§ 14 fpack a number of years He is aware of NRC policy with
e g 15 respect to QA and he can best address how those two come
i 16 together.
E v CHAIRMAN BECHHOEFER: Our thought and my thought
;- ? 18 | vas that perhaps there would be scmebody at headquarters
aad g 19 | who might be more familiar with developing QA policy. 1If
a 2 | hot, Mr. Keppler is familiar wich Commission policy in this
oven 2? area and tnat is fin:. We thought it m£§h£ be somebody at
-2 headgquarters by me or who might be closer to the Commission,
rs X 23'?sha11 we say? But if not, Mr. Keppler will be fine.
4 MR. PATON: That is a possibility, Mr. Chairman,
25 !

but when you apply the facts to the policy, we believe

ALDERSCWJREPORTWKSCO§WM¢®LINC.
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Mr.Keppler is the witness. I think if you're asking for_;

a witness who used to discuss policy in the abstract, peﬂ;;
Lhere is a witness who conceivably might be more curreng;;
ghan Mr. Keppler. But we will obviously bring to Mr. .

Keppler's attention the exchange you and I are having tmhy

And we belzevc he will be able tc address current NRC Qa

Policy along with his knowledge of the facts of the Midlasa

> €

case.
CHAIRMAN BECHHOEFER: 1If you thinhk Mr. Keppler is
familiar with our policy it is okay with us.

MR. PATON: The other matter involves the staff

£ the Midland investigation. I think that the last tize
was here I learned after I last addressed this and sone

£ the information I gave the Board was not exactly corzes:.

moa.;._:”-_._u_;; Bl BT

=0 I would like to go down the list again.

¥
b
i Theres are four matters znd again I wculd like 227
t

!

2f the Board or any party who is aware of any other matters

that anyone believes is being investigated by the NRC, ple!]

Elet me know. I made that request last time and I dida't
gh ar from anybody.

The four matters are: Number One, an investigatt
0by Region III to determine whether misleading.infnrmaticn
was provided the NRC inspection March 12, 1982 at Midlané.

ﬁThat report is complete and the report was issued on

1
nJanuary l1l8th. »
i .
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Mr. James E. Keppler berP [ 5151
Director, Region III D "3 —-‘—‘Z:[U
Inspections and Enforcement e ;
Nuclear Regulatory Commission o i s
799 Roosevelt Road T " e T
Glen Ellyn, Illinois Ok IS §

Dear Mr. Keppler:

On March 7, 1983 I attended a meeting with Mr. Darrell
Eisenhut, Mr. Daryl Hoaod, Mr. Tom Novack, Ms. Elinor Adamson
of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR), and
Mr. Robert Warnick of your staff. Mr. Warnick confirmed
a numbe. of items of great concern to ths Government
Accouncability Project (GAP) in regards to the Midland Nuclear
Power Flant.

More specifically, Mr. Warnick confirmed that you and members
of your staff have been meeting with management officials of
Consumers Power Company ("Consumers”) to iron out the details
of the Construction Completion Plan (CCP). It was our
understanding from your public statements at the February 8, 1983
public meeting that you intend.d to open up the CCP evaluation
process for more public overview and comment. Yet it is clear the
meetings that you and your staff have been having are on the
very points that most need public input.

I an personnaly distressed that you have not responded to the
overwhelming public concerns about the credibility of Tonsumers
and the Bechtel Corporation. Surely you cannot expect the public
to continue to trust the utility and its contractor to be able
to allay public fears about their self- examination. This is
the solution that the CCP is proposing.

GAP is not prepared to spend the next year haranguing over the
methodological details of a third-party review that has not
had the basic opportunity to review the condition of the plant.
The inspection of the Diesel Genereator Building clearly indicates
that Midland is not, and never has been, in the condition that
the utility would have us all believe. It is inconceivable
that the NRC could even consider a solution to the problems
without first having a legitimate, independent, competent
third party identify the actual condition of the plant.

Mr. Warnick identified a number of areas of discussion and
debate surrounding the details of the CCP, these included such
major items as whether there should be 100% inspection or sampling,

- - MAR 10 183
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what the reporting structure would be for the Quality Assurance/
Quality Control personnel within the teams, how the teams

would be established, etc. These are items which betray the
position that your Regional office has taken in the absence

of either public input or analysis, or even the courtesy of

a preliminary announcement.

if you intend to approve the Construction Completion Plan
that draws its legitimacy from the third-party reviews (See
CCP, Figure 3-1)of the plant --including the i1dentification
of the problems on site -- than please do so immediately.

If you intend to close the public input into the process
of reviewing the acceptability and adequacy of the plan that
Consumers has offered, than please make such an announcement.

If you have no intention of even considering having
a third-party determine the extent of the problems on site,
than you have effectively undermined the entire promise that
you made to the residents of Midland.

Please answer the following guestions concerning the

steps that you have taken since the February 8, 1983 meeting
concerning the CCP:

(1) What meetings ( either personally or by conference
call) have you, Mr. Robert Warnick, or members of the
Midland Team had with management officials of Consumers Power
Company regarding the CCP?

(2) For every meeting identified, what was the topic
of discussions?

(3) what directives, policy statements, verbal approvals,
tentative approvals, or strong indications have been given to
Consumers as to the acceptability of the CCP?

(4) What approvals have been given by your staff in

regards to ggx work on site going forward? (This excludes,
of course the on-going soils work, and the steam turbine
work.) ¢

(5) what official holds - if any - have you placed on
Consumers Power which would restrict its initiating work on
the site when it saw fit?

(6) What plans does the staff have for its own determination
of the "as-built" condition of the plant, either prior or
subsequent to a third-party/Consumers review?
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i look forward to your response within the next few days.
Sincerely,

oot chcQ’

BILLIE PIRNER GARDE
Director, Citizens Clinic

BPG/bl
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Government Accountability Project
Institute for Policy Studies
ATTN: Ms. Billie P. Garde
¥ Director
Citizens Clinic for
Accountable Government

1901 Que Street, NW
Washington, D. C. 20009

Dear Ms. Garde:

Thank you for your letters dated October 22, 1982 and November 11, 1982
addressed to Mr, Denton and me, conveying the Government Accountability
Project's views on quality assurance matters and the third party
assessment at the Midland Nuclear Power Stationm. We are considering
your comments and concerns.

There have been two public meetings on the independent review program,
one held October 25, 1982, and the second on November 5, 1982,

After the October 25 meeting Mr. Eisenhut and 1 informed Mr. James Cook

of Consumers Power Company by telephone that our preliminary thoughts

vere that the following elements were necessary, but may not be sufficient,
to accomplish an adequate overall review of QA matters:

1. The third party design review, which focused on the
auxiliary feedwater system (proposed by TERA Corporation),
should be broadened by including one or two additional
safety systems and that the reviews should encompass an
evaluation of the actual system installation (L.0.,
construction). In addition, consideration should be given
to perhaps expanding the program for confirming construction
quality.

A The INPO and biennial QA audits are not an acceptable substitute
for the third party review. While these activities do have
merit, they do not fulfill the total needs we have identified.

3. Questions were raised concerning whether Management Analysis
Company was sufficiently independent to assume lead responsibility
for the independent review.

Regarding the ability of the Stone and Webster personnel to perform
the third party independent review of the remedial soils work, the final
decision will be made in the near future.
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The remainder of the independent review effort is still under
consideration. We intend to hold a public meeting, probably in -
Midland, regarding the independent review programs at the Midland
site, but the date has not yet been scheduled. :

You requested a series of documents in the November 11, 1982 letter.
None of these are in the NRC's possession, although they would be
available for our review at the plant site or corporate offices. You
ray wish to request access to the documents from Consumers Power.

I also understand from my staff that you have indicated to them that

the Government Accountability Project has additional affidavits concerning
construction activities at the Midland site. 1f you do have further
information, I would hope that you would forward it to us promptly

so that we may include it in our investigation of the affidavits you
previously submitted.

1 can assure you that the NRC shares your concern that any third party
at Midland be both independent and competent. We also must be careful
that we, the NRC, do not intrude into the review process ourselves and
thus compromise its independence. We will, however, provide sufficient
direction to assure the thoroughness and objectivity of the review.

Sincerely,

Wy (’.
’W‘ﬁb‘gh -
James G. Keppler
Regional Administrator
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October 22, 1682

i Mr. Harold R. Denton, Director

, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Division of Licensing
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. J.G. Keppler

Administrator, Region III

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
: 798 Roosevelt Road
: Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

RE: Fidland Nuclear Power Plant, Units I & II
-Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance
Program Implementation for Soils Remedial Work
-Consumers Power Company Midland Plant Independent Review
Program

his letter provides additional comments to the current negotiations
-etween the Nuclear Regulatory Commission ("NRC") and Consumers
Power Company ("CPCo") regarding two major areas of concern to local
citizens and our own staff:

l) soils remedial construction; and
2) 1Independent Review Program.

On behalf of those former employees, local citizens and the Lone Tree
Council, the Government Accountzbility Project ("GAF") reviewed the
various proposals submitted by the licensee of an independent re-

| view program as well as their description of the independent soils

‘ assessment program. Our questions and comments about both programs
are outlined below. We appreciate the cpportunity to provide this
information.

Based on our review of the licensee proposals, we are asking the NRC
 to not approve the independent audit proposal in its present form.
Further, we request on behalf of the local residents tha* live and
i work around the plant that the details of the independent contract
; be finalized in a series of public meetings--one in Jackson, Michigan
(the corporate home of CPCo) and one in Midland, Michigan (the plant
site). Further, we ask that the public comment offered at these two
meetings, as well as this letter, be included in the analysis of
fPCo's proposal.

_X L L)t md g
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This reguest is consistent with Mr. Keppler's stated intention %o
invite pudblié comment surrounding Midland's prcbdlems; and also in
line with Region III policy surrounding the Zack controversy at
LaSalle, which allowed several public participants to comment ani
suggest improvements in the independent audit of the Heating, Vea-
tillating and Air Conditioning ("HVAC")equipment imposed. on Comron-
wealth Edison by the NRC.

As you know, it is the position of our project that the only avenue
to restore public confidence in a nuclear power plant that has
suffered from extreme loss of credibility is to offer the pubdblic

the opportunity to participate in the decision-making process.

This is particularly applicable to the situation at the Midland :tlant.

Clearly the utility and the regulators are aware of the substantial
problems that have occurred in building the Midland plant. Indeed,
it is the history of these problems that have led to this meeting

in the first place. Yet, apparently there has been little desire

to tackle the real issue of corporate negligence 1in the construction
of this plant.

Backeround

The Government Accountability Project is a prolect of the Institute
for Policy Studies. It is a naticnal public interest organizaticn
that assists individuals, often called "whistleblowers," who

expose waste, fraud or abuse in the federal workplace; or safety

and health hazards within communities through GAF's Citizen's Clinic
for Accountable Government. As an organization dedicated to pre-
tecting individuals whd> have the courage to oring information
forward on behaif ¢ their fellow citizens GAP has had a close uork-
ing relation with various Congressional and Senatorial committees,
government agencies and other public interest crganizations.

In recent years GAP has been approached by a growing number of

nuclear witnesses from various nuclear power plants under constriction. ,
In keepring with its oblectives the GAP Whistleblcwer Review Panel

arid the Citizens Clinic Feview Panel have directed the stalfl to

pursue aggressively the complaints &nd problems that nuclear woriers
bring forward. Our first case invelving a nuclear witness began

when we vere approached by 2 Mr., Tnomas Applegete about sericus
problems at the William H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station near Cincinnati
Onio. As you are aware lMr. Applegate's allegations and tne subsegjuent
investigations, reinvestigations, Corgressional inquiries, and Intense
public scrutiny have revealed the Mr. Applegate exyosed only the

tip of the iceberg of problems., Zimmer was recently described In the
Cleveland Plain Dealer as "the worst nuclear ccnstruction project in
the midwest, possibly the country...." (October 3, 1982,.)¢*

~¥This article also referred to the Midland Plant. Mr. John
Sinclair, an NRC inspector, responded to the question of whether there
are other "Zimmers" around the country by stating that Zimmer's croblems
‘Wwere similar to those fcund at [Midland]."
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Following the CAP staff work at Zimmer we received a request fron
the Lone Treé Council of the Tri-City Michigan area to pursue worker
allegations of major problems at the Midland Nuclear Power Plant
Midlind, Mis»igan. Our preliminary investigatien resulted in

T

, oF: s b s @ with the Nuclear Regulatory .o ion
on June 29, 1982. Since then we have filed an additional Your
affidavits resulting Trom the RVAL QuUality 2SSUFAnNCE TYEERJOWN

revelations. We are also preparing an expanded affidavit of one

of our original witnesses, Mr. E. Earl Kent, of serious welding
construction problems at the Midland site. Other worker allegations-
ranging from security system breakdowns tc worker safety problems
have come to our attention at an alarming rate.

The Citizens Clinic Review Panel & panel of seven respected
individuals, met recently to review the status of Clinic cases. It
was their unanimous recommendation to begin a thorough and aggressive
probe of Midland's problems. We look forward to beginning that

probe shortly. Unfortunately our previous experience at Zimmer

and LaSalle has given us a good idea of what to look for and what

we will find.

I. SOILS REMEDIAL WORK

The 1580/81 SALP Report, issued April 20, 1682 gave CPCo a Category 3
rating in scils and foundations.

A Category 3 rating, according tc the SALP criteria states:

Beth NRC and licensee attention should be increased...
weaknesses are evident; licensee resources appear to be
strained or not effectively used such that minimally
satisfzzzory performance with respect to operational
safety cr construction 1s being achieved.

Clearly this rating, the lowest rating that can be given was deserved
ty the licensee. Although the soils settlement problems have

resulted in the most serious construction problems that CPCo has faced,
the SALP repor: points out in its analysis:

In spite of this attention, every inspection involving
regional based inspectors and addressing solls settle-
ment issues has resulted in at least cne significant
item of non-compliance. (p. 9)

This trend continues to the present date. As recently as May 20,
1982, Mr. R.B, Landsman the soils specialist of the Region III
Midland Special Team discovered significant differences between the
as-built condition of the plant in relation to the soils remedial work
and the approved April 30, 1982 ASLB order.
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Although Mr. Landsman had no quarrel with the technical aspects of
the excavatidn in question he had a significant disagreement wish
the licensee's fallure to notify NRR of their plans. He aptly
captured the essence of the problem in his August 24, 1982 memo

to Mr. W.D. Shafer, Chief of the Midland Section: ’

Since the licensee usually does not know what is

4in the ground or where it is, as usual the 22 foot
duct bank was found at approximately 35 feet. It
also was not in the right location. . . in addition,
+ +» «» they inadvertently drilled intc the duct

bank. . . .

On August 20, 1982 Mr. Keppler requested the Office of Investizaticns
to investigate two instances of apparent vioclation of the April
30, 1982 ASLB Order.

This latest experience with the licensee's failure to comply with
NRC reguirements is indicative of the reasons that the Advisory
Committee on Reacteor Safeguards, in a letter to NRC Chairman Nunzie
Palladino, deferred its approval of full power operation of the
Midland plant until an audit of the plant's quality. This QA pro-
gram audit 1s to include electrical, control, and mechanicel
systems as well as underground piping and foundations.

Now CPCc 1s again asking for "another chance" to get its corpecrate
act together. They offer toinstitute a series of sters to "enhance
the implementation of the quality program with regzrd to the scils
remedial work " (Letter to Mr. Harold Denton from ir. James Cock,
Sepcexter 17, 1982, p. 2.) Unfortunately, &s psinted out belc:,
the program on soils remedial work leaves much to be desired if
public confidence is to be restored in the ultimate safety of tae
Midlard plant.

A. Consumers Power Company Retention of Sticrns & VWebster
as & Tnird Party to lndependently AScect -he imple-
mentation of the Auxillary Bullding .riercinning Work

Based on a careful investigation of Stone & VWebster's ("SiW")
perlcrmance in the nuclear povwer industry this decision, elread:

made, may unlcrtunately for the licensee prove to be as disasterous
as the pre-~load operation of several years zgo.

Our assessment is based on information obtained from the NRC Public
Documents Room, private audite of S&W's performance on nuclear
projects, legal briefs from intervenors, NRC "llotice of Violation"
reports, public source information, and interviews with intervenors,
engineers, as well as current and former employees of the NRC
familiar with S&W's work.



1. _History

S&W has been the chief contractor and architect/engineer at eight
plants now operating, and for six plants presently under construc-
tion. 1In reviewing numerous documents concerning two nuclear
plants now under construction at which S&W was, or still 4is, the
Project Manager and chief architect/engineer, this investigation
has documented S&W's reputation for massive cost overruns at its
nuclear construction sites, major problems with Quality Control
and contruction management, and significant design errors at a
rumber of these plants. The Shoreham plant on Long Island, N.Y.,
and the Nine Mile 2 plant near Syracuse, N.Y., a2re both infamous
nuclear boondoggles constructed by S&W.

a) Nine Mile 2

The Nine Mile 2 plant has been described as a "disaster arez."

Cost overruns have gone from an original 360 million to 3.7 billion
dollars, and the NRC has cited the plant for numerous violations.
According to an article in the Syracuse Post-Standard newspaper
(May 17, 1982), "Nearly everything that Can go wrong with a major
construction project has beset Nine Mile 2."

In 1980 Niagara Mohawk, the utility which is building the plant,

ired the firm of Black and Veatch Consulting Engineers tou conduct
and "independent assessment” of the management systems, costs, and
#ork acccmplished at the Nine Mile 2 plant. The final Project
Evaluztion Report (September 1080) wazs extremely critical of
S&W's performance, describing their work as "poor," "lacking" ané
"confused." The evaluation found 127 grotlem areas at the plan:.
Below 1s a list of scme of the problems SiW were explicitly cited
for:

® Failure to effectively implement the Quality Control progre-.
¥ Significant overruns against budget.

¥ Ineffective Project Management Reports.

¥ Inadequate mamagement control of engineering work.

* Engineering Management System was "never properly imple-
mented on the Unit 2 project."

*# "Key components of good cost control are not present.

® Inadequate "problem identification, impact analysis, and
descriptions of corrective acticn plans.”

* Failure to keep abreast of regulatory changes.
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& Drawings used for construction based on unapproved
documents.

# TInadequate construction pro-planning/constructability
review.

# Inaccuracies in the engineering and prccurement Status
which have diminished user confidence in existing reports.

Many of the conditions cited in this audit have not been improved.
According to a May 17, 1982 inspection letter from the NRC, S&W
has failed to remedy these identified problems:

There is a significant problem in the timeliness of
corrective action resulting from S&W responses to Niagara
Mohawk audit findings. Determination of corrective action
to be taken 1s repeztedly delayed due to either belated
answers by S&W and/or inadequate responses by S&W. NMPC
Quality Assurance Management has been unable to correct
the problem.

On top of these problems, the NRC cited S&W, in the May 17, 1982
letter, for "significant” nonconformances with NRC regulations.
One major problem was found in SiW's philosophy on QC. Instead
of analyzing problems to find their causes, S&W would just put
the identified mistake into "technical acceptabiiity." According
to the NRAC, this caused & repetition of problems:

The lack of identification and correction of the root

cause of the nonconformence has led to numerous noncon=-
formances being written in a short period of time involving
the same functional area. . . .

The QC program wae &ls0 cited for its lack of training and its
high personnel turnover.

S&W also failed to rroperly oversee subcontractors at Hine Mile

¢. For example, over 300 bad welds were identified as made by one
gub-contractor. These faulty welds were discovered aflter Saw
inspectors had certified that they met construction standards.

(Post-Standard, May 19, 1982.)

b) Shoreham

S&W was the Project Manager and chief architect/engineer at Shoreha-.
In September 1977 the Long Island Lighting Company ("LILCo"), the
utility which 1s building the Shoreham plant, removed S&W as Projec:
Manager. Although initially denied, LILCo reports obtained by
intervenors in discovery, have documented LILCo's dissatisfaction
with S&W--dissatisfaction which led to their termination.
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In an April 1977 repor:t (Shoreham Nuclear Power Station Schedule
and Construction Management Evaluation), prepared by LILCo's
Project Manager and other LILCo engineers, S&W was criticized
and the utility was urged to terminate their services. Examples
of S&W's unsatisfactory performance outline in this report were:

® Design problems.
& Inaccurate monitoring and controlling systems.
# Unnecessary and redundant procedures.
®* Responsibility for cost overruns.
ther LILCo documents charged:
* Failure to produce or meet work schedules.
¥ Inability to adequately define urgent neéds.
® Poor physical work documents.

Shoreham, described by the New York State Public Service Commission
as "seriously deficient,”" has suffered from cost overruns which
will make the electricity produced at the plant the most costly

of any nuclear plant in the country. The overrun has been from

265 million to 2.49 billion dollars.

Siv was also at fault with Shoreham's largest design error. Ths
rez2tor size which was criginally planned fcer Sheoreham wes lnoreased,
tut S&W failed tc mzke adjustments and increases in the size ¢f the
reactor building. According to Newsday, this error hes led to
costly design problems and changes, and cramped work erzce within
the reactor building.

Shoreham has alsc been cited by the NRC for numerous vis.ations.
Between 1975 and 1651 the Commission cited Shorehar for L6 violstions.
For example, S&W was cited for repeatedly faliling to hazve electrical
cebles installed correctly, and for allowing dirt in sensitive

ereas,

2. Froblems Tound in S&W Operating Reactors

Most serious for the VMidland plant was our discovery of S&W's work
at the North Anna Plant.

a) North Anna
According to a Washington Star article (May 5, 1978), the North

Anna plant has suffered {rom serious design problems regarding soils
settlement. A pumphouse, designed to funnel cooling water into the
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reactor in event of a nuclear emergency, "settled" into the ground
at a much higher rate than planned. In only six years the pump-
house sunk more than 79% of the amcunt flanned for its forty year
1ife expectency. This settlement caused "cracks in nearby walls
and forced accordion-like pleats to be added to nearby pipes.”
According to the Star, this soils prodblem could lead to the plant's
premature ciosing.

Other mechanical malfunctions have also been reported at North
Anna. For example, a malfunction in a steam pump and turbine
contributed tc a "negligible" overexposure of five plant workers
to radiation, and the release of contaminated gas. (Washington
Post, September 27, 1879.)

It is incredulous to us that the NRC could allow S&W, a construction
firm that has caused untolled amounts in cost overruns, shutedown
damaged plants and lengthy lists of NRC viclations to be transformed
into an independent party, capable of enough internal reform to
‘audit the work of the Bechtel construction of the iliidland plant.

Further, S&V committed a serious design error in the vital cooling
system's pipe design. This error potentially rendered the pipes
exposed to failure in the event of even a minor earthquake, and
could have created a major nuclear accident. Upon discovery of the
error, the NRC ordered all five plants temporarily closed for in-
vestigaticn ané repair. (Excerpt from the Public Meeting Briefing
on Seismic Design Capadility of Operating Reactors, NRC, June 28
187%.)
‘hen the .'EC entered these rlants to inspect the pipes, they found
gdditional problems. According to the NRC document Surry 1, Beaver
Valley and FitzFatrick ell suffered from "significant differences

! between originegl design and the 'as built' conditions...." For
example, Surry I had the following problems: "mislocated supports,
wrong support type, and different pipe geometry."

b) Other plante r

k1l of the other operating nuclear plants investigated reported
numercus problems. For example, in 1981 a faulty weld at the
Beaver Valley plant caused a "minor leakage" of radiocactivity into
the local environment. Within one year after the iMaine Yankee was
turned on in 1572, 58 "malfunctions" were reported, including leaks
in the cooling water systems. A review of the [IRC report--Licensed
Operating Reactors Status Report--of May 1982 revealed that all

. S&W plants were operating at an operating history of below 80% of

, the industry goal. Beaver Valley, for example, had a lifetime

; operating history of only 30%. 1

R R e R
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%, tone & Webster Corporate Attitude

Our review of S&W's past attempts at constructing nuclear power
plants prevents us from being convinced of anything but a future
that 1s a dismal repeat of the past.

This fear was confirmed by an article written by the Chairman and
Chief Executive Office of Stone and Webster, Mr. William T. Allen,

Jr. in the Public Utilities Fortnightlv, May 13, 1982, entitled
"Much of the Anxiety about Nuclear Power Is Needless."

In this article Mr. Allen displays a critical disregard and dis-
respect for the regulatory system that this nation has mandated
to protect its citizens from the corporate instincts of profit
and survival. His dialogue begins by labeling the public as
apathetic about energy needs. He wishfully hypothesizes a 12%

boost of electrical demand for a single year when the economy
recovers.

Mr. Allen moves quickly to his conclusion that the energy needs of
the future can be met with only coal and nuclear power, but his
real point 1s made when he calls for the "necessary institutional
adjustments to revitalize the nuclear industry." Mr. Allen's view
of the revitalization is a chilling indication of his companies
committment to safety. This excerpt is most revealing:

[W]e are working, along with others in the industry, in
support of those zctivities which we hope will restore
nuclear power to a state of robust health. In that con-
nection, cne specific effort we have undertaken within
Stone.k Webster is the consolidation and analysis cof recent
data pertaining to the amount of radiation which possibly
would be released to the envircnment in the event of
an gccident in a nuclear power plant. . . . [Blased on infor-
mation our people have assembled it now is becoming clear
to the scientific and engineerirg communities that cri-
teria estadlished years ago, but still in use today, are
incredidbly and needlessly conservative."
Tnis guoted paragraph captures Mr. Allen's observations although
he goes on to attempt t0 convince his "apathetic public" that the
three basic components in the source term (the guantity of radio-
activity postulated to be available for leakage from the reactor
containment into the environment) are needlessly conservative.
The arguments into the size of a "safe dose of radioiodine"
contradict all other literature we have reviewed on the subject.
Mr. Allen's attempts to allay the fears of the public about nuclear
power have only increased the fears that GAP has about its allegedly
independent audic of the solls work.

If Mr. Allen's corporation believe s the regulations over nuclear
power are needlessly conservative, and he is not concerned with the
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levels of radioiodine, I find it difficult to believe he will
approach the Midland Auxillary Building with the attitude 1t will
take to produce any replica of a safe nuclear facility.

As a result of our investigation, and our #ell _xnown support for
independent audits of nuclear construction projects, it is impossible
for GAP to accept the S&W review of the solls work under the Aux-
1llary”8u11d1ng as anything more than another licensee "rubber

stamp.

B. Recommendations

It is the recommendation of the Government Accountability Project
that certain minimum requirements be used by the NRC in determining
the acceptability of independent audit charters. Further we recon-
mend that the Midland public meeting (infra, at 15) include a
presentation of the charters, and the avallability of the auditors
for public questioning into the understanding of this contract
responsibility. These charters should include the following:

1) The independent contractor should be responsible directly
© To the .Submitting @ll interim and final product sirul-
taneously with 0.&n e s

————————————————————————— e ——————

This is somewhat different from the propocsal exrlained in
the CPCo letters, which suggests that all reports would
first be processed th~ocugh the licensee.

2) The independent contractor should do a historical assess-
ment COf erfeO'S DPriOr WOTK, ANc.Jdifg & ITank regcrt O
the cauctes of the sc.ls sett.ement prcblen.

This sugzestion  from the ACRS July 9, 1682 letter, is
particularly appropriate to get ¢n the public record.

3) The charter should ensure that, once hired, CPCc caric:

dGismises the independent contractor from the pro €2t v .:nles
prior notice to the NRC and & .n.-Sfonsored pa.t.it meetan
to justify the decision.

Further, the NRC should make it clear that the litensing
conditions will not be met for NMidland if the WHRC does

not approve of any such dismissal. Although CPCo is hniring
and paying several auditors, their credidbllity ir the eyes
of the public will be voided without a truly independent
accountability structure. Otherwise the entire excercise
is little better than an expensive public relation:z gimmick.

4) The ch

arte

r should reg

uire tﬁnt each auditor, at least
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5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

direct personnel are not gqualified.

Proof of gqualifications should be prévided for every
task in the Midland contracts.

The charter should require that the proposed methodology
be disclosed; specifically selection criteria and size o
the samples for inspections and testing.

This is pz~ticularly critical with the proposed audits

of the historical quality assurance breakdown. It 1is
impossible to have any confidence in the results of an
independent inspection and testing program if the selection
criteria and size of the sample are a mystery.

The charter should require the auditors to provide calcu-
Tations Hemonstratigg that it 18 possibie tC adezuate.ly

complete its work during the proposed timelrame.

This 1s particularly important at the Midland site where
"rush jobs" are all too common under the pressure of the
1984 deadline.

The charter should recuire the auditors to support its
rOpCSed MELhoR0lOEY LhrOugh references to establishe

profesgsional codes iM, mE . & s BEC: 7

This will insure that the methodclogy 1s a product of
professional standards, rather than CPCo's timetable for
cpergticns. This is particularly important in the light
of recent disclosures puttirg the Bechtel codes in oppos-
ition to the AWS codes.

The charter's should require all suditors to report all
Safetv-related informacion Giresti- to the NEl,

P

CPCo's own judgment in determining when to inform the NRC,
and about what, 1s highly suspect. Only with stringen:
guidelines for an independent auditor is there any hope
for public trust in the work perfcrmed on CPCo's payroll.

ovees and auditors should demonstr that %?e
g;r assigned to the profect are free {rom conflicts
of interest.

In the October 5 letter, CPCo references the conflict

of interest points presented in a February 1, 1982 letter
from NRC Chairman Nunzio Pallidino to Representative John
Dingell. These five points should apply to all employees
of the audit teams. It is insufficient for e company

to be free of conflicts of interest if the key fact finders
and decision-makers are not.

n
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It seems only reasonable that all auditors should
guarantee and demonstrateche absence of any conflicts
of interest on the organizaticnal and individual levels.
Insignificant conflicts should be fully disclosed and
explained, subject to the NRC's approval.

10) ‘The auditors must recommend corrective actlonl'lnd then
control its implementation.

If the independent auditors are not allowed to develop
corrective actions the teams become a highly paid re-
search department for the licensee. The NRC must receive
the independent recommendations of the auditor teams
prior to the finalizations of any licensee plan on any
system. Without this final and critical step there will
be no resoclution of the key question--can Midland ever

operate safely?
GRATION OF THE SCILS QA AID QA/
TION OF SF§A5

This reorganization, putting CPCo in charge of the Quality Assur-
ance/Quality Control program raises serious questions in our
analysis. First, CPCo hasconsistently disregarded the importance
of Quality Assurance/Quality Control in the past. Nothing in their
historical performance or their recent past indicates that CPCo's
NPQAD has the type of sericus committment to QA/3C that will
predice meticulous attention te detall. Further, the experience
that GAP's witnesses have had with NPQAD have been far fronm
favorable. In fact, all of our witnesses (but one who resigned
after refusing to approve faulty equipment) have tried in vain %o
get thelr in-house management tc ¢o something sbcut their allega-
tions. All cf them were dismisseé-~the result of their efforts
to ensure a safe nuclear plant.

FKr. Dean Darty, Mr. Terry Howard, Mrs. Sharon lorelles, Mr. Mark
Cions &nd Fr. Charles Grant have attested to the failure of the
WPQAD. 1If the Zack experience has demonstrated nothing else, it
has certainly left 2 clear warning to construction employees that
committing the truth is not a virtue at the Midland site.

GAP's previous experience with nuclear construction projects that
take total control of a QA program has firmly been negative. At .
Zimmer the switch from contractor to owner brought with it deliberate
coverups instead of corporate bungling. We believe that basec on
CPCo's previous performance and attitude that it is unacceptable

for CPCo to offer their MPQAD to be the new answer to an old problem.

In a September 30, 1982 Midland gg;lg Nawa.urticlo, Mr. Wayne
Shafer stated that the new move to pu © at the helm will give
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them "first hand knowledge" of the problems with the Midland plant.
Mr. Shafer has apparently mistaken Midland for Zimmer on a very
serious point. '

At Zimmer the owner, Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company, was fined
$200,000.00 in November 1981. They claimed that their main
failure was to supervise their contractor, Kaiser, in the con-
struction. At Midland there has never been a question of who is
in control of the construction decisions. CPCo has consistently
had some degree of involvement--usually substantial--with the
history of probems on the site.

I1I. ONSUMERS POWER COMPANY HAS PROPOSED A SIN
: C .‘ B - 7 Y ‘ 0 . .v‘. ~ A -
- = ORDE

-POIN
K COVER

Although none of the documentation defines what "single-point
accountability" is, there is some hint through other comments
from CPCo. 1In both the September 17, 1982 letter from Mr. Cook
to Messrs. Keppler and Denton and several local nevwspapers, there
is a specific reference to "good and dedicated" employees. Even
Fobert Warnick, acting director of the Office of Special Cases,

stated in the September 30, 1982 n;dls?d Daily News article,
"Consumers to Take Responsiblity for :
It'll only work if you've got good, strong people
doing the jJob. I guess the proof of the pudding
is in the performance.

We agree whole heartedly with !'r. Varnick. GCAF has aluays main-

tained that the only way to make any regulatory system work effectively

is to have strong, trustwortby indivicuals of high integrity.

As a project GAP has watched many "good, strong peocple" attempt

to do their jobs correctly, only to be scorned, fined and ostrsa-
cized by corporations or bureaucracies that ignored their responsi-
bility to the publice.

Ironically, perhaps the strongest, most credidbk good person GAF
has worked with recently was fired by Bechtel eand “PCo from the
Midland site--jir., E. Earl lent.

Mr. Kent's allegation's were among those submitted on June 29, 1982
to the NRC. After GAP submitted his allegations to the NRC , Mr.
Kent prepared his evidence and documentation for the anticipated

“visit by NRC investigators. Unfortunately the investigators never

arrived. In mid-August, at Mr. Kent's own expense, he went to
the Regional Office of the NRC to talk to the government officials
charged with investigating his allegations. He wanted to insure
that the investigators understood completely the detail and speci-
fically of his claims about the problems at Midland. Further he

-
.«
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wanted to clanify that the NRC was aware of his knowledge about
serious hardware problems at the two other sites. Mr. Kent was
seriously disappointed in his reception.

Following the mid-August visit, QAP wrote a letter to Mr. James
Keppler, Regional Director, emphasizing our concerns about Mr.
Kent's visit. In the three months following the submission of
Mr., Kent's claims--serious construction flaws--there remained no
efforts on the part of the NRC, other than Mr. Kent's own,

to begin to untangle the mystery of Bechtels' inadequate welding
procedures.

Mr. Kent's personal life has been irrevocably harmed as he has
waited patiently for his allegations to be substantiated by the
nuclear regulators that he placed his tfrust in. He has been
unemployed for nearly a year. His professional reputation hangs
in the balance of an ongoing federal investigation. His financial
condition has dropped daily. However, it was not until a few
weeks ago that Mr., Kent gave up on the NRC. Like so many other
§00d strong workers before him, Mr. Kent sincerely believed that
the regulators would pursue his allegations made in defense of
the public health and safety, instead he discovered an agency
promoting the industry positions.

Last week WXYI Television Station, in Detroit, the

Los Angeles
§lmlf. the !.llfiiflfi?inﬂfnll' the , numerous
ccal stations Iin California and Michigan--both radic and tele-

vieion, and naticnal wire services carried the detelils of Mr.
Earl Fent's allegations,

in the wake of the public revelation of Mr. Kent's claims the

‘AC has finally acted. The Region 11l eoffice, in a flurry of
"catcheup work," finally sent the affidavit to the Region V office.
Fepilon V investigators met with Mr, Kent for a seven and a half
riur session on October 15, 3982, . Unfortunately, the intent

¢f thelr questioning raises extensive concerns among GAP staff

vhi have worked with nuclear witnesses and the !RC before. In
fact, one of the first comments made by one of the investigators
wat to inform.ir. Kent that his allegations were vell-known now all
over the Uniteld States, as "well as Russia."

The direction of the NRC's qucttzonln! was obvious to Mr. Kent.

Ke remains unconvinced that there will be an aggressive investiga-
tion into the allegations he has been making for the past eighteen
months., His concerns over serious structural flaws at three nuclear
plants remain as real.as when he risked--and lost--his career to
bring them to the attention of his industry supervisors.

Mr. Kent is by far one of the most credible and honest individuals
with whom GAP has had the opportunity to work. Our investigation
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of his qualifications, professicnal experience, and contridutions
to the field of welding impressed us even more than his humility
and integrity. I urge either or octh of you to personally talk
to Mr. Kent if there is any doudt about the allegations that he
is making, or about the seriousness of the consequences if these
problems that he has identified remain unresolved.

Mr. Warnick's statement about the "proof being in the pudding"
seems hopelessly blinded as to the experience of nuclear witnesses
at the Midland facility.

A single-point accountability system certainly depends on strong
individuals, but with CPCo's reputation for swift and cruel dis-
position of those workers who point out prodblems, only a fool
would allow himself to be placed in a position of single-point
accountability ("SPA").

In order for this proposition to have any credibility GAP recommends
that this critical QA/QC link be explained fully at the GAP-
proposed meeting in Jackson, Michigan. Along with specific details
of this SPA system, we would reguest that the individual or indiv-
iduals wii. are to perform this function explain their personal
approach to their position.

Along with the above, GAP recommends the following structural
elements be included in this ombudsman program:

1)
2)
¥] ) v.tntll to satisfy hzaoclf/

hersell whether ropa:rl have been made on the systems
he/she ralised questions about. No group of individuals
is better prepared to or qual:':cd to assist with iden~
tity&n; groblems to be correctel than the witnesses
themse.ves,

3)

o or problems oncountortd in construction.

1n1. ”seod faith" measure on the part of the utility would
do much to recapture some of its lost credidility.

The cenonbtu incorporated into the proscllxo on up ed retraining
were largely positive steps forward. OAFP's analysis specifically
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approves of the extensive training efforts-~including the test
pite=to provide as much direct training for workers and quality
control personnel invdlved in the massive work involved. Most
specifically GAP appreciates the efforts to increase communication
between "individual feedback."

We would like to have more specific information on the mechanisms
within the Quality Improvement Program for feedback. Further, i
these steps are deemed appropriate to the solls project it would
seem only reasonable to incorporate them throughout the construction
project. Our galynil of the QIP was limited by the lack of
information andflook forward to receiving more detail before the
final assessment.

CAP recommends that the training session that covers Federal
Nuclear Regulations, the NRC Quality Programs in general and the
Remedial Soils Quality Plan be expanded significantly and that the
NRC review and comment on the training materials.

Further, that the NRC provide a summary of its intentions and
cxpoctgtionl of workers<in soils remedial work as well as QA in
general.

GAP also requests that Mr. Keppler conduct a personal visit to the
gite, similar to his visit to Zimmer, and talk to all the QA/QC
employees as soon as possible,

V. CR AN )

Finally we express reservations about the increased senior manage-
ment involvement. While we recognize the intent of this commit-
ment, we are concerned with the lack of corporate character demon-
strated to date. It appears quite clear to us that there has

bveen extensive senior management level direct participation to
date. That involvement has been less than complimentary to CFCo.
In recent months the "argumentative attitude" of CPCo cofficials
have emerged in many forums:

« An August article in the E!izﬂiiwllﬁi' in which Fresident
John Seldy said he was ti of "subsidizing the vublic."

« The June and July public "red-baiting" of GAP for its work
on behalfl of citizens and former workers.

« The recent distribution of ¢ flyer accusing & Detroit
:ozoxatzon station of "sensationalist and yellow journal-
sm.

« The continuous attempts to influence and intimidate local
reporters, editors and newspapers to print only biased
accounts of the Midland story.
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Although approving in principal of the weekly in depth reviews
of all aspects of the construction project, we remain skeptical
of this step doing anything to improve the Midland situation.
Certainly it should not be confused with the independent audit
recommendation of the ACRS, ASLB, and NRC staff.

VI. INPO EVALUATION

The answer t. the mystery of Midland's problems is to be provided
by an INPO evaluation conducted by qualified, independent contractors.
This results from the June 8, 1982 ACRS report, and the July 9, 19£2
NRC staff letter requesting such an assessment.

The proposal offered by CPCo, a replica of INPO criteria for inde-
pendent evaluations, is divided into three parts:

1) Horizontal type review;
2) Biennial QA Audit; and
3) Independent Design Verification (Vertical slice).

It ir particularly distressing to us to note that CPCo recelved
proposals and then selected the Management Analysis Company
("MAC") to persorm two of the three audits.

fAC is far from an independent contractor on CPCo construction
prolects. In fact, MAC has been invelved with both the Midland
and Palisacdes projects at various times throughout the past

decede. Tor eampie:

Iin l

prcblems on site. They falled to identifly Zack's contine-
uisnz HVAC problems, the bad welds in the control panals,
erni daproper welds and cable tray/hanger discrepancies.
urther, MAC failed to identify the problems of uncertiflied
ré/cr ungualified welders on site.

GAP strongly diszgrees with the choice of MAC. It is an insult

toc the NRC and the public to accept MAC's review of its own previous
nalysis as a new and independent audit. Although Mr. L.J. Keebe
appears to be both an experienced and credidble individual, it

does not remove the connection of MAC to two other CPCo-Bechtel
productions. This relationship is simply too close for the comfort
of the public.

The MAC INPO review may be extremely valuable to CPCo officials
as a self-criticism review, however, it should not be presented
to the NRC as "independent” by any stretch of the imagination.
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Further, there was a marked lack of specific methodology and
information about the audit to be performed. GAP staff was
particularly disappointed with the lack of specificity into the
work to be performed by the "experts." [This report read more
like a college term paper review than a technical review of a
crucial independent audit.) o

It confirms GAP's overall reservations about INPO audits as
building an effective wall between the public and the true nature
of the problems on the site. Our reservations seems confirmed
with reference to establishing layers of informal reporting--
including an initial verbal report to the project--before the
actual acknowledgement of identified problems. (October 5, 1982
letter, p. 12.) 4

The selection of the Tera Corporation to perform the Independent
Design Verification is more positive. (GAP was unable to deter-
mine whether or not the Tera Corporation has been involved previously
with the Midland plant.) Tera's work experience, as presented

in the October 5, 1962 letter, at the Vermont Yenkee Nuclear

Power Plant has been determined to be both extremely thorough

and of high gquality. The Yankee Plant 1s rated amony the best
operating nuclear power plants (those with the least problems)
according to the Nuclear Power Safety Report: 1981 (Public Citizen).
With the acknowledgement of previous reservaticns and recommenda-
ticns about independent audit work at Midland, we concur with the
selection of the Tera Corporation for the Independent Design
Verification.

The Cctcher 5 letter referred extensively tc trhe confirmation of
installed systems reflecting system design reguirements. GAP
hopes that, unlike other audits we have seen, the Tera Corporation
does not simply confirm the findings.

Additionally GAP reguests that the entire recocrd of comments,
investigations and additional information will be provided to the
NRC, and also placed in the Public Documents FRoom, as opposed

to CPCo's offer to "maintzin" the "auditatle record."

There was no reference to the percentage of the work that would

be audited by a field verification. This is critical to any type

of credible independent review of construction, particularly at

plants like Midland and Zimmer where every weld and cable is

suspect. We believe the percentage of field review should be estab.ished.

The discrepancies documented thoughout the review ("findings")
should be reported to the NRC simultaniously with the referrzl
to senior level review teams. There is little point to delaying
the referral of the findings -~ only delays the inevitable,
taking time that CPCo doesn't have.



Ezrold R. Denton " - 16 - Octcber 22, 19&z
J.G. Keppler

VII. CONCLUSION

.

The evidence of noncompliances, improprieties, quality assurance
breakdowns, misrepresentations, false statements, waste corporate
imprudence and massive construction failures repeatedly meets

the general NRC and Region III criteria for suspension of a
construction permit or the denial of an operating license. The
NRC's own assessment concludes that Midland's Quality Assurance
Program-~the backbone of any safe nuclear construction--had generic
problems. Mr. Keppler concluded that, next to Zimmer, Midland

was the worst plant in his region. Last year William Dircks
classified it as one of the worst five plants in the country.

In recent months Midland has been the subject of repeated revelations
and accusations of construction flaws, coverups, and negligence.

The evidence already on the record is indicative of a significant
fallure on the part of CPCo to demonstrate respect for the nuclear

power 1t hopes to generate, or the agency which regulates its
eéctivities.

CPCo has taken repeated risks with its stockholders' investments,
its corporate credibility and its regulatory image. In each of
these risks it has lost. It is too much to expect citizens to

accept CPCo's arrogant disregard for the public's health and
safety.

GLP recognizes the steps forward by the Regional office--estadblishing
a Speclal Section to monitor Midland's problems and the request
f¢r an independent sudit. However, this must only be the beginning.

-

C?Co has numerous problems to worry about, and it is clearly not in
their own best interest to put the strictest possible construction

n the regulaticns under which they have agreed to bulld this nuclear
facility. It is for jJust this reason that the nuclear industry is
rezulated -- but even regulation, fines, extensive public mistrust,
and corporate embarrasment have not humbled Consumers Fower Compary.
If Midland is ever going to be a safe nuclear facility, someone else

is going to have to put their professional credibility con the line.
This independent suditor, paid by CPCo, must be given strict guidelines
for accountability and responsibility in order to justify its hard line
recommendations.

G:ZP hopes that both the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation and the
Region III office of the NRC will give serious consideration to GAP's
concerns and recommendations set forth above and implement a system
wherepy there is a truly independent system of auditine the extensive

problems with the Midland plan..
Sincerely, f e
ﬁzzliaglkqb \}A-g_(l>‘1_

Billie Pirner Garde
Director, Citizens Clinic for
Accountable Government
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November 11, 1982

Mr. Harold P, Denton ea 1)
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Pivision of Licensing A TRA
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission e
Washington, D. C. 20555 TR
[RerTp
Mr. James G. Keppler g
Administrator, Region III 5L
U. S. Nuclear Regulateory Commission

799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyr, Illincis 60137

D/RA

Re: Midland Nuclear Power Plant, Units I & II
- Consumers Power Company, Quality Assurance Program
Implementation for Soils Remedial Work
- Consumers Power Company Midland Independent
Review Procram

Dear Sirs:

This letter provides a comprehensive review of the written materials and

presertation
Power Company and the NRC at the Bethesda offices., We are submitting
these corments on behalf of those former employees, local citizens and the
Lone Tree Council of the tri-city area surrounding the plant,

m the October 24 and Wovember 5, 1982 meetings between Con

.

We arc pleased with a number cf results to date; specifically %he inclusion cof
the Tera Corporation's vertical slice review, the expertise cf Parscrne and
Brinkerhoff, and the impressive qualifications of certain personnel selected to
perform the independent assessment. Further, we are pleased with the consensus
for the independent auditcors to submit their reports simultanecusly to CPCo and
the Nuclezar Regulatory Commission.

In general, however, we remain skeptical of the plan being provided by CPCo to
allay legitimate NRC and public concerns over the safety of the Midland project.
Although we are operating at a handicap due to the generalized nature of CPCo's
presentations, the following specific concerns and observations may be helpful
as you review the final CPCo proposal.

I. Summary of October 22, 1982 Recommendations

On October 22, 1982 GAP provided an extensive review of the three Consumers
Power Company letters outlining the utility's proposed relief. The review

NOV 151882
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included a number of specific concerns which remain unresclved, as well as
pertinent recommendations. Based on our review of the licensee proposals (and
subsequent presentations) we are asking the NRC:

1. To withhold approval of the independent audit proposal in its
present form,

2. To require two further public meetings, in Michigan, that finalize
the details of the independent contracts.

a. At least one of these meetings should be in Midland, so that
local residents can be informed; and one of these meetings
should fully explain the proposed single-point accountability
(SPA) proposal, in¢luding having the individuals who are to
perform this function explain their personal understanding of
their respective responsibilities.

b. Further, GAP recommends that:

1. Final approval of the SPA individuals rest with the NRC;

2. SPA officials should commit to at least one meeting and
site tour with public nuclear employee witnesses to re-
solve their allegations;

3. SPA officials should be accessible to the public on a
regularly scheduled basis to discuss the status of the
work.

~ c. The second meeting should provide an opportunity for all the
contracted independent auditors to meet directly with the NRC
staff, in public, and review the terms and reguirements of
their contracts.

3. To reguire the expansion of the proposed trairing sessions, including
NRC review of the training materials relating tc KRC regulations and
requirements.

4. To increase direct contact between NRC regional management officials
and QA/QC personnel performing work on the soil remedial project,
including written materials for each employee, a site visit by
Mr. Keppler, and an “"open door" policy with resident inspectors.

S. To reject the INPO evaluation by Management Analysis Company as the
independent assessment. (Although GAP believes the INPO evaluation
may be beneficial to CPCo management, it does nct meet the minimum
requirements for either independence or a comprehensive evaluation.)

6. To reject the selection of Stone & Webster for the independent
assessment of QA implementation.

7. To request that the entire record, including all relevant, material
raw data,be provided to the NRC with the weekly and monthly reports.
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8. To require a mandated percentage of field verification of the systems
being reviewed.

Finally, CAP provided a series of specific recommendations for the charters of
the independent contractors and subcontractors. These are noted beliow:

1. The independent contractor should be responsible directly to the
NRC, submitting all interim and final product simultaneously with
CPCo and the NRC.

2. The incependent contractor should do a historical assessment of
CPCo's prior work, including a frank report of the causes of the
soils settlement problem.

3. The charter should ensure that, once hired, CPCo cannot dismiss
the independent contractor from the project without prior notice
to the NRC and an NRC-sponsored public meeting to justify the
decision.

4. The charter should require that each auditor, at least five already
identified, subcontract any services for which its direct personnel
are not qualified.

§., The charter should require that the propcsed methodology be dis-
closed: specifically selection criteria and size of the samples
for inspections and testing.

6. The charter should regquire the auditors to provide calculations
demcnstrating that it is possible to adeguately complete its work
during the proposed timeframe.

7. The charter should rejuire the auvditor to support its proposed
methodology through references to established professional codes
(ASIM, ASME, ANSI, AWS, etc.).

8. The charter's should require all auditors to report all safety-
related information directly to the NRC.

9. The employees and auditors should demonstrate that thc personnel
assigned to the project are free from conflicts of interest.

10. The auditors must recommend corrective action, and then control
its implementation. N

Our further comments czn be categorized into priority items and methodology.

A.. Priority Items

1. No soils work should be allowed to go forward until all questions on
inglencntation review process are resolved.
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2.

3.

4.

a. Llack of independence. At the November 5, 1982 meeting it was
obvious that the most basic questions about Stone & Webster's
(S&W) work had not been resolved. The disclosure that S&W in
fact had done previous work for CPCo was particularly disturbing.
This places S&W in the same position as MAC. According to the
*Independency Criteria” outlined in the February 1, 1982 letter
from Chairman Palladino to Congressman John Dengell, as well as
the previous independence criteria used in Region II1I, S&W must
be rejected.

b. Conflict of interest, Further, the ronflict-of-interest clause
pertaining to "significant amounts" of stock has not been ade-
quately explained, nor has the specific stockholding been ade-
quately cisclosed for the members of S&W's management review
team and the S&W corporation itself. Insignificant conflicts
should be fully disclosed and explained, subject to NRC approval,

¢. Llines of authority, Additionally, S&W and Consumers representatives
could not provide adeguate answers to explain who has final dec.i-
sionmaking authority within and between S&W, Bechtel and Consumers.
It was quite clear that Consumers "does not anticipate" any prob-
lems between the numerous involved parties. This optimistic
attituds belies a sense of security that is inconsistent with
both the potential and the historic problems between Bechtel and
Stone & Webster. (Specifically, GAP recommends the use of the
NRC dissenting professional opinion procedure throughout this
process.

The CPCo option to provide QA implementation for only a 90-day period
must be dropped.

As proposed, the 90-day initial assessment period will cover only the
trial period of construction. This limited scope cannot realistically
present any assurance that CPCo and Bechtel have reversed a decade-long
history of failures and bungling. Anything less than 1008 review will
fall short of accomplishing the goal of the proposed remedy.

Until the specific methodology of how S&W is going to evaluate the
adequacy of technical, construction and guality procedures 1s dis-
closed, nc approval should be issued.

Although the evaluation will be cumulative, it is critical that NRC
staff and the public are aware of the methodology for S&W's review.
Otherwise, faulty fact-finding techniques will be faits accompli
wher. the puhblic has an opportunity to review them.

Release and Review of the Project Qualitx;?lnn for soils QA review
is essential.

This document evidently holds the key to S&W review. It is through
this Plan that the actual implementation will be reviewed and
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monitored. It is critical that this document be released for public
review and analysis before any NRC approval is given,

§, It is critica) that CPCo commission an independent assessment team
as quickly as possible.

1. As indicated previously, GAP cannot accept MAC and the INPO
evaluation as a substitute for an independent review. (See
October 22, 1982 letter, pp. 17-18.) As a result we have re-
frained from providing specific comment on the MAC proposals.
However, some of the major programmatic weaknesses are listed
below=-- ;

- lack of historical analysis of problems to get to the “root
cause,™ leaving unansweied questicons with regards to the
causes (contradicting the ACRS's June 9, 1952 request to the
NRC staff);

- lack of trending of systems or nonconformances to identify
specifically weak areas of construction or QA/QC functions;

- time guidelinhes dictated by the utility, hampering the
independence of any company to Cefine the scope of necessary
evaluations;

-~ lack of specified criteria to identify the qualifications of
the keoy factfinders and inspectors;

- reporting procedures that exclude independent contact with
the NRC;

- evaluation/contact report that provides a weak substitute
for Nonconformance Reports without verification of corrective
action;

- lack of recommendations for resolution of identified weak-
nesses; and

- lack of recognition for the gravity of Midland's problems,

evidenced by attempting to substitute INPO for aggressive
independent assessment.

6. Expansion of the role ggrfotmcd by Tera Corporation is appropriate.

a. The Tera Corporation proposed to look at the Auxiliary Feedwater
System for its independent safety system. This system has been
reviewed several times in previous audits. GAP recommends that
this system be rejected in favor of a combination of two systems:
one system under controversy -- the HVAC system lpocifically:/ -
and ancther system yet unidentified for major review or auditing.

»
-/xn an October 12, 1982 letter from Mr. J. G. Keppler to Ms. Billie Carde, it
was suggested that the independent assessment would resolve the questions of the
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.

b. Tera's work, although admirable, failed to provide an’acceptable
or even identifiable level of field verification of the as-built
condition and failed to explain the disclosed inconsistencies in
the scope of its proposed field verification effort.

It is our recommendation that Tera provide additional qualified
personnel to conduct comprehensive field review of the system(s)
under scrutiny.

c. Tera should be removed from any reporting line through MAC,
answering directly (and simultaneously) to the NRC and the licensee
with reports and findings. (This was already reflected in Tera
written presentation, but was not clear in the MAC/CPCo comments
at the October 24 meeting.)

B. Methodclogy

Generally, the specific methodology for assessments/audits was non-existent.
Without the information on such issues as the size. of samples, specific
system criteria for examination, evaluation criteria, forms used for

evaluations and reporting procedures, it is impossible to accept any re-
view as adegquate.

The Tera's presentation was a refreshing deviation from the otherwise
public relations-style presentations. It is our reguest that any further
meetings be delayed until after CPCo provides adeguate comprehensive metho-
dologies for analysis. (Perhaps the NRC could provide examples of parti-
cularly noteworthy independent reviews to CPCo in an effort to demonstrate
a truly broad scope assessment,)

It is our earnest hope that this methodology, once provided, will provide
2 basis to begin restoration of public confidence in the plant. Anything

shor: of an "open book™ at this point will fall short of the goals of this
expensive effort.

We have attempted to provide a thorough review of the massive independent
assessment efforts at the Midland site. But a comprehensive effort is impos-
sible based on the minimal public disclosure to date. As a result, we reguest

the following specific plans or documents from the NRC in order to finish our
evaluation.

1. The details of the Quality Improvement Plan (QIP) (September 17
letter to Denton).

2. The Project Quality Plan (S&W presentation, November 5, 1982)

3., The Single Point Accountability System. (September 17, 1982
CPCo letter to Denton)

(footnote continued)

HVAC systems adequacy. It does not appear to be the case in any of the
presentations thus far,
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4. The criteria for selection of the independent auditors
S, The criteria for choosing the specific safety system

6. A reporting (communication line) chart, from the worker up and
the NRC down

7. The conflict-of-interest disclosures for all independent
assessment corporations, iadividuals and management

8. The training materials to be used as part of the QIP

9. The criteria for selection of field verificztion inspections
by Tera personnel

10. The breakdown of S&W personnel with nuclear experience by plant
site.

I11. Conclusion

Finally, we wish to thank you for your inclusion of public comment into this
procedure. It is a positive step forward on behalf of public safety issues.

wWe look forward to notification of the next meetings c¢n the independent assess-
ment of the Midland plant, as well as notification of any other pertinent
meetings on the Midland project. As the role of the Government Accountability
Project in the Midland investigation grows, it seems apprcpriate to repeat an
oft-used phrase of Mr, James G. Keppler about the William H. Zimmer Nuclear
Powe:r Station. The "real 3in"™ at Zimmer is that the plart is in the ground at
978 complete. Since Midland is far from complete, there remains an opportunity
to avoid the sins of Zimmer -- but it will take concerted effort by all parties
at this critical juncture.

sincerely ,‘ 'P

BILLIE P. GARDE
Director
Citizens Clinic for Accountable Government

BG/my
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Government Accountability Project
Institute for Policy Studies
ATTN: Ms. Billie P. Garde
Director
Citizens Clinic for
Accountable Government
1901 Que Street, N, W.
Washington, D. C. 20009

Dear Ms. Garde:

This is in reply to your October 5, 1982 letter concerning the Midland
Nuclear Power Plant construction site. I suspect that our letters
crossed in the mail and that my October 12, 1982 letter to you may
already have responded to some of your questions and comments. I
would also note that the Supplemental Safety Evaluation Report on
Midland was issued in early October, and it essentially approves the
licensee's remedial soils program.

Two points made in your letter, however, need a specific response --
the issue of "open meetings" on Midland prouject matters and the
assessment of the adequacy of the Midland quality assurance program.

First, the open meetings. It is my basic posi.ion that meetings with
the licensee concerning SALP findings and the adequacy of the quality
assurance program be held in public. I have not "discarded" that
position, as you suggest., I would note that Comrission policy does
not dictate that all meetings conducted by the staff be open; it is
my practice, however, that most meetings be public.

The meetings with the Chairman of Consumers Power Company were, I
believe, valid exceptions to my basic "open meetings" pelicy. The
purpose of the meetings was to seek top management involvement in the
Midland project -- and to assure that Messrs. Selby and Cook were fully
aware of the scope of NRC concerns about the quality assurance program
at Midland. Frankly, such a meeting could not be effective with a
large number of attendees. 1 therefore restricted the attendance of

my own staff, as well as additional licensee representatives and members
of the public. In my view, the regulatory interests of the NRC and the
interests of the public were best served by this meeting format.

)‘W
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The second issue in your letter that 1 want to address is the quality
assurance program. By now, you may have seen the Region III testimony
for the Midland hearing. If not, I am enclosing the QA-related
testimony (excluding the somewhat lengthy enclosures).

The point I want to make is that quality assurance is not a static program.
Construction continues at Midland, and 1 must assure that there is an
adequate quality assurance program to cover that work. If I become
convinced that the quality assurance system is incapable of monitoring
construction, clearly I would move to stop construction until the quality
assurance system reaches acceptable competence.

Over the years there have been lapses in the quality assurance program ==
not of sufficient seriousness for the NRC to halt all constructiom, but
still requiring some modification in the program. We at the NRC must
continue to review the quality assurance activities and to require changes
when needed.

Our concern at this point is the implementation of the QA program. The
basic program is considered adequate. Contrary to your assertion, we
have not turned away from the issue of implementation. That remains in
focus in our inspection activities and our meetings with the licensee.

1 hope this discussion addresses your concerns and interests with the
Midland project.

Sincerely,

_ﬁs.fFéqﬁfiLa_.
(

James G. Keppler
Regional Administrator

Enclosure: As stated
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GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT

Institute for Policy Studies
1901 Que Street. N.W.. Washington. D.C. 20009

October 5, 1982

Mr. James Keppler

Regional Director - Region III

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyr, Illinois 60137

Dear Mr. Keppler:

It is with some urgency that I again pose the questions that I raised on behalf
of Michigan residents in a September 6, 1982 letter to you regarding the Midland
Nuclear Power Plant project., Although the NRC's lack of responsiveness to Mid-
land's problems has been publicly attributed to an increased workload and staff
shortages, your ability to make serious decisions regarding technical and legal

questions does not appear to be affected by either lack of staff or an expansion
of the prcblems,

The likelihood that the Midland plant construction will proceed according to the
utility's mandated tinetable was reaffirmed in recent weeks. Regardless of the
latest rhetoric emanating from Consumers Power and your staff, the facts speak
the strongest. They indicate that very little has changed.

- The Special Section of your office, formed in June, has been working
less than two months, vet already Mr. Landsman of that staff has requested the
national Office of Investigations (OI) to investigate Consumers Power Company
for violating the Board's order and making false statements to the NRC,

- GAP's affidavits, though the subject of intense public interest,
remain larcely uninvestigated with only cne of the witnesses interviewed by
the NRC. That interview only happened after the witness himself made a2 perscnal
trip to check on the status of the investication into his allegations.

- The very status of the investigation remains a mystery. As recently
as last week two mermbers of your staff had opposite answers to queries from
Detroit and Midland press; Mr. Robert Warnick apparently believed an investi-
gation was underway, while Mr. Bert Davis cited lack of staff as the reason
no investigative effort had begun!

- The Zack investigation, although serious enough to reguire an

independent audit at the LaSalle, Illinois plant, remains largely in the hands
of Consumers Power Company -- the one utility that could have and should have

v0/ /82 -
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notified the NRC of Zack's quality assurance breakdown in August 138l1. (The
conflict of interest that the NRC has permitted in allowing the licensee to
sit on a situation that is both the sub+:ct of intense litigation and also
carries the potential for criminal pros cution under the Atomic Energy
Reorganization Act is inexcusable.)

In addition, significant decisions must be made regarding the soils settlement
issue and your proposed testimony revision to the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board (ASLB). Your decisions will have irreversible consequences for the
health and safety of the residents of Michigan -- concerns that outweigh

the financial consequences to Consumers Power Company.

As recently as two weeks ago you received frc: Consumers Power vague details

of "promised" improvements and another round of reassuring if you allow the
work to begin anew. GAP's Citizens Clinic has offered its independent analysis,
but your office has failed to solicit any public input about your decision.

On behalf of those citizens of Michigan whose interests we represent, we offer
the following comments on the guestion of structural integrity,

Can a foundation be reconstructed after-the-fact by a utility
whose commitment to its own agenda has significantly endangered
its company and stockholders, the plant, and the residents of
Central Michigan?

As you know, this problem =-- the sinking of the plant as a result of poorly
compacted soil -~ was addressed by a December 6, 1979 NRC order that modified
construction permits for the Midland nuclear plant based upon the following
soils issues: (1) a QA breakdown, (2) the lack of technical acceptance criteria
for soils remedial work, (3) a material false statement in the F:AR,

This order sought suspension of soils-related work "until the related safety
issues are resolved." (Part III, p. 4, 12/6/79 Order.)

These sz.ety ° :s.es and relatel contentions of intervenors were to be resolved
by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board hearing the case. Yet, the soil-
related and QA issues of the Dece iber 6, 1972 order remain unresolved.

The original problems, compounded by the soils remesdial work -- allegedly
proceeding under Consumer's own risk -- grow in absurdity and detail. Yet,

as a result of the wording of the December 6, 1979 order, the soils-work
suspension sought by the NRC is invalid until the hearing issues are resolved.
Therefore, the soils remedial work has continued.

In your own July 30, 1980 discussions with Thomas Gibbon, you expressed

concern that the ongoing scils work will make resolution of the settlement
problem much more difficu’t. You wanted the work stopped until the problem

was solved. The Board shared this concern about the adequacies of and potential
safety impact of ongoing construction activities. (Board Memorandum of 4/30/80,
p. 10.) They opened the soils hearing by asking the NRC "whether any halt in
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planned or ongoing construction activities would be appropriate pending
resolution of the scils settlement gquestions" (Tr, 754-755),.

The NRC answered the Board by completely recasting the Board's public-safety
concerns into a utility timetable gquestion. The staff answered that “"there
are two near-term construction activities important to / CPC/ scheduling needs"
(7/7/81 Hood testimony, Tr. 1024) of going forward. The NRC never even con-
sidered the Board's question of whether 2any soils~-related work needed to be
halted for the sake of safety.

Soils remedial work has been similarly permitted since 1978 despite the doubtful
performance of Consumers Power Company, as evidenced by (1) false statements,
(2) withholding of significant information, (3) defiance of NRC agreements,

(4) repeated quality assurance failures and Appendix B viclations, and (5)
tendency to push ahead without proper assurances to the NRC,

At the time of the 1982 SALP meeting you raised significant questions about
Consumer's capability to properly implement soils remedial work. This apparently
led to your announcement that you had reconsidered your earlier "reasonable
assurance" testimony before the ASLB pertaining to the Midland site's adequacy.

You pledged to conduct these SALP and follow-up QA meetings publicly. We

regarded this as a positive step toward assuring the public of a straightforward
and open resolution of the difficult QA/safety questions. You stated an intent
to "take it to the Board" and "let them decide whether QA was still defensible.”

But by July 1982, when Midland's problems were even more serious, Mr. Paton
announced an even more liberal approach to resolving the QA dilemma. This new
NRC plan consisted of top-level NRC suggestions to top-level CPC executives for
QA improvements and QA sclutions! These NRC suggestions and CPC commitments
are based on expectations for future QA adequacy, ignoring the history of
Consumer's poor quality, and their continued inability to conform to NRC
guidelines and Board orders.

You have apparently discarded your 'open meeting policy' before it even began,
and have vacated your intent to take the question of QA adequacy to the Board
for its resolution. These 'high level meetings' from which the public and
intervenors were excluded apparently were necessary to discuss the terms of
the latest QA agreement with Consumers Power Company officials. It appears
that the parties to the OM-OL proceeding and the public will be asked to
accept meaningless hearings after the fact on the critical question of QA
adequacy. The soils remedial work in question will have already gone forward.

Although we roncur with your decision to require an independent third-party
review of the soils remedial work, the necessity of this step clearly confirms
the NRC's profound lack of confidence that Consumer's QA is able or willing
to properly perform the difficult soils remedial task at hand.

The QA “"program” at Midland has been updated, refined and improved ad infinitum
over the years only to return time and time again to a reevaluation, As pointed
out by the Board, in one of the earliest Midland cases (ALAB 106, RAI-73-3 II, p.
184), a QA "program" is only as good as the people implementing it. "Unless
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there is a willingness -- indeed desire -- on the part of the responsible
officials to carry out /the QA proqrag/ tc the letter, no program is likely
to be successful."

Your new plan to evaluate QA adequacy based upon NRC QA suggestions and
CPC NA commitments, as outlined in the September 17, 1982 Cook letter, turns
away from the key question of QA implementation.

Indeed, regardless of Consumers Power Company's latest promises and assurances,
very little has changed. Th~ residents of Central Michigan expect and deserve
the righc to be protected from potential nuclear accidents. You have the
responsibility to protect their interests from a company whose financial
viability depends on the timely completion of the Midland plant,

In considering your testimony revision, we urge you to examine critically the

history of Consumers Power Company's nuclear adventures at Palisades and Midlard.

We believe any reasonable evaluation will convince you to officially inform the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board oy the problems you have in maintaining your
reasonable assurance that "all is well” on the Midland site.

Further, we notify you of our intent to present in the near future an evaluation
of the independent audit proposed by Consumers Power Company.

Sincerclyb ,
N o (o
AR (T RIS
BILLIE PIRNER GARDE

Director, Citizens Clinic for
Accountable Government

BPG/mcy
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Government Accountability Project
Institute for Policy Studies
ATTN: Ms. Billie P. Garde
Director
Citizers Clinic for
Aczountable Government
1901 Que Street, NW
Vashington, D.C. 20009

Dear Ms. Garde:

I have reviewed your September 6, 1982 letter to me and appreciate the
opportunity to respond tc your COnRCerns.

The Midland allegations submitted by the Government Accountability
Project earlier this year have been forwarded to the NRC's Office
of Investigations for review and investigation. Region III will
provida technical assistance for the investigators on the case.

Your comment that the special inspection team "has not arrived” is

simply not true. The Office of Special Cases wvas formed in mid-July 1982
and the selection of personnel was made at that time. Robert Warnick

is director of the new office and Wayne Shafer is chief of the Midland
Section. They have been actively invclved since then. I understand

from Mr. Shafer of my staff that you woald like to meet with the Midland
Section personnel. I certainly encourage these types of meetings and urge
you to schedule a meeting when it is convenient for both yov and mwy staff.

One point needs to be clarified. I did not organize the Midland Section
to perform investigations. They are performed by the NRC's Office of
Investigations, and all investigators formerly assigned to me now work for
James A. Fitazgerald, Acting Director, Office of Investigations. Region III
contirues to perform technical inspections and provides technical support
for 01 as requested. Inquiries about investigation policies should be
addressed to Mr. Fitzgerald at the NRC in Washingtom, D.C.

Regarding the Zack Corperation problems, you are quite correct that the
LaSalle plant has had priority over Midland. Many of the problems, however,
have generic applicability to all the sites where the Zack Corporation is
{aovolved. As the investigation at the LaSalle plant and Zack corporate
office continues, many of the generic problems that could apply equally
to the Midland site are being reviewed. Specific Zack problems at the
Midland site will be investigated as manpower availability permits. The
Consumers Power Company investigation of the Zack allcgations will not be
a substitute for the NRC inquiry; we intend to both assess the adecuacy
of the Consumers Power investigation and continue ocur own investigation
of the allegations relating to Midland. We have set January 1983 as s
tentative date for completion of the Zack inveetigation. Until the
investigation is complete, we will not be able to discuss the findings.
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As 1 am sure you know, the Systematic Appraisal of Licensee Performance
(SALP) Program is an assessment of licensee performance based on input
from all the inspectors involved in inspections with the licensee. The
SALP rating in Support Systems, VI, applied only to Consumers Power
Company's quality effort, mot to the Zack Corporation. You may wish to
discuss this with the Midland Section vhen you meet with them. NRC
procedures require ths. the licensee be provided the o;portunity to
respond to the SALP findings, and the meetings we have held with Consumers
Pover are to fulfill that requirement,

Regarding the question of why Consumers Power Company did not report the
Zack QA breakdown to the KRC in the fall of 1981, the documents provided

by another alleger revealed that Consumers Power and Bechtel concluded that
the problens would not have adversely impacted the safety of operations at
the Midland plant. The basis for this decision will be reviewed during
our site specific inspection at the Midland site.

The NRC became aware of the Zack Corporation problems in October 1981 when
the Commonwealth Edison Company submitted a 50.55(e) report.

1 bave made no decision as to whether an independent audit of Zack work
will need to be conducted at the Midland plant. Consumers Power Company

is presently selecting onme or more independent contractors to perform an
independent third party review of a critical plant system or subsystem,

Io addition, Consumers Power plans to have an independent contractor
conduct an INPO type comstruction project evaluation. My decision regarding
an independent audit of Zack work at Midland will be based on the findings
of our investigation and special inspections and the scope and Tindings

of the licensee's third party independent assessments.

Regarding the interview with ope of the allegers whose affidavit was
presented to NRC by GAP, as you stated, the interview was taped. My

staff bas reviewed the transcript of this interview and noted no discussion
regarding whether or not this person could go to the site to assist the
FRC. Some of the alleger's concerns have been looked at by our Region 111
welding specialist. The balance of the allegers concerns will be addressed
either by investigation or special inspection.

Our policy for taking perscmnel to the site 1s well known. The information
provided by this individual is being reviewed by my staff. When our review
is completed he will be contacted by the NRC and requested to accompany

us on site.

E ——
- —— N RS ————
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Regarding the Bechtel Employee Inventions and Secrecy Agreement, form 3002,
we viev this document as & standard form used by companies to protect the
company's proprietary information and fuventions. I have mo knowvledge of
anyone being fired for talking to the ERC, with this document used as &
basis for dismissal.

Effective later this month, new regulations will be in effect requiring
licensees, including muclear construction sites, to post notices informing
exployees of their protection against discrimination for providing
information to the NRC. We will reviev the Bechtel form and its use
further to determine if the workers' percepticn is that it probibits
discussions with NRC personnel. Certainly, the mew posting zequirement

may belp alleviate any perceived iotimidation for workers desiring to
provide information to the NRC. A copy of the required posting, NRC Form 3,
is enclosed.

In closing, I want to personally assure you that the KRC s diligently
working on the allegations that have been presented to us by GAP., I

&= sure that GAP wants our office to do a complete and thorough iuves-
tigation and that is exactly our intent, but this is time consuming. We
must assign our priorities to the most safery significant fssues and I
consider the Midland Remedial Soils Effort the most safety significant
issue at the site. As priorities dictate, all relevent safety issues will
be investigated.

Purther, we sincerely do perceive our role as Tepresentatives of the
public interest and certainly do uot feel constrained by the utilities'
tinbtables. Similarly, we should not feel bound by timetables called
for by other interested individuals or organizations. This region has
taken and will continue to take, appropriste and decisive action when
problems are identified at nsuclear plants.

Sincerely,

James C. Keppler
Regional Administrator

Enclosurz: As stated

bee w/enclosure:
H. R. Denton

D. G. Eisenhut
W. D. Paton

R. C. DeYoung

slessnncssnnnnas




e v
™ . - ™ | | A MOy |
wiz e e e o T e s .. a W - 7— vy | 1
. WL V4 weeniy po Surg o o —‘
o (1T R Sany weg (19 e . — s a
L L o01vIng v V¥V
- e e Am
onaTIaL s31v00v w0 1W ™ ]
-
MO 1vuoBey
i".il‘iii!li"ill’liil"i
laiii‘l:‘!.a}l-4!!‘3""".!!!‘!‘3!;;!}i‘!i(
SNOLLYIO0T 321440 TYNOIDIH NOISSIWWNOD AHOLYINDIY HVITONN S31VI1iS G31INN
VONEDNISEAL 1B 1NPUD) JUE OTFT  gnBes vl 'p0B| 10 1Y ADIeu Swory wem e ¥ not sarfl el osuse mod YOm0 M0A 10 VORI,
10 Wredeq) o) VO] OM S 10 UOIIIONM € B 8 50l TOUL 19407q 1o oanbes suonemBe: TN *4) L PUC VORINO D W INCA S| FUOTSINO
BUP 80w UONT NERMETY 10 DTy oum . o e AWOLSM RO S4599G0 DINOW ROA W PeD
VOIS powioriw] 00T 10 IewARGeq) Dusen A ‘VORDOP ¥ N O w00 noA L oa 08 Aidde uony
WOTR [0 IIOOT0 WO VIR B V0N g purshs0d § 1y 159 A OTURAIISD Soamervesesdes g wonoedew of 170] FUNSOSXT NOILVIOVY 207083050 Burre 30 Sem DUT UK
00w IeUTeOe vewn ) OU® InG ‘Senne U 10 VATD O SIS T S08L0VRUS _gng 878 BEUS N S FSDUN SSTHAR T8 Y WNOA NO S1¥043W A0S AN T O FUOTTIAC G 09O
VOR YSATU YINN JO S 0ped SR W PreY _ Semman v peyoeo x| en epTw peTeey 0L TR =
PeOetue #1% Oum VLo d UON et BrDetue OF 41D P8 1HINIIO Py YOI SHOILD34SW Ve ‘VOneUNINIIND NINWOMY S
ii-.ﬂ“ﬂ!ﬂa‘ «WASIETD 7PN §9401eq 29 A0rND e § dtll!.l.-iu 10 WISAS Sul U1 jONeS 1O 8IMOS ¥ ¥ ALFMEIENOES IN ¥NO
et o MM MADMNE e atmnant i N ¥ ettt
Dovvem 10 Areres on Huasesn) wm ww pecnewn o e m 1senbes ol osont U1 85v0ue oum sesiodue SOPRID SR Sontarnub et
W R0e § 00 Aue serum 10 17y ABrevy SORI AUe DEITET KD OF DO I WO B Wi orhwe mod 0 von [P pe—— 150 ASOTOUTIATIID WO ) VT ey
ONWOTY Sl epUn e Y TR VOMDUD? 1T e B S e B VOO BeneodTe wr 9OeDue Ao s90AON0We 194 D0 Dure FenwUed
01 10 POLI B0 (7) DUS ‘VONTRUAE)  jeed AUe SI01ISdRU B 1O VONUSIS S wonpe) o4 jO LOde ! ueu e SO DOIISIONT,. FOUNUSDY * B0 J8 WO eOdun peTOde K
o Ac peeuen Auwoey 10 Anan s Ave 01 Bun g Awws wsom Auw DUe VRIS g nod 9arl 190w Aot mod ) ig BUONEUOT Burgsom e Bowsr )
o pereve) e suonsecew fve Wi Apyeasd wpsn) Avw 801 edee IO OF von eg Buvp wBe) 850908 104 TWONS) ¥ Bunaromun WOIEIONA JO D WIOW 190 4§
P oped oum U0 Ied AuD IV 89 e N deun Bunng wos e nd DO A | 91 B XoVOW "s1,0081 DU EDI028 SmendE3 Y mOA OF P00 X A
VomeI0n 10 SeeID WD A 1O POWDNUTIA FIDeTun seeo | SUN 1O SANTIVERE IR ) B K 1 UOR euuoued 8 reum wiom nod g L "owstnbS FIOUSNN wdve pue W pededue 9@ nod
Ty oede 0 pory ey Ave 0 <00 TYIWS) OUTERTE AKT 00 WY @ Aq DU 84 197w DUV 93N0V Sl R et Korws pue ‘weam ‘sl uonnen 9 VORWAMdewzwaw Y0
W SOUr Seuue m A e #00 nore O NDWIDN Auv 1eurele seneued oy SpUNO D AN ISTE S YUY 18T KT SUone 1HUe 703 01 8 neod Sewdrde ue Ounesedo pue eew  SUOR
L 40 SoWETRRN ‘Uon 7o Aue on U SOTRA0sd GLT WONIEE et By | | S0 e VO LaOUR) Iy B DU SONTDe meodre Sheams "BUIoNUOw PUusesed T awOe; TN . jo Ado) § NoA oy
Nhawire 0 efruren more dod W 4Breu] Moty PepUews oy )Y ey uneanasn) A o 1eBey 90 Swem A o0 FUON 20§ Seey ot mptme——. BUTENTRE ST e RO 1O 90
00w 0 s4onveD Lnnpine pue SHOL1D34SH Lokl S Do S191d0 de Swoneinde) OF Ly Sl 10 Y01 OF 28 5V® vewm 8q O senteew T SUURIN UL SDUN WOM I O
PR O TOIDUT £ Ue (eureDe 40 NOIL B 08 WONIOM DENee Ut 1O 8 Mou Ve Ol O OF von e r— oue pet SOUPIR WINPT JO TUCTITDUD) S
ed e ) SO0 sd B 7 VOS] ¥ BUIDUES 4 VO >RTEYT Ve IIENbE! DY 1N 879 S8eiorhue Oy 8 insod W FIDIOW SARIPONTS P Pue suonende ) N Srew A0dy
oy ABISU] UOTY DRDUSWE 8y ) “WMISRBREIS JO BB 5317 A PRpIA0 i Avw ‘pefvbue ¥ 1 90® B Wngs NG JO) VIR RN BU | SEUS N VONTDe! 0 81nE0d e VO SINETY | —0n PR AR ¥ JeAowwe
| YOU W NS § SSACKRS W OF JeRes W SORIDVE?) Bunuom mB0PeI ©F  Bae U1 20 SuUonTnBes Sul W YLO) 199 . o N
: TINS WO SILNDY 4 Buarssd WDIO B SR PRIMII0  Prefes Ule SRUSIN § FBAOIOWE SR 10 §9 wum S IMATS AuUY 1O 999758 SNOILYINDIYW OUN ISINL ALIMNBISNOJS®
_§38&OUQ(~03 BT UONEURLA D S BEUS DUB g ) B S0 SSDUNS 1L DENTS) Suoq dve e nok p undes AS OFIHIA0D SIAVHM SMIAN NI U

Wur uAophue JO $owd Nyl WOI) 20 OF ARm s vo Adod

| g0 01 senhophun Fuired 0] ‘PIONPUOD W8 THN S AQ PIRUEI SR Seum R Al e,
| 0 ) JeqUIn JURN1TE W pEtec 8Y 1T SNOU W JO sedo)  SININIMIND IY ONIISOd
‘wornwon] o Aoyt 1 pees suomiacsd BunsaTivod NS Y10 PUR 09 0F OF tirey

| F ¢ “,
SrmEiiTimImITmTISiiE g3IA0TING OL 3DILON (7R

P sepun e
: PEANGITe MWy 07 L SSUonEmBsy Pus Ny N1 W (JHN] vorrewwo?) Arowrbey) wermy ey | e B
NOILI10Wd 3IA0TIWT “(81 1HVJ) SNOILDIISNI ‘SHINWOM 01 S1HOJIY §5502 D'Q ‘uorBuiysem ) -t....m
INOILONHASNI ‘SIDNLON 102 1¥Vd) NOILYIOVH ISNIVOY NOILDI10Hd HO4 SOUVONYLS NOISSINIWOD ANOLYINDIH HYITONN SILVILS GILINN Smore



GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT

Institute for Policy Studies
: 1901 Que Street. N.W., Washington. D.C. 20009 (202) 234-9382

(s o o te e 4+ . =
September 6, 1982, 9£’<;~:;‘. : '
P . .
. RO o v h""’
Mr, James Keppler ’ ‘ f <o ,7

Director, Region III : _’ P LI .
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission ; ___.__' ¥ '-~:--___+
799 Roosevelt Road . Ty rm———

Glen Ellyn, Illincis 60137

Dear Mr. Keppler:

As you know, the Citizens Clinic for Accountable Government of the Government
Accountability Prcject ("GAP"), the Institute for Policy Studies, has adopted
the Midland case. GAP investigators have completed an intensive two-part
investigation into worker allegations on the Midland site. Further, Citizeans
Clinic staff have worked closely with citizens, local and state leaders, and
organizations to determine the level of anxiety and public opinion about the
Midland plant. Our findings have confirmed that the plant qualifies for its
position as one of the five worst in the nation.

In June of this year I was impressed by your announcement of plans to begin a
special investigation team to deal with Midland's intense problems. In a
conversaticon with Mr, Norelius in May 1982 concerning our Midland
investigation I requested the opportunity to provide input into the planning
of that special investigation team, Much has happened since June 29 when GAP
submitted the original set of six allegations to your office. Unfortunately,
the arrival of the promised special investigation team has not been one of
those happenings.

! Admittedly, both GAP and Region III have had an intense workload in the past

‘ two months. However, a number of developments recently are of great concern

; to our clients and the Project. I am taking the liberty of addressing these
in this letter, as wvell as a number of administrative matters., I look forward
to your clarification and/or response.

I. The 2Zack Corporation as regards the Midland Nuclear Power Station

Although your office has expended a great deal of time on the problems identified
! in the Heating, Ventillating and Air Conditioning ("HVAC") system at the LaSalle
| .plant, I am not aware of any ongoing efforts at the Midland site. I am aware

! that Comnonwealth Edison's situation at LaSalle has been a priority item in

‘ the three-plant examination. It is, however, no longer justifiable to delay

| an investigai.ion into the actions by Consumers Power Company's Midland Project
Quality Assurance Department ("MPQAD"),

! The facts in the Midland case reiterate the lessons of our experiences at

Zimmer and LaSalle. MPQAD is not an effective substitute for a strong NRC
inspection program; instead, as Mr, Terry Howard and the 2ack QA Deparcment

SEP 13932\:




Mr, James Keppler -2 - September 6, 1982

discovered, MPQAD is worthless in protecting workers.

If there had ever been a second thought in your mind as to the Consumers Power
Company drive to have Midland meet its Dow Chemical deadline, regardless of

the bigger price tag it may have for public health and safety, the Zack incident
should have sealed your conclusions. Not only was Consumers Power painfully

aware of the Zack QA breakdown after Mr. Dean Dartey exposed the Zack deficiencies
in 1980, they were the first atility of the three affected to be contacted,

having an entire month longer than Commonwealth Edison and Illinois Power and
Light.

Consumers Power als> participated directly in the manipulation of the QA
breakdown by supplying an employee, Mr. Howard McGrane, to perform an intensive
audit., This is a sickening example of manipulating the regulatory process to
serve the utility. I am deeply disappointed that you have not taken the
initiative to take appropriate action at the Midland site.

At a recent meeting with Commonwealth Edison over their future handling of the
Zack allegations, you imposed a third-party audit hecause you indicated that the
public has lost confidence in ComEd's ability to g.ve open unbiased information
to either the NRC or the public about problems. Consumers Power's credibility
was destroyed long before the latest Zack incident. This latest event only
confirms the public's mistrust of a utility caught in a "Catch 22" contract.
(Attachment 1, at 9.) If the situation at Midland was historical in nature,

I would defer this letter to a later date. Unfortunately, the luxury of extra
time at Midland has run out. According to our sources, conditions at Midland
detaeriorate daily.

II1. The Systematic Appraisal of Licensee Performance ("SALP") rating debate

Consumers Power Company has been quite demonstrative toward your office in
regards to the 1981 SALP ratings they received. It appears that Consumers'
intent is to keep both regulators and public interest groups as busy as possible
in defensive positions. Although I have a deep appreciation for their need to
do so, nevertheless it does nothing toward either improving or guaranteeing

the construction gquality at Midland.

The recent meeting held on the SALP rating debate certainly did nothing to
improve the construction quality at Midland, nor encourage utility spokespersons
to cease their bantering about the deserved low SALP ratings. Even the local
paper took exception to the NRC's focus on the SALP debate. (Attachment 2,)

It is our position that the SALP rating in support systems, VI, was totally
inaccurate and far too generous. 2ack never improved their QA program., They
merely agreed to transfer the paperwork responsibility to the utility, which
has an even greater vested interest in the outcome of the monitoring of Zack's
work, In fact, the bottomline in the Zack incident on the Midland site comes
down to questions that Region III has not yet asked:
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1) Wwhy didn't Consumers Power report the Zack QA breakdown to
the NRC in the fall of 19817

2) When did the Zack problems become apparent to the NRC (Regional
or on-site) following the Dartey investigations? Under what circumstances?

, 3) Will the independent audit apply to Midland also? If not, why?
If it does, under what arrangements?

III, The recent meeting betweer. Mr., Earl Kent, former Midland worker, and
Mr. James Foster, NRC Investigator

Mr, Earl Kent recently contacted me with concerns about the status of the
investigation into his allegations about the Midland Nuclear Power Station,
His concerns are well founded and I have agreed to contact you directly con-
cerning the Midland investigation. This letter represents the joint comments
of Mr, Kent and myself.

Mr, Kent has an impressive and credible background. He has been a welder for
almost two decades, rising to a position of respect and confidence among his
professional peers. His information is iron-clad, Two months ago, he and
three other workers submitted affidavits on Midland. Last week Mr. Kent made
a personal trip to the Glen Ellyn office to check on the status of the investi=-
gation into his allegations. What he discovered shocked him., It does not
shock me -- I wish it did.

Mr, Kent met with Mr, James Foster. The meeting was taped. During the lhk-hour
meeting, Mr, Kent detailed the inherent welding problems at Midland. He detailed
with diagrams extensive problems with fillet welds and described the inspection
errors. He explained that his affidavit to GAP was only an overview of the
problems at Midland and that he was anxious to give explicit details -- about
Midland, Palisades and the San Onofre plants he had worked on. However, he

was told that it would be months before he was recontacted, and only to answer
specific juestions that might arise. It is intolerable and inexcusable for
Region III to continue to deal with nuclear witnesses as distant observers.

Mr. Kent volunteered to point out to the NRC on the site the areas where the
welding problems were most extensive. Yet, he was told that nuclear witnesses
can't go on the construction site to identify the problemsl An incredulous
statement in the light of the LaSalle worker tours and the involvement of

Mr, Howard and Ms, Marello in the Zack investigation, Finally he was told
that Region III would get to Midland when it had time.

Mr, Keppler, if Region III doesn't have time for Midland now, it will be
necessary to have enough time ror another Zimmer later. I am not challenging
your priorities for the past two months, But Midland's problems have tc be
addressed, promptly and effectively, and I was deeply distressed at the comments
I learned from Mr. Kent,
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I urge you to personally listen to the tapes of the conversation between
Mr, Foster and Mr. Kent at your earliest convenience. It appears to both
Mr. Devine and myself, as well as to Mr. Kent, that an independent audit of
the welding problems will be mandatory. :

Mr. Kent, as you know, has remained relatively discreet in his public allegations,
Heé is one of those protected by your confidentiality agreement. In keeping with
that, we request you consider this information under his file, or remove his
name and any identifying information from it before releasing it. Further,

I have included a copy of Mr. Kent's amended notarized affidavit which he

said Mr,. Foster did not have. (Attachment 3.)

IV, Bechtel's secrecy agreement

As I have indicated to you previously, we have encountered a larger amount of
intimidation on the part of nuclear workers at the Midland site. This "intimi-
dation," unlike that encountered at Zimmer, is apparently a result of a serious
misunderstanding between Bechtel's employees and outside interests in the safety
of the Midland Nuclear Power Plant,

In researching the problem of workers being fearful of talking to any outsider,
whether your agency representatives, GAP, or the press, we discovered that they
overwhelmingly believed they could be sued by Bechtel on "breach of contract."
This situation has extreme ramifications for the premise of 10 C.F.R, 19

that guarantees protection for and, in fact, requires workers to report safety
defects.

I understand that you are clarifying this situation, Please address the NRC's
position on this Bechtel document. (Attachment 4.)

V. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Investigators and the Government
Accountability ['roject

For the past two years members of the GAP staff and your own staff have worked
on several nuclear cases. Recently our efforts at Zimmer and LaSalle have
taken the majority of our Project's time, Understandably we are often in
conflicting positions, representing those interual nuclear witnesses who did
not find an effective avenue for their concerns and/or dissents. We believe
this is a natural part of the "checks and balances" system of our government.

The Government Accountability Project has attempted to be cooperative and to
assist your own investigators, while maintaining a commitment to the best
interests of our clients. We do place the public health and safety as our
highest priority. Often we must ensure confidentiality and protection for
GAP's clients and other witnesses in order to convince them to deal with the
government at all. I aa convinced that you understand our position, and
regard it professionally with the best intentions.
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However, it appears your best intentions may be seriously compromised if your
staff fails to perceive their role as defenders of the public interest, not
the utilities' timetables. .

You have been anxious for us to work toward a better attitude on your efforts
to improve the quality of investigations. I believe they have improved. The
Zack situation was a costly, embarrassing lesson. It has placed us in a
difficult position in our dealings with members of your staff. We must protect
the witnesses, from poor judgments of your investigators, as well as from the
utilities' vested interest., It's a position we would rather not be in.

Unfortunately, the recent reorganization of the NRC investigators has not yet
been clarified. Until it has been I am unsure of where to address specific
concerns raised by our clients over individual investigators.

I anticipate that the administrative reorganization will be explained shortly,
and thank you ahead of time for your explanation.

* * - *

In conclusion, I reiterate both GAP's two-month old plea to get the investigative
effort going on the Midland site, as well as my request for the opportunity to
make input into the structure. I believe that now, more than ever, new investi-
gators from the Office of Investigations be appointed to the Midland case.

Sincerely, ,\
’ngéll.s -Af' (:I:LL‘:LD
BILLIE P. GARDE

Director
Citizens Clinic for Accountable Government

BPG/mcy
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Government Accomntability Project
1901 Que Strect, N, W,

Washington, D.C, 20009 ¢
202-234-9382

B



I. INTRODUCTION

On behalf of the Government Accountability Project of the ;!nstltuto for
Policy Studies, or "GAP, " and on behalf of the Lone Tree Council it is an honor
and a privilege to appear before you today,

A brief description is in order of who we are, how we became involved
at Midland, the events lcading up to this press conference and the issues we belicve
the public needs to be aware of,

II. BACKGROUND

The Government Accountability Project is a project of the Institute for
Policy Studies, Washington, D.C. The purpose of ite program is to broaden the
understanding of the vital role of the public employee in preventing waste and
corruption, to offer legal and strategic counsel to whistleblowers, to provide a
unique legal education for law students, to bring meaningful and significant reform
to the government workplace, and to expose government actions that are repressive,
wasteful, or illegal and that pose a threat to the health and safety of the Americon
publie,

Presently the Project provides a program of multi-level assistance for
government employees who report {llegal, wasteful or improper actions by their
agencies, GAP regularly monitors governmental reforms, offer s expertise to
Exccutive Branch offices and agencies, and responds to reauests by Congress and

state iegislatures for analysis of legislation to moke government more accountable

to the public,




The Government Accountability Project also includes a Citizens Clinic
for Accountable Government. The clinical program, modeled after é_}AP's successful
Legal Clinic, would assist and instruct citizens groups and individuals who seek
to uncover government misconduct, monitor government investigations or force
regulatory agencics to recognize significant public health and safety dangers, It
is the Citizens Clinic, with GAP investigators, that has adopted the Midland case.

Since its inception, CAP has seen the adverse effcct of misdirected
government investigations on whistleblowers and communities, Large institutions
that are the focus of investigation -- whether they be a public utility ignoring safety
issues, government contractors bilking the taxpayers, a factory polluting a neigh-
borhood or a government agency controlled by corrupt private interest -- will
"clobber" the community or public interest groups with the conclusions of any
official probe that does not clearly prove wrongdoing. An inconclusive result gets
translated by public relations departments of the institution that is the subject of
the probe into "total exoneration," In the wake are often left cynical, intimi Jated,
harassed and sometimes broken victims who had the audacity to challenge a local
power structure,

Public interest or community groups can sometlimes reverse the result
but it is an incredible uphill struggle. As word oi its accomplishments has gotten
out, individuals and citizen-oriented groups have sought GAP consultation. Often
those requests focus on how tc force local and state governments to confront major
community problems, how to monitor government efforts once initiated, how to
encourage agencies to take elfective and appropriate action and how to turn white-

washes into exposes, It is this skill that GAP and the Clinic was asked to bring
to Midland.



in January, 1982, we were contacted by the Lone Tree Council of Midland,

Michigan, For years.they told us,workers -- some anonymous, some namcd --

~had been contacting their organization to talk of serious problems on the Midland

site. They alleged that the citizen in.. ~venors had similar experiences and that

as the allegations become more serious they decided to seck help in directing these
workers., They were referred to the Government Accountability Project by other
Washington-Lased public intcrest groups,

We listened with great interest to the history of the Midland site and the
massive problems {acing the future of the plant, Our experiences at the Zimmer
nuclear power plant in Ohio had been a sobering one, We were also aware of the
fact that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's own Office of ™ fnspection and Aucitor
had labeled Midland as one of the five worse plants in the nation, We urged the
Lone Treec Council to send us more information,

In March, after an extensive review of the history and an analysis of the
problems at Midland, two GAP investigators went to Michigan. They talkcd to formor
workers, citizens and intervenors,

They reviewed documentaticn from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
court transcripts, and testimony from public hearings. A second investigative trip
was made in May, and countless hours were spent with witnesses, verilication studies,
and technical research,

The Clinic identified nine major areas of concern about the Midland

ouclear power plant, To summarize:
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1) The cost of Midland, Itis 1200% over its original cost
projections == now priced 2t 3. 39 billion dollars. That cost

will be passed on to Consumer's customers when the plant Y o

{s deemed nysesble and aseful." The Michigan Public
Service Commission stands responsible to the ratepayers
for this decision.

2) The so!l settlement jesue. Major safety related buildings
have literally sunk and subscquently cracked as 2 result of
the soils problem. The "fix" for this problem has yct to be
approved by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission although repair work con-
tinues becausc of a legal loophole.

3) The location of the plant. Midland's nuclear power
piant is located within the city limits of a town of 51, 400.
There are 2,000 industrial workers within one mile of the
site and the cooling pond property backs up to an clemen=-
tary school. .

4) The environmental impact. The plant will emit extra=
ordinary amounts of dense fog from the cooling pond in
which the routinc and accidentsl radioactive releases will

be entrapped. This fog will wrainout" and "ice out" heavily
populated areas. Also included is the unresolved issues of
high level waste storageé on site and the waste discharge into
the Tittabawassec.

5) The allegations of lant workers. Midland's nuclear

site workers have begun to come forward, Six sworn state- '
ments turned over to the NRC today reveal over three dozen
allegations about plant safety and other related items.

6) Inadequate Nuclear Regulatory Commission oversight.
A decade of giving the '"benefit of the doubt'' to the utility

even in the face of repeated tailures of the utility to live
up to its promises of reformation.

7) A Qualit Agsurance breakdown, Repeated QA/QC program

deficiencies that have led to piece meal fines, investigations,
and sudits since 1973. The program continues to have major
structural flaws that rely on decision makers who have a built-
{n conflict of interest.

8) Intimidation and regﬂsnls against workers == ranging
from workers being fired for exposing problems to being

threatened for pursuing their allegations.

P e P
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A "Catch 22" ‘
9) Contract. There is no easy answer to this problem;

Consumers Power Co, is under a coa‘ract to produce
steam by December, 1984 for The Dow Chemical Co.

If the contract is broken, so is Consumers Power Co,
To assure that Midland can be built safely by a manage-
ment that faces financial ruin if the deadline is not met
is at best, hopelessly naieve,

III, WHISTLEBLOWER ALLECATIONS

Since 1975 the Government Accountability Project has provided legal and
other assistance to those who blow the whistle on fraud, waste, mismanagement
and health and safety hazards, In fact, since 1979 we have legally represented
nearly ninety such individuals. During that time we have developed a methodology
that might vary in particular circumstances, but which nevertheless remains fairly
consistent,

First and foremost, we do not dictate for those who bring information
to us how that information will be used or where it will be taken. Those decisions
are made solely by those who have obtained the information, If we are not willing
to abide by the conditions imposed by the whistleblower, we will declinc to usc
the information in any way, We are ethically bound to protect the client and to
keep his or her interests very much in our mind,

If employees are afraid to risk going ‘hrough the internal channels the
utility has outlined, then we would indeed risk our own credibility by encouraging
employees to "walk the pla nt" If we decide to legally represent the person who
brings information forward, we would violate our own professional ethics by

advising the client to use defective internal channels,



Unless we have sufficient evidence that an "open door" is truly open
or an office to deal with problems does not view the whistleblower as. "the problem",
we will not advise employees to pursue those internal procedures,

Consumers Power Co, has indicated great distress that we are not working
with their own QC/QA program with our Midland ailegations, Please do not think
that we have made any determinations about their quality assurance complaint pro-
cedures or system. Unfortunately, at this point we do not krow enough about
their organization to make a valid judgment. Some employees have expressed
doubts to us, To allay their skepticism and our own reservations, we would need
to hear from the employees who have tested their allegation procedures.

In fact, we respectfully requestcd that Consumers Power Co. allow
us to speak with those who have reported problems to them publically and openly
through their system, If the only employees to use the procedure are ones who
have done so anonymously, we would appreciate very muck if Cansumers Power
Co. would somehow convey to them our desire to speak with them anonymously
about the allegation procedures and their experiences with them, Meanwhile, we
hope they will give us some information :;bout the types of complaints that have
come through their allegation channels and what the final disposition of the alleged
problems have been, ;

Until our mduesuono can be answered to our satisfaction about Consumers

Power Co. 's internal procedures, we will continue to deal directly with the Regional

Office of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission out of Chicago,
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We will also continue to stand by and aggresively pursuc protection

~ for those workers and former workers whose information we will px;esenl to the

" Nuclear Regulatory Commission for investigation,

Furthermore, we will monitor the NRC's investigation into thesc alle-
gations, At Zimmer, the initial NRC investigation was exposed rs a "cover up"
leading to a $200,000.00 fine for the utility, We will not tolerate that sgain at
Midland -~ time lost duc to an incomplete or inadequate inspection is simply a
luxury that Consumers Power Co, does not have and can't afford.

IV, RECOMMLENDATIONS FOR ACTION

We are calling for the construction to be halted until the NRC can judge
the full scope of the problems at Midland, We believe this will be the most time
efficient way to get a complete hold on the situation,

If this is unfeasible, GAP respectfully requests that tuc Af fice of Investipa-
tions (OI) adopt Midland, at the recommendation of Mr, Keppler, as its first case,
The OI has no vested interest in covering up Midland's problems and it is composcd
of highly respected NRC investigators, Ol is to be the "SWAT TEAM" of the NRC
that was set up by and reports to the Commission directly, We look forward to
their involvement in major plant site investigations. Midland would be a good
place to start,

Mr. Keppler has indicated his own reservations about Midland, He has
announced a special five-person team to deal with Midland's problems, This

Regional reorganization should compliment the Ol investigation or some other



third party audit as called for by the United States Senate recently, This Senate
} 2

Bill co-signed by Senator Levin, sets aside funding for a test of an independent

_ audit and inspection on three selected plant sites, Because we believe g0 strongly

in "'someone clse'" looking at Midland's problems, we would like Senator Levin
and other members of the Michigan delegation to consider their role in bringing
this nuclear plant under control,

V., SPECIFIC ALLEGATIONS

In our investigation GAP has completed seven affidavits and verifica-
tion studies. These affidavits have been sent to Mr, James Keppler, Director of
Region III of the NRC.

Issues included in these affidavits are listed below:

-- Welding standards below ASME specifications

-- Improper socket weld engagement length

-~ Poorly trained quality control inspectors

-- Countless welds improperly inspected for years by at least one
inspector

== Undersized welds

-= Improperly ground down welds

-- Substandards welds

-~ Extensive corrosion inside the small bore piping

== Unqualified welders

-- Reduced specifications for welding electrodes that led to corrosion

-= Anchor bolts in the battery room not meeting the specifications

-~ Prescnce of debris in smail bore piping



== Substituted cables leading to the control room
== Conduit supports that excced weight specifications

== Lack of inspection for compliance with weight specifications on
conduit supports

== Improper use of type 30 conduit supports

== Non-compliance to blueprints

== Diversion of equipment for personal use

== Lack of material traceability

== Questionable anchor bolts

== Unde’crmined weld rod control in the past

== Alcoliol and drug abuse problems among workers in safety related arcas
== Theft of plant equipment

-- Manufacture of belt buckles and barbecue skewers out of stainless
steel and nickel

== Bechtel undermining the construction through a variety of work
slow-down techniques

VI, GAP'S PLANS TO MONITOR NRC'S INVESTIGATION

For the past decade the NRC and Consumers Power Co, have repeatedly
offered their reasonable assurances that QA/QC programs would improve, Yet,
repeated failures in the design and construction of essential safety systems, as
reflected in public documents, indicate the contrary,

QA and construction deficiencdes continue, yet the NRC has been unwilling
to enforce what could be very effective regulationsto assure the safe construction of
this nuclear plant, We will accept nothing but the "letter of the law" when public

health and safcty are concerned.
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We are concerned to see a pattern of leniency that has compromised

. the regulatory concept. As we found at Zimmer, the NRC Region III staffl gives

the benefit of the doubt to the utility far tcooflten, We believe the utility will look

out for its own best interests. The NRC is paid by the taxpayers to look out for
the public interest,
Some examples of this pattern of lenicney include:

1. The NRC resolving "findings" only based on statements
with vested intei ost,

2. The NRC acceptance of relaxed design and construction
specifications and procedures.

3. Serious conflict of interest within investigations and
inspections,

4. Continued acceptance of substandard material,
5. Few, if any, unannounced NRC inspections on site,

6. Excessive deferral to the financial hardships and time
deadlines of the utility, weighed against public safety standards,

Even worse, the above structural f{laws and patterns of non-compliance
do not include the unacceptable potential for human error at Midland. We have yet
to find a single employee witness who has denied our witnesses charges of wide-
spread drunkcness on the job at the construction site, It is difficult enough for
a sober worker to construct any nuclear power plant safely. We shudder at the
consequences of drunken employees trying to cope with the handicaps at Midland.

Region III has begun to recognize the seriousness of the problems at

Midland, as evideaced by Mr, Keppler's recent announcement of a special inspec-

tion team for Midland. Shoddy work has been Piling up for almost a decade,
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halting future violations is not good enough, Far too many witnesses have con-

firmed that this plant is a disaster waiting to happen. General Public Utility's

~ $4 billion lawsuit blaming Three Mile Island on the NRC for not regulating strictly

enough illustrates the desperate consequences even for a "near-miss. "

The public drew the line at Three Mile Island and Love Canal. Workers
inside and citizens outside the Midland plant want to be heard. We represent their

collective voices,

A, Yoo Geds

Billie Pirner Garde
Government Accountability Project
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Midland Daily News

& Charles A. Spence, pubiisher .5

John A. Palen, editor

Norman C. Rumple, pubiisher Emeritus

NRC should focus
oNn major concerns
Our view

Consumers Power Co. is still
complaining about the latest
negative SALP (Systematic
Assessment of Licensee Per-
* formance) rating given by the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission to the Midland nuclear
plant, ' '

The utility has a right to
‘complain, of course. But
Shouldn’t the manpower-short
'NRC be handling this matter

..Mmore efficiently so it can devote

-rore of its resources to seftling
some of the more serious
.Questions about the plant?

While the Midland project is
undergoing a barrage of critic-
ism based on .allegations made
by former plant workers that
questionable construction prac-

| tices may effect the plant's safe
operation, a gathering of NRC
and utility officials was heid in
Midland Thursday to argue
politely about SALP ratings the
NRC has said it won’t change.

Meanwhile, a promised NRC
investigation into the workers’
allegations still hasn’t been
started, nearly a month after
the charges were made. The
reason? The NRC says it doesn’t
have the manpower, ’

The NRC apparently can’t
spare the inspectors to check out
the allegations, yet two inspec-
tors were flown from Illinois fo
Midland for Thursday’s more-
or-less pointiess session. Two
other NRC officials flew here
from Washingtun, D.C., and

-another pair arrived from -

- A . - A A A A A a .-

Ilinois to attend. -

For its part, Consumers sen*
representatives from Chicago
and Jackson,

Who pays when federal offi-
cials fly around the country to
attend a meeting that, by the
NRC’s own admission, could
have been handlec by a teie-
phone conference call? The
taxpayers.

Robert Warnick, acting direc-
tor of the NRC’'s Office of
Special Cases and one of those
a ‘hursday’s meeting,
S Midland plant has
receivea sv much public critie-
ism that the agency felt it woule®
be better to conduct the SALP-
business in a public forum. .

Yet none of the points argued,
over in Thursday's meeting
really go near the heart of'
concerns about the nuclear:

.plant. Operating in the open is.

absolutely essential — but even
$0. some judgment has ‘o0 be
exercised about what is import-’
ant and what isn’t. ’ .

We think the public would.
have been better served had the
money and effort that werr inte
this posturing been spent on’
checking into the allegations.
about the Midland plant.

Let’s ground the unnecessary
fiights and get the investigation
on the road. :
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Attachment 3

AFFIDAVIT

My name is E. Earl Kent. I am making this statement
of my own free will to Mr. David Crow, who has identified .
himself to me as an investigator for the Government
Accountability Project. I am speaking without threat) {//
or promise of material benefit. My reason for making
this statement is to express my deep concern over the
IN NVCLEAR. WK | E% PEC ALY FA/
quality of constx?tionlat the Midland nuclear plan
IN M/UP/N’»N
where‘I was teminated in March of 1982 for persistently
bringing defects in construction and spec;flcations
to the attention of my superiors gNr FeEliew’ EAPLYEES: F .o
I have worked for seventeen years in engineering,
WELL ol
most recently at six nuclear plants., I deedsd the title
of Senior Quality Control Engineer for nuclear welding.
I have been a member of the American Society for
Quality Control, and have published several books
on welding and structural steels. fore cox ing to
AND Sg v Weipms EnGrnesrn. ;:é
Bechtel, I worked as an cngineer‘for Litton Industries,
as a field lding Inspector for Boyle Engineeringﬁ ;.#
. Weromwé Exgiwecn
Corporation, an:'. as a;yelding ‘upervisor‘ for Plluor o
A -
Engineers. I have also worked as a ality‘ﬁfsurance
and sgality eontrol ‘nqineor for Joy Manufacturing.
« FTK. FK, FU
I have attended more than half a dozen professional
education courses on engineering and guality contrel.
Pricr to moving to the Micdland plant, 1 had worked

,

for Bechtiel at two of its other nuc]eat units, Pa] isades

Fi
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AND Thres. {[

and San Onofre Plants Onefinf Twoq In both of these earlier

Bechtel positions, I served as Senior Quality Cont}ol

Engineer. I received top recommendations from my |

supervisors at both these plants. There is a letter on

file with Bechtel's wﬁffﬁefrom the Vice President

of Bechtel's Los Angeles Power Divisioh, for my work there.
ENGINEEZING AND e A7

Based onyY my years of‘experience in nuclear plants,
it it my progg;sional opinion that the Midland plant
is the worst nuclear facility I have ever seen. This
affidavit will detail instances where Bechtel Corporation
has systematically downgraded ltandiigg for safety-related
equipment, to the point where I i-éuoﬁ»believe that much
of the construction will not withstand the stresses it
should be built to take. Bechtel has hired engineers and
QC inspectors whe are not adequately qualified or trained
for the complicated work in a modern nuclear plant., I
have seen Bechtel personnel, both QC inspectors and engineers
with QC responsibilities, routinely accept substandard
work. ‘

I will also give examples of thevunhealthy degree of
reliance that certain NRC inspectors have placed in the
Bechtel pcrs?nnel whom they are supposed to monitor. NRC
fielld inspecéors showed a surprising willingness to let
the Bechtel Ae:sonnel do all the dirty work involved

in supposedly independent investigalions. Becauune Nie

inspectors often didn't themselves try to take the
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measurements, or climb into less accessible azreas, the inspec-

tion reports that were supposed to represent a completely
separate check on Bechtel performance often woun@ up basing
their approval on Bechtel's evaluations of its own work.
ENGINEERING ANL E, L.
My expertise is in welding‘inspection. When I first
came to Midland, in December 1981, I reviewed Bechtel's

specifications and procedures. I was astonished to see that

in numerous places, Bechtel had established standards which

fell below those of the ASME Code. The ASME Code reflects the

best judgment of the national society of professionals in this

ReSEARCY ANP T L7
area. It is the result of many years of‘testing. Despite

this)Bechtel in some cases made the decision, based on their

i{ y/A CPimicws eR F L
ow cngineers"shott-term testing in San Francisco, to modify

these standards.

If Bechtel had made these changes only to take account
of particular needs at Midland, that would be one thing. But
in the area of welding, where I was qualified to judge, the
new specifications were inadequate to the needs of a nuclear
facility. There is an inter-office memo, dated 24 April 19§81
which 1 ‘22: fﬁki; files. It is between the project QC head,
E. Smith, and a main office materials and qual ity services
official, D. Hackney. The subject i; socket weld engagerent

length. Hackney states that as long as the pipe is not with-

'

dyawn from the fitting it will be approved. This means that a

gap of nearly ani length will be tolerated botwcoh the end of

e \ F7
e bottom nf tha ganket, € Those gans washkon ke

FRILURE, ESPECIALLY DLVRING
joint, and make it susceptible to‘vibrat on. The ASME Code

the pipe and t

Fo,



Page Four

.

has, for this reason, established a much more rigorous
specification. _

This is only one cximplc of the cystematic?downgrading
of welding standards I saw at Midland. The Hackney memo became=
one of many sheet-memos placed in the specifications book.

Bqualiy as serious as the problem of downgrad?d specifi-
cations were the problems created by the incompetence and
ignorance of QC. Even something basic like knowing how to use
the fillet gauges correctly to measure the size of welds was
beyond the ability of some of the Bechtel inspectors‘mvp ENGINEFRS,

F L

Bechtel QC inspectors, John Kunski. John was about to approve

In early February, I was working with one of these

a fillet weld when I saw that it had not been fully welded.
Fillet welds have to be full across the blade, not just touch-
ing one edge of the blade. I drew John a diagram to show him
this. When John looked at the diagram, he saw Lhal 1 wes right.
But the welder refused to put any more weld on == he said he'd
been doing it that way for two years, and his boss had alvays
approved it. We finally had to call his boss in, and explain
ov A Exs
it to him, before wow“t the weld oeshe redone. Paul
ENGINEER. &K

Schulz, another QC smeperder, was also there to hear the
explanation, and he admitted after I showed him the diagram
that he'd been approving bad welds himself, M GTHKENL) DItV MENTING
INADEQUATE FULET Ivetos A$ BEING ADEGUATE., E. L

Undersized and improperly done welds were serious problems,
but at least they didn't affect the integrity of the p.ping

SeMET WES

itself. quh-prcsture piping, which‘contaznl up ro 1500 pounds

CAN
per square inch, is very vulnerable material. 1ﬁ‘r“°t' like

2
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a balloon to 2 pinprick. A weakness in any part of the piping

is a danger to the entire iength. Because of this, I was very
concerned to discover that many velds in the pipinq had been
improperly ground down, grinding down the pipe wall thickness

along with it,
This was not only a violation in itself. It was part of
a larger problem having to do with.inspections of the parent

metal for the piping systems. In small bore piping, the only

g THonevswit K. 4L ERLIRG (N THICKNESS CR. Z
| way to‘inspcct the .luside of the piping for‘cortosionlis to
i .
oF B 54
: take what is called a thickness wwé materials (TM) reading.
SELDOW DAVE ON ANY PIPE,IT 15 &, COMFIETELY AND & 4

This 1{‘1 time-consuming process if donc‘corrcctly. To the
best of my knowledge, the Bechtel QC inspectors rarely took

the time necessary to do this type of verification. They
usually relied on visual inspection only. Visual inspection
can detect corrosion only on the outside of the piping, vsuALL),

When I performed a thorough nsp;ction myself of the
piping, using T™ readings for the inside of the pipe wall, I

discovered extensive corrosion. Although the QC roporti appear

to assure that the piping is of safety-grade quality, these

reports fail to reflect the problems of the piping systems
which I discovered. To allow severely corroded piping to be

approved for lntctj-rclltod systems is in my opinion,inexcusable,
' . . A
and certainly very dangerous to the successful oparation of AwV

: §.4; 9 plant, 4

Another piping problem with which 1 wlllzoxoonally
| Low-NVDRoGEX

<
| familiar developed because RBechtel qllcurd‘elsctrndcl u:ig.in
Her oveEws rr
welding to be taken out of thcir‘ho:moticnlly-uealod coriainers

. .

GIoNT TS e |
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Mgy

foiloiqht hours before use. The American Welding Society (AWS)

MAXIMUM, T &
standard allows only four hourn‘in the’ open air., When the

electrodes are left out, the chemicals in their coating attract
ambient humidity. When this moisture is absorbed, it will L
become steam under the heat applied during the welding process.
Each speck of moisturo will expand é:fggg—txmos its initial
volume, and results in substantial porosity, or simply empty
space, within the completed weld. The weld will appear strong,
but be weakened from within. The AWS standard is used for
ordinary bridges and office build;ngs, but apparently Bechtel
thought that twice as lenient a standard was appropriate for

a nuclear plant,

X-ray inspections of wnldi:gizzrformed under these
conditions has revealed porosity, The welds have had to be
i:;:.out a :féono, not just once but many times, often within
the same joint. This is one more example of Bechtel's not
doing it right the first time. Every time they had to tear
the welds out and do them again, it added to their costs and
to their profits,

Bechtel has a cost-plus contract, and had routinely
wasted large amounts of money because they have little incen-
tive to do the work right the first time. Each time further
cxp.nditut?c are roquircd to redo work, it adds to their fee.
x'hnvo ...ﬁ work ripped out because of shoddy installation,
redone, and then ripped out and redone again because it still

wasn't right., One QC engineer, who has been at Midland wiees
Fer mAnV yeszs, EX4
£ .~
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L. w ks oFwions, €4

ehe—Segrtmming, told me thae‘ovor 90 percent of the piping in
the entire plant hcs had ?o b‘ cut out and replaged at one
point or other. In my mind, this raises serious?qucstions of
safety, but it also makes me wonder who is going te wind up
paying the bill for Midland. Bechtel's indifference to quality
will cost the ratepayers a bundle, .if they are allowed to

pass on their costs to the public. Eolee ALy ;,’[,

The defects I have described are generic“to the Midland

plant. They ravc‘zgppcned because Bechtel has hired inexperi-
ENGINEERS, & .42,

onced‘welders and inspectors., There were few formal require-

ments to become a welder, or even an inspector. If this was

supposed to be corrected through a thorough training program,

it didn't happen. The training periods were only a couple of
‘Eku»vtivzf,‘§:42

weeks, and based on my experience in working with tho‘welders

and the inspectors, I can state that they were not properly
AND ENENEERS &, &

trained. When inspectors‘don't know how to use a fillct gauge

to measure welds, you know that the overall program standards ;:“'

cannot be very high, AND A ComPLETE INVESTIEATION 1% WARRAY re D,
NRC 1nspcctién} often failed to correct problems. In

the area of the inside wall corrosion in small-bore piping,

this was because th.‘inspcét6;l seemed too willing to trust

the Bechtel inspectors when they made their to;rs. It was

generally the Jechtel people who actually climbed around on

tﬁo piping ¢nd called out their measurements, which the NRC

inspectors whuld then write down. As a result, many of the

inspection rcoorts do not reflect enything more than Bech<el's

own assertiors.
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Page Eight

Even when the NRC inspectors did show a willingness to
OFTEN & A\
carry cut a real inspection, they would‘be handicapped by
their practice of not comxng in unannounced. To.the best of
my knowledge, there were no NRC inspections that weren't pre- .

* ¢

ceded by preparation directed by Bechtel, :—4

- ' , Me /F/ﬁﬂ
during which problems would be repaired and sometimes eemweesied

As a result, the xnspectors{£====“;£5z€:e plant as it really
operated on an every-day basis.

My alarming gxperiences with the field welding and the

ENnG/ NEERS ANP fe;

Qc‘inspectors led me to speak to my boss, Mr. William Creel,
numerous times in December and Jahuary. Bill generally had the
same response: he said that all his men had passed the Bechtel
tests and were fully qualified, and he was willing to take
their word for it if they said construction was safe, AN ADE&‘L'47¥'1

My real problem began when I tried to talk to the head
of Project QC, Mr., Eugene Smith. He told me what Bill Creel
was saying, that everybody was qualificed and sc there cpuldn't
be prcblems like the ones I was telling him existed. '

On Priday, February 26, Eugene Smith called me into his
office and told me I was tc be terminated. Bill Creel was
also there, and the two of them told me that I hadn't been
able to adjust to the way things were done at Midland, and so
they would have to let me go. They asked me if I had any
written comments to make on the termination notice. I wrote

down: "I do not agree with any of the above, and ask for a

complete investigation of this ard all cther main problems,

by the San Prancilco-home oftice, and especially M.. S. Bechtel.
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Never in my life have I ever seen so many critical welds

AND THEN Fovre THEM TO BE UNALLEPTABLE, Er}éf
accepted in nuclear wor&‘_ If this many errors are allowed to
exist, the results could be catastrophic.”

After I wrote this down, Mr. Smith must have called Ann N
Arbor Headquarters, because he told me to go see Mr. Don
Daniels on Monday. Mr. Daniels met me at the Holiday Inn in
Midland, and I tried to explain to him the problems I had seen
in the field and with QC. I drew him the same diagrams I had
drawn for John Kunski, about the welding stancdards. All he

EN&G/INEERS,
said to this was that all the‘welders and xnspectors were
qualified. The feeling I got was that cven if I proved what
I was saying, Daniels wouldn't do anything about it. He
EVICENTLY f’
couldn't believe what I was telling him == he believed ifi the
papers that told him the Midland personnel were qualified.

Before Daniels finally told me that I would have to be
fired, he made another phone call, I believe it was to Eugene
Smith and Bill Creel. Creel was the one who most wanted me
to go, /N MY CPINIEN « F.Z

I was also told that in addition to my bad adjustment
to Midland, I was being terminated because I had failed to
pass the Bechtel tests for Level I QC engineer. Now as

zuﬁ/nlﬂnan5‘f’4£?
stated earlier, I have seventeen years of‘expcricncc
and welding. At other Bechtel installations, Palisades and
.
San OEE’t e, I held both Level I and Level II certificates.
Midland was not that different from these other Bechtel opera-
tions. I cannot believe that 1 hadn't passed the Level I test

at Midlard. I was never given a copy of the written part of
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the test. I can only believe that I was fired for insisting

that there were serious problems at Midland whicp my superiors
refused to acknowledge ) AND HENCE REFUVSED 70 {lﬁPA/&. Z,'I
Because of tho‘%fg I had been terminated by Bechtel, &
and because I felt that my observations had not received any ADELVAT
attention ffom the internal hierarchy, I decided that I should.‘z‘z
speak to the NRC. On March 2, 1982, I arranged for a telephone
interview with Roger Warnick, William Paton and Don Danielson
of NRC. In that interview I told th&fni::h?:é";a\gﬁailed

here in this affidavit., I told them I felt that Bechtel was

S;Z? not adequately investigating the serious problems I had tried
<

to bring to their attention, and that I felt I had been fired
for trying to do this.

After I spoke to the NRC, they sent out an inspector* j:ng
to look into my allegations. His report indicates that he
spent three days on-site. I don't think that a full investi-
gation could be conducted in such a shert period of time, by
only one inspector. However, I do feel that the report con=-
firmed my charges, based on what happened when the inspector
met with the top men from Consumers, Mr. Marguglio and Mr. Bird.
The inspector found them to be extremely hostile to any sug=-
gestion that there were serious deficiencies with welding and
with QC procedures and qualifications. The inspection report
found thatsturthor investigation was warranted in this area.

Alth%uqh the report noted the need for further oversight,
it seemed to feel that voluntary moidtosidig i weuinel by

Consumers would clear up the probiem. The problens are too
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serious and widesprend)to be left to be corrected by the
o# . -
people who created tg:m. I believe that only an independent

AND  F L
and comprehensive investigation, by the NRC es by outside

Wikl BE &/

experts, can provide the assurance that Midlu}d_ h‘propexly
' g

built, !
I am sure that Consumers and Bechtel will respond

ME F .
to my charges the%‘ll way they responded to thé€ NRC in-

IN MY EONICN, BT & g4

spection. They will ‘deny the probléms and promise voluntary

7
efforts to cure the&. They will try to ruin my credibility,
by saying that I was incompetent, that I couldn't pass the
basic tests. Nevertheless, I stand by my statement. After
‘ _ AND WELDING AUTHER | E b
nearly twenty years of work as an enqineca‘ I know a defi-
cient weld when I see one, and I know many of these
welds and other problems went undotcct;31§; igigﬁid)by the
men responsible for inspecting them. Bechtel has shown by
its attitude that it cannot be trusted to perform work of
the high quality necessary in a nuclear plant. I feel that
a full investigation into its management and construction
practices will nhow that much work will have to be redone
“efore Midland can go into operation. The cost will be
enormous, if it can be done =t all. Despite the cost,
I cannot stand by and watch the plant go on-line in its
present state of safety. To do so would be to betray

my responsibilities as a professional, as an engineer, and
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as a citizen.
1 have read the above twelve~ (12) page affidaviﬁ. To the

best of my knowledge, it is true, accurate and complete.

G arl AT

SUBSCR13ED AND SWORN TO before me

this J{ day of JpLs, 1962,
M

O'NCMA Stat
m. BCNNIE C. KETIERL
Q“Q“— NOTARY pub.c CatirQirna

PRINC WA OFICE we
KERN CCuniY
CO..IM EXPI2ES NOV. 9. 1934

M



e e —

e —— i - a8

Appendix B

@ AGREEMENT AND ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF OBLIGATION Attachment 4

THIS AGREEMENT AND ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF OBLIGATION, is executed by the undersigned Employee
and delivered 10 Bechtel on (he date set forth below.

B lbcmuwmulmwmwtutncmnmmmlmmoli;yMymmcon-
mﬁhhﬂd..‘uh.ynﬂomwmuww’cmmo!mcmnmmlmln.muomduccd
hu‘hmol-ymmeﬂm.M-quQIMymm.

2 As used herein, “*Bechiel’ shall mean Bechiel Group, Inc., or Bechiel Power Corporation and any affiliate or

" subsidiary of Bechiel Power Corporation, or Bechiel Petroleum, Inc. and any affiliate or subsidiary of Bechtel Petroleum, Inc..

or Bechtel Civil & Minerals, Inc. and any affiliate or subsidiary of Bechiel Civil & Minerals, Inc. “Client”” shall mean any person
or entity for whom Bechiel performs services or from whom Bechiel or Employee obtains informauon; 'information’’ shall mean
any information, knowiedge, or daia relating to plans, specification, documents, inventions, methods, processes, products or
operations of Bechiel or Clients; and “‘employment’’ shall include employment for hourly wages, for salary, or as a consuliant

3 lmmulubmo!mwm:ummofnymﬂomﬁumumlonvcmww
information of Bechiel and its Clients, that such informauon is the property of Bechiel and of ns Clients, and that any unautho-
rized disclosure thereof may be highly prejudicial to their interests. | further recognize that | may during the term of my employ-
ment make inventions, discoveries Or improvements.

4 1 shall not disclose or use, directly or indirectly, at any time, any information as above defined, uniess such
disclosire or use is in the course of my employment by Bechiel or has been expressly authorized in writing by Bechtel. | shall
nmuymmhlmnﬂfmuumuMaoilﬂtduustﬂmnmlunoum«l
express authonzauon in wriing by Bechtel to do so

s Any and al! ideas, inventions, discoveries and improvements which | conceive, discover, or make during the term
of my employment, in any way relating to the business of Bechtel or arising out of or resulting from my employment, shall be
the sole and exclusive property of Bechiel or its nominee. | shall promptly advise Bechtel of each such idea, invention, discovery
and improvement and, whenever requested by Bechiel, |, my executors, administrators, legally appointed guardians, consersaiors
or representatives shall without further compensation promptly execute any and all instruments which Bechtel may deem nec-
essary 10 assign and convey 10 it, its successors or assigns, all the right, title and interest in and 10 each such idea, invention, dis-
covery and improvement, and Letters Patent for the same. or such other interests therein as | may acquire, together with all
instruments deemed necessary by Bechtel 10 apply for and obtain Letters Patent of the United States or foreign countries, it
being understood and agreed that all expense incident 10 the secuning of such applications and Letters Patent shall be borne by
Bechtel, its suceessors or assigns. | understand and agree thai such obligation 10 execure such instruments shall continue after
termination of my employment by Bechiel with respect 1o each such idea, invention, discorery and improvement, which | con-
ceived, discovered or made during the term of my employment, in any way relating 1o the business of Bechiel or anising out of
or resulting from my employment.

6 This Agreement and Acknowledgment of Obligation shall be effective as of the date that | commenced or will
commence my employment with Bechiel.

Dated
Employee:
This agreement does not apply 10 an invention for which (Signature)
no equipment, supplies, facility, or trade secret informa-
tion of Bechiel is used and which is developed entirely (Typed)
on my own time, and (a) which does not relate (1) 10 the
business of Bechiel or (2) 10 Bechtel's actual or demon:
strably anticipated research or developmeni. or (b) which Atiest:
does not result from any work performed by me for
Bechuel (Signature)
(Typed) .

3001 (10/81) Employes Inventions and Secrecy Agreement
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On the occasion of the termination of your amployment we should like to remind
you of the nondisclosure and secrecy agreements which you have signed while in
tte employment of Bechtel Power Corporation and any affiliate or subsidiary of
Bechtel Power Corporation and Bechtel .ncorporated and any affiliate or subsid-
iary of Bechtel Incorporated.

You can obtain information concerning the contents of any such agreements to
which you are a party by contacting either the undersigned or the Legal Depart-
ment of Bechtel.

We bring to your attention the fact that the provisions of any secrecy agreements
which you have signed while an employee of Bechtel remains in force until they
expire by their terms and apply whether or not you are employed by Bechtel.
Thus you are bound by such agreements after termination of your employment
with Bechtel to the same extent as heretofore.

Your secrecy commitments form the basis for similar agreements which Bechtel
has oiven to certain of its valued clients; hence your full cooperation in complying
strictly with the terms of your commitments is of extreme importance and
necessity and will be assumed and appreciated by Bechtel.

Yours very truly,

By

Title (Signed!

Empioyee

(Typea)

TO ORDER THE GROUP INSURANCE
CONVERSION LETTER USE
FORM NO. 11624

ORIGINAL = Master Parsonnel File

YELLOW ~ Employese Copy (11 maited, attach “Certificate of Mailing”' here )
SEE PERSONNEL PROCEDURES MANUAL
FOR INSTRUCTIONS.

3022 (1-80)
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION 11}
799 ROOSEVELT ROAD

GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 80137

September 23, 1982

Government Accountability Project
Institute for Policy Studies
ATTN: Ms. Billie P. Garde

Director

Citizens for Accountable Government
1901 Que Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20009

Dear Ms. Garde,
Enclosed please find the summary report of the telephone communications

you and 1 had on September 17, 1982. While the report is not a word

summary of our communications, I do feel that the salient issues are
ddressed.

Should you have any questions regarding this communication I will be
happy to discuss them with you.

Sincerely,

'}SefC:Qél jai?

\HMAL)
V. Shafer{ Chief
Midland Section

Enclosure: As stated

cg w/o enclosure:
VR. F. Warnick

A. B, Davis

J. G. Keppler




RCLE UNITED STATES

S NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

D = () REGION 11
‘ 799 ROOSEVELT ROAD

GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 80137

Tenet SEP 17 982.

MEMORANDUM FOR: James G. Keppler, Regional Administrator

THRU: R. F. Warnick, Acting Director, Office of Special Cases
FROM: W. D. Shafer, Chief, Midland Se~tion
SUBJECT: GAP COMMUNICATIONS (MS. BILLIE GARDE)

On September 17, 1982, I was requested to contact Ms. Billie Garde to
answer soma general questions about the Midland project. To the best
of my recall, the following was discussed:

(1) She asked about the status of the six GAP affidavits.

I explained that the Ol investigation was progressing and that some

of the people had been contacted. 1 stated that when the investigations
vere completed that Ol would turn the information over to our staff for
technical review and inspection.

(2) She asked about the status of the Zack investigation.

1 informed her that the investigation was progressing and that Midland
had priority after LaSalle. I also told her that CPCo had a copy of
the Zack affidavit She said they did not get it from GAP.

She stated that she was very concerned that we have not pursued the

{ssue as to whether CPCo should have reported the Zack problem under
10 CFR 50.55(e). 7 explained that this issue would be addressed in

our investigation and inspection effort.

(3) We discussed several current issues at the site as follows:
(a) Investigations
1. 1 stated that the investigation into the March 10,
1982 meeting where Messrs. Cook and Landsman alleged

they had been lied to was nearing completion and
that a final report would be forthcoming.

7W
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(4)

(b)

(e)

(d)

(e)

2, 1 informed her that a request for an investigation
into the potential violation of the board order had been
forwarded to OI in HQ. I told her I did not khow if an
investigation had commenced.

Discussed the development of the Work Authorization Procedure

1 stated that RIII had determined that a formal communications
mechanisn was needed to ensure that all work authorizations
would be in writing.

Pipe Support and Restraint Problems

1 discussed Isa Yin's inspection report and CPCo's subsequent
inspection findings in this area. 1 stated that we have
informed CPCo that we want a 100X reinspection of all supports
and restraints installed prior to 1981,

Misrouted Electrical Cables

I stated that we had informed CPCo that a reinspection of all
SR cable was mandatory.

Midland Section

I ddentified the Midland Section personnel and stated that the
remedial soils work incerface was the highest priority we had.
I also stated that ve were waiting for CPCo's commitments for
improving their program and that you would not allow any
major soils work to proceed until the Midland Section was
satisfied that the program was acceptable.

After discussing item 3(e) above, Ms. Garde stated she was
disappointed that GAP input was not solicited during the formation

of the Midland Section.

and could not comment further. However, 1 stated that she was
welcome to contact me at anytiwe in order to ensure good communi~
cations. Ms, Garde stated she would like to meet with the Midland
Section and would get back to me regarding when., I encouraged

her to do so.

tant in that when she made & press release she would be able to
discuss what the NRC was doing.

1 stated that this was a management decision

She stated that open communications were very impor=-
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(5) Ms. Garde discussed the SSER and wanted to know if R. Landsman's
concern about the board violation would be addressed in it. 1
said 1 doubted if it would. The SSER document would extensively
{dentify the design elements for the remedial soil underpinning
activities. We expected cthe SSER to be issued on October 4, 1982.

(6) Ms. Garde stated that she was preparing to meet with D. Saunders
and was trying to obtain his affidavit. 1 wished her good luck
and stated that we would be reviewing the relevant allegations
we have obtained from Mr. Saunders.

(7) 1 informed Ms. Garde that our section was developing a monthly
status report which would indicate the status of R1I1's effort
at Midland, 1 told her the report would be docketed and if she
vanted access to i» she would have to request it through formal
channels., She said she would do that.

1 believe that this summary was the extent of our conversation. It was

not necessarily in the order 1 have described above, but 1 do believe I have

covered the most salient issues. 1 intend to send Ms. Garde a copy of this
summAary .

Should you have any questions regarding this communication, 1 will be happy

to discuss them with you.
/P.D.
. D, Shafer,

Midland Section

ec: A. B. Davis
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April 22, 1983 / e Al otucy+3

Mr J G Keppler, Administrator, Region III

Nuclear Regulatory Commission }i-— e
799 Roosevelt Road 'y Eemn e (57
Glen Ellyn, IL 60137 P O 11/ 5

MIDLAND NUCLEAR COGENERATION PLANT -
MIDLAND DOCKET NO's 50-329, 50-330 -
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM
FILE 0655, B1.1.7 SERIAL 22027

REFERENCES 1. LETTER TO MR J W COOK DATED MARCH 28, 1983 FROM MR J G KEPPLER
REGARDING CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM

2. LETTER FROM MR J W COOK DATED APRIL 6, 1983 TO MR J G KEPPLER
REGARDING CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM THIRD PARTY OVERVIEW

Your letter of March 28, 1983 regarding the Construction Completion Program
(CCP) consisted of Parts A, B and C. My letter of April 6, 1983 to you
replied to items AS, all of Part B, all of Part C and to Enclosure 1, the
Protocol document for the Independent Design /erification. At the April 13,
1983 meeting in Bethesda on Independent Design Verification (IDV), we provided
additional discussion and clarification of the communications between the
parties during the IDV.

The enclosure to this letter provides responses to items Al, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8
and 9 of your letter of March 28, 1983.

Based uvpon this letter and my April 6, 1983 letter, we believe that complete
responses have now been provided to your March 28, 1983 letter.

s

/

4
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Responce To NRC Questions On
Construction Completion Program

QUESTION Al .

"1. Because of problems identified by the NRC during the special inspection
of the diesel generator building and because similar problems were found
in other areas of the plant during subsequent inspections by CPCo, we
believe that 100% reinspection of accessible safety related structures,
systems and components is warranted. Should you intend doing less than
100% reinspection, please provide the details of your proposed program
and the technical rationale for accepting a sampling approach.”

RESPONSE

Consumers Power Company has developed two major programs already committed to
in addition to the Quality Verification Plan (included in the CCP). These two
programs include the following 100% verification efforts:

A. Verification of approximately 13,500 closed Inspection Reports
through reinspection of approximately 7,000 piping supports and
restraints.

B. Reinspection of accessible attributes of approximately 9,000
1-E cables installed to PQCI E-4.0 including cable routing and
identification.

The Quality Verification Plan includes the following 100% reinspections:

A. All closed Inspection Reports (IR) that contain In-Process Inspection
Notices (IPINs). 7.is involves approximately 4,300 IRs.

B. All closed IRs that contain Deficiency Reports (DR). This includes
approximately 4,500 IRs.

C. All closed IRs associated with specific PQCI which have less than 100
IRs.

In addition, the Quality Verification Program also requires that 100%
inspection of the remaining PQCIs will be initiated and continued until it has
been demonstrated with 95% confidence that 95% of the inspectable elements
meet quality requirements. Upon demonstration of the 95% quality level,
Consumers Power Company will reconsider the basis on which to continue the
verification effort for the remaining population of each PQCI. This may
include the statistical sampling techniques as noted below.

Exceptions to the plan may be taken in those cases where other means of

verify.» jquality have been demonstrated as described in the plan details
below.

mi0483-4087a-66-44



Quality Ver'fication Program Description

Consumers Power Company has prepared a Quality Verification Program to confirm
the quality status of safety-related equipment and construction activities
completed and inspected by the Engineer/Quality Control personnel prior to
December 2, 1982.

The program will cover all closed Inspection Records of inspections performed
prior to December 2, 1982, except:

A. Remedial Soils Work which has been under the direction of Consumers
Power Company quality personnel since it began.

B. HVAC work which has been under the direction of Consumers Power
Company QA personnel since the major reorganization in June 1981.

C. Verification of 1-E cable routing and identification and verification
of ASME hangers which are being performed under separate reinspection
programs as noted previously.

D. B&W Construction Company activities which have been performed under
B&W Quality Assurance Programs.

The quality verification program will address safety related equipment,
systems and structures in which the prior 100% inspections have been performed '
and completed under the direct supervision of the Engineer/Constructor. Such
inspections were performed in accordance with approximately 100 Project
Quality Control Instructions (PQCIs) that specified the imnspection
requirements to be achieved by quality control personnel. The program will
include PQCIs for which no other verification » (ivity has taken place or is
scheduled to take place. There are closea i... for approximately 139,000
primary inspections. Closed IRs are those where the Engineer/Constructor has
~ completed a 100% inspection of installed hardware. Where a reinspection has
occurred on a specific commodity, the latest IR will be addressed.

This program will assess the validity of prior inspections and provide
assurance of the quality of completed work. To accomplish this, accessible
attributes of items covered by completed IRs will be reinspected. For
inaccessible attributes, the original inspection documents will be reviewed
for evidence of acceptability and additional justification will be developed
as required to support the validity of inspections associated with such PQCIs.
Each IR relates to a specific PQCI. PQCIs are organized by discipline and
further structured to activities within that discipline, eg, there are
scparate PQCIs and corresponding IRs for preplacement, placement and post-
placement inspections of concrete. Closed Inspection Records related to each
PQCI provide a population of like activities.

To assess the validity of these past completed inspections, Consumers Power
Company will reinspect on a 100% basis, the accessible attributes of all
populations where the quantity of closed IRs is less than one hundred. In
addition, where the population of closed IRs .or a specific PQCI is more than
100, Consumers Power Company will reinspect on a one hundred percent basis a

mi0483-4087a-66-44



sufficient number of items to establish a quality baseline and predict with
95% confidence that the quality level is in excess of 95% for the specific
PQCls. Consumers Power Company will then make a determination as to whether
further verification of specific PQCI populations can be conducted by a
statistical sampling plan. This sampling approach, which is based on a
nationally accepted standard and is consistent with past NRC recommendations
related 1o reinspections of safety-related items, is fully described in the
Quality Verification Program. The NRC Resident Inspection staff will be
informed of such a determination before implementation of a sampling effort.

Any nonconforming condition observed during the implementation of this program
other than those previously identified on noncenformance reports, will be
identified by a nonconformance report and will be dispositioned in accordance
with approved procedures.

Reinspections will be conducted in accordance with PQCIs which have been
reviewed-revised since implementation of the Construction Completion Program
(CCP) and in »ccordance with current design drawings and specifications. An
acceptable reinspection will validate the installed hardware and, for the
purposes of the program will validate the prior IR. If an apparent deficiency
exists between the as built condition of the item and the referenced design
drawing or specification, a further check will be made to determine the design
basis against which the original IR was completed. This check as well as the
current stage of construction will allow a determination to be made as to
whether a nonconformance of "as built vs design" exists.

Documentation of deficiencies will be noted on the newly initiated IR, entered
on a nonconformance report and will be cross referenced to the original IR.

Program elements that differ from that described above will be treated as
follows:

1. Exceptions to this program may be taken where objective evidence is
available of a CPCo overinspection of the Engineer/Constructor's
inspections and where such overinspection demonstrates effective
quality control and provides the basis to verify acceptability of the
items or attributes covered by past IRs and validate the original
inspection with minimal or no further reinspection or review. Where
such exceptions are proposed to be taken, a special report will be
prepared by the MPQAD-QA Superintendent for review and approval of
the Executive Manager-MPQAD. This report will contain full
justificatior for the exception. The Executive Manager-MPQAD will
inform the NRC Resident Inspection staff whenever he has made a
decision to allow such a exception to the program prior to
implementing the exception.

2. There are 55 FQJCIs which cover activities that are inaccessible for
reinspection. These include rebar installation, placed concrete,
containment building tendon reinspection, and PQCIs relating to
surveillance of subcontractor actions. Documentation relating to
these PQCis will be reviewed as indicated in this program. These
PQCIs, either iandividually or by groups, will be reviewed and

mi0483-4087a-66-44



justification will be developed by a document review to support the
validity of completed inspections associated with these PQCIs. This
justification or recommendaticn for additional verification
activites, will be provided by the MPQAD-QA Superintendent to the
Executive Manager-MPQAD for decision and approval.

3. The Executive Manager may group special populations of PQCIs or IRs
that may be treated as a unique population provided all other
elements of this program are applied to this unique population.

Reports And Documentation

Results of reinspections and document reviews will be recorded on IRs opened
specifically for this pupose. Each such IR will cross-reference to the
existing IR. A notation will be made on the new IR to identify whether the
existing original inspection covered by the IR was validated, rejected or is
indeterminate. The new IR will provide the basis to document the quality
status of the items or attributes being reinspected.

A weekly written report will be made jointly by the MPQAD QC and

QA Superintendents to the Executive Manager of MPQAD summarizing the results
of the program. The Executive Manager will inform the CPCo Site Manager, the
Vice President, Projects Engineering and Construction and the
Engineer/Constructor Project Manager of the status of the Quality Verification
Program on a biweekly basis. The Executive Manager-MPQAD will provide a
monthly report of Quality Verification Program'results to the CPCo Site
Manager and Vice President, Projects Engineering and Construction and the
Engineer/Constructor Project Manager. This report will be made available to
the Construction Implementation Overviewer and the NRC.

The Executive Manager-MPQAD will have total overall responsibility and
authority for the development and implementation of all quality related
aspects of this verification program which will be solely under the direction

of MPQAD.

mi0483-4087a-66-44



QUESTION A2

"2. A description of the reinspection program for accessible systems and
components important to safety." \

RESPONSE

The Midland Nuclear Plant has been designed and constructed with a two level
philosophy of quality classification. Those structures, systems or components
which are safety related (such as those identified in Regulatory Guide 1.29,
Section C.1, as modified by the Midland FSAR) are designated "Q". All other
structures, systems, and components are designated "Non-Q".

Items that are considered important to safety, but that are not classified as
"Q" are being addressed by a separate program. This program was developed to
address the generic safety task A-17 "System Interaction," and was described
in a letter, J W Cock to H R Denton dated January 28, 1983. This Systems
Interaction Program will provide assurance that equipment important to safety,
because of its potential interaction with safety related (Q) equipment, has
been evaluated to ensure that such equipment will not compromise the
capability of safety systems to perform their intended functions. The
protection of the safety-related systems is part of the design process. In
the installation of these systems coupled with the field routing of certain
commodities, however, it is possible that new items become important to
safety. To this end the Systems Iateraction Program describes a comprehensive
effort which includes an integrated series of walkdowns to identify potential
interactions. The evaluation of these potential interactions will assure that
equipment important to safety has been identified, and that its potential for
degrading the performance of safety systems has been resolved.

The seismic II/I and proximity walkdown, which forms an important part of the
Systems Interaction Program, is being conducted in part by the
Engineer/Constructor and in part by the consultant who performed this work for
other sites. This inspection is separate from the CCP, but it is being
integrated into CCP activities for purposes of scheduling the availability of
uncongested areas, areas that are sufficiently complete to warrant inspection
and the use of inspection aids such as scaffolding.

Three additional walkdowns identified in the Systems Interaction Program are
HELBA, missiles and flooding. These walkdowns serve to further increcase our
confidence that the primary walkdowns are effective with respect to
identifying equipment important to safety. These walkdowns are performed by
individuals with perspectives different from the proximity and Seismic II/I
walkdown teams. All of these walkdowns are expected to occur in 1983 and
early 1984.

The design engineering process, the construction process and the Systems
Interaction Program form a multi-layered approach to assuring that systems
important to safety will not inhibit safety systems from performing their
intended function. Once the plant is complete and turned over to Nuclear
Operations Department, equipment important to safety is addressed by Nuclear
Operations Department Standards A21 and the QA Topical Report CPC-2A. This

mi0483-4087a-66-44



list starts with the construction Q list then adds structures, systems
components and chemicals considered important to safety via a detailed review
of the equipment data base. Items placed on the operations Q list are then
subject to applicable elements of the QA program from then on regardless
whether they are safety-related or important to safety.

mi0483-4087a-66-44



QUESTION A3

"3. A description of the measures you intend to institute to assure that QC
reinspection will be sufficiently independent of team controls.”

RESPONSE

The QC reinspection effort is independent of team controls although work
schedules will be coordinated on a team level. This independence is
maintained as follows:

Quality Verification Plan

This effort is solely under the responsibility of MPQAD to plan, implement and
evaluate results. MPQAD personnel will coordinate with construction for
services support. The Quality Verification Program will be implemented under
MPQAD Procedures.

Team Activities-Status Assessment And Systems Completion

The Team Quality Representative and other MPQAD members assigned to the teams
are independent of team control. The system team charter is defined in Field
Engineering Procedure FPG 9.700, which indicates that the team quality
representative will only receive schedule input from the team supervisor and
that other technical and administrative direction will come from MPQAD
management. MPQAD approves this procedure and MPQAD Procedure N-4 defines
this interface.

All quality department personnel assigned to the team report to the Team
Quality Representative who reports solely through the MPQAD management chain.

In addition, the Team Quality Representative is located, based on his
permanent reporting assignment, within the MPQAD organization. He will, of
course, be required to spend most of his time with the team on field
assignments but nevertheless continues as a permanent member of MPQAD.

Organization charts show the reporting channels for the team quality members
to emphasize the independence from team technical control.

Administrative controls for team quality members, such as time card approval,
overtime approval, etc, are the responsibility of MPQAD supervision assigned
to the team organization. A high level manager within MPQAD is specitically
responsible for management and performance of the team quality personnel.

The actual inspections are conducted in accordance with PQCIs and IRs approved
by MPQAD.

The above controls assure independence of the team quality representatives
from the standpoint of location, organization, procedures.
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QUESTION A4

"4, A description of the training that will be provided to all personnel
inciuding craftpersons. Concerning QC inspector recertification
training, describe the actions you have recently taken to address the
adequacy of the review of PQCIs prior to training being initiated on the
PQCls. In addition, describe the steps you have taken to ensure that all
questions raised during PQCI training sessions will be resolved prior to
certification to affected PQCI's."

RESPONSE

Training Of Construction Personnel

The existing construction training procedure (FPG-2.000) is under revision 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 team training will include the major elements described below:
A. General training will be provided in
1. Quality requirements for nuclear work
2. Requicements of the CCP
3. Safety orientation
4. Inspection and work procedures

Training in Items (1) through (3) and selected parts of (4) 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
periodically for the craftpersons by the foreman. The subject matter
will be developed by the training coordinator, and will include
information regarding quality issues across the job.

B. Training in the procedures used to govern the performance of work
will be conducted for designated fiela engineering and support
personnel as appropriate. In some cases the training will include
the craft foreman.

Formal training will be conducted for identified procedures that
define the control of the designated work process, procedures for
control of special processes and requiremeuts for inspection and
acceptance of completed work.

C. Training in procedures for selected processes will be conducted for
the craftpersons. This will consist of discussion and/or field
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demonstrations for the selected process. A list of the selected
processes will be maintained by the Training Coordinator.

Training Of MPQAD Personnel

MPQAD initiated a program in late 1982 to retrain and recertify all Engi-
neer/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
ar1 recertify to the new PQCI.

MPQAD current plans 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 required for 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 or SNT-TC-1A.

After the PQCIs are revised as necessary, Quality Control Engineers (Inspec-
tors) are being trained and must pass a closed-book examination and a demon-
stration 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.

The following actions are ongoing to maximize the effectiveness of recertifi-
cation training:

Review PQCI Prior To Initiation Of Training

The adequacy of PQCIs prior to training is assured by the following program-
matic requirements:

A. The PQCI evaluation effort is being conducted under the direction of
MPQAD QA personnel. MPQAD Procedure E-3M was issued April 11, 1983
and establishes the responsibilities and requirements for the pre-
paration, revision, and control of PQCIs by QA personnel.

As part of the PQCI revision process, Project Engineering does a
review of the PQCI to insure that attributes are identified for
inspection according to specification requirements and that
clarifications are made to specifications wherever necessary.

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

C. Once the PQCI is rcady for issue, an effectivity date is establxshed
in con;unctxon with the Training Department.

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

2. For PQCIs on which training and/or certification was previously
conducted, a determination is made as to the need for retraining
or recertification. When a revised PQCI is issued, it is eval~-
uated in accordance with established procedures to determine if
retraining and recertification is required. Based on this
evaluation, appropriate action is taken.

D. During the training process, student questions (see below) are
monitored. Based on this, further revision to a PQCI may be
initiated.

Resolution Of Questions Raised During PQCI Training Sessions

Steps taken to ensure all questions raised during PQCI training sessions are
resolved prior to certification include:

A. The development of an MPQA Department "Statement of Training Policy."
A copy of this Policy is attached.

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

C. Statement 2 of the Policy deals with student questions. Instructors
handle many questions as a routine part of a class. However, when an
instructor is faced with questions he cannot answer, he makes note of
them for subsequent resolution with the students.

D. When required, 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.

E. 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 examiuation given
without jecpardizing the students opportunity to satisfactorily write
the exam.

F. Even if the examination can be given, prior to answering questions,
the questions are still tracked and answered prior to certification.

mi0483-4087a-66-44
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G. Trainees are encouraged to defer taking examinations or performance
demonstrations if they feel they have received inadequate
instruction.
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MPQA bEPARTMENT STATEMENT OF TRAINING POLICY

It is the objective of the MPQAD Training Department to provide training that
meets the needs of the trainees. To help meet these needs the following
policies apply: '

1.

Personnel who are required to attend classroom training shall not be
administered an examination without 100Z classroom attendance. 100%
attendance is defined as total classroom time less instructor excused
absences for brief periods of time. A lesser percentage may be requested
in writing by the trainees supervisor and approved by the appropriate
Training Supervisor.

When trainees have pertinent questions that relate to the training i
subject matter the instructor shall take action tc answer the questions

or obtain the answers and provide them to the students prior to final
examination or certification as appropriate.

The time required for self-study prior to examination shall be determined
and scheduled by the appropriate Training Coordinator, based on the
duraticn of the lesson and complexity of the subject.

The instructor will review the class evaluation sheets or a composite to
determine the acceptability of the training prior to administering the
exam to the class. If judged unacceptable, the exam will not be admin-
istered until appropriate action has been taken.

When a trainee indicates that he is not prepared to take an examination

or a performance demonstration he shall not be administered the examina-
tion or performance demonstration until his specific concerns are resolved.

STUDENT HANDOUT

RAWells %/”

GFEwert ~ g/‘& «:)L //")_(7 = 4

TDF 48 Rev. 1
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QUESTIONS A6, A7, AND A8

"6. A description of the controls you will use to ensure all problems have
been identified during reinspection of a system or area prior to start of
repair work or new work on that system or in that area."

"7. A description of the controls you will use to ensure that no new work
will be performed that would cause a knowr nonconformance to be
inaccessible."

"8. A description of your proposed program for in-process QC surveillance
(inspection) of rework and new work."

RESPONSE /
The process for release of work will be controlled by procedures that ensure
that the requirements of the CCP are met prior to initiation of new work. The
requirements for release of work include; checking, review and approval to
ensure that verification and status assessment activities are completed and
that the new work activity will not cuver up (make inaccessible) items that
have existing nonconformances. These procedures are identified in Figure 1.
They define the overall process for identification and approval prior to
release of work. These procedures require an identification of equipment or
items that may be affected by the new work package and a check to see that
there are no existing nonconformances or incomplete inspections on these
items.

The interactions between project management, the installation team and the
QA/QC organization are as follows. Initially, a list of Q items by area will
be prepared by the installation team. The complete and inspected items will
be provided to the QA/QC organization for the verification of completed work.
The remaining items will be placed in an incomplete category and will be the
basis for the status assessment by the completion team. The list will be
npdated as the verification and status assessment activities are carried out
and will result in a complete list for each system/area.

The lists from all systems ian an area will be combined and will form the basis
for management review prior to release of the area for new work. The combined
list will be used in the preparation of constru-tion work packages (CWPs) for

new work.

There are several major steps in the preparation and approval of the CWP.

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 CWP. Following intitial preparation of the CWP, the package is taken by
the team quality representative. The inspection hold points are reviewed and
approved by the MPQAD organization and a QWP is initiated for this work
activity. The QWP contains the inspection records that will be required for
that work activity. A review will be performed to ensure existing nonconform-
ances are not covered up. The review will be based on the steps in the three
procedures listed in Figure 1. After the CWP is returned to construction, and
the QWP is prepared, work can proceed.
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Procedures For Controlling Release Of New Work

Procedure _

Area Release
for Construction
(FIG 7.500)

Construction Work
Plans (FPG 7.300)

Control, Release and
Handling of Construction
Work Plans and Quality
Work Packages (N-17)

mi0483-4087a-66~-44
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Construction

Construction

MPQAD

Purpose

These three procedures together
ensure proper completion of
verification and status assessment
activities prior to initiation

of new work and ensure no

cover-up of existing noncon-
formances
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QUESTION A9

"9, A description of the CPCo Management Review process for changes to CCP
and how CPCo intends to keep the NRC informed of such changes.”

RESPONS

A procedure (MPPM-19) is being issued to control changes to the CCP. The
procedure will provide that Q work activity will meet the requirements of the
CCP or will receive management review and approval for any deviation from
these requirements. The requirments that must be maintained for work
activites 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 planning for new work activity.

B. A process it in place to ensure that no existing nonconformances will
be covered up by new work activities.

C. Procedures to control work definition and release including
definition of inspection requirements and hold points are in place.

D. Inspection and contruction persomnel involved must have received all
' required training.

Any work activity that does not meet these conditions will be considered a
change. A change will be reviewed by the Construction Implementation
Overviewer. The NRC Region III management will be informed prior to
implementation.
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CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM THIRD PARTY OVERVIEW -
FILE 0655, B1.1.7 SERIAL 22268

REFERENCES 1. LETTER TO J W COOK DATED MARCH 28, 1983 FROM NRC REGION III
REGARDING CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM

2. LETTER FROM J W COOK DATED MARCH 10, 1983 TO MR R C DEYOUNG
REGARDING MIDLAND PROJECT RESPONSE TO NRC NOTICE OF VIOLATION
EA83-3 DATED FEBRUARY 8, 1983

Your letter of March 28, 1983 regarding the Construction Completion Program
(CCP) consisted of Parts A, B and C. The following is in partial reply to the
referenced letter:

A. Items Al. through A9. will be addressed in a subsequent letter to you
except for Item A5. for which our response is as follows:

Mr Keppler has asked that we develop measures that will ensure that our
key hold points are honored and that critical parameters of our program
are in place before proceeding to the next step. In order to ensure the
Project's readiness to undertake the various steps in the CCP, the CCP
includes provisions for management review at key points in the process.
The review will examine plans for future implementation and ensure that
programs aod 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 in my January 10, 1983 letter,
this letter, and the forthcoming response to Questions Al-A9 of

Mr Keppler's March 28 letter, we will include in the duties of the thirli
party construction overviewer responsibility for audits of our performaice
of these management reviews of the CCP process. We will not proceed wita
the CCP implementation beyond these points until the third party
overviewsr has documented their satisfaction with our readiness to
proceed, including satisfaction with our initial response to any audit
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findings, in their weekly reports. This commitment will also assure that
the CIO is in place in time to audit the management review of Phase I
planning, and hence before any physical verification under Phase I takes
place. (Note: The title of this particular third party overview is now
being entitled Construction Implementation Overview, CIO).

The Company has or will provide information regarding all items which the
NRC wished to review through the normal exchange of information with the
NRC Staff. This information was provided through the response to the
Notice of Violation regarding DGB inspection, through the forthcoming
response to Questions Al-A9 of Mr Keppler's March 28 letter, and through
daily 1interaction with the NRC Resident Inspector (the adoption of the QC
organization within MPQAD and the resolution of the CP Co stop work order
on Zack welding).

B. A more detailed description of the third party installation implementation
overview (now titled CIO) is provided in the enclosed proposal (3 copies
attached) from Stone and Webster (S&W).

1. The CIO will encompass all aspects of the CCP from the point that the
CIO is mobilized onsite (including the process aspects discussed in A
above and the reinspection work). The exception is that the CI0 will
not include an overview of the other third party evaluations being
conducted as described in my letter to Region III dated January 10,
1983.

2. As defined on Page 2 of Section 2 of the S&W proposal, there will be
weekly meetings with S&W, Consumers Power and the NRC and weekly
minutes (reports) of these meetings will be issued. The protocol for
communications between the parties will be the same as used by S&W on
the soils remedial activities.

3. The CIO will continue until Consumers Power and the NRC have confi-

dence in the adequacy of the Consumers Quality Assurance Program for
the Midland Project.

C. Consumers Power Company proposes that Stone and Webster be the organi-
zation to perform the CIO. This is based on the fact that we consider S&W
technically capable to perform the activities both in terms of the indi-
vidual team proposed and in the corporate depth to support this effort.
They are presently conducting what we believe is a highly professional
overview of the soils remedial activities and have been found acceptable
by the NRC for corporate independence. In addition, your letter indicated
that it would not be acceptable for the CIO organization to also be
involved with the IDV, thereby disqualifying the other evaluated bidder,
Tera Corporation.

The proposal submitted by S&W addresses Items C1, 2 and 3 of your letter
except that the statements provided in the attachment concerning corporate and
personnel independence were inadvertently not notorized. This situation will
be immediately corrected and the sworn statements of independence will be sent
to you directly by S&W by approximately April 8, 1983.
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Enclosure 1 to your letter of March 28, 1983 discussed protocol for IDV on the
Aux Feedwater System, Electric Power System (diesel generator), and the HVAC
system assuring control room habitability. This protocol will be adopted by
asking Tera Corporation to prepare a detailed procedure implementing this
protoccl.

Based on the need to have the S&W team audit our pending initial management
reviews, we have requested S&W to be able to mobilize their team as soon as
possible. This is currently scheduled to occur the week of April 18, 1983.
We plan to proceed at our risk unless .instructed otherwise by your office.
However, we would very much appreciate your expeditious review of S&W as a
satisfactory contractor for the third party overview of the CCP.

nts ). Cr .

CC Atomic Safety and Licensing Appea¥ Board (w/o att)
CBechhoefer (w/o att)
FPCowan, ASLB (w/o att)
JHarbour, ASLB (w/o att)
MMCherry (w/o att)
FSKelley (w/o att)
HRDenton, NRC (w/att)
WHMarshall (w/o att)
WDPaton, NRC (w/o att)
BStamiris (w/o att)
MSinclair (w/o att)
LLBishop (w/o att)

JWC/GSK/1c
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CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM

FILE 0655 SERIAL 20428

REFERENCE LETTER TO J W COOK, DATED DECEMBER 30, 1982, FROM NRC REGION III
REGARDING CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM

On December 2, 1982, Consumers Power Company met with Mr Warnick and other
members of your staff to discuss the general concept of our proposed
Construction Completion Program. The enclosure to this letter documents in
detail the Construction Completion Program, as requested at the meeting and in
your follow up letter (Reference).

Since our meeting, the program has undergone considerable development and
evolution. Details have been supplied and more specific objectives and
implementing methods have been established. Further details are still Jeing
developed. While the Company expects the Program, as presently constituted,
to be a workable and sufficient framework for future action, revisions may be
necessary as future needs and experience dictate.

The Construction Completion Program is a positive step in the overall
advancement of Project goals. It represents the best efforts of Project
management, support and quality assurance personnel. We believe it will
produce an improvement in Project installation and inspection status, systems
construction and QA implementation. The quality verification effort should
provide increased confidence of the NRC that the plant has been properly
built. Other aspects of the Program, including the measure to improve ongoing
inspections and scheduling interfaces, should contribute to that result. This
Program, together with recent Consumers Power Company cormitments regarding
quality assurance and remecial soils work, can establish a basis for improved
relations between the Company and the NRC Region group assigned to imspect
Midland. The Construction Completion Program demonstrates ‘he Company's
responsiveness to both NRC concerns and the particular needs or this Project.
It is our expectation that the Program, created out of a desire to enhance the
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orderliness and quality of comstruction, will achieve its intended purpose and
lead to the successful "completion of construction" of the Midland Plant in
accordance with regulatory requirements.

We hope that this submittal fulfills your request for written information
regarding the Corstruction Completion Program. Consumers Power Company is
prepared to support the public meeting proposed for January 26, 1983 in

Midland, Michigan.

CC  Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board
CBechhoefer
FPCowan, ASLB
JHarbour, ASLB
DSHood, NRC
MMCherry
RWHernan, NRC
RJCook, Midland Resident Inspector
FSKelley
HRDenton, NRC
WHMarshall
WDPaton, NRC
WDShafer, NRC
RFWarnick, NRC
BStamiris
MSinclair
LLBishop

JWC/DMB/cl
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CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY
Midland Units 1 and 2
Docket No 50-329, 50-330

Letter Serial 20428 Dated January 10, 1983

At the request of the Commission and pursuant to the Atomic Enmergy Act of
1954, and the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended and the
Commission's Rules and Regulations thereunder, Consumers Power Company submits
its Construction Completion Program.

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY

By

JM Cook, Vice President
Projp€ts, Engineering and Construction

Sworn and subscribed before me this lddday of%r‘“%w
ﬁzwdviﬁééw_
Notary Publi

Bay County, Michigan
My Commission Expires _Z-¢-P(
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Construction Completion Program
Executive Summary

The Construction Completion Program has been formulated to provide guidance in
the planning and management of the design and quality activities necessary for
completion of the construction of the Midland Nuclear Cogeneration Plant.
Construction completion is defined in this Plan as carrying all systems to the
point they are turned over to Consumers Power Company for component checkout
and preoperational testing. The Construction Completion Program does not
include the Remedial Soils 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
@anagement concerns that have heen identified during the period preceding the
initiation of the Program. The Midland Project had been proceeding at a high
level of activity as it approachked completion. The final transitior from area
construction to system completior, 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
oumerous 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 comstruction and inspection resources on completion of systems for
short-term milestones and increased effort to complete engineering ahead of
field installation.

The Midland Project has been criticized by the 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 past few months, been in a reactive rather than proactive
posture with regard to quality assurance matters.

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

Objectives

The development of the Program has considered the Project's current status and
recent history and attempts to address the underlying or root causes of the
problems currently being experienced. In order to develop the Program the
following overall objectives were established under three general headings.
The Program must:

Improve Project Information Status By:

= Preparing an accurate list of to-go work against a defined baseline.
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- Bringing inspections up-to-date and verifying that past quality issues
have been or are being brought to resolution.

= Maintaining a current status of work and quality inspections as the
Project proceeds.

Improve Implementation of the QA Program By:

- Expanding and consolidating Consumers Power Company control of the
quality function.

= Improving the primary inspection process.

- Providing a uniform understanding of the quality requirements among all
parties.

Assure Efficient and Orderly Conduct of the Project By:

= Establishing an organizational structure consistent with the remaining
work.

= Providing sufficient numbers of qualified personnel to carry out the
program.

= Maintaining flexibility to modify the Plan as experience dictates.
Description

The Construction Completion 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 preparations, 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 curreat inspection status which
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 the complete the work.

In order to achieve its complete set of objectives, the Program contairs 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:

A significant reduction in the construction activity in the safety-
related portion of the plant, material removal and a general cleanup
will be carried out in preparation for installation and inspection
Status assessment and quality verification activities.
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A review will be 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.

The integration of the Bechtel QC function into the Midland Project
Quality Assurance Department (MPQAD) under Consumers Power Company
management will be completed.

The Consumers Power Company is carrying out recertification program of

Bechtel QC inspectors, and a review of the inspection procedures to be
utilized.

The system completion teams will be organized, staffed and trained
according to procedures developed to define the team's work process.

The systems completion teams will 1) accomplish installation and
inspection status assessmen-, 2) perform systems construction
compleiion and construction quality performance and 3) determine that

all requirements have been met prior to functional turnmover for test
and operation.

Quality verification of completed work will be carried out in parallel
with installation and inspection status activities of the system
completion teams.

A series of management reviews will be carried out to carefully monitor
the conduct of the Program and to revise the plan as appropriate.

Review and resolution will 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.

Third party reviews will be undertaken to monitor Project performance

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

Schedule 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. Sirce the Program also has
incorporated a number of commitments made to the NRC during the past few
months, activities in support of these commitments such as QC integration into

MPQAD and the recertification of QC inspectors, had been initiated prior to
December.

Status and schedules for each element of the Plan are enumerated in the text.
In general, preparation for the Phase 1 activities are underwsy and will
continue through January. A pilot team to develop the procedures and training
requirements will be initiated during January. It is expected that the first
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areas to undergo Phase 1 status assessment will be defined and teams mobilized
during March.

Quality verification of compieted work will start in late January or early
February.

The Program provides for the Phase 1 results on a system or partial system to
be reviewed and evaluated prior to initiating Phase 2 system completion work
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 are NSSS comstruction as
performed by B&W Construction Co, HVAC work under the Zack subcontract, the
Remedial Soils Program and post-turnover punch list work released to Bechtel
construction by Consumers Power Company. The Zack work is currently limited
until a recently identified question on welder certification is resolved.

During the implementation of the Program in 1983, the NRL Resident Inspectors
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.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Construction Completion Program has been formulated to provide guidance in
the planning and quality activities necessary for completion of the
construction of the Midiand Nuclear Cogeneration Plant. Construction
completion is defined in this Plan as carrying all systems to the point they
are turned over to Consumers Power Company for component checkout and
preoperational testing. The Comstruction Completion Program does not include
the Remedial Soils Program which is treated in separate interactions between
Consumers Power Company and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The
Construction Completion Program will be referred to as the Program in this
document which contair- the Plan for Program development and implementation.

Background

The Constroction Completion Program is being developed in response to a number
of management concerns that have been identified during the period preceding
the initiation of the Program. The Midland Project had been proceeding at a
high level of activity as it approached completion. The final 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 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 comstruction and inspection resources on completion of systems for
short-term milestones and increased effort to complete engineering ahead of
field installation.

The Midland Project has been criticized by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
regional office as not baving 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 past few months, been in a reactive
rather than proactive posture with regard to quality assurance matters.

In recognition of these conditions, Consumers Power Company has concluded that
a change in approach is needed to effectively complete the Project while
maintaining high quality standards.

Objectives

The development of the Program has considered the Project's current status and
recent history and attempts to address the underlying or root causes of the
problems currently being experienced. In order to develop the Program, the
following overall objectives were established under three geaneral headings.
The Program must:

Improve Project Information Status By:

= Preparing an accurate list of to-go work against a defined baseline.
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- Bringing inspections up-to-date and verifying that past quality issues
have been or are being brought to resolution.

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

Iaprove Implementation of the QA Program By:

- Expanding and comsolidating Consumers Power Company control of the
quality function.

- Improving the primary inspection process.

- Providing a uniform understanding of the quality requirements among all
parties.

Assure Efficient and Orderly Conduct of the Project By:

- Establishing an organizational structure consistent with the remaining
work.

= Providing sutficient numbers of qualified personnel to carry out the
Program.

= Maintaining flexibility to modify the Plan as experience dictates.

ruAN CONTENTS

The Program was initiated on December 2, 1982 by limiting nn-going work on
Q-systems to pre-defined tasks and preparing the major structures housing
Q-systems for an installation and inspection status assessment and
verification of completed work. The relationship of the major elements of
the Plan is shown in Figure 1-1. The sections of the Plan address the
following major activity areas:

PREPARATION OF THE PLANT (Section 2.0)

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

QA/QC CRGANIZA™ U» ' |AMGES (Sectiom 3.0)

Anew ‘A v tion that integrates the QA and QC functions under a
Consum, - . 'mpany direct reporting relationskip is being
establicoed. As ¢ part of this transition, the Bechtel QC inspectors
are being recertified to increase confidence in the quality inspection
performance.
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PROGRAM PLANNING (Section 4.0)

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

The first phase includes:

= A team organization assigned on the basis of systems is being
developed to determine present installation and inspection status.
The inspection staius assessment includes performing inspections on
completed work to bring them up to date. A closely coordinated
effort involving the construction contractor and Consumers Power
Company (QA/QC, testing and comstruction) will improve quality
performance.

= The quality verification of completed work will be based, in part,

on a sampling technique using re-certified inspectors as described
in Section 3.0.

The second phase includes:

- Following installation and inspection status assessment the team

organization will retain responsibility for systems completion
work.

= The QC inspection process of new work will be integrated with the
systems completion work to ensure adequate quality performance.

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION (Section 5.0)

The first phase implementation of the Program will be initiated with a
review of the process, procedures and team assignments that will be
used. The plan for verification of completed work will be reviewed
separately. The teams will conduct the installation and inspection
status assessment; verification of completed and inspected work will
proceed, as planned, in coordination with the team effort. Following

phase 1 completion of the first work segment, a management review of
the plan effectiveness will be made.

In second phase Program implementation, the assigned team will plan

and schedule the remaining work needed for completion including QC
inspections.

QUALITY PROGRAM REVIEW (3ection 6.0)

The adequacy and completeness of the quality program will be reviewed
on an ongoing basis, taking into consideration questions raised by NRC
inspections and findings by third party reviewers. The results of
these reviews will be considered as part of the management review that
are a part of the Program implementation (Sectiom §5).
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THIRD PARTY REVIEWS (Section 7.0)

Independent assessments of the Midland Project will provide management
and NRC with evaluations of Project performance.

SYSTEM LAY-UP (Section 8.0)

The on-going work to protect plant equipmert and systems will be
augmented as necessary to provide adequate protection during
implementation of this Plan.

CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES (Section 9.0)

Work on Q-Systems has been limited to specific activities. This
limitation permits important work to proceed while allowing building
preparation for status assessment and verification activities.

SUMMARY

Each section of this Plan presents detailed objectives, a description
of the activity involved, and a schedv.e for achieving major
milestones. The Program, however, is still in an evolutionary state
and revisions to the Plan may be necessary as Consumers Power Company
gains experience in the implementation of Program elements.
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2.0 PREPARATION OF THE PLANT

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

Introduction

The preparation of the Plant will clear the auxiliary, diesel
generator and containment buildings and the service water pump
structure of materials, construction tools and equipment and
temporary construction facilities.

Objective

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

Description

The preparation activities minimize obstacles and interferences for
the Program activities. This is being accomplished through the
following steps.

1. Limitation of Q-work to activities and areas defined in
Section 9 resulting in substantial work force reduction.

2. Removal and storage of comstruction tools and equipment, and
temporary construction facilities (scaffolding, etc) from the
buildings identified in Section 2.1.

3. Removal, control and storage of uninstalled materials from the
buildings identified in Sectionm 2.1.

4. Appropriate housekeeping of all areas following material and
equipment removal.

The preparation for each area will be complete before imitiating
further Program activity. The on-going work described in Section 9
will continue as scheduled during the preparation.

Schedule Status

The preparation of the Plant hegan on December 2, 1982. It will be
complete by January 31, 1983.

mil1282-4106b-66-102



3.0 QA/QC ORGANIZATION CHANGES

3.1

3.2

3.3

Introduction

The Consumer Power Company's Midland Project Quality Assurance
Department (MPQAD) is being expanded to assume direct control of
Bechtel QC activities. The new organization and the plan for the
transition are described below. The transferred QC Inspectors will
be recertified as part of this transition.

Objectives
Establish New QA/QC Organization

Establish an integrated organization which includes the tramsition
of Bechtel QC to MPQAD while accomplishing the following objectives:

1. Establish direct Consumers Power Company control over the QC
inspection process.

2. Establish the responsibilities and roles of the QA and QC
Departments in the integrated organizationm.

3. Use qualified personnel from existing QA and QC departments and
contractors to staff key positions throughout the integrated
organization.

Recertify QC Inspectors

Ensure that those Quality Conmtrol inspection personnel transferring
to MPQAD from Bechtel will be trained and recertified in accordance
with MPQAD Procedure B-3M-1.

Description
Establish New QA/QC Organization

A new organization wil. be implemented under Consumers Power Compiay
and will be described in appropriate Topical Reports (CPC-1A and BQ-
TOP-1) and quality program manuals (Volume II, BQAM and NQAM) .
Changes to these documents will be submitted to NRC.

Features of the new organization include:

1. Lead QC Supervisors report directly to a QC Superintendent who
reports to the MPQAD Executive Manager. Any required support
from Bechtel Corporate QC and QA functions (except ASME N-Stamp
activities) is provided at the level of the MPQAD Executive
Manager.

2. The MPQAD Executive Manager will review the performance of lead
personnel in his department.
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3. QA will develop and issue Quality Control inspection planms 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 imnspection
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.

6. ASME requirements imposed upon a comtractor 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 reporting relationships in
the new organization is attached.

Recertify QC Inspectors

The training and recertification process for QC inspectors has been
revised to include commitments made during the September 29, 1982
public meeting with the NRC. Those inspectors transferred from
Bechtel to MPQAD will be trained and examined in accordance with
MPQAD Procedure B-3M-1. Upon satisfactory completion of the
training and examination requirements, inspection personnel will be
certified for the Project Quality Control Instruction(s) (PQCI(s))
they are to implement. Inspection personnel will be certified on a
schedule which supports ongoing work and system completion team
activities.

3.4 Schedule Status

Establish New Organization

Advise NRC of the structure of the integrated organization. 12/15/82

Transfer the Bechtel QC Organization to MPQAD. 1/17/83
Submit changes to Topical Reports and quality pro~ram manuals to
NRC. 2/17/83
Recertify QC Inspectors

Specify the revised training and examination 10/25/82

" gquiicments for certification (B-3M-1).

Complete recertification 4/01/83
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FIGURE 3~1
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4.0 PROGRAM PLANNING

4.1

4.2

Introduction

The detasiled planning for the major portion of the Construction
Completion Program is described in this section.

Planning in support of Phase 1 consists of the activities to set up
a8 team organization to assess the installation and inspection status
of Q-systems within major structures (Section 4.2) and to verify the
adequacy of completed inspection effort (Sectiom 4.3).

The Phase 2 nlanning effort covers the process and procedures that
will be used by the team organization for systems completion work
(Section 4.4). The procedures to integrate the quality program
requiremeats with continuing systems completion work will be
developed (Section 4.5).

Team Organization (Phase 1)

4.2.1 Introduction

Organize and train teams and prepare procedures for an
installation and inspection status assessment.

4.2.2 Objective

1. Establish and implement a team organization ready to
inspect and assess systems for installation and
inspection status.

2. Develop the organizational processes and procedures
necessary to im)lement the team approach for status
assessment.

3. Provide training to ensure required inspection and
installation status assessment activities are
satisfactorily performed.

4.2.3 Description

1. The team organization structure will vary depending upon
the assigned scope of work. The organization will
consist of a team supervisor and personnel as appropriate
from field engineering, planning, craft supervision,
project engineering., MPQAD and Consumers Power Company
Site Management Off.ce. The tesw may be augmented by
procurement personnel, subcontract coo-dinators and
turnover coordinators.

Teams will be assigned a specific scope of work and held
accountable for r-atus assessment and overall completion
within this scote. The scope includes the requirements
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to develop a viable working schedule and insure early
identification and resolution of problem areas. Project
processes and procedures will be 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 Supervisor and technical direction from
MPQAD. For his team's work, he analyzes the quality
requirements and plans the QC activities to integrate
them with the team effort. He assures the necessary
PQCI's and certified inspection personnel are available
for performing the inspections. He maintains cognizance
of the quality status of the verification activities.

The Washington Nuclear Plant #2 (WNP-2) team organization
will be used as a starting point for a Midland specific
approach.

A pilot team or teams will be utilized to develop and
test processes and procedures during the development
stage to assure that Program objectives can be met. This
will also provide practical field input to assure that
efficient and workable methods are used.

Team members will be physically located together to the
extent practicable to improve communication, status
ussessment, problem identification and problem
resolution.

Traiviag for inspection and installation status
assessment will be provided to team members. It will
include responsibilities, reporting functions,
indoctrinacion of project processes and procedures and
familiarization with the project quality program to
ensure effective implementation.

A separate organization of design engireers (presently
existing) will coordinate spatial interaction, review and
examination with the activities of these teams.

4.2.4 Schedule Status

mi1282-41064-66~102
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4.3 Quality Verification (Phase 1)

4.3.1 Introduction

The verification program is the activity undertaken to
determine, using a variety of methods, that the inspections
performed on completed work were done correctly.

4.3.2 Objectives

The objectives of the verification program are to:

Review existing PQCl's and revise as necessary to assure
that:

a. Attributes important to the safety and reliability of
specific componeats, systems, and structures are
identified for verification.

b. Accept/reject criteria are clearly identified.

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

d. Requisite skill levels are required per ANSI N45.2.6
or SNT-TC-1A.

Develop and implement verification inspection plan for
completed work which considers:

a. Re-inspection of accessible items.

b. Review of documentation for attributes determined to
be inaccessible for re-inspection.

¢. Sampling techniques using national standards.

4.3.3 Description

PQCI's will be revised as necessary to meet the objectives in
Section 4.3.2. Verification of the quality of accessible
completed contruction, which has been previously iuspected
will be performed by use of sampling plans based o
MIL-S~105D (1963) or other acceptable methods. Att -ibutes
determined to be inaccessible for direct re-inspect.on due to
embedment or the status of completed comstruction or
installation (eg, weld preparation of completed welds,
reinforcement in placed concrete, installed anchor bolts,

etc) will be verified as appropriate, by examination of
records.

mi1282-41064-66-102
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4.3.4 Schedule Status

Complete review and revision of PQCI's. (Date to be
determined.)

Establish verification inspection plan for completed
work. (Date to be determined.)

4.4 System Completion Planning (Phase 2)

4.4.1

4.4.2

4.4.3

b.4.4

Introduction

Establish the processes for system completion, prepare
procedures and expand training to cover systems completion
work.

Objective

The objectives of the systems completion planning are as
follows:

Establish processes and interfaces for system completion.

Prepare procedures defining tasks of each system
completion team.

Train team members by expanding upon training received
previously for inspection and status assessment.

Establish scheduling methods to be used during system
completion activities.

Description

The team organization (developed in Section 4.2) and the
processes and procedures will be extended to accomplish the
systems completiou work.

Training will be conducted to assure that supervisors
understand the team objectives acd their role. Empbasis
will be placed on completion of all work in sccordance
with the design requirements, the change control process
used when the design must be modified, and changes to the
established team processes anJ procedures.

Schedule Status

Complete team preparation for systems completion work.
(Date to be determined.)
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4.5 QA/QC Systems Completion Planning (Phase 2)

4.5.1

4.5.2

4.5.3

4.5.4

Introduction

The QA/QC systems completion activity covers the planning to
support of system completion work.

Objectives

Establish in-process inspection program and complete review
and modification of PQCIs.

Description

The QC in-process inspection program will be directly
coordinsted with future installation schedules to insure that
inspection points, identified by MPQAD QA in the PQCI's, are
integrated with the installation schedule. The identifi-
cation of applicable PQCI's and required inspection points
will be used by system completion teams to insure that QC
inspections are adequately scheduled into the process. The
system completion team quality representative will be
responsible for providing the link between the system
completion team and MPQAD to insure that quality requirements
are satisfied.

PQCI's will be reviewed, and modified as necessary, to insure
that proper attributes are being inspected, that inspection
plans are clear and concise, that inspection points are
specifically scheduled with installation activities and that
inspection results are properly documented. MPQAD QA will be
responsible for the PQCI review activity and will obtain
assistance, as required, from other project functions, such
as Project Engineering and Quality Control. Revised PQCI's
will be used to conduct inspection of future installation
activities.

Schedule Status

Issue procedure for integrating inspection points into the
construction schedule. 2/22/83
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5.0 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

3.3

5.3

Introduction

The implementation of the Phase 1 Ccastruction Completion Program
activi.ies will be initiated after a management review 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 in accordance with the procedures
described in the preceding sections. The installation and
inspection status assessment of a system or partial system will be
followed by a review of results by MPQAD and a second management
review before initiating the Phase 2 systems completion work. The
Phase 2 work will then be initiated on that system or partial
system.

Objectives

The objectives to be met are:

Establish the present installation completion and quality
status.

Integrate the construction and quality activities for all
remaining work.

Improve performance in demonstrated conformance to quality goals
in all system completion work.

Description

Maragement Reviews

Project management will conduct formal review of the plans for
implementation activities prior to initiation of team activities for
the Phase 1 work. These reviews will ensure that identified project
management and quality issues have been adequately addressed by
specific actions and that Program objectives are met. The reviews
will cover the process for both 1) the verification of completed

iospection activity and 2) the installation and inspection status
activity.

The installation and inspection status assessment will be performed
on a system and/or area basis. Phase 2 is initiated after a formal
Project management review of the first status assessment results to
evaluate implementation effectiveness. After completion of this
review, a work segment will be released for systems completion.
Subsequent status assessment results will be reviewed by site
management prior to initiation of additional systems completion

segments. Reports will be made to Project management at regularly
scheduled meetings.
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Phase 1 Implementation

The existing installation and inspection status will be established
in accordance with the plan presented in Section 4.

Evaluate Phase 1 Results

MPQAD will review the status assessment results to determine if any
programmatic or implementation changes must be made. Verification
scope will be adjusted, as necessary, based on evaluation results.
Also, the evaluation will check for reportability to the NRC (as
required by 10 CFR 50.55(e)) and Part 21.

Phase 2 Implementation

This activity starts systems completion for turnover. Work will be
scheduled as installation and inspection status assessments are
completed and reviewed. Correction of identit ed problems will be
given priority over initiation of new work, as appropriate, and the
system completion teams will schedule their work based on these
priorities.

5.4 Schedule Status

Complete Management review and initiate implementation of plan
for verification of completed inspections. (Date to be
determined.)

Complete Management review and initiate implementation of plan
for status assessment. (Date to be determined.)

Complete Management review of initial installation and

inspection status results and initiate systems completion work.
(Date to be determined.)
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6.0 QUALITY PRO."AM REVIEW

6.1

6.2

6.3

Introduction

The adequacy and completeness of the quality program is reviewed as
part of the ongoing Project management attention to quality. These
reviews consider any questions raised by NRC inspections or findings
raised by third party evaluationms.

Objective

Address issues raised by internal audits, NRC inspections and third
party assessments. Program changes, if needed, will be evaluated
and, as findings are processed, will be factored into the Project
work.

Description

Consumers Power Company believes Midland QA program is sound. From
time to time, questions arise on detailed aspects of the program or
program implementation. The normal process of addressing these
issues ensures that all necessary information is provided to NRC and
that internal confidence in the program is maintained.

The recent inspection of the diesel generator building has raised
several issues of programmatic concern. These are in the areas of
material traceability, design control process, Q-system related
requirements, document control and receipt inspection. Project
management has directed that MPQAD provide an expeditious evaluation
of these issues to be considered as part of the management review
prior to initiation of Phase 2. Once the NRC inspection report is
received and specified items are identified, these items will be
addressed and resolved through the normal process of closing the
inspection findings. Any corrective action or program changes will
be implemented as appropriate in Project work on a schedule provided
in the inspection report respouse.

The Project will also receive, from time to time, findings from
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.

mil1282-4106£-66-102
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7.0 THIRD PARTY REVIEWS

7.1 Introduction

This section describes third party evaluations and reviews that have
been performed and 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
Midland design and construction adequacy, consultants will be
utilized in order to:

Achieve a broad snapshot of current Project practices and
performance in relation to a national program.

Provide continuous monitoring and feedback to Management of
Project performance.

Identify any activities or organizational elemeuts needing
improvement.

Improve confidence (including the NRC's and the public's) in
overall Project adequacy.

7.3 Descripiae.

The use of consultants to overview Project design and comstruction
activities with particular emphasis on construction is part of the
effort to improve the Project's implementation of the quality
program. Specifically, the plan overview employs the use of
consultants for three separate functions: (1) To carry out a self-
initiated evaluation (SIE) of the entire Project under the INPO
Phase I program, (2) to utilize a third party overview of ongoing
site construction activities to provide monitoring of the degree of
implementation success achieved under the new program and (3) to
conduct a third party Independent Design Verification (IDV) Program.

1. The INPO self-initiated evaluation was planned as part of an
industry commitment to the NRC in response to concerns over
nuclear plant construction quality assurance. For the Midland
SIE, the evalvation was contracted to be carried out entirely by
third party, experienced personnel from the Management Analysis
Company.

The evaluation was performed by a team of 17 consultants
familiar with the INPO criteria and evaluation methodology.
Over a period of s month they interviewed Project personnel at
various locations and observed work in progress. The initial
results of their evaluation have been presented to the Company

mi1282-4106i-66-102
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and a Project response to each finding will be prepared and
included as part of the evaluation report to be submitted first
to INPO and then to the NRC Region III Administrator, together
with the INPO overview.

A third-party installation implementation overview is being
undertaken using, as a model, the program developed specifically
for the underpinuing portion of the soils remedial work. The
overview will be initiated by retaining an independent firm,
having considerable experience and depth of personnel in the
nuclear comstruction field. The consultant's overview team will
be located at the Midland Plant site and will observe the work
activities being conducted in accordance with this Plan on
safety-related systems. The overview will continue for a period
of six months, after which the Project's cumulative performance
will be evaluated. Based on the overview team's findings, a
deternination will be made by the Company's top management on
what modification, if any, should be made to the comsultant's
scope of work. Findings identified by the installation overview
team will be made available to the NRC in accordance with the
procedures established for the conduct of independent
verification programs.

An Independent Design Verification (IDV) is being conducted by
Tera Corporation.

The IDV is directed at verifying the quality of design and
construction for the Midland Plant. The approach selected is a
review and evaluation of a detailed "vertical slice" of the
Project design and construction. The design and as-built
configuration of two selected safety systems will be reviewed to
assure their adequacy to function in accordance with their
safety design bases and to assure applicable licensing
commitments have been properly implemented. The field work done
in support of this activity will not take place until after
Phase I implementation (Section 5) has been completed on the
systems being reviewed.

The Unit 2 Auxiliary Feedwater System (AFW) plus another system
to Ue selected with NRC concurrence, will be reviewed to fulfill
the requirements of the IDV.
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7.4 Status/Schedule

1.

INPO Construction Project Evaluation

Select coansultant and conduct
evaluation
Submit report to INPO

Independent Construction Overview

Define scope
Select consultant
Mobilize assessment team

Receive assessment team
report

1DV

Select 2 Systems

.AFW System

,Obtain NRC concurrence
for second system.

Complete Evaluation

®0i1282-41061i-66-102
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Complete
Jan 20, 1983

Dec 30, 1982
Jan 31, 1983
(Date to be determined)

(Date to be determined)

Complete
(Date to de determined)

(Date to be determined)



19

8.0 SYSTEM LAYUP

8.1

.-2

8.3

8.4

Introduction

Perform system lay-up activities to protect plant equipment .

Objectives

Expand the protection of completed and partially completed plant
systems and components until plant start-up, to take into account
any special considerations during the status assessment.

Description

Procedures and instructions are provided in the Testing Program
Manual to protect equipaent during the on-going installation and
test work. These will be extended to cover special considerations
associated with the Frogram implementation. Both the pre- and post-
turnover periods are covered. System and component integrity is
ensured through existing programs and implementation of control and
verification procedures.

In summary, these procedures and instructions require: Test
Engineers to complete walkdowns of Q-Systems (in the auxiliary,
diesel generator and containment buildings and the service water
pump structure), paying particular attention to systems/components
that are cpen to the atmrsphere (eg open ended pipes, open tanks,
missing spools, discounected instrument lines, etc). Systems that
have been hydrotested but are not currently in controlled layup
require action to place the system in layup. Layup will vary from
system to system but in general will consist of air blowing to
remove moisture and closing the system from the atmosphere.

Schedule/Status

Start extended layup activities 1/15/83
Issue walk down schedules 1/15/83
Complete the layup preparation walkdown 2/28/83
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9.0 CONTINUING WORK 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 Objectives

Maintain installation and support effort on work that will
alleviate work interference in congested portions of the plant
and facilitate completion and protection of equipment on systems
turoed 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 -

Establish a management control to initiate additional specified
work that cin proceed outside of the systems completion
activities

9.3 Description

Those activities that have demonstrated effectiveness in the Quality
Program implementation will continue during implementation of the
Construction Program.

These are:

1.

NSSS Installation of systems and components being carried out by
B&W Construction Company.

HVAC Installation work being performed by Zack Company. Welding
activities currently on hold will be resumed as the identified
problems are resolved.

Post system turnover work, which is under the direct control of
Consumers Power Company, will be released as appropriate using
established work authorization procedures.

Hanger and cable re-inspections which will proceed according to
separately established commitments to NRC.

Remedial Soils work which is proceeding as authorized by NRC.
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6. Design engineering which will continue for the Midland Plant as
will engineering support of other project activites.

Additional activities related to the systems completion effort, may
be initiated, as appropriate, to support orderly completion of the
overall Project. Aay activities in this category that are initiated
prior to release of an area for systems cowpletion work will be
reviewed with the NRC Resident Inspector before initiation.

9.4 Status Schedule

These activities are proceeding with schedules that are independent
of this Plan.
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