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QUALITY ASSURANCE AT THE MIDLAND
NUCLEAR POWERPLANT

THURSDAY, JUNE 16, 1983

Housg oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBcCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND THE ENVIRONMENT,
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 9:50 a.m. in room 1324 of the Long-
worth House Office Building; Hon. Morris K. Udall (chairman of
the subcommittee), presiding.

ThcofC;:.mu. subcommi:‘ti:e ar::l m:: session. The pur-
pose y's is to consider quality assurance break-
down of the demch nuclear powerplant. By way of back-

d, I would like to point out that the subcommittee's first

ing dealing with quality assurance was held in November of
1981. At that time the Commission gave us, for the first time, an
idea of the extent to which there been failures to comply with
quality assurance requirements applicable to nuclear power plan-
niug and construction. Since then we have expended considerable
-oﬂuort in the eo:x.mit;n to see tllut we understand this problem.

r to date do not entirely engender optimism.

w%m. plants built without an adequate effort devoted to
making sure that construction was done in accordance with the
NRC's regulations. As a result, there has been a lack of documenta-
tion to demonstrate compliance with these regulations. These defi-
ciencies give ri.e to debate over whether the problems extend to
the construction and plant safety. Whatever the answer is to
that question, the immediate costs could be immense. As we now
powe;'p.l::ll“gum & c:::nof!t;.hc bjoct o Ohhi.:r:n:l-tho

t t the su extensive 1
probhmuundafuhyondp%docum_ nts.

one of poor . Ya; I . ¢ lli. mmthg:y
X sus i that

there m.mm;'ntaf«y ects. i
One thing is abundantly clear. Something happened in Midland

(88}
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NRC’s brown book, dated April 1982, stated that the Midland unit
2 was ex to receive an operating license in July of this year
with Mi unit 1 getting its license in December. Clearly that
schedule is not going to be met. | would like to know how these
estimates were devised. In themselves they raise doubt as to wheth-
er the uti ‘zMNRChubunonwpoftbdmtion.

Today's di ion would naturally raise the question whether
things would be better or worse if the nuclear licensing legislation
now before our committee would become law. Would this legisla-

I also hope to hear from the NRC as to what is proposed to
insure a high level of public confidence that the plant has been
properly inspected to insure compliance with the Commission’s reg-
ulations prior to its being allo to operate.

lumk:.rnimlu note of the intervenors' testimony indicating
the p ures used for selecting the independent auditor, were not
consistent Ylit:xn;honé::dimdintln&mmifion'l Ictthix;toChair-
man to Ottinger. I would like to make
sure the -ddn-ux: point.

I have also received reports that the role of the NRC at the Mid-
land site has been one of overirvolvement in construction deci-
sions. I would like to hear the Commission's views on that point
The intervenors have stated that the operating license hearings
are being held prior to anyone having an adequate picture of
whecher or not plant isLin‘coMmcudin with
the Commission's requirements. | would hope that someone will be
-bhtoexplninthatltnhomthnthonhn%

3

purpose or determining the
cause of their problems and investigating le legislative or ad-

'(;d‘nuvcuf will add hat hearing record and |

y's testimony to that i suspect
that we'll hear again of quality assurance and quality control pro-
grams which initially fail to detect developing problems in a timely
manner.

Less than a dozen of the approximately 60 reactors currently
under construction in this country have an inordinate
amount of delay due to construction quality related problems. Yet
these delays iranslate into billions of dollars of additional costs to
the utilities and, of course, ultimately to the customer, and create
an atmosphere of impatience ana mistrust among members of the

public.

In addition, the NRC, as the charged with ultimately
assuring the public health safety, receive an inordinate
amount of ofter conflicting criticisms from many diverse sources
for their performance at such facilities.

—
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Two questions arise from our previous hearing record which will
undoubtedly occur again today.

First, why has the larger percen of reactors under construc-
tion, while certainly experiencing delays due to other factors, still
been able to avoid the construction quality problems experienced
by a few of these reactors? And second, what is being done or can
further be done at sites like Midland to get the construction proj-
ects back on course in such a way as to not only complete the plant
safely and expeditiously, but also in a manner to insure i
public confidence?

Mr. Chairman, | would also like to briefly note that, as is often

the case, mmholdmgtodayehunnpéun the pendency of

regulatory agency proceedings on M lnouthatonoNRC'
Commmomrandwmoofthcnuﬂwhomhcnwdnyoouldulti-r
maulyboputofmchp

It is my understanding that judmnl branch of our Govern-
mcnthunotbnnplouodmthepntmththuommncoum

sional pressure on torymn%“o decisionmakers during the
pendency of their 3“ us attempts to lead such
decisionmakers in their decisions, in fact, violate due process.

Bei sensitive to these legal issues, Mr. Chairman, [ am sure we
can fully exercise our committee's oversight function here toda
without prejudicing either way any subsequent decision. And ll.n.li
b, Mr Chairman. ook forvard o expaning our recod on o

on quality at nuclear powerplants. very m
Mr. Chairman. -
The CHAIRMAN. Any other opening comments by any of our col-
l "l‘lrlt.vnllhccrfromCommnPoanoMrJohn
president and chief executive officer, and Mr. John Cook,
viecpnadmtofpmjactonginnriumdwmmm Gentlemen,
we are y to have you here this morning. You may proceed.
: statement of John D. Seiby may be found in the ap-
pendix.

STATEMENT OF JOHN D. SELBY, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF EXECU-
TIVE OFFICER, CONSUMERS POWER CO., ACCOMPANIED BY
JAMES COOK, VICE PRESIDENT OF PROJECTS, ENGINEERING
AND CONSTI['CTION

m rCoOnmyﬁ;htanmuDMviuM
Consumers Power Co. is a combination utility supplying gas and
electricity in a service area that has about 53 m residents;
hemicals, metals,
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figures, roughly 18.7 percent of the company's total electric genera-
tion

Now, the regulatory performance at the Big Rock plant over its
total lifetime has been relatively trouble free. However, the same is

not true our Palisades &nt.
In the late 1970's and eariy 1980's, Palisades was troubled by a
series of regula noncompli and personnel errors, which

the NRC region III to consider shutting the plant down.

We at Consumers Power proposed, and the NRC then issued, an
order confirming certain actions designed to improve that regula-
tory performance These included organizational and management
c ; dedication of more company resources; improved training
and di o?hm for plant employees; and an indemdont, third-party

i corporate and t management. results to date
have been mﬁfyin&AM2yunofclon review, Mr. James
Ke: hc‘rDtrector 1&:&0"‘” I11, stated in March, and I quote,
“We have conc t your to improve tory per-
formance have been ouce—fulp?:dn&n is mmd:-urma
that safety-related activities will continue to be conducted in ac-

unit, pressurized water-reactor system, under construction just
south of the city of Midland and just south of the Dow Chemi
Co., chemical manufacturing wms&:

The nuclear steam suppl is Babcock & Wilcox. The ar-
chitect/engineer is Bechte L

The t is unique. It is a cogeneration nuclear facility. It will

deli
pounds per r of processed steam to the Dow ical complex
Jul:t.m north of the plant site, and generate up to 1,357 megawatts of
e

ty.
Construction on the Midland project started prior to issuance of
the construction permit, started in early 1970 with some site work.
It was stopped in 1971, while waiting for the issuance of the con-
struction permit, which occurred in late 1972.
Construction was then restarted, but slowed down during the
iod of 1974 and 1976, until 1976, as a result of financial prob-
ems with the utility itself We were short of cash.
.?ed‘mm' theu eonnmctmi. ion in 1917683011 a regular phnnod' basis.
o date, t is a imately 83 percent complete.
Now.uhu&mtﬂ.tbnubﬂuﬂymmnhud.w
be discussed this morning by us. One tbtiaauoftho?\nmyo{
the completed and ongoing work, which I will discuss as describe

g

S ——
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Now, the objectives of the construction completion program are
to improve the implementation of the quality assurance program
and second, to assure effective and orderly conduct of the remain-
inhdland project work.

t specific kinds of thi did we do” Well, first we changed
some of the organization absorbed the quality control func-
tion—these are the inspectors, under direct Consumers Power Co.
management—and integrated it with our quality assurance people,
which are really quality engineers, in defining the specific pro-
gram. It is now a single organization under our direction.

We revised our project quality control instructions. These are the
documentations, documentation of the mechanisms and the
vnriomthinpthatmn{‘b:dombytheimpoctionfom in assuring
the proper quality has been buiit in in the plant. Some 200 of these
instructions have been reviewed and revised, and we have com-
bined some of them, simplified and redone those.

A complete retraining and recertification of quality control in-
spectors. This includes training sessions, written tests, and per-
formance demonstrations. We will verify the quality of completed
work and status of the work.

Now, as [ said, the total plant is 83 percent complete. That
means that most of those systems are physically done. We will send
in teams made up of engineering, construction, quality people, to
review the status to determine, not only what work remains in
omrwmdlﬁwrﬁ.némmbutthcmtmoftheoquip-
ment that is already installed, including its quality.

From that we will define specific activities that are needed to
bring the system to completion with the required quality; and then
those teams, on a system-bysystem and area-by-area basis, will
direct the completion of the system and, upon that, the final qual-
ity inspection will be done by our quality forces. ;

In addition to those activities, we've established a system of
third-party reviews. We have ongoing and operating in the soils
area, and Mr. Cook will describe that. We intend to implement a
similar kind of for the completion of the aboveground
work as covered by the construction completion p . And the
thndncuvity_thﬂnhuwundcrwuyhadmﬂodmmdm-
mioln;vminmtdppthonthmmmmeumpm

go.

We believe that this program will provide for compiegion of that
plant on the schedule that we have laid out, with quality as re-
quired to provide for reliable and safe operation.

And now to describe the soils and foundation work, I would like
to call on Jim Cook.

The CHAIRMAN. We'll be breaking in about 2 minutes to go and

vote. We will to come t back. Go ahead.
Mr Jm-aoc Mr. &mn. because the soils question at
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. JaMEs Cook. The Midland plant is built on a soil site and
aou;d:n'll talking about today. First is

the laciers many years ago, ed glacial
till. The plant was excavated down to the deepest elevations, built
on those, and then fill soil was put in on top of the excavation to
build up the soil level to where more ow foundations could
tl;hngebuﬂLTbhﬁuwﬂiltheoriginofthewulproblomatMid-
That soil was put in, under a specification that called for it to be
put in under carefully cont conditions and to achieve a cer-
tain compaction or density, so that the soil: would have the re-
quired properties. That was the origin of the Midland soils ques-
tion. That the soil was put in improperly in places and the desired
dag:eofcomp.ctionmnot.chieved.

e CHAIRMAN. | guess we better break at this point. We'll come
back in about 10 minutes.

The CHaiEvAN. The subcommittee will resume our hearing. Mr.
Cook, you were starting to go over your diagram.
Mr. James Cook. Mr. Chairman, before we broke | was explain-
ing that the lem occurred because the fill soil that was placed
in the 1975-77 period was placed with inadequate technical super-
vision of the actual compaction process, and as such was not, in
r‘l:cu. compacted properly. Why didn't we it at that particu-
We should ha set i

At that point in time, the diese tor building "hononm)
diwnm.hc“r?uhatchod.un_nqwm“ settlement. The

buiidi i
and the third part of our checks and balances came into play. The

problem was and we looked at options on how to fix it. The settle-
ment on the diesel generator building was actually accelerated by
wmmmwwmmwnmmfmd
sand piled in around that building, which took the soil that
mmym th-r:“undthem tmm
com was t was

And then the sand was removed.

This occurred in 1979 and the diesel .

:
e
5
%
:
g
g

e i - e e
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However, because of the fact that we have found inadequately
com soils at the diesel generator site, a sitewide investigation
of all the fill soil was taken. And we found out that there were
other places on that site that had inadequately compacted soil; and
that is the reason you see, on this diagram, two other parts of the
plant that are crosshatched, because they have foundation improve-
ment work, or new foundations bei ilt under existing struc-
tures; and that is the complexity and extent of the Midland soils

roblem. There are other parts to the soils question, but these are
Ey l:.lr the g‘omimm foh:tur- of thtlno"idﬁ problem. .
can have my other diagram, give you & quick summary
of the extent of the work that's being done to repair the founda-
tions underneath the auxili building, which is the most exten-
sive and the most complex of soils’ remedial work.

What we have is a small part of that fairly extensive building on
the south end, which is between the reactor containments and the
turbimbuildhn,ﬁmhumomhmporﬂm. We are at this
point in time tunneling under that building to be able to suppo:t
the building and then ultimately to put in new foundations that
a.illfm from the old foundations all the way down through where

A
FH

:

3

g

g

]
i
s
;
it
:
:
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litnod to support the auxiliary building during the foundation

gttt I w mﬁmmwmmmm
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After Three Mile Island, the nuclear industry put together the
ad hoc committee, made up of representatives of the investor-
owned utilities, the co-ops, and the municipals that were involved
in nuclear power. | participated as a member of that committee.
One of the things that ~e did was establish the Institute of N-
clear Power Operations. | was on the board of directors and the
original executive committee of that organization, participated di-
rectly in setting up that o ization.
Annnmltofour:r my rience in those activities,
ammnmoth« om.uonfrm m&mohhnd-—pnlrticu-
relating to operator training performance, we concluded
in&nmmonthahoummhnnn plant, it is dif-
ferent than anything else in the United States. It has characteris-

steam su system. 1
u»mm’m«mwpugmmmm

plants’ steam y control, because of this cross-connect
cogeneration. t simulator will be ready to start training op-

erators in July of this year.

We also implemented one for Palisades, that is dedicated strictly

xuhrphnnnndmeowmumuofthn

g

183 08¢
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11-member team that evalu-

anMﬂmui:.th&uMWMmﬁumM-
sades plant were to demonstrate te capability to protect
the population if this had been a real t. .
%muprhmumdpnadummduﬁma-mm
process in order to develop the for Midland, and it is ex-
pcudwg:‘uthoﬂm.umn that activity will be done next
year, :
Now, Mr. Chairman, we'll be glad to try to answer any of your or
your members’ questions.
The CHAIRMAN. | regret I'm going to have to leave and will miss
mofthonoadnpthhmrﬂu.htl’ﬂmmm
over to Mr . Allow me about 2 minu ofphnaﬁ
been an expensive and ‘t.t:o.gr company. Obviously
an ;
M'ominmdhmlﬂobﬁnmﬁbum
mvhuMorthrnmmw either on our part or
or on the part of the company, if you make mistakes”
lr.!an.lthiaktbnmu‘otdmm;“wum
first that it is a cogeneration plant and there is no precedent

g
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that, under unh1Me. you had sufficient holddown that the
whole reactor vessel would stay there.

In the process of heat treating the bolts, the control of the time-
temperature relationship was such that the bolts, a few of them,
were too hard. As a result, when they were torqued up, put the
prestress on tlhem, they were subject to an extra, an additional
stress. And, as a result, there was some cracking and actually |
think it was two bolts that parted.

Those holts have all—we have redesigned the support system
with an upmml support. We have retorqued the bolts, removed
the stress. This has been reviewed with the NRC and is considered
to be a reasonable and accurate—or effective fiy.

Jim reminds me there are 96 bolts on each reactor. The failures
o:l‘y occurred on unit 1 and there were three bolts invol ed with
that.

Mr. CLarke. Have you found cracks in the reactor containment
building? If so, what do you believe to be the ause of these cracks’

Mr. James Cook. 1 believe there was a question recently about
an observation that was made in one precise area of the contain-
ment wall. That area has been looked at ay both the design organi-
zation and our own structural engineers. We believe that the crack-
ingthathmboenoboervedthcreispunlylhrinhgecncking
which concrete undergoes as it cures. It has nothing to do with the
structure condition of the building whatsoever. And we have given
the NRC our analysis of that particular observation, which their
inspectors saw, I think it was in January.

I should note for the committee’s interest that as we finish a
plant, we will actually take that containment and force it to crack
as of the structural integrity test.

e will map all the cracks we have before we will start the test.
We will then pressurize the containment from the inside and watch
our cracks develop when the containment is under pressure. We
will then relieve the pressure and the cracks will subside and ana-
gr:tomakemrethemucmrebehaveduitlhouldhaveduﬁu

test. It's called the structural integrity test during the contain-
ment and it is just to give you an example that we expect and
make the containment crack as part of its proof testing before we
g0 into the operation.

Mr.Smmtxillythewnmht:&wmwhavemhin;m
reinforcing ill maintain their integrity.

ﬁ. .(lh.nn Do ha 1 inf ? Do

X you have an employee information program’
you lolic‘i,t information from employees about your quality of con-
struction?

Mr. SeLsy. Yes, we do Within the company. Consumers Power
has approximately 12,000 employees and we have the normal kinds
of programs, suggestion systems, for example, that solicit recom-
mendations from em oyees on, basically, any subject that they
thi il i openﬁon,wlutgeritbelnfotyi-\n.
whether it be a performance or quality issue. So that is in place
mdthn’swhentbcapmmm—thovdmofthctw
is determined, and the employee gets a percentage of the savings
on the improvement.

N T ——
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At Midland site we instituted a quality improvement program a
couple of years ago, which again emphasized that we wanted and
desired any employee who felt that there was anything wrong with
what was going on there, that they identify it and we would take
appropriate action and there would be no counteraction against
them. | believe we have signs at the site indicating that same
thlmg' . So we do encourage that kind of activity on the part of em-
plovees.

Mr Crarke. Mr. Chairman, | yield.

Mr. SeiBerLING. Thank you, Mr. Clarke. Before we go to the next
witness, there are a number of seats in the lower tier here. If any
of those people who are standing would like to use them, they are
free to do so. But I s t you do so right now if you are going to.

No takers? OK. Mr. Smuth?

Mr. Smit. Thank you Mr. Chairman. In dealing with the legisia-
tion on revising the NRC and just trying to look at the whole nu-
clear power situation, have you been fairly pleased in dealing
with the Nuclear Regulatory Commissicn and with their repre-
sentatives onsite? Have you good communications with them?
Mr. Cook, you are directly involved.

Mr. James Cook. I think one of our main concerns is improving
the level of communication with our day-to-day interfaces. We are
involved so Feavily in terms of the amcunt of detail of information
flow, back and forth betweea ourselves and the NRC, that we
worry, and [ think the NRC also worries, about the exact under-
standing of everything we are trying to communicate on. It is, you
know, a mass interaction and something that we have targeted as
something we want to try to improve.

Mr. Smrri. Well, you know, given the problems, these plants
were to be on line 3 or 4 years ago and they are, what, 50 percent
over in time and how much in cost have thev increased” | guess
the question I try and put to you is, is your communication with
the lIRC representatives onsite so slow and tedious that it has
added to the expense of building the plant?

‘Mr. James Cook. Well, I think the obligation is on us to commu-
nicate to the NRC and perform in front of them to a level that will
increase their confidence that they will be as interested in not get-
ting into the details as they are now. As soon as we can achieve
that level of confidence on their part we will have the ability, I
mhedulm achieve the best completion of this job on the most timely
sc e.

Mr. Smrr. The Babcock Co. buildings, or is the builder of the
turbine in this unit?

Mr. James Cook. The reactors.

Mr. Smutn. The reactor suppliers. Are there any others like this,
or duplicates elszwhere in the country, being built or on line?

Mr. James Cook. They are built and operating. Started in rough-
ly the same timeframe as we are and ey are all completed and
operating.

Mr. Smrth. One of the things we have talked about here before,
and one that I think would be wise for this ind , is some kind
of a certificate which would be an operating certificate, and then
we wouldn't have so much tedium involved with trying to issue a
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license which, in fact, is an operating manual. It just seems like it
is kind of a very, very slow process.

In trying to improve this situation, what specific things would
you like to see the NRC do” I realize you just said that you feel it
is your responsibility. But is there anything that the NRC could do
which would improve your ability to, No. 1, get this plant con-
structed, on line, and save dollars for your consumers who are the
pegale gou are ultimately trying to build this plant for?

r. Sewsy. I'll try to respond to that. Yes, | think there are.
There is no way, in my opinion, that a plant of the complexity of a
nuclear plant, includi ] d. can be built to the required level
of quality, safety, reliability that is necessary in order to make nu-
clear power economically attractive and continue to be, and have it
run or direct important elements of the activity that are needed in
order to expeditiously prowrl do things, located away from the
site. It can’t be done from Washington. And I think that the moves
that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission are making to move more
authority into the region is in the right direction. But I would fur-
ther say that I think they need to beef up, if, in fact, we are goi
to have to continue the level of interaction, communication,
understanding, knowledge that is necessary between our people
and the nuclear regulatory people—more people have to be at the
site.

Mr. Smrra. Mr. Selby, how many people does the NRC have
onsite there? I'm sorry, | walked in a little late.

Mr. SeLsy. Two permanently, but then there are le who are
there periodically, operating out of the regional office in Chi

Mr. Smrth. [ see. | think there are some 3,300 em loyees in t
Nuciear Regulatory Commission and there are only 2 permanently
assigned to the Midland plant. Do you tnink that more
people there might facilitate communication and make the job of
trying to oversee what you are doing on a day-to-day basis—or part-
by-part process, would facilitate it?

Mr. SeLsy. It certainly would.

Mr. SmiTh. Interesting comment. Mr. Chairman, I don’t have any
further questions.

Mr. SemerLING. Thank you. I have a few questions. Mr. Selby or
Mr Cook. If this were not a nuclear plant but, say, a coal-fired
plant, would this degree of settlement be a serious problem?

Mr. SeLsy. Remember, the only buildi? that has settled is the
diecel generator building. And that kind of settlement on that kind
of & buiiding, an emergency power source, would be of concern and
we would have corrected it, probably about the same way that we
did on: the diesel generator building at this site.

Mr. Semr=ziinG. Would it be a safety problem?

Mr. Sewsy. It could be, if not corrected. If excess settlement dif-
ferential existed between buildings, interconnections could be over-
stressed. And that, as | say, has been corrected. The reason for the
massive foundation addition to the other parts of the building are
basically because of the earthquake requirements that apply to nu-
:mphh:u We basically do not consider them in terms of fossil-

plants.
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Mr. SemBERLING. So that the concern with respect to the auxil-
jary—not the auxiliary building, but the other one you men-
tioned—is only because of the earthquake requirements’

Mr. Sesy. Unique to the nuclear plant are the earthquake pro-
visions that we must design in.

Mr. SeiserLING. If the proposed nuclear licensing legislation
drafte¢ by NRC and the Department of Energy were enacted, in
what way would it affect this project? This is the legislation that
would make construction and operator licensing a one-step process,
curtailing hearings at the operation fhue

Mr. Sersy. [ don't believe it would have a significant effect on
Midland because we already have a construction permit which does
not include tne operating permit. So the hearing process for the
mm—uganu hearing process associated with the operating
permit would have to be gone through, I believe, regardless of any
change in the licensing laws. I think the effects of those changes on
Midland would be very small.

But as I told Mr. Clarke, I will look at it and we will write you
an answer, if [ want to modify that in any way.

Mr. SemserLiNG. What basically went wrong here in the early
stages? I'm not talking about the corrective action. But what hap-
pened to cause this problem?

Mr. SeLsy. Well, there was no single——

Mr. SeiBeRLING. Or what didn't happen?

Mr. SeLey. Or what didn’t happen. Well, I guess I could bring out
my wish list, but | don’t know that that would do much good.

As | said earlier, | think that the principal problem is the fact
that Midland, being a cogeneration plant, is unique.
~ Mr. SeBeruNG. But building a plant with proper foundations
1sn't unique.

Mr. Sewsy. No ar‘ﬁment with that. I have thought you were re-
ferring to some of early times that it took to get the construc-
tion permit and those delays.

Mr. SgisgrLING. Why is there a settling problem? The Cleveland
Terminal Tower was built 50 years ago on quicksand and is still
stan: and still sound. It is a 50-story building.

Mr. Sewsy. I don't know how much it settled. Our plant would

Mr

and did it right the first time. What is happening to industry in
thhmntrythatnmmwhnwth'utyp:p:f roblem so much?
Mr. Su:vh.. We}‘l‘, 1 don't lum“n:d that I V?nhnd i ks
question, t's happening to incustry? We provisions in thi
E;ﬁculuauthnuhoul have shown us, back when the soil was
ing compacted and the fill put ir. it wasn i i
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Mr. SeiBerLING. Bechtel?

Mr. SeLsy. Bechtel. And United States Testing was the testing
organization, not a part of Bechtel, that was doing the testing on
the .oilmumplel.l m w:e would e - fthat Bechtelhwit‘}}l‘ that re-
sponsibility, wou responsible for assuring that the proper
soils had been placed.

Mr. SeiBeRLING. Do you feel that they did their job properly?

Mr. SeLsy. Well, obviously when the end result doesn't turn out
riﬁt. I can't feel the job was done properly.

r. SEIBERLING. Well, certainly that's about the best test I know
of: Results.

Mr. SeLBy. That's right.

Mr. SeBerLING. Were you surprised at the findings of the No-
vember 1982 inspection of the diesel generator building?

Mr. SeLsy. Yes. | was surprised at the extent, or number of find-
ings. It was a very concentrated inspection and we would have ex-
pected to find some things. But I think the magnitude, and the
number of things that were found—none of which I would classify
as being major findings, but they were findings. And I would not
have expected as many as we got. And it was that input plus some
of our own feelings that caused us to shutdown further activity in
those areas, and revise our program.

Mr. SEiBERLING. Now, in the summary and conclusions of overall
effectiveness by ACRS, Ll}g say that region III inspection staff—
I'm now quoting “region IIl inspection staff believe problems have
kept occurring in Midland for the following reasons. One, overre-
liance on the architect/engi

Would you care to comment on that?

Mr. SeLsy. Well, there may have been times when that was a
consideration. We have become more and more involved, as time
has gone on. As we have seen some of the thi happen, as we
developed our own capability in order to go in an take a more sig-
nificant role. I don't believe that's the case today.

Mr. SeiBerLING. The second reason was “failure to recognize and
correct root causes.” In that connection they precede this with the
statement, “In each of these cases—" and are relcrring to the
rebar omissions, tendency of location errors, di generator build-
ing settiement and HBAC i —they say, “in each of these
cases, the NRC in its investigation deterinined that the prob-
lem was of greater significance than first reported, or that the

l;m ks tha! hrnicthey mnfernzyé here they
82 presume t's what were ing to w say
oneofthenuomforthhmthefaﬂmtouoognisemdcom
root causes.

Would you care to comment on that?

Mr.JAu-Coon.lbelim,lir.thatwetookmryouoofthooe
rnicuhrmmmmunnduuodmlmminnthatwmmntin
omuhﬁmmmtmﬁmmphﬁw.lthinkifngo
through the details of that program, | we
ruhomive.tumpttolookntdlmd’mhinory.our
ormance, and to try to make sure j
how we are going to finish it, that we have looked in fact
root causes of problems that we have encountered and the situation
as we see the job today.
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Mr. SeiBerLING. The third comment was “failure to recognize the
siﬁiﬁcance of isolated events.” Do you have any comment on that?
r. SELBY. | have no comment. I don't know what they are refer-
ring to.
r. James Cook. [ believe my prior comment would encompass
that particular criticism.

Mr. SeiBerLING. Fourth was “failure to review isolated events for
their generic application.”

Mr. JaMEs K. | think, sir, a!! three of those comments go
back to the way we approached the job, trying to analyze what we
should do to make sure we can improve our program and get the
plant built correctly.

Mr. SemBERLING. The fifth and last was “Lack of an aggressive
quality assurance attitude.”” That’s probably the most important of
all, if it is true.

Mr. SeLsy. That, I think, I will comment on and I will not agree
with it. I think our company has a good history of a quality assur-
ance attitude; in doing things in the manner which provided for
quality and safer operation of our plants, both from the standpoint
of the public and from the standpoint of our employees. We have
operated 2 nuclear plants for over 30-reactor years, Palisades and
Big Rock, and I'm not aware of a single instance in which that op-
eration has resulted in a problem or ex re to the public of any
radiation of any detrimental amount. That didn't just happen. It
was a result of a concern for quality and proper operation.

In the area of industrial safety I think there are some similar
considerations. Consumers Power Co. probably has one of the best
records in the utility industry. We hold the record for the number
of man-hours of continuous operation of error—or non-lost-tine
hours of any combination utility in the United States, 5.2 million
man-hours, consecutive work on the part of our empioyees without
a lost-time accident. We surpassed that. That was 1981. In 1982 we
had 5.6 million man-hours. The previous record was 3.2 million
man-hours. I'm proud of that activity. I think our overall record is
g:obnbly about as good as anybody’s. And it didn't just n. It
; because the management and the ex::?loyee. worked at
it. We are proud of it, our employees are proud of it, and our union
leaders are proud of it.

Mr. SemerLING. Do ga have a zero-defects policy?

Mr. SeLsy. Yes, sir. Do it right the firs* " 2.

Mr. Sm_nqnoé Is that widely publicized through all levels of
your on?

Mr. . Yes. It certainly is made available and publicized. We
had programs in various areas of different kinds.

Mr. SeieRLING. One more question. The April 1982 Brown Book
from the NRC indicates that Midland 1 received an operating li-
cense in July 1983 and unit 2 in December 1983. What is the cur-
rent estimate with regard tv issuance of operating licenses?

Mr. James Cook. In April of this year, after getting some experi-
ence with our soils impkmmuﬁomnm. we combined that
with our overail plant status and their schedules and our
current estimated completion dates would be October 1984, for the
first unit; and February 1985 for the second.
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Mr. SeiserLING. Does Consumers Power anticipate applying for a
temporary operating license, when NRC authority to issue is ex-
ten& through 1984 or 1985?

Mr. James Cook. That, sir, would depend on whether or not our
current operating license hearings have been completed.

Mr. SeLsy. If not, we would anticipate the——

Mr. SErBERLING. | have no further questions. Mr. Murphy?

Mr. MurpHY. | have no questions.

Mr. SemerLING. The gentlemen, Mr. McCain and possibly other
members might want to submit some written questions. | presume
that that would be agreeable with you and you would attempt to
answer them if we do submit them?

Mr. SeLBy. Yes, sir. We'd be glad to.

Mr. SemserLING. We'll keep the record open a reasonable time for
that purpose. Thank you very much. We'll now go on to our set of
witnesses, consisting of the following individuals: The intervenors,
Mrs. Mary Sinclair, Mrs. Barbara Stamiris, and in addition, Ms.
Billie Garde of the Government Accountability Project. | would ap-
preciate it if you would give us a summary of your testimony and
put the prepared statements in the record as full. We have quite a
few other witnesses and I would hope we would not be here all day.
Thank you.

[Pregared statements of Mary Sinclair, Barbara Stamiris, and
Billie Garde may be found in the appendix.)

PANEL CONSISTING OF MARY SINCLAIR. CITIZEN INTERVENOR;
BARBARA STAMIRIS, CITIZEN INTERVENOR:; AND BILLIE
GARDE, DIRECTOR, CITIZENS CLINIC, GOVERNMENT ACCOUNT-
ABILITY PROJECT

Mrs. SiNcLAIR. My name is Mary Sinclair. I have participated in
the Midland licensing proceeding since the construction license was
announced in 1970. I appreciate the honor of appearing before this
distinguished committee and I applaud your taking an interest in
the grave problems within the nuclear plants which one inspector
has described as un ted in any other facility.
Mr. SemseruNG. Will you move the microphone a little closer, if
that's possible?
Mrs. SincLair. The testimony of Billie Garde, who represents the
concerned citizens and whistleblowers in the Washington area, and
Mrs. Barbara Stamiris, and myself, as participant. in the Midland
operating license hearings, is intended to provide this committee
with the historical perspective of the severe quality control prob-
lems at Midland which have become worse with time instead of
ing improvement. We will demonstrate how the problems con-
tribute to quality control breakdowns, and we have discovered seri-
ous deficiencies in the NRC licensing process.
We have arrived at recommendations for possible remedies of
those deficiencies which can be useful to this committee. Qur
rience has gained insight into other problems at the NRC as fol-
lows. We have found that the Commission’s answers to specific
questions from Members of Congress which beer oa safety, quality
control, and risk assessment at nuclear plants are often not only
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treated carelessly or ignored but are actually contradicted in prac-
tice by the staff.

The concerns and recommendations of field inspectors are over-
ruled by NRC management. Instead, NRC management perform-
ance demonstrates that utility interests are too often placed ahead
of public health and safety and that this contributes to QA break-
down. When NRC inspectors find serious QA deficiencies on-site
and write letters to the utility, they can be overruled by NRC man-
agement who allow the utility to write an identical reverse con-
firmatory action letter on their letterhead which is then sent to the
NRC regional office. This can d;:rove embarrassing to the NRC in-
spectors in the field who are deprived of a QA iplinary meas-
ure. This practice can only weaken the attention to QA on the part
of the utility.

Midland has a long history of quality control problems. An origi-
nal contention of the construction license proceedings at Midland
stated that Consumers Power Co. “is incapable of and cannot be
relied upon to perform adequate quality assurance and quality con-
trol.” t contention remains as true today as when it was first
written in 1970.

In the siting of the Midland nuclear plants, the Atomic Energy
Commission bent its own rules in 1969 by approvirgtthe location of
the Midland nuclear plants 1 mile from Main Street, Midland,
bounded by a populated area with an elementary school ciose *o its
entrance gate and across the small Tittabawassee River from the
Dow Chemical Co. from which the plants were to supply steam and
power. The Midland plants are actually within the city limits be-
cause of an annexation.

When the construction it was appealed i1 1972, the appeals
board exacted a promise Consuraers Power Co. to improve its
guahty assurance program as a condition of reaffirming its license.

ubsequent inspection reports after constructior. was resumed show
the Consumers Power Co. had not kept its promise.

Region III did not act on these reports of violations, but it was
the attorney for the citizen intervenors, Myron Cho;? who read
the inspection reports, brought them to the attention of the appeals
board, pointing out the Consumers Power Co. was not honoring its
promises for improved quality control. The appeal~ board finally
wrote an irate letter to L. ing Muntzing, who was then the
director of licensing, in which the board emphasized the poor track
record of Consumers Power Co., even at that early date, 10 years
ago. They reminded the board and reminded the staff that such a
record could compel them to conclude that incorrigibility was in-
volved, and that this was a test case. They said, in very strong lan-
ggnqe:\vhatwo_luvehenilap.tumofnmudrﬁm\ntmd
significant QA violations of a nonroutine character coupled with an

promise of reformation.
The stoff uently issued an order to suspend construction
unti! Consumers Co. could demonstrate why their license

shouldn't be suspended. In a short time, 17 days, the order to halt
construction was lifted because of political pressure. After an un-
mwm..wammmm.gmy
control problems have continued throughout the on of
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vessel of unit 1 was installed with a major bad weld, which both
Consumers Power Co. and the NRC knew would shorten its useful
lifetime to 15 to 18 years, and would make it highly susceptible to
Bore:urized thermal shock. Unit 1 is supposed to supply steam for

Some of the deficiencies that we have found in nuclear power-
plant licensing, I think, are worthy to note. We discovered them in
the process of the licensing in Midland.

These di ries may explain why significant problems have
been discovered at other nuclear plants after licensing i
and ACRS review have been completed and an opera license
has been issued. Three embarrassing examples for the are the
Three Mile Island I, Browns Ferry, and the Diablo CanJvon nuclear

lants. In addition the ACRS opentimﬁ license and review of

immer was almost complete when a multitude of serious quality
control breakdowns were disclosed.

In Midlard we have a good example of how this can come about.
The extensive deficiencies that were found through the inspection
of the office of special cases in October and November 1982, demon-
strated that the ufet; evaluation report filed for Midland in May
of 1982 was a myth. Yet the safety technology report is the basis
for the NRC operating license recommendations at all nuclear
plants wcordmi to standard Nuclear Regulatory practice. In the
case of Midland, that report was not based on what was actually
constructed at the plant site at all. It was created in Washington
headquarters by persons who relied primarily on paper descrip-
ey d.i»‘ R t.emfy of‘tvhe ' staff
people are ing sent to ify in gupport po-
sition at the public hearings, giving assurance that all is buil
stated in their reports, when, in fact, they have no kn
what actually has been built. We have asked these witnesses in
hearings if they have any direct and pe.sonal knowledge that what
th?havemtiﬁedwis,mfmthewbuﬂtmdiﬁonofthephnt,
and not one witness could testify that, indeed, it was.
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| limited and controlled information base, I decided to provide &n ob-
: jective third-party review for the ACRS when the full committee
I met 1n Washington to consider Midland for an operating license. |
| compiled various statements of NRC inspectors, attached them as

exhigita to documents, statements, which | presented that commit-
tee on June 4, 1982

As a result, one of the main factors that—why the ACRS did not
give an approval for an operating license at Midland as they have
in the past with few exception was—was this act of concern of the
intervenors. Instead they took the step of requesting a procedure
which discusses design and production problems, their disposition,
and ov<rall effectiveness of the effort to assure appropriate quality.

I believe that the presence of citizen intervenors at a site is an
important tee for an objective third-party review for the
Al and for the NRC.

Citizens in the vicinity of a nuclear plant bear the greatest risk
to their homes and property values and their families from a
nearby nuclear plant. They are your best watchdogs for nuclear
safety. They are seeking a basic constitutional right, equal protec-
tion under the law, and it should not be denied them by Congress
as is now the case.

Both the Rogovin and Kemeny reports have advocated funding of
attorneys and expert witnesses for citizen intervenors. This review
of the deficiencies that we have identified in the present licensing
process demonstrates how the presence of outside third-party infor-
mation from whistleblowers or citizen intervenors can contribute to
safety in nuclear powerplants. Thank you.

Mr. SemERLING. Thank you. Ms. Stamiris?

‘Mrs. Sramiris. Thank you. I'm glad to be here. From the begin-
ning the NRC has seemed unwilling to rlwe public health and
safety ahead of financial considerations of the utility. In 1969, an
exception was made from usual siting standards in order to locate
| the plant near its steam customer, the Dow Chemical Co. As a
{ t, the plant is situated in a floodplain and its foundation had
'® 5 0 etk S e i P

t point I must di my testimony some-
what to respond to some answers and statements made by Con-
sumers 'r:iflrugntanm. I believe that what went wrong in the first
} place is going wrong today, because Consumers Power Co. does

not seem to recognize, or at th acknowledge, its own problems.
There seems to be an effort to place the best possible interpretation
on problems which, in the end, hinders corrective actions. And, as
an example, I would like you to note the differences in the story
that I'm going to present about the soils problems, and how they
were first caused and responded to.
' Consumers’ disregard of the QA principles caused the fill soils
problems. But when the administration build.inf. which is a non-
| safety buﬂd;:g , settled and Consumers’ own followup audit re-
| vealed site deficiencies in 1977, Consumers’ witness withheld that
' from the NRC and still chose to proceed with that and began build-
the neighbo diesel generator. Today all the plant's major
:ﬁstynnwtumw are found on the soils, including those
begun after the first settlement problem, have cracked and settled
unevenly. But even more critical than the observable settlement

e A ——

IR el
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problems is the damage to the underground cooling pipes requiring
complex monitoring devices. An extensive system of permanent
dewatering wells must operate over the life of the plant in order to
control ground saturation seeping from the plant's cooling pond.

As complex and unusual as the soil settlement problems are at
Midland, so, too, are the remedial fixes they require and the fixes
themselves are beginning to cause further damage and complica-
tions.

The first fix was to load the diesel generator building with tors
of sand in order to consolidate its subsoils. The fix itself caused fur-
ther cracking and stressed the pipes below. Seven inches of settle-
gx_‘em aht this building have cracked its 3-foot-thick concrete walls

rough.

Since Consumers had undertaken this fix without NRC approval,
it was to be performed entirely at their own risk. But today with
the building complete and despite internal disagreements about its
adequacy, the NKC has compromised original requirements to ap-
prove this structure.

The second fix is what the responsible contractor has caused, and
this is a quote, “the largest and most complex underpinning job
ever let in construction history.” That is, at any construction, not
Just a nuclear plant. This complex operation is to be ormed by
a company who was unable to execute the most basic fill soil place-
ment in the first place.

Because building movement must be held to one-eighth of an
inch to avoid further structural damage, and because this building
too, is already cracked from the differential settlement, one of the
judges in the soil hearing has cautioned: This board does not want
to be hearing the remedial measures on the remedial measures at
some future date. Yet, after only 6 of 57 underpinning piers have
been placed, these fears seem to be ing true. The feed water
valvepits have been cracked during W operation. One of the
[ Sty mings o ety T Top T, e sl
iary wings are une y nsing. soi capac-
ity has been found to be one-half that expected, and ground water
see threatens the integrity of the concrete piers.

e permanent dewatering system is expected to reverse ground
flow patterns around the site and recent reports indicate that
nearby residential welis are drying up. Extra dewatering undertak-
en to control ground water in the underpinning shafts may be af-
fecting the foundation soils of the nearby containments, and caus-
ing cracking there. Chemical wastes stored nd by the
Dow Chemical Co. are subject to migration associa with 40 years
of constant dewaterin'g;e

In December 1979 NRC issued an order, ify.ng construc-
tion permits which sought to suspend the soils-related work at Mid-
land until the related safety issues were resolved. But, because

ers requested a hearing to contest that order, it couldn't go
into effect. So the work, like the lems and the hearing itself, go
on today. The NRC has repeatedly given their assurance that qual-
ity assurance would improve, only to be proven wrong by the next
major problem. But in the soils hearing have done so as part
of a prehearing agreement, designed to resolve the very issues the
hearing was about.




25

The June 5, 1982, QA stipulation exchanged the NRC's reason-
able assurance conclusion for Consumers’ agreement not to contest
the soils breakdown, eliminating the need to litigate what the
NRC and Consumers considered the past QA problem; only favora-
ble testimony about the revised QA problem was to be submitted.

The NRC once again predicted that QA implementation was on
the road to recovery. The problems were not over as anticipated. as
the next annual systematic appraisal of licensee performance re-
Vi o

Different ple looking at the Midland plant came to a conclu-
sion of QA deficiency for the same timeframe as Mr. Keppler's fa-
vorable testimony.

Troubled by this conflict, Mr. Keppler said that he was afraid he
had misled tiie licensing board in the soil settlement hearing and
sot;fht to have the QA record reopened.

e said he guessed his inspectors were trying to tell him some-
thing. His inspectors were trying to tell him something again with
the diesel generator building inspection in :he fall of 1982. This in-
spection was undertaken as an indepth look at the most recent con-
struction work since the last QA revision. The ins rs found
problems everywhere they loo in the inspection. The quality as-
surance breakdown involving deliberate breakdowns of QA 03
principles and significant discrepancies between the designed an
as-built 9plant. resulted in $120, civil penalty fine. But on De-
cember 9, 1982, in the midst of the NRC enforcement deliberations
regarding the latest QA breakdown, Consumers Power Co. was
given the long-cwaited and desperately needed green light to begin
the 1%- to 2-year underpinning operation.

The soil settlement geanng established to decide whether the
soils remedial work should be permitted would now continue, weil
after the work in question was irreversibly underway.

Despite contin and escalating deficiencies, the NRC has
allowed what is wabl{ the most di

0

t work ever undertaken

rwerd at Midland.
3 NRC the li.ensing board defend this course of
action by maintaining that the t will not be granted an operat-
ing license in the end, unless the original design requirements
:yr'e met. ':'“hek'nfohrloi construction is allowed to proceed at thel utili-

s own ; while regulatory j nts await plant completion.

The lic is asked to befxyeve t ultimate safety judgments
about th ,-doquacy of the plant will be made without for
the utility’s financial interests. But in the real world, of billion dol-
lars sunk costs and completed plants, it is the original safety re-
Stnmcnuwhwhmnwdiﬁodinmeﬁmmﬁmnﬂuphnt; not

e comp'eted structures.

Xng that a completed plant is likely to be licensed, and
knowing only by completing the plant will Miciigan law ullow
the costs of construction to be passed on to the ratepayers, Consum-
ers is unable to make cost versus safety decisions. only real
risk remaining at the end of these proceed-at- -own-risk ar-
rangements is that to the public who must bear both the cost and
the safety burden of the unsafe plant.

The has the regulatory tools to insure the safe construction
of a nuclear plant. In fact, the NRC is the only agency capable of

at a nuclear plant to
Both
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preventing instead of ing to a safety problem. But at Midland
th?ewohhavenotm. - il

icensing proceedings are resolved on promises of reformation,
not actions and performance. Orders modifying construction per-
mits are made, then e?nored. Material false statements are estab-
lished, then overlooked.

Ol investigations are conducted with instructions to avoid conciu-
sions. Design documents are modified after the fact to match as-
built construction and accepted by the NRC; and quality assurance
deficiency is tolerated while construction proceeds.

There are men within the NRC who seem to have finally reached
the last straw. There are inspectors and technical experts trying to
make their voices heard. In the recent soils hearing the Midland
team of inspectors testified that they have lacked confidence and
trust in Consumers’ management and their ability to implement
the QA work properly. The reirspection of the work and the third-
party reviews of the completion program in which Mr. Keppler
places his confidence, these are still going forward under Consum-
ers’ control, and the reliance placed on reviews which are truly in-
dependent or on increased NﬁC controls to get the job done, miss
the salient point.

It is Consumers Power alone who must be evaluated, for they
alone will operate the Midland nuclear plant.

If they cannot be trusted to construct the plant safely, how can
they be trusted to operate it safely?

e NRC can no long: avoid their r-mibﬂity to decide
whether this utility has capability and reliability necessary to
safely complete and operate a nuclear powerplant, for only the
NRC can make this judgment before it is too late.

Mr. SeigeruING. We thank you. I'm sorry you didn’t summarize
this, though, because we are going to have some real problems
here. Ms. Garde, do we have a prepared statement?

Ms. Garpe. | have a prepared statement, but I'm prepared to let
ﬁwstatementmndinﬂumordmdjwnmmﬁmmypoinu.

Mr.Smmmc.Hyoucould.lmuldmu' it.

Ms. GArDE. It is an honor to be here and [ think the sum-
mary of the main points I wish to duf 1
completion plan, or the solution to the problems that
this morning. I think that our organization, which has
ducting an independent investigation of the Midland facility for
over a year now, is prepared to stand firm on the
Consumers cannot uately be trusted to identify

Oneot.ha.isdone,onlythenwillithetimew.doquaulyjudp
whether the construction completion program is an appropriate
remedy for the problems on that site.

I said I would make it brief.

Mr. SemserLING. All right. Thank you.

I think you raised some extremely important i Both of
them are questions that | am going to throw at and ask them
for their comments. I'm sorry that we have completed the testimo-
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ny of the company, but I think on the basis of your testimony we'll
ly be submitting to them some additional written questions,
use it is not quite clear that the situation is as simple or as
looking as the¥l would like to have us believe. But [ don't
really have any further questions for you. | appreciate very much
th» role that you have taken and the degree to which you have
bird-dogged this situation. After hearing your testimony, my con-
ciusion would be there's only one solution to this problem and that
is to use rubber pipes.

!I\g an e\lr‘ent. guess we'll have to hear further.

) r. e.

Mr. Crarke. | have appreciated your great amount of time and
concern that you all have. I have a couple of questions that I would
like to ask.

Do you with Mr. Selby’s statement that most of the prob-
lems have been detected as a resuit of Consumers’ and Bechtel's

own quality assurance pmfnm?

Mrs. Stamiris. [ would like to respond to that because the NRC
has made this position repeatedly in the past. I do agree with it to
a certain extent. But I have to qualify that. Although they have
identified many problems, that does not necessarily mean—that is
not an indicator of a good record that tells us they have not neces-
sarily overlooked others. The more important point is that once
Consumers Power Co. has identified their problems, or the NRC
has, they have not instituted adequate corrective actions in a
timely manner.

So the problem is not so much with the identification as to the
corrective action followup, in my opinion.

Mr. CLArkE. Ms. Sinclair?

Mrs. Sincram. Yes; | would like to point out that both Bechtel
and Consumers Power Co. knew, and the record exists in the public
record, they were aware that the soil was ly compacted but
they went ahead and built safety related i anyway on the
soil and took that chance. I think in that instance they not only
knew about a serious problem, but overlooked it and plunged
that whole project into what I think is a really calamitous state.

Mrs. S';’r%:x:n &y I ud;i one brief comment in relation h:: that

uestion’ t is diesel generator building inspection been
?oculqd.ua.vory important section, and Consumers has said after
that inspection they went out and confirmed that problem and

to stop work. My reading of documents has indicated that
2 to a murg dogrr was al aware of the
sitewide ems, the diesel generator inspection;
namoly.m'thc_irmwdutiont}mhndbuamducudn
about the same time. I think this is another indication of their
lbomdthdrmbkmbutnatmdin‘wmm

Y Mr. Suagms. Do ith Mr. Selby’s statement on page 3
;0 ; wi r. - on
dhhtuﬁmonytmgn‘:\nm'qmﬁtymmm-
cludes procedurcs for protecting the identity of any informants who
uest confidentiality?

~Ms. Garok. | think that I'm best qualified to answer that

twn.ﬂnaovgmmtnccounhhﬁitypmjoa.uthinmnﬂz
knows, is a whistleblower protection organization. There is = lot of

i

H
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problems on that site that are being discussed by workers. We have
turned in a number of affidavits, | think a dozen affidavits to the
NRC trom workers. One of the ﬁ‘roblems that you might be inter-
ested in on the Midland site, which is different than the Zimmer
situation, is that Bechtel has a policy where they require employ-
ees to sign a nondisclosure form, where the employees state that
&{‘ won't reveal any of the problems to anyone outside of the

tel 1 ment.
By si mnnm workers that call us, and workers we talk to, are
very intimidated about going beyond that process because they are
~fraid that Bechtel will sue them, which is exactly what the state-
.nent says.

I know that the NRC is evaluating that form and that they have
taken a position that that violates the NR('s requirements. But
when you get down to being an individual welder or an individual
craftsperson and you know you have signed that form, it is very
intimidating. I don’t feel that the uress installed on the site
for protecting whistleblowers are u&quaw.

r. CLARKE. Mr. Selby states on page 8 of his testimony that
among the activities demonstrating effectiveness and quality pro-
gram implementation is the soils remedial work. Do you agree that
the effectiveness of the quality assurance program has been demon-
strated in the soils remedial work?

Mrs. Stamiris. | oenain“lz’ don’t believe that it has, but I don’t
;._hei;k I have anything to other than what I have already testi-
ied to.

M:. CLARKE. You already stated that. Mr. Selby states that soils-
related problems were first identified in August 1978, when the
diesel generator building settlement was found to be excessive. Do
you agrec with this assessment of the settlement prculem found on

o.
p.ﬁn. Stamiris. Absolutely not.

Mrs. SincLaIR. No.

Mr. SEiBERLING. Thank you very much. Mr. Craig?

Mr. Craic. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman, and all of you. I
impressed not only on the length, but on the depth and content
your testimony. written testimony assured great detail. I ap-

iate that use | have not followed this issue as closely as |

ve some other issues that relate to nuclear powerplant construc-

tion. Mrs. Sinclair, I noticed ing;our testimony that you have been
involved to some degree since 1970.

Mrs. Sincrar. Right.

Mr. Craic. What was your involvement in 1970 in the precon-
struction permit period?

Mrs. Sincrair. Excuse me. [ had worked on classified informa-
tion for the Atomic Energy Commission in Washi for a
number of years prior to the start of the promotion for Midland
nuclear plants. During the promotion, all that we—all the informa-
tion that the public was getting was that they were safe, clean, and
economical. ut.lknqwthronghmypenmplknowle&;,‘:adfol-
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Mrs. Sincrair. [ am. [ live about 2 miles from the plant and I
lived there for about 30 years.

Mr. CraiG. Were you originally opposed to the siting of the plant
in that location?

Mrs. Sincrair. No; [ tock a very hopeful attitude for nuclear
power as a result of my experiences as a science writer and editor,
working on the technology. But | was disturbed that the actual
problems that were, in the current development of nuclear power
at that time, were not a of the information that was being
given to the public. I thought it was very important they should be.

The Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards, for example,
was saying to Glen Seaborg at the time, their urgent needs for
more safety research in many areas of the larger size plants that
are now being planned. That should have been a part of the infor-
mation.

Mr. Craic. In looking at your testimony, you say you have been
a technical writer in these areas?

Mrs. SincralR. [ have been a technical writer and editor, been a
technical writer for the Dow Chemical Co., for chemical maga-
zines——

Mr. CraiG. You are a journalist by trade and not an engineer?

Mrs. Sincrair. No; but | do have a scientific background.

Mr. CraiG. | see. Ms. Stamiris, your background?

Mrs. StaMmiris. [ am an elementary school teacher, out of place.

Mr. CraiG. You are a soil scientist, too?

Mrs. StaMiris. No; not %uite.

Mr. Craic. Ms. Garde? Your background?

Ms. Garpe. I'm a whistleblower.

Mr. Craic. From Kansas City, I believe; is that right?

Ms. Garpe. No; I'm originally from Wisconsin.

Mr. Craic. Excuse me. I guess | remembered some whistle-
blowers in Kansas City. You have said that the organization that
you are now currently employed by has made some conclusions.
Are these conclusions based on your own engineer? Your own
group's engineers examinations and studies” Or are they a collec-
tion of the materials involved?

Ms. Garpe. The Government accountability project has a meth-
odolory for performing its independent investigations, which are
largely the same at nuclear facilities as well as other Government
atg:ncxu that we work mh whistleblowers at. That &volm taking
statements, verifying t through other sources, umentation,
and at least two other individuals.

Mr. CraiG. So your organization only deals with whistleblowers?
That's the pu of the organization itself, is it not?

Ms. GarpEe. Yes; it is.

Mr. CralG. | see. Mrs. Stamiris, are you a resident of the Mid-
land area?

Mrs. Stamiris. | live in Freeland, nearby.

Mr. Craic. To both of the residents, you, Mrs. Sinclair and you,
Mn.sumrpofdnwdhndmmmmgdldthsnoblm
that you believe exist and that others believe exist and that some
don’t believe exist, were successfully answered and addressed and
brought to a conclusion that would result in the kind of licensing
that would bring that plant on line, would you support that?

822 0—-83-—3
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Mrs. Stamiris. I would not oppose the Midland nuclear plant if |
believed it were built safely.

Mrs. SincLAIR. [ oppose it because that nuclear plant is much too
close to a populated center; and in conjunction with the huge in-
dustrial complex of the Dow Chemical Co., this constitutes a magni-
tude of risk that I don’t think you should subject——

Mr. CraiG. So under any conditions, Mrs. Sinclair, would you
op&one the bringing online of that plant?

rs. SINCLAIR. | have come to that conclusion. I didn't think so
at first; but having studied the situation and knowing, for example,
there is no solution to the radioactive waste problem, and that if
there were one, radioactive waste would have to be transported
through an industrial area, a populated area, t h—

Mr. CraiG. So under any circumstarces you would oppose it?

Mrs. SiNCLAIR. Yes.

Mr. Craic. But you would not?

Mrs. STAMIRIS. t's correct.

Mr. Craic. Do you believe in the criteria which you yourself
have established as would be safe for operation? Do you believe
they can be technologically met?

Mrs. Stamiris. I'm not sure. I'm sorry. Exactly, which criteria do
you have in mind?

Mr. Craic. Well, the ones you outline—you are coming from a
point of view based on your observations.

Mrs. Stamiris. Yes.

Mr. CrAIG. A point of view that certain things should be done to
cause this plant to be constructed safeiy and, therefore, then to be
operated safely. Do you believe, in your own mind, based obviously
on some experience and knowledge, that these can possibly ever be
met to your satisfaction?

Mrs. Stamiris. | really have difficulty answering that. I think
that iust based on performance patterns, which are the only thing
that likewputanyweighton,lhaveaputdul as to
whether the proposed solutions or anyone's criteria will or can be
adequately carried out. But certainly if they could, and I could be
assured that the safety of the plant, | would not oppose it.

Mr. Craic. Can I conclude, rightly so or wrovg‘
you would not oppose operation of the t if be
met, but you don't believe the criteria can be met?

Mrs. Stamiris. That's pretty close. [ still am having trouble be-
cause I'm not exactly sure—I didn't believe I had
tion. | have heard solutions from the NRC and Consumers
andlhqvelnl:tm;oll;‘ddoubuaboutt}nabm ity of those solutions to be
appropriately ied.

&r.Cmc.Canl.naMemherofCon‘minni‘hhmmrm
timmyt_owudmkjngdockiom.mme_then.thntyoum
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Mr. Craic. Is it not true that the opposition statements are also
effectively documented”?

Mrs. SincLaIR. They were documented from the hearings state-
ments, yes. | think you should know the problems. I think you
should know what tne in;&actors are saying. I think you should
know and I think the ACRS should hear those statements. If you
just get the glossed-over, sanitized view of the utility all the time or
when NRC management wants to put their best foot forward, you
are never going to get the whole “rictun. That's why you really
need people who pursue the record. You need people who are in
the hearings and who will ask inspectors the questions so they can
get the story.

Mr. Craic. I quite often ask these questions of citizen intervenors
to see whether they are, first of all, ops:ned to that plant being
there in the first place. Even if all conditions could be met that
would assure, as is humanly, scientifically, engineeringly possible
that that plant is safe, I think we have to recognize the fact, as this
committee does, that we are dealing with a variety of bias. I think
it is important the record demonstrate vour bias, as well as it
shouid be understood that the peom who are constructing the
ghntd:gd planning to operate the plant have a relative usgree of

1as ;

I don't believe, and I have found it very seldom, that there are
nonbiased, objective points of view in these issues.

Thank you all very much for your testimony.

~Mr. SEIBERLING. ¢a. I did want to ask a couple of ques-
tions mysel{. First of of all, let me say no one on this committee

has bi ;
M:"&u'? %m let me rephrase that. I have mine anu

you have vours. The record ought to show that.

Mr. SerserLING. Maybe | have mine. But in any event, let me ask
you whether, at any time in your review of this problem, you en-
countered any representatives from any insurance companies there
that were monitoring this plant?

Mrs. SincLAIR. Of course we know that all our insurance policies,
:ur hoi1e insurance policies simply won't cover—protect our

omes.

Mr. SemsERLING. | was thinking of any insurance companies that
were insuring the plant?

Mrs. SincrLAIR. No; we haven't encountered any.

Mr. SeiserLING. You see, we have a situation, under the Price-
Anderson Act, while $560 million—which although it is a lot of
money, is peanuts compared to total liability of most insurers—is
the limit to utilities liability following a nuclear accident. They can
pool insurance and the amount that any one insurance company

1 is very small. I have introduced legislation to repesl
the Price-Anderson Act ceiling. It is my opinion that if the insur-
ance com - hpdeomp&mexpauu.youunjouy&uwthu
they wou ve inspectors moni everything in construc-
tion and even the operation of th:::lgﬂnu.

me

i is
the fact that there is no one who has a huge stake. and I'm refer-
ring to a financial stake—outside the company's stockholders—
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that's in there, making sure that it is done right and the chances of
accident are minimized. I think it is time that the Congress started
to reevaluate, in the light of the Three Mile Island, Zimmer, and so
forth, that whole policy. ;

Is that, if the Price-Anderson Act had come up for review
after Mile Island, and after some of the other exposures we
have had recently, that it would never be renewed.

So I really thought maybe it's the appropriate time to make that
point.

Second, let me ask you, Mrs. Sinclair, at what point in your
review of this in the last 10 years did yvou come to the conclusion
that this plant should not be in the location it is?

Mrs. SincLAIR. | knew when we entered the licensingmprocedure
to begin with, I studied the site criteria and I realized that the site
criteria had been set aside in order to allow this plant to be situ-
ated there. | thought that was a serious mistake, since there is a
bi% population right around the plant.

also became increasingly concerned, although we were given as-
surances that there would be extra quality control and redundant
safety systems because of the proximity to population there, what
really became a concern was the breakdown of quality control that
was apparent.

F.rst of all, we saw, in Palisades with Consumers and Bechtel
having a terrible record there, and then Consumers hired Bechtel
again at Midland, and very shortly we discovered the ap| board
making such a strong statement about how poor the quality control
has been. And it has just continued that way and has gotten worse.

I don’t trust this company to be able to do it right and I don't
agree with Mr. Selby's statement that they have not had any prob-
lems in their operation of their nuclear plants or in their other op-
erations.

They never could make their radioactive waste holding plant
work at all at Palisades when it first started operation, but they
continued operating it anyway.

Mr. SEIBERLING. t you are telling me, if I can paraphrase it
correctly, is you feel it should not be on that site because the prob-
lems that came up are such that you cannot rely on its being in
safe operation and you feel that the site is inherently unsafe. 't
that what you are telling me?

Mrs. Sincrair. Yes, I do.

Mr. SEIBERLING. So it isn't a question m:twyou wouldn't in princi-
ple feel that a properly designed plant could not be located in the
area, but it is that this particular site, you feel, has now been
shown to be unsuitable? Is that what vou are telling me?

Mrs. SincraIr. Yes. I have come to that conclusion.

Mr. SemseruNG. | wouldn't say that that is a bias; that is the
result of your study of this operation.

Mrs. Sincrair. We think so, yes.

Mr. SemseruLING. Thank you I have no further questions. I appre-
ciate very much having your testimony.

We'll now proceed with the testimony of the representatives of
the Nuclear %qu.hwry Commission, Hon. Victor Gilinsky, Com-
missioner; James Keppler, Administrator, region III; Mr. Ronald
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Cook, Mr. Ross Landsman, and Mr. R. M. Gardner, Midland inspec-
tors.

[Prepared statements of Hon. Victor Gilinsky and James G.
Keppler may he found in the appendix.)

STATEMENT OF FON. VICTOR GILINSKY, COMMISSIONER, NU-
CLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION, ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES
KEPPLER, ADMINISTRATOR, REGION III: RONALD COOK, NRC
MIDLAND INSPECTOR: ROSS LANDSMAN, NRC MIDLAND IN.
SPECTOR: R. N. GARDNER, NRC MIDLAND INSPECTOR: AND
DARRELL EISENHUT, OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULA-
TION

Mr. SeigerLING. All right gentlemen, Mr. Gilinsky.

Mr. Giuinsky. Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to
participate. | should say at the outset that I'm testifying in an indi-
vidual capacity. The agency's testimony will be delivered by the
head of our region III office, Mr. Keppler.

I visited the plant about a week ago in the company of many of
the witnesses that appeared today. I visited inspectors, regional in-
spectors, various intervenors, Chairman Selby of Consumers Power
Co. and members of his organization. I came away with a number
of impressions ana I would like to share some of them with you.
After the previous testimony [ don’t think I need to recite the his-
tory of this plant. I do want to say that in reviewing the troubled
history of the plant I am distressed, as it is clear that you are, that
our systems for assuring safety, by the utilities and by the NRC,
turn up serious problems so late in the construction process and
that the solutions are so siow in coming.

There has got to be a beiter way of spotting problems earlier, in
dealing with them more promptly.

I would like to say a few woniya about NRC's role, and about our

process.

_ After the discovery of the soiis problem that you have been hear-
ing about, the NRC staff issued an order in 979 which modified
the construction permit and required the halting of construction in
certain areas.

Unfortunately, the view of our lawyers in those days was that
construction problems did not justify immediate enforcement
action, and this meant the licensee could prevent the order from
becoming effective and thus continue in construction by requesting
a hearing. This the company did, the plant's construc’ion contin-
ued and it has been in hearing ever since. It is, inc.dentally, a
g;etr:n reminder that it isn’t just intervenors that take advantage

ngs.

I should mention that the NRC staff's formal participation in the
current hearing does not fall into the usual pattern which I criti-
cized recently before this committee. Our staff cannot be accused of
lining up with the utility. At the same time, I also think that the
involvement of the in a formal adjudication greatly compli-
cates Commission staff communication on the important issues. I
think this argues, again, for ending the NRC staff role as a formal
party in such hearings.
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In 1982 the licensing board took an unusually active step, adc;gte-
ed an unusually active role, and issued its own order which put
plant’s construction under the step-by-step control of the NRC
staff. The order was not taken up by the Commission.

It is unfortunate, to my mind, tha. the Commission itself has had
so little to do with NRC's action in this trouble-plagued project. So
far as I can (ell, the Commission has never had a meeting on nfe:{
&r:blems. or had never had a mee‘ing on safety problems at Mid-

d. Not in recent years, anyway. Until yesterday, the last meet-
ing of any kind in Midland was in 1978, and that was on a personal
dispute between the staff and intervenor lawyers. Upon my return
from Midland last week I recommended to the i our
Chairman, that the Commission address itself to the safety prob-
l'?v‘ ‘ﬁ:ﬁa tth: Brst he sub rday. Mr. Keppl

e meeting on t ject yesterday. Mr. Keppler
made a presentation. I thought it was a very helpful meeting. It
shows, by the w:{. that the pros: of a committee haaring is a
veﬁ' way of concentrating Commission attention.

r. SEIBERLING. Like an election for elected officials.

Mr. Giuinsky. My own feeling is that given the scale of the prob-
lems, en rmous sums involved, sums which will ultimately be paid
for by consumers—that's with a small “c"—the complex interac-
tion of the project with the NRC through a licensing board and
heacdquarters and regional staffs, it is essential that the Commis-
sion itself be confident that the agency is dealing rly with
Midland. We need to be sure that the company is complying with
our regulations and that we are assured such compliance in a sen-
siblemanmr.'l‘hatianlllbavetouyntthemomentemptto
introduce Mr. Keppler, our Administrator.

Idohaveoneotherpoint.lhnvopnpuedahrgefoldoutde-
scribing the procedural histoy of Midland. I haven't quite got it
ready for distribution, but I w)uld like to submit it for the record. |
think it is instructive.

Mr. SeiserLING. Without objection, we will include that.

Mr. Giuinsky. Thank r. Chairman.

Mr. SerBERLING. Mr. lmlar?

Mr. KerrLER. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. My name is James
Kepplernndl’mthequonnlAdministn&oroﬂheNRCnmionm
Chicago office. With me today I have Mr. Ronald Cook, Mr. Ross

Landsman, and Mr. Ron G , three of my i who have
been very heavily involved in the Midland work. are here at
the request of the committee.

I'll summarize m&tutimony if that's all right with you.
mgr. SeiseruING. Without objection, your entire testimony will be

Mr. KeppLER [continuing]. Thank you.

I think I'd start out by emphasizing that Midland has -
Mui?utodproblm-dmthemrtofmm 972,
The and the licensee have taken actions to address these QA
mblmuutbeyoccur,andlmightmtrmthuw.whmlm

m&ummmﬁlsnmmm&m%mm.m
really, NRC staff did not recognize significance
QA problems as they unfolded.
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The NRC staff has been aware of the Midland problems and has
been attempting to deal with them as they were identified.

In 1981 I provided testimony to the NRC’s Atomic Safety and Li-
cemitﬁmBoard. presiding over the hearing on remedial soils issues
at Mi d plant.

I testified at that time on the more significant QA problems that
had been experienced in connection with Midland and the correc-
tive actions taken by Consumers Power Co. and its contractors.

I stated that vvhile many significant quality assurance deficien-
cies had been identified, it was the NRC s conclusion that the
problems experie 1ced were not indicative of a breakdown in the
implementation ¢’ the overall quality assurance p 1

also noted tkat while deficiencies had which should
have been identi ied earlier, Consumers Power Co.'s QA p
had been general y effective in the ultimate identification and sub-
sequent correctio 1 of these deficiencies. Furthermore, at that hear-
ing I discussed 'ne results of a special QA inspection that I had
conducted in Msy 1981. A team of nine of my best inspectors that I
sent up to the site, which I had initiated to determine whether
modifications r.ade to Consumers’ QA program in 1980 were effec-
tive.

The results reflected favorably on the Midland plant quality as-
surance depe tment formed in August 1980 to improve QA per-
formance. The thrust of my testimony at that time was that [
confidence ia the Consumers Power Co.'s ? program both for the
remedial scils work and the remainder of the construction. Now, in
April 1987, | was made aware that additional significant quality as-
surance problems were being encountered. This concerned me in
view of my 1981 testimony to the Atomic Safety and Licensing

result, I notified the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
previous testimony would have to be modified; directed
uation to assess the cause and correction of the problems;
created a special section within the region III office, solely to
: etheM_xdhndproﬁtandmi.wing facility's status and
tory. Meetings were held with Consumers Power Co. to discuss
s corcerns, and to inform them that additional measures
m;x@ndtousuuthoqulityofthophnn
mretl:m Midland secti 'onorrocommendo% and then condch;
comp ve ins: on of systems and components wi
1 tor building, which ultimately led to the major
rk” action in r 1982
Coh-rom" ks oF s TAh Tl e e
. has sed a n r of ¢ whi is reviewing,
that consist of a backward look at the com%‘htod construction
to date; will consist of a program to complete t lant and com-
plete any necessary rework that may be of this over-
a third-party organization in addition to the NRC.
We be t}uuorwnm.whmmcomplmourrwiwof
al of them—we hope that these will provide confi-

dence that the project will be completed satisfactorily.

In any event, we want to assure this committee that the NRC
will not issue a license for this facility until we are satisfied the
cons*ruction has been completed properly.

TR GREEREE;
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With that, Mr. Chairman, we are prepared to answer any ques-
tions you may have.

Mr. SemeeErLING. All right. There are no prepared statements of
the ins rs? All right. k you very much.

Mr. Keppler, can you tell me, or maybe Mr. Gilinsky or someone
can, what assurances NRC required as to site suitability prior to
? roval of the site? Was the site originally approved by NRC? In

Mr. Giuinsky. It would have to have been approved as part of the
construction permit proceeding. I guess I'd have to supply for the
record exactly what was done at that time.

Mr. SeiBerLING. Mr. Keppler, can you answer that?

Mr. KeppLER. | can’t answer anything to that, Mr. Seiberling.

Mr. SeiBerLING. If a new plant were being submitted for approv-
al today, before any work had been done, what would NRC require
in terms of such things as soil borings, foundation plans, and so
fo;tu}])d? Ho': deeply do they go into that sort of thin(.g How deeply
w u’

Mr. pLER. Mr. Eisenhut, our Office of Nuclear Reactor Regu-
lation might be able to provide that answer.

Mr. SeiserLING. All right.

Mr. EiseNHUT. Let me try to help you somewhat. When we go
through the licensing process, early in the process one of the first
considerations to look at is the site. You look at it from a number
of considerations.

You look at it from its basic soil characteristics; you look at it
from the location of nearby facilities. One of the keys you look at is

tion.

e only area that I'm aware of that, today, if you relooked at
the Midland site, that would be a much closer call than it was at
the time, would be the tion issue.

We have not gone back and relooked at the population density
criteria that we use today, to see whether the site would, in fact,
have passed that test. But | do know in the timeframe of the late
1960's and early 1970’s, we didn't have such criteria. It was done in
a much different framework where we didn't have a ific crite-
ria per square mile where we looked at number of people.

one step we have taken recently on hi population density
sites, as we have called them, the higher density sites of
ts that are presently under construction, for example the Sea-

k site, we have, in fact, required a probabilistic risk assessment
to be done by the utility.

We are doing that in recognition of the fact that these sites have
grown to the point where the surrounding population is higher
than we previously thought. It does not at tnis time, I believe, in-
clude the Midland site. It is somewhat below that—did not trip our
threshold of asking—requiring a PRA, although one is being done
for the Midland site.

So it is certainly not in the of the Indian Points, the
Zions, the Limericks, or the Seabrooks, which are in fact the sites
on the very high end of the population density scale.

Mr. SemBerLING. If knew in 1969 what you know now about
soil conditions, you have doubts about whether this was a
suitable site?
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Mr. EisenHuTt. From the basic framework, as far as a suitable
site, I don't believe we would have the doubt.

You see, you've got to remember that the basic underlying gla-
cial till is a satisfactory soil. The problem that came about it con-
nection with the Midland project was that on certain pieces of the
structure they had to put in compacted soil. That is a perfsctiy ac-
ceptable process. However, the implementation of that is what
broke down at the Midland site.

That is, there is a satisfactory engineering solution from a design
standpoint. But it was inadequately carried out at the site.

Mr. SeiBerLING. Thank you.

I don’t know that I have time to go into all of the questions
raised by the testimony of the intervenors. However, they have cer-
tainly raised some very major ntxestiom. The siting is one of them,
of course. But let me just go through a couple of them here and
then I'll yvield to my colleagues and maybe we can get back o it
after they have their time.

Mrs. Sinclair, on page 1 of her testimony, says that: “Subsequent
inspection reports after construction was resumed in April 1973
showed that these promises were ignored by Consumers Power
Co."—those are promises about the quality control, apparently. She
says, “region III did not act on these reports of violations, but the
attorney for the citizen intervenors, Myron Cherry, read the in-
mon reports and brought them to the attention of the Appeals

. pointing out that Consumers Fower Co. did not honor its
promises for improved quality control.”

Then she quoted from the Appeals Board, after the hearing in
November from the report, or letter, rather, that they wrote in No-
vember of 1973 to Mr. Muntzing, who was then director of licens-
ing. Here's wl;:t th}e‘y said: : " 4

"What we have here is a pattern of repeated, flagrant and sig-
nificant quality assurance violations of a nonroutine character,
coupled with an unredeemed °sn'omi.e of reformation.” Then says,
“the staff subsequently issned an order to suspend construction
until Consumers Power Co. could demonstrate why their license
shouldn’t be suspended. In a short time the order to halt construc-
tion was lifted because of political pressure. After an uncontested
heannf(.:p of the license was renewed.”

Mr. Keppler, can you comment on this?

Mr. KeppLeg. In late 1973 there was a problem that was identi-
fied by the NRC involving cad operations at the site. This
is the splicing of reenforcement steel in the concrete. We found
that the cad welding work was really not bein;lmmllud operly
and some of the welds were not comp properly.

As a result of that action the NRC, at that time the , re-

mroc_ltbcutxlitytoqtopv_vorkinthnamnqdmhuqmﬂym

a

to show cause, why all construction activities should not
stopped, a matter that was dealt with in a formal hearing in the
summer of 1974.
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The cad welding operations were permitted by the NRC to
resume after the NRC was satisfied that the proceduares for control-
iing the work and the quality assurance activities were proper.
There was no pressure on the NRC staff to permit the resumption
of operations that I'm aware of. I certainly felt no pressure in re-
leasing that work.

Mr. SEiBERLING. Apparently, going to the soil probleni, someone
wrote a memorandum in 1980 of a conversation with you. A sum-
mary of this memorandum was attached to a memorandum from
Thomas Gibbon to Samuel Choate with a copy to you—the subject:
Possible ex parte contact in the Midland i

It's a conversation and here is the summary of one of your state-
ments:

Midland 1s contin to work today to make resolution of the settlement problem
much more difficul ;mﬁc said the staff had not yet made up their minds on
whether the fix Midland was acceptable, therefore, project contin-
ues to be built and the lem gets worse He wanted the work stopped until the
problem is solved.

Is that a correct summary, according to your best recollection?
thr; KerpLER. Yes; it is. Could I give vou a little background on

t?

Mr. KeppLEr. Mr. Gibbon was the technical assistant to Commis-
donerBradford.wbonhemwiththeupn‘?'.WeMavi-itw
our regional office, and during the course of that visit we talked
about a number of matters in which they were soliciting input
from the field as to what matters the Commission might be able to
focus attention on. One of the issues that was discussed wes
question of kmocuminmﬁmmdwbuhuor
work stop—there ever be a stop-work issued by

The view that | was expressing 1t that time was when you have
apmblomatﬁyoudon;kmwth::thoﬁxism‘wh.thnl
merits of letting tmjoctroaed,mniﬂu
is being done at the utility's own risk. I i the
merits of letting that t of activity proceed until it was deter-
mined that a technical was achieveable. So [ raised thntm
ﬁonurullynphﬂuoghgqnﬁionwitbh(r.(}ibbon.wbﬂng
wgcu If 1 : Mr. Seiberling”
. GILNsKY. may interject a comment, Mr. ?
Mr. SeiBERLING. Yes.
Mr. Gununsky. I think over the years, until recently, there was a
feeling, which | mentioned in the testimony, particularly by our
mmmmawmw«

justify

ate enforcement action. The agency did not easily in and stop
w?‘.cumnwhnthutmprmmtm serious.
ormmph.dm‘mfumymnocivﬂmdd-iadn
construction area. That has changed to some extent and |
Mr. SeieerLING. | think that's a very important observation.
Mr. Kerrrer. Could I add one other point?

Mr. SeiBErRLING. Yes.
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Mr. KerpLER. | make the point, | think the only times we exer-
cised our authority to stop work in a formalized way was when the
continuation of construction might cover up work, so that you
couldn’t then inspect the completed work. Ln , perhaps during
pouring of concrete.

Mr. NG. What was the result of your recommendation?

Was the work or was it not?
: Mr. Keerrgr. No; but it ;run‘t a nco&m;’r:dntion :d that sense.
t was a—again, we were focusing on d«oﬁ ical argument
~bout whether or not enforcement action should taken in the
formal wa ofaop&i.n. work during plants under construction. It
was brought up in that context.

But when Mr. Gibbon realized that the matter could involve an
parte violation, he felt it necessary to summarize that conversa-
, which was one small part of a much b’ conversation.

Giunsky. Also, Mr. Chairman, the was if there were
any prob'ems, the utilit mproendiunt its own risk and then
these wou!d be dealt with at the operating license stage. | think we
have since learned that you have to deal with thess problems at an
earlier stage.

Mr. SeiserLinG. That's another question | was going to get into.

hitg’ku?thnpolicyofNRCtodlovthof.cihtytoprocodqu
own

Mr. Giuinsky. In some sense they at their own risk. But
the fact of the matter is, in the mldvbtutﬁ?mbuﬂt.
tha! decisionmakers; think we

t weighs heavily on the
w:mmfl
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Of course, everything has to balancing, t]
in this case the costs under . mdn::d‘w nocz
important than the safety problem. Do you want to comment on

Mr. Kerrier. Yes: | would. | think this committee should be
aware that the staff evaluations——

Mr. SeiserunG. All right. Go ahead.

Mr. Kerrier [(continuing That the staff assessment of this
project, of this remedial soils effort, included quality assurance
people, hydraulic engineers, mechanical geotechnical en-
mmmmmmwm»
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Mr. Eisexwur. That's right.

Mr. Mooby. It's a series of probabilities. Different things happen.
The probabilities of different things going wrong are not identical
to a decimal point as they would be if you tore it down as a result
and started later. | think the answer to the gentleman's question is
less safe had you torn it down and started over.

Mr. EiseNtuT. I'm not sure it is less safe. Because if this mission
is adequately carried out, and put that big proviso on it, you may
end upwiththoumoend product. Because you have to remember
what is being done. In effect in the limit, the worst case, call it the
biggest facility modification of the worst case here, they are actual-
ly now going in and removing all of the soil that is in question.

are then putting a structure in place that should have been
there in the first place.

would say | certainly can't distinguish between
the probabilities.
Mr. SkserLiNG. The committee will recess for 10 minutes and

AFTER RECESS
Mr Let's contin tlemen. Mr.
s 3 %}m.ﬂmn‘:‘ muﬁ

these changes, the problems continued to occur
They have made change as recently as this . Again, these
wdcwumnuym&nbamdh
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n good performance has to b shown before I can do that.
is was the situation that, as | said in my testimony, in r?fpnl
1982, I decided that we wert going to have to have further verifica-
tions of this plant to have the needed ccfidence in it to conclude
that it had been built properly. We decided that a program was
going to have to be done to look at past work, end I mean an exten-
«ive program, and a program that was going t» have to be done to
overkoee Consumers’ quality «ssurance efforts for fuiure ongoing
WOrk.

I'm not about to back off that position until I can see that confi-
dence is warranted in Consumers quality assurance g

Let me go back. I really ey your question, and let me go
back and tell you why I think tais approach is reasonable.

I had problems with the Palisades plant over the years. In 1981, [
was prepared to shut that plant aown for safety concerns. The com-
pany came forth with a program of some rather stiff oversights of
;'h‘“ was going on, and a program to improve its regulatory per-
ormance.

The company has demonstrated to my satisfaction that they have
been able to lick that problem; and they took a plant which was
the worst plant in my region at that time, and they improved the
regulatory performance at that facility to a level that I am really
comfortable with right now.

In the case of Mi .tb:{lhavenotbeenabletolickthisprob-
lem and we are not certain , actually. I felt that it was prudent
tohnvethistm:fthxrd‘ -par'y overview on this plant until we can
have some co nce that the cvmpany can implement the quality
assurance program properly. Aud I'm prepared to let this thing
run this way, with third-party o erview, to the completion of this
project, if that's what it takes.

Mr. SeiBerLING. Has there been an independent third-party qual-
ity assurance set up? Overview program?

M: KEepPPLER. is a program of overview for the soils work,
whic'nisprooudin;:taverylimitodn&ebonduponam
order by the Atomic Safety and Licensing—that’s being done by
Swmdeomr.StoneandWchterhuboenpropondbytbe
company to do the thi overview for the balance of construc-
tion work and that is review right now.

We have not made a decision on that point yet.

Mr. Grunsky. If | may add a comment, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. SerBzRLING. Yes. ~

Mr. Grunsky. | agree with Mr. Keppler's remarks about the Pali-
l-duprojoctljoinedhimoncdnyatnnenfomtmuﬁn‘

They did respond and I think that's all to the good, but it should
have been so hard.
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Mr. SeiBerLING. The intervenors press the view that, first of all,
that they didn't have any confidence in Stone and Webster. Second,
they felt it should be someone who was clearly independent and
was representing the consumer point of view; and third, that there
should have been consumer participation in the selection of Stone
and Webster, at least having a public hearing. Have you any com-
ments on that?

Mr. KeppPLER. Let me say that, from our point of view, Stone and
Webster is one of the major architect/engineering firms in this
com;try. We consider them to be competent technically to do the
work.

The intervenors have expressed concern that some of the ﬁrﬁecu
that Stone and Webster have been on, have not been han too
well from a quality assurance standpoint. That's a valid comment.
But that’s true about most of the big firms.

There have been problems with Bechtel plants, as Midland.
There have been Bechtel plants. There have been good Stone
and Webster plants. But as a company they certainly are more—
are qualified to provide that kind of service.

t we did in the case of our assessment of Stone and Webster,
was we made sure that the individuals who were to be doing the
work at Midland had had a good track record at other projects. We
called and did reference checks on these people to satisfy ourselves
that we really had the first team in there.

As far as independence concern goes, what we try to do is to
make certain that both the company and the individuals involved
are free from any significant financial types of res bility with
the licensee. Stone and Webster had done really only a very small
amount of work with Consumers Power Co. We were satisfied that
they were not deriving a significant amount of their income from
Consumers Power Co.

So we felt the inda::ndenee concern from a company standpoi 1t
was adequate, and what we did was to require the individuals, as
well, to provide sworn statements that they were not involved in
an{{rng' with Consumers Power Co.

Mr. SeiserLING. Does it comply with the guidelines set up for the
Diablo Canyon?

Mr. KepprER. | think it does. That's my view.

Mr. SeiserLING. Thank you.

We had written input from members of the lic and the inter-
venors, and a meeting was even held back in Washington at which
the intervenors wer~ allowed to attend, where further discussion
was on.

I feel we have tried to be responsible in this way. We intend to
hold further meetings in the vicinity of the plant during the course
of the ongoing work.
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Mr. SemBERLING. Their point was they thought there should be
citizen participation in the selection of the third-p~rty oversight.

Mr. PLER. You get down to the point—and I'm going to say it
this way—there's a question of: Somebody ultimately has to make
a decision. There can't be a handholding, shared decisionmaking
process in this business.

Mr. SeiBERLING. | agree. It's a question of how far you should get
the public into the operation.

Mr. KeppLer. | think we are genuinely trying to make sure we
are aware of public concerns and I think we made several modifica-
tions to the programs as a result of these concerns.

Mr. SemerRLING. It's a question of judgment. They feel there
should be more.

Mr. Moody?

Mr. Moopy. | have two questions. First, Mr. Ke&&ler, you re-
ferred earlier to a $120,000 civil penalty that the C proposed
against Midland. What were the reasons for that?

Mr. KeppLEr. The reascus were for two major violations that oc-
curred in connection with an inspection of the diesel generator
building, that we conducted.

One was for multiple items of noncompliance with the quality as-
surance program. One was for the procedures of handling—identi-
&ing Troblems, where they weren't recording all of these problems.

e felt that that was defeating the purpose of trending problem
areas in the plant.

Mr. Mooby. You consider these serious violations?

Mr. KeppLEr. Absolutely. I wouldn't have issued the fine if I
didn't consider they were serious.

Mr. Mooby. Have any similar situations or occurrences taken

place?
Mr. KeppPLER. I'm sorry?
Mr. Moopy. Has anything else of that nature taken place subse-

quent to those fines” Are you satisfied with their performance?

Mr KeppLer. You do realize that the majority of the job is

stop) right now. The soils work that is going on is a very piece-

effort that we are authorizing. I would have to say that, if
you ask, are we satisfied? | would have to say not totally. We are
still encountering some problems. The inspectors still feel that the
attentiondto d&t;il is not there yet. We are just going to have to be
very—to dog this thing in a very painstaking manner to make sure
that we get the kind of attention to detail that we want. We are
not about to turn this thing loose until we are satisfied that the
work will proceed properly.

Mr. Moopy. I have a second question——

Mr. SemsErLING. We have about 1 minute before the vote.

Mr. Moopy. I would like to follow up my earlier question to Mr.
Eisenhut. You said there was no loss of security—of safety. What
bmldm&::rem;ou referring to, sir?
er. Pthr:nclxpauythemw&fodmthemn}ury

uilding portion, t I mentioned, wher= they are putting a foun-

dation completely down to the glacial till undemen?h%here 1

:}ni:.in_tbelimit—thathcoruinlythelimitingmintemof
repair.

|
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It varies somewhat when vou go to other facilities. It could be
argued when you look at some facilities that perhaps might have
cracking in those facilities, one could argue that even though it is
acceptable, once you go down to the lower probability numbers,
&en clearly is a degradation in terms of the aifference in num-

rs.

Mr. Moopy. What would you say about the diesel generating
housing structure?

Mr. EisensuT. Certainly it still meets the threshold of acceptabil-
ity. But certainly any facility that had—it depends on the degree of
crack. If you had extensive cracking such as there is cracking in
the diesel building, certainly the probability of a failure of the
guil}ding would be higher than a brand new building, completely re-

uilt.

Mr. Moopy. So your statement to the committee could not be
made with respect to the diesel building?

Mr. Eisenuur. It is a degradation. Certainly as I used the limit-
ing case example before it certainly would be, but it would vary as
you go to the diesel building and then the other buildings would be
in between. There is, in fact, all of those buildings, though, by our
evaluation, end up still acceptable from an overall point of view.

Mr. Moobv. My point is that you gave us a threshold concept,
but beiow the threshold there are varying probabilitics of some-
thing going wrong. You did not agree with that statement. You
said indistinguishable probabilities differ. When you discuss the
diesels building, however, I think you would probably stand by
what [ was buica%gadriving at?

Mr. EisENHUT. t's right. On the limiting case if you carefully
regir it, it is back to the original.

Mr. SeiBErLING. I'm sorry, we'll have to recess for another 10
minutes.

AFTER RECESS
Mr. SeBERLING [presiding] The subcommittee will resume its

hcarin&Mr. Moody is still recognized.

Mr. Moopy. Mr. Eisenhut—is he still available? Mr. Eisenhut,
we'll continue if that's all right with you. We had to break for the
vote.

Mr. EiseNHUT. Sure.

Mr. Moooy. The point | was trying to make earlier was that we
are only talking about relative probabilities. I think did not
nqnwithme.andldidnotmakedwdmmm.mldimhy
building. Apparently you were making that disinction because you
feel there is a relative probability issue wher you get to some of
e~y L 1d

; UT. ieve the relative probability argument wou
certainly vary with whom you ask. It is not a hard and fast science
vou can put your hand on, and [ think it varies considerably with
the set of exgerts you ask.

Clearly, it is some kind of spectrum, as you go to a building that
has more and more damage, the prooabilities of that mumm
viving, for example, an earthquake event or any other different

23822 00— —¢
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Lh:lnomenl. certainly is going to change. That's patently from
ic understanding.

To quantif? it is a whole other matter, and we certainly didn’t
make any effort in our evaluation to quantify it.

We went to the family of consultants t we use and asked
them, basically: Do you believe that these fixes, the solutions to the
different buildi would in fact insure that in fact they are ade-
quately safe, using the NRC’s regulations as a standard of what's
adequately safe?

In the limit, as I said, if you replace the foundation you are back
to basically an original structure if they did it right. As you get
more and more , you would get to a building that just pa-
tently, from basic logic, has to be somewhat less capable of with-
standing an event.

Mr. Moopy. That's why you surprised me with your answer to
Mr. Lujan’s question when he asked you if they are any less safe
:em'{ ym;r"f answer was no. [ followed up later because I said it must

ess safe.

Mr. Eisennut. The record will indicate what 1 said, but I think I
said the numbers would be indistinguishable if you went down and
looked at those kind of low numbers. That's what | meant by it.

Mr. Moopy. Does what you are saying apply to all buildings or
only certain buildings?

Mr. Eisennur. [ said it would be a variation. They are all goi
to be low numbers. So, when it gets down to such a low aspect,
don’t think you can distinguish any of the numbers. Again, it
would vary considerably, with which experts you ask. That's why,
you know, we were really in a hard-pressed situation to evaluate
these substructure solutions to a g:oblem.

It is 1 somewhat controversial fix that was imposed on a number
of the facilities. It certainly is the first time it was undertaken in a
nuclear project. So the staff felt that we really had to go and col-
lect a of the experts, such as the Corps of Engineers and the
Naval Weapons Center and Brookhaven National Lab and
another half-dozen or certainly another three or four independent
consultant firms, and brought them together to try to reach a colle-
gial judgment. With the different experts in t area, do you
agree that this plant can go forth? That this is an acceptable resto-

ration of the ins of safety? And that's what our evaluation ba-
sically concludes. t evaluation was issued last fall; that evalua-
tion went to our i Committee on Reactor Safeguards as an-

other level of review of the overall adequacy of the evaluation.
They concurred in that overall evaluation and, of course, that eval-
uation is, now, the subject of the publications that are going on on
;luMidlandprojoct.mdundmbudlythcymbeingmdinthnt
orum.

It is a—you need to look at it in an overall framework. The util-
ity brought in a number of experts. The intervenors are cross-ex-
amining on a number of aspects and the staff brought forth an-

other p of aspects.

Mrmm You are going far beyond what I was asking, which
is fine. I'm trying to narrow this issue of acceptable versus distin-
guishable ities. Acceptable is a threshhold and the other is
something else. Yet you say that you can't quantify it. But don’t




47

you have to quantify them to decide that they are over the thresh-
0id? Doesn't that require a quantification of probabilities?

Mr. Eisensut. You probably do, implicitly. You probably don’t,
explicitly. But get down to what you are really talking is a differ-
ence in numbers. Your question really related to, is there a cha.n?e
from the fix over and opposed—over and above what you would
have had originally in the correct manner?

Mr. Mooby. Your answer was no for the buildings you had in
mind; but you admit or agree in the case of the diesel generator
building that that indicates——

Mr. . But I can't quantify them because I think they
are very small numbers.

Mr. Moopy. But you feel the diesel structure in any event, ex-
ceeds the threshhold minimum?

Mr. EisensuT. No; it i1s acceptable with the modifications, if the
modifications are adequately put in place.

Mr. Moopy. But in design terms it is adequate, and above the

threshold?

Mr. Eisensur. That is correct, and I should caveat that every-
thing I'm looking at, in fact, the office of NRR looks at it from a
da:'g: basis. We look at it from the basic design. Putting it in place
in construction and seeing that it is adequately carried out is
principally in the region, #nd I really can't address that end of it.

Mr. Mooby. Thank you, Mr. Eisenhut. Could I ask the other gen-
tlemen at the table if they have any comments on that series of
questions?

Mr. Kerrrer. [ don't.

Mr. Giunsky. If you want my view, Mr. Moody, it's obviously
better to have a building without a crack than a building with a
crack. The question comes down to whether it meets, in the end,
our requirements. As [ say, I don't have a personal view on that.

Mr. Moopy. Mr. Cook?

Mr. RonaLp Cook. I don't have any comment.

Mr. Moopy. Mr. Cook, you heard discussion?

Mr. RonaLp Cook. Yes; I don't have any comments with regard
wtheuhqunchr:ﬂbcbuildiuatthisﬁm.

Mr. Moopy. Mr. Landsman?

Mr. LaNDsMaAN. | agree with Mr. Eisenhut that the unde
design is acceptable to the NRC staff. However, the diesel gener-
ator building is not one of the structures that is bm« to be under-
pinned. It was the v feet of surc that we about earlier
thumomxngthntmmulin’m the bu adequate.

As Mr. Kepmuzd, there's some members of staff that do
not think the | generator building is structurally sound.

Mr. Moopy. They do not?

Mr. LaNpsuman. Tnat's right.

Mr. Moopy. Because of the fact that it merely has a surcharge
s T e The building is highl

; . More structural integrity. i is highly
cmr:kgflt'h_cu’. not::ywmmdyuucnicfk‘deonmm
L it i# more in —if it was acceptable.

Mr. Mooopy. This is i .m:vl:m-tnhnnabu

here that is essential to the safaty of the whole operation in case
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power failure, you need these diesel systems in order to keep the
pumps functioning; is that correct?

Mr. LaNpsMaN. You need it for a loss of offsite power. Thedy are
there to generate power to control the plant, to safely shut it own.

Mr. Mooby. Ifafou had a loss of outside power, which you might
have in a natural event such as an earthquake, it would be essen-
tiz' that these diesel generators function. If the same earthquake
.hreatened the structural integrity of that building, you might
have the same natural event knock out both the failsafe and the
backup? In other words, you'd be knocking out the backup itself as
well as the primary system which is the very thing you want to
prevent? Two tlu:ﬂ: could happen because the same event could
trigger both the failures; is that correct?

r. LANpsMAN . If you are getting into——

Mr. Moopy. They are not independent probabilities.

Mr. LanpsmaN. If you are getting into probabilities, 1 think the
probabilities that we have been previously discussing—the building
1s right now standing. | think the low probability that people are
talking about is, if you hit it with an sarthquake. I agree that
there is a low probability that you 1l get a certain magnitude earth-
S::ke there to hurt the structural integrity of the building. But

re is that probability, and you have to design for it.

Mr. Moopy. I'm making a generic statement. One of the charac-
teristics of backup :Kmum is that they have an independent prob-
ability attached to them about their failure. So, if you have a joint
failure, you have the multiplication of two probabilities which be-
comes a very small number very rapidly. In addition, if the same
event can trigger the failure of both the pri and backup
system, you no longer have independent ilities. One of the
ways you lose independent probabilities is to have a structurally
threatened system, such as the one we have just described, where
the same nati'ral event, an earthquake, d trigger failures si-
multaneously in both the primary and backup system.

Mr. LAxpsMAN. You have the wrong person.

Mr. Mooby. I'm talking with the wrong person. In a generic
atipted 1o 100 Syeices Tin o o S :Im”"'“fhfy' “are fai.
attac to system failure o primary are fail-
:mﬁnf. othgrwue it is not a failsafe system. Mr. Eisenhut knows.

ight’
Mr. ra:!mm'r. Partially. You certainly are right. When you look
at two systems, if have the system that's the operational
system. vou want a up system that's independent. So that the
two syetems don't interact.

Mr. Moooy. The ility of their both failing becomes the
product of the ilities—a very, very tiny number.

Mr. Esexuur. That's correct. However, from the earthquake
standpoint, that doesn't apply, because if the earthquake shakes
the site, the entire site, everything in the site is going to shake. In
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point. It is a question—there are existing cracks in the diesel ger-
erator buildin?‘. What you have to look at is, what is the probabil-
ity of an earthquake of sufficiently high magnitude, such that it
will, A, cause an accident, and, B, an accident which has a loss of
off-site power associated with it; and also fail the diesel generator
building to such a itude that it will, in fact, disable the emer-
gency power system. So, that sequence of events is a probability of
an earthquake is what you start with, as Dr. Landsman said.
That's a low probability.

Mr. Moopy. Of that magnitude.

Mr. Eisensur. It has to be big enough to fail the diesel building
in such a way to disable the Ad(ifgmor.

Mr. Moopy. That's a very different number than it would be if
you did not have the cracks in the building.

Mr. Eisenuur. It is a different number and that's why you have

to go to——

Mr. Mooby. Significantly different number?

Mr. EisensuT. | won't necessarily agree with that. But I will—let
me put it this way. This is now not a soils question. It is a structur-
gouution of concrete, steel-reinforced structure. So what we had

then was go to the structural experts and ask them for their
ant. Because there rally is not a hard-and-fast formula for
yzing it.

You go to their judfment and their judgment would be that the
g:.obobﬁfty of it is still low enough. But it certainly is higher, from

ic logical sense, the probabili of that structure failing has got
to be hﬂher for a given earthq than it was before.

Mr. Moooy. Low enough probability was what we are i ing.
It's almost a contradiction to say you have enough certified about a
number to say it is low onoucz. but not enough to quantify it. |
don't want to drag this out any further. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SemseruING. Thank you.

Mr. Landsman, the tstimo;dv of Mrs. Sinclair contained several
problems which she highlighted. One is, she says that concerns and
recommendations of field inspectors are overruled by NRC manage-
ment, and that NRC management performance is too often placed
ahead of public health and safety.

I like to ask Mr. Landsman, Mr. Cook, or Mr. Gardner, do
you agree with that statement? Mr. Cook?

Mr. Ronawp Cook. No; I do not completely agree with that state-
ment. [ think that Mrs. Sinclair is making reference to an issue
that we discussed at the hearings referred to. The staff that was on
an inspection wished to issue a confirmatory action letter to the li-
censee, our conversations with our office indicated that
that would be forthcoming. However, next following week we
were informed that it would be this—we termed it a reverse con-
firmatory action letter, in which the licensee spells out the items
that we would have put into our letter, except it comes out under
their letterhead.

The inspection staff was, as Mrs. Sinclair, I think, indicated in
her statement, were somewhat disappointed by this. Or embar-
rassed, whatever the term might be. However, our desires were

al
-
j
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Mr. SeiBERLING. Is this something that happens frequently? This
so-called reverse confirmatory action letter?

Mr. RoNaLp Cook. Of course, we don't have that many confirma-
tory action letters to start with. We have had, in the oh, I'd
say 20 months or so--maybe 18 months, that there were two con-
firmatory action letter + and this reverse confirmatory action letter.
So, the ratio there would be one-third to two-thirds. A

Mr. SeBerLIMG. When you say reverse confirmatory action, in-
stead of NRC writing a stter to the licensee, asking him if he's
doingoortdnthinp,you.anmcnlygivetheliconmtlwoppo -
nity to write a letter first and say it? Is that what you are saying?

- RoNawp Cook. Yes, sir. My understanding is our present
policy is that we write all confirmatory action letters at this time.

Mr. G. All right. Do you want to comment on that, Mr.

Mr. LaNDsmAN. The only comment | want to make, in the Mid-
lmdsp-chlucﬁo:uth‘::weu?in.nmm?voiaourmmw
our management time. It is up to management to make
the decisions of what to do with our egncom

I think we have said it in the hearing stand in the ASLB hear-

ings. If we really felt very y about something there is a
w;i—wnyntovmc.ourconm. e have a dissenting opinion or
whatever.

Mr. SeiserLING Mr. Gardner, do you have anything to add?

M. GARDNER. No; | agree with Dr. Landsman and Mr. Cook.
Mr. Moopy. | want to return to what au said, Dr. Landsman.
Youaidﬂ&muinofthomﬂdo::l lthntthodhn&:ttmc-
ture meets sufficiency standard. characterizing what you
have said about 10 minutes ago correctly?
MrALANm.lthinkluidmofmthinhithumctuuuy
unsound because of the crack.
bﬁﬁum.ﬂmundth‘cmhbomﬂunknlhouldhn
it?

Mr. LanNDsMAN. | never looked into how could fix it. You
could build a new wall around it and fasten it r. We really
minwhwmﬁxithhjmnmofm. use it is very
i t, almost impossible to analyze, as I was trying to say, a

Mr. Moooy. But your statement is a one, as | understand
it. Would you say it again how you said it before?

Mr. melomoﬂhomhonoﬁhomﬂ—orl’umk
for myself, | guess—think it is structurally unsound. There are a
lot of cracks in it.
mllr. Moooy. Mr. Chairman, that's a pretty strong, compelling

tement.

Mr. SemBERLING, It is. I'm still unclear how important the diesel
generating—the diesel structure is from a safety standpoint as

to

eugund the auxiliary structure.
.hxmu.lthuimpommamumhnnou-

) they are taki with
the auxiliary power structure but not the diesel structure?

R ———
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the service water pump structure, we are bringing the foundation
down to the hard material;, they are rebedding and replacing a
grea. ;:m‘ority of the essential service water piping on-site; they
are rebuilding the foundation of the borated water storage tanks,
which are also important, if those crack.

The diesel generator building, early in the game in 1978 or 1979,
their consultants have decided to surcharge the building, piling the
sand on it, trying to get all the settlements out. In the course of
getting all the settlement out of the soils, they continued to build
the building. So, while they were trying to sink—trying to get the
settlement out of the building while the building was settling, and
they continued to build it. During this whole course of time it con-
tinued to crack more and more.

Mr. Guunsky. Mr. Chairman, I think it is worth
what the possible consequences here are. What we are i
about in the diesel generator building, as far as I can understand,
is that the wall, if unsound, might fall on equipment that is impor-
tant for safety in an accident. In the other case, you are talking
about rather more serious consequences.

Mr. SeiserLING. That was my reaction, but I don't know——

Mr. Giunsky. The diesels are the emergency source of AC power.
They can be very important. There's no question about that. You
don't want anything falling on them.
~ Mr. SeiserLiNG. Maybe they ought to tear down the building and
just put them in a tent.

Thank you. Womgoingwhnvowncuanin.htmcju-tuk
you again, one other question, Mr. Landsman.

Mrs. Sinclair said very recently, on May 6, the chief soils engi-
neer at Midland, Dr. Ross Landsman, testified that the fact of at-
tempting to force a natural ﬂood&ldn area in a nuclear plant site
in initial design of Midland, safety related building was de-
mdto on natural glacial till and so forth. Dr. Landsman was

by a Consumers i’mr Co. attorney, “if fill material had
been placed properly and, in fact, the quality assurance had
been followed, the Midland facili be operated with due
mm%mmm-‘f ?" Dr. Landsman's answer was

. SEIBERLING. Is that still your opinion?
Mr. m{?o;inion.h;dthoﬁllmin' % I
nﬂlthinkulnﬂcummdumuwmm' life of that
ve differen

plant, we would ha A tial settlement :

Mr. SemeruNG. So in other words your o has been
overruled.

Mr. Lanpsman. No, no. We are correcting that, . We are
underp'nning most of the installation, except the generator

Mr . Mr. Chairman, could you yield for a second?

Mr. SeiBERLING. I'm & littlo'g:nbd at this point.
Mr. Moooy. Mr. Keppler, made the decision not to underpin
thomdiml while doing it for the other?

i think the company made that decision.
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Mr. Moony. Why did we let them make that decision i’ we still
have an unsound structure in a basic safety comgonent?

Mr. Keeprer. This was the proposal adopted by the company. It
was reviewed by the staff here in Washington and they accepted
that position.

Mr. Moony. We have one staff person who just testified that it is
unsound as it is.

Mr. SeiBerLING. That's where I am a little confused. 1 think
maybe what Dr. Landsman’s testimony was, in his opinion this was
not a suitable place to put a plant. Is that right?

Mr. LaNpsMaN. No, no, no, that's not what I said. I said that the
original design of those structures, and my own opinion, because
they were cantilevered out from the rest of the building and sup-
ported on uncompacted fill while the rest of the building is sitting
on hard, natural material, you are looking for differential settle-
ment problems. But as the original design——

Mr. SeiserLING. The fill is improper as a basis. Is that what you
are saying”

Mr. Lanpsman. I'm saying the original design of the buildings
was improper.

Mr. Mooby. It is inherent in the design.

Mr. Lanpsman. That's a better way.

Mr. SemerLING. But do you agree that the steps that are now
b‘r;)b u"ken. if taken properly, will eliminate that aspect of the
problem’

Mr. LANDSMAN. Yes; except the diesel generator building.

Mr. Mooby. Except the diesel generator.

Mr. SEIBERLING. I see.

Mr. Moopy. Mr. Chairman? | know we have to go but, again,
why is the NRC allowing this situation where the diesel generator
building is, at least by some testimony here, unsound, and it is a
major safety component?

Mr. EiseNnut. Let me try to answer your question. If you have
need mofkn?u and need t:. do an evnhlution on the mctuul ade-
quacy of a building, we have a special group called structural
engineers. We go and ask the structural engineers and they go get
the lmmghmw—me best consultants that they have under con-
tract that they get.

If you go to a soils problem, and want to evaluate the soils, you
g0 to the soils engineers.

Dr. Landsman is a soils engineer. There is a spectrum of views.
He may have views just like | may have views on a number of
things in the plant. But in this case, we went to the structural en-
dxmmb\tzldm( determine our position on the structural adequacy of the
u:g,r. Mooby. So you are saying he's speaking outside his exper-

. Eisennut. I'm saying we went to that group. We didn't go to
otborindividuhldo:"ﬁmbr.hudnmm'nb.ckmnndwu
enough to argue that he's outside his field or not. But I do know
that we went to that center of excellence that we have set aside,
structural engineering, with their consultants, to do the determina-
tion on structural engineering and there is a spectrum of views

S ——
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even within our staff But it will come to a conclusional judgment
at one level, which is what they did in our safely safety evaluation.

Mr. Mooby. Is it possible to segment the problem into structural
problems independent of soil rroblems? Don't they interact”? Your
expectation of what structural solution is needed depends on what
the soil conditions are, correct? Isn't that a dangerous dichotomy to
segment the problem”? To ask the structural people an isolated
question and ask the soils people an isolated question and really it
is the interaction of the two that is necessary?

Mr. SeiBerLING. Can you give a short answer?

Mr. Eisensur. We did not ask them to do it in isolation. We
asked them to do it working together. But when you get to some-
one who has to make a decision, Jou have to go back to the center
of the knowledge in that area an tho&. have tc take into considera-
tion everything they hear from the other disciplines, be it soil, me-
chanical, quality assurance, whatever, which is what they do; but
they do not work in isolation.

Mr. SemerLiNG. Would you like to dispose of the NRC witnesses
before we leave?

Mr. Moopoy. Procedurally, I assume you mean? [Laughter.|

Mr. SemerLiNG. The clock is ticking. First of all, Mr. Eisenhut,
do you think that someone who, like Mrs. Sinclair, in looking at
this from a nonexpert point of view over 10 years, would be consid-
ered biased if she came to the conclusion that this is not a suitable
place to locate this plant in the first place?

Mr. Eisennur. | certainly don't know enough personally about
Mrs. Sinclair, whether or not she is biased.

Mr. SemBerLING. | mean anybody. Any layman, let us say.

Mr. EiseNHuT. Some people are and some people aren't. Just as
Congressmen are and regulators are.
~ Mr. SemseruNG. I'm not asking was she biased. I'm asking would
it be a reasonable thing for someone, after reviewing these
facts, to come to the conclusion, not being an engineer, that this
shouldn’t have been put in this location in the first place?

Mr. Eisennur. Let me try to answer it this way. [ would agree,
and I have stated | have agreed with a number of the points she's
made. I don't think they are of the magnitude that would conclude
that the plaat can't be built in this location.

Mr. SemserLiNG. Would you say reasonable people could differ in
that position?

Mr. EisennuT. Absolutely

Mr. Semerunc. That's all I'm ssking. Now, let me ask Mr.
Keppler, I read to Mr Selby and Mr. Cook of Consumers Power,
the statement of the NRR inspection staff. Is that a correct sum-
mnbz of their viewpoint?

. KeppLEr. Yes, it was.

Mr. SeieerLiNG. Do you agree with that, inspectors?

Mr. GaroNER. | wrote it, so I guess [ do.

Mr. SemserrinG. How about the others?

3 agree
Mr. SemeruinG. Do you agree that the Mr. Selby gave
me is a correct response to all those five ts, or is accurate in
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summary? Maybe you'd rather wait and look and see what he said
in the record?
Mr. Keprrer. I do recall the last item, I was in disagreement on.
Mr. SeiBERLING. Lack of an adequate quality assurance attitude?
Mr. KeprLER. Yes; an aggressive quality assurance attitude.
Mr. SEIBERLING. Aggressive quality assurance attitude.
Mr. KerpLer. That was one of them, and I think [ would disagree

with that point of view. I feel that a more ive quality assur-
ance amch by the company would have off a number of
problems.
Mr. SeiperLING. Do you feel that way, Mr. Landsman?
Mr. Lanpsman I'll agree wit. Mr. ler.

Mr. SeiBERLING. Any of the other inspectors” How do you feel?

Mr. GARDNER. | agree with Mr. Keppler.

Mr. Ronawp Cook. | with that. In fact, we'll stress that.

Mr. SeiBERLING. This been one of my biggest concerns in this
whole field of nuclear power. I hiave the feeling that too many com-
panies do not have the right attitude toward quality control, and
zero defects. In fact, I would extend that to a lot of American in-
dustry, and that's one of the reasons that we are in big trouble in
our economy in competing with the Japanese and others.

Dogmfoelthnthoymmkin‘ now to correct that atti-

ot just to correct already pointed out deficiencies?

Mr. Kerrrer. | do. Butl'ouﬁlnvowuylhanbnndiup-
K:intad before, and that's the reason for the insistence that we

ve a backward look and a forward lookntthilprutzzet.lfnl that
I can’t have the confidence in this aggressive attitude, approach of
the company, without a sustained demonstration of it.

Words just aren’t enough.

Mr. SEIBERLING. t do you feel is the root cause of this prob-

leﬁ::;‘iwoulwn 1 it.}l;nvotrndtolookintowb.tmuyf::t
tributes to problem, you can as views on
wbhﬂ:ymm%&nmmh%%nmdm
efforts, by my staff others to to pinpoin problems, we
cmwuumdmnmtnroﬁymtmwhym
Power is having trouble.

As we pointed out earlier have dealt with the Palisades

£
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Mr. SeiserLING. Thank you very much. | think that that con-
cludes our testimony of this panel. | do avpreciate your coming in
and I'm sorry to keep you so late. We'll now proceed to the next
panel. I have alrea’y missed that call.

Mr. Giuinsky Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SemBErLING. Our next witness is the mayor of Midland, the
Honorable Joseph Mann.

[Prepared statement of Mayor Mann may be found in the appen-

dix.)
STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH MANN, MAYOR, MIDLAND, MICH.

Mr. SemsgruNG. If you could summarize it, [ would really appre-
ciate it, because [ have three more witnesses after you and we are
starting to run out of time.

Mayor MANN. | understand that, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SeserLiNG Without objection, your entire statement will be
included in the record.

Mayor Maxn. Mr. Chairman, the city of Midland appreciates
your invitation to appear today. You have asked for my views as
mayor on the NRC’'s procedures for handling construction quality
at the Midland nuclear rplant. I, of course, cannot testify as to
the quality of the actual construction. [ cannot speak on the inter-
nal resources needed by the quality assurance program. [ can
he perceptions of quality as viewed by local governmental

be
any undertaking in this itude, errors will be found
during the construction pmau:.gund judgment dictates that
after errors are discovered that they be reviewed, that corrective
action be determined, and that corrections be completed in an or-
d.é?m.::undin:yt{nfo going, howev pparent tha fica-
regoing, er, it's a t that i
tions and rules are be chmpdonamdnudmmhhmo

evitably leads to some m tions and confusion.

My community has been to almost dm&'mmprn-
ports on controversies and alleged deficiencies in construction
process. While most citizens are concerned that the plant will be
constructed so that it will operate safely, y all
of this ty has not led to fear or flight.

tive is to fault or cripple nuclear : real agenda of the
latter is not the construction of a plant, and this end should be

clearly recognized.

Nuclear power is in trouble and the system is partly to blame.
The construction of nuclear powerplants just has to be an orderly
process, and it is not an orderly process.

My recommendations to this subcommittee are as follows: There
must be a caim, rational process of review Rhetoric needs
toned down. Risks must be realistically appraised. The power
pany does not have, nor could it be expected to have, in-house ex-
pertise in all areas of construction. In order for them to provide

or inspection in such areas, the company has to hire a
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t}u{d party to review the contractor ur subcuuwracor quality con-
trol.

We would recommend a single organization for resolution of
quality assurance issues.

There must be clear lines of responsioility and expeditious reso-
lution of lems.

The C as a regulator should have the prime role, if not the
sole role, of construction oversight.

There should be an adequate number of onsite inspectors and
these inspectors must be adequately trained These inspectors must
be thorough and capable of understanding the quality assurance
process and its problems.

They, and the NRC, must provide constructive solutions, not
me“rrcglykbc flultﬁndcnh. he NBC . i l

recognizing that | sees its role as one of regulation
through review, the process of do, undo, and redo, benefits no one
and causes :rut.ly increased costs and continuing delay.

We woul suggest that the NRC be given the role of onsite in-
spection in critical areas, and be the only and final arbitrator for

approval and continuation of work on the safety-related sys-
tems.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, we are convinced that the prob-
lems that have come up thus far are being taken care of conscien-
tiously by the NRC and that the plant can be finished in accord-
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fidence, ¢ , and reputation are ties that are
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nishes meat inspectors and they do the inspections, and not come
in and reinspect somebody else’'s work or come in and audit some-
body else's work; they are responsible for all of the inspection in
the plant. I think the presence of the NRC in a more viable form
would be desirable.

Mr. SeiBerLING. | tend to agree with you. What is your reaction
to Mr. Kepoler's statement that he does not know what is the root
cause of the problem of business? Do you have——

Mayor MANN. | think the reaction of all of us is, if you don't
know what the cause of the problem is, you can't tell somebody
else what it is and how to correct it.

Mr. SkiserLING. Certainly there could have been a little more
care taken, obviously, somewhere along the line with respect to the
original decision to use compacted soil. Where that oversight failed
is not completely clear, ap ntly.

Mayor ~. | get the impression from remarks made earlier in
this session that the testing of that soil was not adequate. Perhaps
had the testing been done on another location, or by the NRC, it
uuﬁ have——

any magnitude are in Midland, but are ty low,
earthquake of anything on the R&cm“m{hmkyouwuld

have to go to the experts; and | the im the NRC has
gone w&mmumwmﬂmMaMmmup
with the conclusion based on the ility that is very low that

nnrh.mg‘ would happen 3
think earlier in the session, when the Consumers Power people
there any radioactivity, either you or Chairman

were saying is
cal connections. Perhaps there should be more flexibility in those
cables so that some would not present the problem it does.

But now we are getting into engineering aspects which are better
hﬁu:othu-um.

l.‘Icmt‘uvoiull.i;dhnd.lfy(m\lfnlenrm»
Mayor MaANN. Yes; and | think the feels reasonably
le. We have had 4,600 homes built within a 2- to 5-mile

powerplant started in 1972, up until 1982, This
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treasurer, the Utility Workers Union of America; and Mr. Geo
Such, Jr., business manager, United Association of Local Union %5.

statements of Marshal Hicks, Joseph Cribben, and
George R. Such may be found in the appendix.)

PANEL CONSISTING OF MARSHALL HICKS, SECRETARY-TREAS-
URER, UTILITY WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA; JOSEPH CRIB-
BEN, RESEARCH AND LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, UNITED ASSO-
CIATION OF PLUMBERS AND PIPEFITTERS; AND GEORGE R.
SUCH, JR., BUSINESS MANAGER, UNITED ASSOCIATION OF
LOCAL UNION 85

Mr. SeiBERLING. Mr. Cribben, would you like to go first?
Mt.Clmw.lwouldlihMr.Hichwgoﬁm&:-.
Mr. SigerLiNG. OK. )

lants owned and operated by the Consumers Power Co. All have
! intrdnin‘fwthhpcrh‘cuhrplgnt'fwnmddoubhm
today.

As various systems and com ts of the t are com
over participate in operation these systems
components and are nctiv:nlz involved in tion and
systems components from time for-

- —
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sible deficiencies discovered in the construction of the plant or the
installation of any equipment.

It has also been our experience that the management of Consum-
ers Power Co. has been very candid and open with the local union
officers and the workers assigned to the Midland plant. The prob-
lems encountered in the construction process have been explained
and the management has encouraged the union and the employees
involved to report any deficiencies observed so that corrections can
be made. We, as a union, consider it a most significant situation,
when the chairman of the board for Consumers Power Co. meets on
a repeating basis with the union leadership to make sure the union
undorln:s- the management's commitment to immediately re-
spond to, and to make corrections where necessary, when such re-
ports are made—the commitment to quality assurance, that is.

On April 26 of this year, | was present for a full day's meeting at
which time the plans for the completion of the plant construction
were discussed in full detail with the UWUA local union leader-
ship, including the increased emphasis on the quality assurance
program. We feel confident, and our members at the Midland plant
are equally confident, that the management’s commitment to com-
pleting the plant construction and its dedication to the excellent

uality of the work will insure a safe and secure workplace when
delays are eliminated and the facility is eventually placed in
full operation.

Mr. SeBerLING. Thank you very much. Mr. Cribben?

Mr. CripBen. Yes; I'm representing both the United Association
here today, the United Association of Plumbers and Pipefitters,
which is 1 of 15 unions making up the building and construction
trades department of the AF1~CIO, and | am also authorized to
represent the d&nmont. With me on the panel, along with Mar-
shall Hicks, is rge Such, who is the business mar , that is
the w{'e!ecud official of our local union, the United tion
Local Union 85, in Saginaw, Mich., Mr. Such, who worked at the
dehndlgrojcctfor‘?yun,mouofth.ttimoumonl foreman,
will testify as to the specific working conditions at Midland relat-
ing to the quality of .;;isiu installations, reiationships with quality
control inspectors other matters concerning the badhnd

Before you hear from him, we feel it may be useful for the com-
mittee to hear a brief overview of construction labor’'s general role
and policies with respect to nuclear pmnrrhnt construction.

On the average, a 1,000-megawatt nuclear !
about 8,400,000 man-hours of work for the crafts represented by
the buil and construction trades department. The members of
the union [ represent here, the United Association, typically per-
form about 28 percent of those man-hours of work. Those construc-
tion workers represented the Laborer's International Union
would:nmxtmumm'thl percent, followed by electricians at 12
percent.

On union projects, moat of the nuclear qualified welders are pi
fitters, and members of the United Association, although 55'5
crafts, Mcuhrl{‘.i:onmhu and boilermakers, also perform
high tolerance nuc qualified welding processes.




The building trade unions believe that both nuclear and coal
have a role to play in insuring adequate electrical energy now and
in the future. We believe we have a responsibility to provide the
skilled craftsman, inechanics, and laborers for those projects, re-
gardless of the fueling method chosen by the utility

At any given time my own union has about 30 house apprentices
in training on the job and in classrooms around the country, as
well as an estimated 50,000 journeyman in special training pro-
grams to keep their skills up to date. This was an ongoing process
put in place many decades ago through collective-bargaining agree-
ments with our local union and national contractors

Within the piumbing and pipefitting industry, both the contrac-
tors and the union take great pride in the training programs we
have developed and consider these programs to be the best, most
comprehensive, and widely recognized of its kind anywhere in the
world

The training programs are financed by collective bargaining—Ilet
me first point out that the United Association right now has ap-
proximately 300 private training schools located in the various af-
filiated lccal unions, and associated with the local unions in com-
munities all around the country and Canada

The training programs are financed by collective-bargaining
agreements that allocate a certain amount of money, usually rang-
ing from about 10 cents to 35 cents an hour, for each hour worked
by UA members

The UA training effort represents a deep commitment to the
future of our construction industry, and of the Nation. This deep
concern is matched by the commitment of union contractors who
recognize the need to train for tomorrow's needs

For the past 30 years the United Association has operated a
summer program at Purdue University to provide intensive train-
ing for our journeymen and apprentice instructors. After 5 vears of
attendance at Purdue, instructors are awarded a certificate by the
university as qualified instructors in the plumbing and pipefitting
industry. Over 1,200 instructors attended the last program and
over 2,000 have received their 5-year completion certificates

Some 20,000 people have attended those courses since they began
30 vears ago

Many others attend and do not complete the entire course but
take specialized programs, including many in the welding category,
specially in the high tolerances. They then go back and teach this
to both apprentices and journeymen

Our investment in training is enormous. I can't give you a pre-
cise dollar figure, but you can be sure it amounts to many millions
of dollars over the years and other building trades uninns have
similar programs. We feel the committee should be given this back-
ground so you may understand that there is no fly-by-night ap-
proach to skilled training in the unionized construction industry
Our members know that their skill is their stock in trade, and top
quality performance on the job will mean increased job opportuni-
ties in their working lives. In view of the sometimes scathing and
shotgun attacks on not only inspections but on the quality of the
craftsmen’s work itself at Midland and other construction sites, we

feel our presence at this hearing may help to put our concern
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about top quality training programs in sharper focus for the bene-
fit of the committee, and perhaps to provide some reassurance for
the general public.

My union, and the buildinq trades department of the AFL-CIO,
fully appreciates the work ¢’ the committee in utilizing its over-
sight responsibilities where nuclear construction is concerned. The
Nation needs to make maximum safer use of its two major ene
resources, nuclear and coal, to insure an adequate supply of electri-
cal energy in the future. Without that sure supply of energy, we
fear for Nation's economic future. Many of our members are
included among the millions who are jobless today. Only sustained
economic recovery will put those men and women back to work,
and recovery will inevitably bring with it increased demand for
electrical energy. We do not want to see economic h stifled in
the near future by our failure to meet that de |

Finally, to say that nobody is more concerned about safety at nu-
clear powerplants than the people who are building them; most of
whom live with their families in nearby communities. We appiaud
the 'vork of this committee in making sure the highest of safety
standards will prevail at Midland and elsewhere Thank you.

ﬁ: gnumﬁ:l.&\dr. Such? e .

. SvUca. you very m or giving me the opportunity
today to speak before this committee and share with you the views
of the building tradesmen and women who are constructing the

i “dmphﬁmofm of nearly 2,000

am s ing on vast jori nearly con-
struction craft workers employed at m worksite when |
say that there is a great deal of pride, commitment, and determina-
tion to perform our pfggorly. As the business agent for United
Association Local Union , I have direct know about the

ar t. Prior to serving as the local union business agent I
worked as a craftsman, foreman, and general foreman at the plant
fog7yogn.lbolhvotlutlhnnﬂrl$:ndpcm

this project, plus an unde of the approximately 600 pipe-

B O-~8—5
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not compromised. We have in place at the local union a program
for our werkers to tell their union leadership if they believe that
safety and quality are being compromised. business agent or
local president in turn can meet with the contractor or utility to
make sure that any problems are corrected. The overwhelming at-
titude of our workers is that they believe that the quality of the
Midland job is first-rate, and the most common statement heard
from our welders and fitters is that there probably is an excess of
regulations and overinspections at a nuclear powerplant construc-
tion site.

Our workers know that onnt:.gmgnm are in place, that they
can go directly to the project quality assurance department, or to
the Consumers Power site manager or construction superintendent
if they believe that quality programs or safety programs are being
compromised. There are pm-um in place where our local union
stewards meet regularly with the project management to insure

that communication between the organizations on-site is effective
and that no coverups exist. The craftsmen are well aware of inter-
nal union mechanisms and onsite direct communication channels
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to work in the project they are tested out there. They are not all at
the same level, but the tests that they are given, they weld to that
quqlﬁation. So [ do believe that the people out there are properly
trained.

Mr. SemeruNG. How do you explain these mistakes? What is
K:nr understanding of what ca these deficient welds? Do you

ve any knowledge of thot?

Mr. SucH. As far as the deficient welds, I think that—this is my
own opinion, we are saying good and bad welds—I actually believe
that possibly we are talking the difference between a nearly per-
fect weld and a good weld. This is the distinction that should be

Mr. SeiserLING. Do Mnl that quality control is adequate?

Mr. Criseen. At Mi ?

Mr. SeiBerLING. The company’s quality control program?

Mr. Such. 1 really don't have that much to do with the qulu:?'
control program, the way it is set up. With our dealings with qual-
ity control le there, we always had a good relationship; and
mg}lﬂn‘thnmylddwunotupwmdud.mﬁud.

SemsERLING. That's reassuring.

Mr. Hicks, do feel that the emphasis on quality control by
the coml_rny is uate?

Mr. Hicks. | think in our relationship to the quality control,
whenever a system is completed by the contractor and turned over
to the company as a completed project, our members are then as-
sundwuugouuthtlysumandmhmnthuithm
quately installed or constructed, as the case .
stances where they find anythi t is not
the project is returned to contractor, the
M until tboylm satisfied that it is proper.

- G. | see.

Mr. Hicxks. It is not really part of the formalized quality assur-
mmm.butathutwhonthonlylummﬁndlympud
:'nd h‘.dnymf\gllyuoudbymphwhomqunhﬂod

what are doing.

l?’lr. SEIBERLING. s there a zero-defects philosophy in the compa-
ny’

Mr. Hicks. It is now. | can't say that it has always been there,
but it is there now, yves.

Mr. SemseruING. Mr. Such this is more to Mr. Cribben. | thought
you made an excellent statement. Are you familiar with the record
in the Zimmer plant?

Mr. Criseen. | have read some of the testimony before your com-
mittee on Zimmer, but not in any t detail.

Mr. SemserLING. That's really a E::.mr story.

%’ m‘;“é:un e weon | sorry The

! ! te a few ways, I'm to say. re were
mm«wmmwxmmdmtnm
How do you account for that?

Mr. Criesen. [ can’t account for it. Part of it is not in our juris-

dig.tdbn 80 to the i themselves.
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ﬁ CriBBoN. Zimmer, where there was a greater number of
we

Mr. SeierLING. There were talks about all kinds of shenanigans
from prostitution and gambling——

Mr. CrigeenN. I'm sure that didn't involve our members.

M. SemerLING. It did. Since you are here, I just wondered how
familiar you are with th‘t situation, since it is certainly at odds
with the picture you have ted, which I'm sure represents the
vast majority of your me . But obviously something is radical-
ly wrong at the Zimmer phnt. presumably with the welds. “ﬂ
are having to go through every siugle pipe and check them out
over again.

Mr. CrieBeN. I'd be happy to get something back to you on
Zimmer from the international perspective.

Mr. SeiserLinG. We didn't have anybody from the union testify
there and there were some very serious charges leveled at the
workmanship of the welders.

Mr. CrisseN. That's one of the reasons we wanted to be here
tndn‘zl because of the that kind of charge that wasn't answered ade-
quately.

Mr. SemseruNG. If you can give us any enlightenment on that,

while it has no direct bearing on this today, it certainly
has a bearing on our feeling about the safety of these plants.
_Mr. Crissen. We'll sure that we get to you on

Mr.shnuno.Mywnrymuch,lthinkyourmy
has been helpful At thutmm I'm going to let everybody heave a

Wmddochn this hearing is now adjourned.
pon, at 2:20 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.)

S ——
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APPENDIX

THURSDAY, JUNE 16, 1983

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE HEARING RECORD

STATEMENT BY
JOMN D. SELBY
Chairman, President and CEQ Consumers Power Company
before
The $Subcommittee on Energy and the Eavironment
of the
House CTomamittes on Interior and [asular Affairs
June 16, 1943

I. lasseduction

Mr. Chairsan and members of the Committes, ay name is John D Selby.
1 am Chairman of the Board, President and Chief Executive Officer of Consumers
Power Ccapany. [ am pleased > have the cpportunity to spesk to you about
Consusers Power Company's “idiand Nuclear Cogeneration Plant.
(83)



Consusers Power Company is & public utility that supplies electricity
or ges, or both, to & service area in the State of Michigan with sore than
5.3 million residents, including suburban Detreit and most other setropolitan
areas in Michigan's Lower Peninsuls except Detroit itself. Indusiries in the
territory served by Consumers Powsr Company include sutomobiles and sutomotive
equipsent, primary setals, chemicals, fabriceted msetal products,
pharmssceuticals, mechinery, oil refining, paper and paper products, foed
products, and a large agricultural segmest

Consumers Power Cospeny has Seen one of the nation's lesders in
developing commercial nuclear power. The Company's Big Rock Point Plant, o 63
Dagavatt boiling water resctor located near Charlevoix, Michigan, las been
operating safely and reiisbly since 1962, The Palisedes Nuclear Plant, a 737
Segawatt pressurized weter resctar, achieved commercial operstion im 197)
During 1982, Paiisades and fig Rock Point sccounted for 18.7% of zae Company's

e.eciric gensration
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Consumers Powet Company & Midland Plant consists of e pressurized
WaLAr reactors presentily under sonatruction just soush of the City of Midland,
Michigan. The nuclear steas supply systes vendor is Babeock and wilcox; the
enginesr/construstar (s Dechtel Power Corporation. The plant (s 4% complete
When finished, the Midland Plant will provide a total of L1307 ' of reliable
slectricity for consumers in the State of Michigan et & cheaper produstion
cost than that available from any of our fossil-fusled plants  The Midland
Plant is unique Ln that it s & neclear cogenerstion facility the hest
genscated can be used not only to produce electrical sneargy bdut alse te
produce large ameunts of process steam for the adjacent low Chemical Company
Plant.  Becavse of the sogensration festure, the “idland Plant will be one of

the sost efficiant nuciear plants Lo the United States if net the werld

The State of Michigan (s just smerging (rom the sost sevars period of
sconamic distress since the Geest Deprassion.  [te long term sconomis health,
Like that of the rest of the industrial Midwest, depends o8 the availabiliny
of & competitive and stable snergy supply. The Midland Plaat Ls & vital part
of the State’'s snergy futues.

The Midiend Plant (s also an (sporsant part of Consusers Power
Company s future. When completed, the Plant (s expected to cost approviastely
&40 Biilion deliars  This enormous sum I8 greater than the total value (a4t
original sequisition cont) of all of che Company's sther slsctric ssasts put
together

With 00 mueh o0 Stake I8 & SONATFUGLIOR PO est. N0 responsibie
cerperdte sensgesent could pessibly be indifferent 59 des.gr end semstrueiion
Quality; after all, the result we &re striving o0 46 & (Loensddin piant whish
will operate reliably &t Bigh copecity faetors  Severthe.oss. ihars tdve bean

construction probiems. PATLiculariy the issdequite compaction of he full

D e o - —



saterial upon which several safetry related structures are founded, either

whelly or partially.

Primarily because of the soils problem, the VRS in testimony Sefore
this Subcommittes on Novesber 198 identifiec Midland ac one of five nuclear
CORSTIUCTION Projects havirg Sericus quality sasurance problems with broad
project repercusaions Historically, wost of the construction probiess ot the
Midiand Plant have bean cetected an & result of Consumars  asd Bechtel's own
QUAlity assurance prograss  Moreover, the problems we have detectad have been
projeriy reperted to the NRC. [n sddition, over the past fev years we have
aetively solicited (Aformetion concerning any possibie construetiem
deficiancies from site vorkers through our quality sssurance program, whish
incivdes procedures for protecting the identity of any iaforsants who request
confidentialivy

Consun re Power Company s respomse 0 .4 qualily aciurasse prodiess
Vhieh have been identified has besn pesitive and comprehensive. 15 4 series
of steps we have sasused direst respeasiblity for sest quelity sssurance and
Quality control functions For The prejest ¥e Bave contisued to Locresss the
SARSEORANT TTENtion AN GINOT Fessurces deveted to the Projest Ve heve
Bired independent, teahnioally qualified IhLrdoparty reviewers te aseess the
sdequany of sanstruction to dete and o Provide snother Layer of sudit and
overview for future senstrustion The NAC tee hes saiateined significant
ovarsight and contrel ever plant design end somatruetion  All of thess
SALIVITEON Are being exhaustively Litigated befors an NRC Avemic Safety and
Lisensing Poard whiah s _urrently revieving the adeques) of Jensumers Pover
Company & proposed remedial 0000 SOARures, (08 Guality sesersase progran and
it proposed Construciion Completion Pian in ssttested 46 udisatery hesrings



The Licensing Bocrd 6 expected G0 LANUE LTS Partie. iBiTial decis.on on these

mattars this year

Quite sioply, every affort is baing teken 10 ensure that the Midland

Plant when completed will seet all regulatory requiresents .

I came to Consusers Power Company in 19°) as president and chief
vperating of flcar after & caresr un anginesring and sansgesent at General
Blectric Company, & sajor US nuclesr vandor Since 1980, | have attended bi
veshly briefings at the Midland site theough which | » kept iaformed on all
aspects of the project, including quality assurance Based on wy familiarity
with the project and my bSechground a the nuclear iadustry, | know that a
total commitment to leproviag regulatery performence ot Midiand can be
successful.  Consusers Power Company has proved this at Palissdes [n the
sarly and mid 1970y thav plant was one of the fiest pressucised vate:
FRACLAES 1O SNPATiIANce NLeam generataor corrosion Through changes in
operating procedures and 4 Ligent 4ttention 1o water chemistry Limite we have
bean abis to minileiae further corresion and postpone and perhaps even
aliminste the need for costly and diffiouin steam genarator ceplacesent (a
the late 19707s and sarly 1990°s, Palisades was troublied by & series of
ragulatory soncompllences and personnel arrors which led the VRC Region 11! to
ons ider shutting the plant down. [astesd we proposed and the VRC issued an
order confirm.ng eertain adtions designed to improve regulatery perforsance
These included organisations) snd sansgesent changes, dedication of sere
coNpany resources, Leproved training and discipline for slant amplovees, and
48 independant thirdeparty review of sarperate and plant sansgesent . The
TARULES have besn gratifying.  After twe vears of close revies
e James Reppler, Dirvector of NRC Region [11, commented in Jenuary of this
yoar that for the periad July 1, 1981 o June 0. 1982, “the isprovesent in
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the Palissdes regulatory performance represented the largest single

improvesent by & utility in Region ill". Scbseguently, on March 23, 1982

Mr. Keppler statad:

"we have coucluded that your programs to improve regulatery
performance have bee:r iuccessfiul, and theva is reasonable

assurance that safety-related activities will continue %o

be ducted in d with applicable regulatory

requiresents.”

My testimony describes the specific steps which Consumers Power
Company is taking to achieve similar success in meeting regulatory
requirements 4t the Midland Plamt. I also desciibe the independent, third
party reviews which will confirm the safety of construction complered to date
and provide additional assurance that future construction meets all regulstory
requirements. linally, my testimony includes a brief description of the sajor
remedial mesasures being carried ovu® to correct the scils-related protlems at

the Midland site.

On Decesber 2, 1982, Consumers Power Company initisted &

comprehensive progran, the Consiructics Completion Progras (CCP), vhish is
applicable to most :remaining construction work 4t the Midland Plant. The
ovesall objectives of the progras are: (1) to improve project inforastion
status, (2 to isprove ismplementation ¢f the quality assurance progras, and
(3) to assure effective and crderly conduct of the remsining proiect weork.
Beyonc these tiree genersl goals, ve have forsulated more detailed sbjectives

which directly and comprehensively address the underlying or root causes of

S ——
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l the problems experienced by the project. The plan entaiis & -umter of major

changes in the conduct of the final stages of the comstrustien process

The Company initiated the CCP by halting most safesy-related work

being performed by Bechtel (necessitating the lay-off o approxisazely 1,100

workers). The ‘midjor elements in the Cunstruction Completion 2lan sre:

1. Consusers Powsr Company's quality assurance organization has
taken over the sanagement of the engineer/constructor's guality
control function at the site. As part of this change-over, the
quality centrol inspectors are being retrained and recertified

and the inspection process itself is being strengthened.

2. Wae are performing a thorough review to verify, tirough
reinspections and other means, that the quality of work completed

and inspected prior to Decesbder 2, 1982 is acceptable.

We are reorganizing comstruction production forces into teams

=

with responsibilities for designated systems or areas of the
plaat. As & first step, these tesms will completely survey the

plant to develop an accurata and up-to-data repest on

} construction status. The same teams will them direct the
completion of construction of those systems or areas for which

they prepared status reports.

4. Consumers Power Company has established a ccmpresensive svstes of
independent third-party reviews which will provize adiizional

assurance of comstruction design and qualicy.

Consume.s Power Company's decision to undertake the 137 was prospted

by two msjor factors: (1) an awareness on our part that scse are:s wers not




72

fully mesting our own and NRC expectations for the gzpropriate level of
disciplined adherence to procedures and requiresents, anc (2) an increasing
level of emphasis and expectation regarding quality assurance on the par: of
the NRC as & result of events in the industry in the lest 18 months. The
Nuclear luuuz.ep Commission's scrutiny of nuclear plant comstruction quality
has alvays been substantial, but the esphasis and expectations of the
Commission regarding quality assurance 4% CONsStruction sites has increased in
the last 18 months. Consusers Power has responded to the challenge put forth
by Chairman Palladine in his testimony before this Subcommittee in October
198] and in his Decesber 1981 speech before the Atoemic Industrial Forum by

improving our quality assurance organization and adepting the CCP.

The details of the Constructics Completicn Plan can be susmarized as
follows. Al) remaining work will be dome in two conceptual steps, which are
referred to as Phase | and Phese 2. The objective of Phase 1| is to obtain &
definitive picture of the current status and condition of comstruction work
and quality inspections conducted prior to Decesber 2, 1982. In this step,.
Consumers Power will do & complete comstruction and inspection status
assessment of 8il work covered by the progras and will verify the adequacy of
completed inspections on prior work. We will do this through & combination of
reinspections and documentation reviews. The objective of Phase 2 is sisply
to exacute the remaining work. The plant will be divided intc many distinet

sodules and the CCP sequence will be spplied to each module.

To carry out the remaining work sore efficientiy, we have created a
tear structure for production work on & system or ares tasis. The Quality
Assurance Department «ill be directly represented or tle various teams through
@ tesm quality representative. The program is desigres 5 ensure that the

proper independence betueen production and guality finctions is maintained.

U ————
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Some activities that have demonstrated effectivensss ia gquality progras
isplementation have been exempted from the Construction Completion Prograsm and
vill continue during the CCP. These sctivities include, for example, the
soils remed:al work and the remaining nuclear steam supply systes work being

performed by B&W.Construction Company.

Since the CCP execution takes place in two phases, there is specific
planning for sach phase. The Phase | planning, which is essentially complete,
consists primarily of: (1) planning & teas organization to assess the
installation and inspection status of Q-Systess and other cosponents within
sajor safety-related structures as previously noted, and (2) planning for the
program to verify the adequacy of previously coepleted inspections. During
Phase | planning, proisct comstruction has established team organizations
ready to Laspect and assess particular systeas for installation status. Alseo,

the Quality Assurance Departsent has developed the » and p dures

DeCesSAry to ascertain inspection and status and ioplesent the guality

varification progras.

As part of Phase | planning sctivity, Consumers Power has alse
develcped & plan to verify thet quality inspections previcusly performed on
completed work were done correctly. The first step was to review the Project
Qualicy Contrel Imstructions, which are the inspect.om plans, in order to
izprove the total inspecticn performance and support the verificstion program
This effort is targeted on improving the clarity and specificity of the
inspection plans. The second step is to initiate & 100% reinspection of
accessible attritutes and 4 review of documentation far inasccessibdle
aztributes withia the plant. At some future date, once the gquality level of

completed work has been established, Consumers Power Company will make a
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recommendation ‘to the NRC as to whetber or not further verification efforts

can appropristely be based on a statistical sampling plan.

The Phase 2 planning effort develops the work procecures that will be
used by the team organizations to complete work on systems and areas
Procedures have been established o integrate the guality progras and
requirements into the on-going completion werk. Training of tean members will
be expanded to cover systems cospletion work and teams will be cssigned to a
specific scope of work and held accountable for the overall comp.etion within
this scope. In this effort, Consumers Power will increase emphasis on
izplementation in accordance with design documents and on proper handling of
design changes or field modifications.

The final part of the Phase 2 planning activity will be planning for
the guality sssurance/quality control effort necessary to inspect the
comstruction activities planned for Phase 1. A new in-process iaspection
program is being established. This progras requires tha: inspections be
directly integrated with future installation schedules tc emsure that

inspection points are integrated with the comstruction process.

The results of each planning phase will be the subject of sanagesen:
reviews before execution of tha: phase's work on a designated systes or area
will be allowed to proceed. In & similer sanner, the ker site sanagers will
review and release each new piece of Phase I work only after having assured
themselves that Fhase ! requiresents have Deen met and that & proper

dispesition of eny findings has beenm ini-iated

As part of the Comstruction Cospietion Plan, Consumers Powar Company
bas formulsted an extensive independent Thirc-Party Review Prograsm. Ome of

the third-perty reviews will comsist of an Independent Design Verification
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(IDV). A second third-party review will involve & Comstructics Igplemenzasion
Overviesw (CI0). We also utilized third party consultants to revies the entire
job in the fall of 1982 as part of the INPO-supervised construction project
evaluation program. In addition, s described in the next section of this
statement, 2 th.ir.a-pcny review is currently being performed to independently
4ssess the soils remedial work for the suxiliary building and service water
pump structure underpinning. This assessment provides additionsl gualicy

assurance in the remedial soils area, which is not covered by the CCP

The IDV will consist of an evaluation of histerical and current
aspects of the design and construction of the Midland Unit 2 Auxiliary
Feedwater System, the emergency electric power system and the habitability
aspects of the control room heating, venrilation, and air conditioning. Any
IOV findings with generic implications will be given full consideration.
Consumers Power Company has retained TERA Corporaticn, 38 well respected
engineering consulting firm, to perform this independent design verification.
The NRC staff has reviewed and approved TERA's technical gual.fications and
their independence.

The Construction Isplementation Overvier will comsist of an
independent third party cbserving and evaluating the comstruction activitias
being performed at the Midland jobsite. The purpose of the CI0 is 0 ensure
the site work is being performed in sccordance with appropriate procedures and
requiresents and that the commitments made in the CCP are being fulfilled.
The independent contractor will field a site team to monitor the effectiveness
of the CCP and octher site activities. The zeam will sssess tre adesuacy of
and cospliance with CCP procedures and inspections plans and revies aspects of
construction sctivities which relate te the performance cf the guality comsrol

inspection program. Audits of the sanagement reviews of the 1P will also ze
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covered by the CI0. Consumers Power Company has proposec Stone & webster, an
engineering and cOMStruction COmpARnY with extensive experience in nuclear
power plaut comstruction projects, for this work. Stone 3 hebster has
participated in other third party reviews, including the design verification

for Diable Cm. In addition, with NRC approval Stone & Webster is

presently performing an independ a sment of the auxiliary building
underpinning work at the Midland site. We hope tc receive NRC approval of

Stone & Webster for the CIO role shortly.

The CCP is & comprehensive responsse by my compazy to the probleams
which have been encountered in completing the Midland Plaat. Many of the
provisicns of this plan, particularly the independest third party reviews, go
well beyond the requirements of curremt NRC policy. I az confident that the
Construction Completion Plan, which incorporates many of the same concepts
which have been effective in allowing the soils remedisl work on the auxiliary
building to proceed without msjor problees, is & sound and practicadle
approach to completing the plant.

111. ~Relat at M

Soils-related problems were first identified is August 1978 when the
settlement monitoring program carried out by the Cospany detected excessive
settlement of the diesel generstor building (DGB). The I3F is & reinforced
concrete structure which houses four diesel generators whicha supply electric
power needed to shut down the plant if the normal sources of eleciric power
are lost. The building ha< settled 1.5 inches st the point of greatest
settlement, cospared to design predictions of 3 inches fcor the 40 years cf
expected plant cperation. Shertly thereafter, the Compar: orally reported the
matter to the NRC site inspector, and formally reperzes .: under

10 CFR 30.33(e) in September 1378.

- S et ————-——
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| The plant design called for the placement of foundations for certain

structures and portions of others on spproximately 30 feet of compacted fill

{ saterial overlying the matural soils at the site. Soil placesent activities
were conducted largely from 1975 to 1577. Specifications governing the
placement *ad compaction of £ill material required typical comtrols over

soisture content, lift thickness, compactive energy, and in situ testing by

the traditionsl soils engineering methods. As was later determined, controls

in the sreas of both placement and testing were deficient.

The foundation construction of the DGB, for which coastruction was
E started in October 1977, rests entirely on plant fill material. The Company's
initial response after discovering the settlesent problea in 1978 vas to halt
DGB comstruction, pending investigation. Drs. R B Peck and A. J.
Rendron, Jr., two of the nation's lesding experts in soils engineering, vere
retained. Dr. Peck has vorked on & variety of nuclear and nca-auclear scils

and foundstion engineering matters over & 45 year career. In 1974 the

President of the United States swarded him the Nationsal Medal of Science "for
his development of the science and art of subsurfsace engineering
Dr. Hendron is a professor of civil engineering #t one of this country's

| finest engineering schools, the University of [llincis. [r eddition he is a
nationally-recognized consultant in soils engineering. Both the NRC and the

Corps of Ingineers have relied on Dr. Hendron's services in the past

Based on results of soil boring samples taken from under the DGB, the
- Cospany concluded that the soil beneath the DGB was inadequrtely compacted.
The consultants recommended in Novesber 1978 that we "prelcad” or “surcharge”
the structure. This involved placing & 20-foot layer of sand around the

perimeter of and vithin the structure to accelerste settlezen:, or sore
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accurately, to “consolidate” the £ill material. The surcharge begar in

January 1979.

In August 1979, results from the preload indicated te our
satisfaction and to the satisfaction of our consultants Dr. Peck and
Dr. Hendron that the £ill beneath the DGP had !sen adequately consclidatea.
The NRC Staff was fully informed of this conclusion. We began removing the
surcharge in August 1575. The removal operation was completed within a month.
The NRC Staff and Consumers have subsequently reached agreement on the asount
of future settlement whick the DGE can be expected o experience. Subject to

& monitoring program, the NRC Staff's position is that the DGE is scceptable.

Meanwhile in 1979, while the surcharge was in place, the results of
an extensive boring progras elsewhere on the site showed inadegquately
compacied soil under the electrical penetration areas of the auxiliary
building and under the overhang porzion of the service water pump structure
(SWPS) which rests on plant £ill. The suxiliary building houses electrical
and mechanical equipment necessary tc operste the Micdland reactors. The a’is
is located at the edge of the cocling pond and contains pumps which supply
emergency cooling water. Both buildings are safety related. Neither building
has undergone greater than expected settlement. Neverthe.ess, we decided to
underpin pertions of both structures to obtain adequate predictadbility of
structural behavior under the unlikely conditions which must be postulated for
design and licensing of nuclear power plants, such as the occurrence of an

earthguake in central Michigan.

The NRC staff review of Consusers’ soils PToposals was delaved by the
Three Mile Island sccident. Late in 1979, the NRC stafs retained e U .S
Arey Cotps of Eagineers as its consultant. On Jecesbter €, 1979, the Staff

issued an order halting all .u-odul construciion uatil such tise as we zould
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prove to the svaff that our proposed and compieted resedisl actiions were
technically sound and would file an spplication for an amendment o the
construction permits. As provided for in the Urder, Consumers reguested a
hearing. The legal effect of this reques:t was tc suspend the effectiveness of
the NRC Sut!'l’ Deceaber &, 1979 Order. Nevertheless, we voluntarily agreed
ot to undertake further remedial comstruction without concurrence of the \RC
staff. On April 30, 1582 the NRC Atomic Safety and Licensing 3card, which has
been hearing soils-related issues since July 1981, made this agreesent formal
by ordering that Consumers Power Company obtain explicit NRC staff approval

before undertaking further remedial work.

On October 14, 1980, the NRC staff changed its position conceraing
the saxisum esrthquake which should be postulated for the Midland site. The
sew Staff position was thet & significantly larger sarthouake shouid be
considared than the one approved by the NRC as s desiyn bdasis for the plant
when construction permits weare issued in 1972. The NRC staff and Consuaers
Powar Compary heve since reached agreement on the size of the sarthiquake to be
considered. As & result, Consumers Powar Company agreed to revise {ts design
basis for the underpianing for the SWPS and auxilisry building in order to
incorporate this lerger esarthquake. [his revision has significantly increased
the magnitude and complexity of the ‘emedial work. Consumers Power Cospany
has alsc retained Structural Mecharics Associates, one of the leading
structural engineering firms in the country, to perform a Seisaic Margin
Review of the entire Midland Plant to determine the safety margins in
essential plant structures anrd equipment if cthis larger than desigs basis

sarzhaouake should occur.

In the spring of 1982, ve presented ocur completed ani prozosed

remedisl soils sctivities at & meeting of an ad hoc subcommitiee of the



Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards. The ACRS subcommittee was chaired
by Dr. Chester Siess, an ACRS member who very highly regerded in the field of
civil eugineering. Based upon our submissions and that of the NRC staff, the
subcommittee determined that the basic approach we have adopted, and the NRC
stafi’s review of resedial actions, are acceptable; and in fact, the
transcript of that seeting illustretes the thoroughness and conservatisms that

had been incorporated in the engineering of the remedial soils fixes.

In October 1982, the NRC staff issued a Supplemental Safety
Evaluation Report (SSER) documenting its detailed review and approval of the
verious design proposals releting to scils resedial activities. This approval
vas issued only after a thorough sudit by the NRC Staff of Bechtel's
structural design calculations in Ans Arbor. Nevertheless, pursuant to the
Licensing Board's April 30, 1982 Order, the NRC staff (Region III) is still
reviewing and approving, on & step by step basis, edch remedial work sctivity

before any construction can take place.

The most significant soils remedial work at the Midland site is :b;
underpinning of portions of the auxiliary building. Such underpinning, while
unique for & nuclear power plamt, is s widely used, weli-understood technique
of building support while foundation or other subsurface changes are sade.
The underpinning is being periormed by experienced comsultants and contractors
who have worked on sany such projects, including the underpinning of the U §.

Capitel during comstruction of the Rayburn Office Building subway.

The auxilisry building et Midland is a large re.nforced concrete
Structure with foundetions on severs) different levels. It has not undergone
any unexpectec settlesent or experienced any structura! Zistress to date. One
of the technical challenges at Midland srises because the suxiliary building

is alsost compietely surrounded by other struztures, inc uding the resctor
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containments and the turbine building. To carry out the underpinning, &
tunnel sust be dug from two access shafts to the eal: and wast of the
building. The total length of the tunnel from east to west will be about

400 feet. It will proceed underneath the Turbine Building (a non-safety
related ttnctu'tg) along the south face of the suxiliary building, which rests
on plant fi11. From this access tunnel reinforced concrete piers will be
constructed down through the plant fill to competent glacial till saterial.
These piers will have & cross section of about 3 ft by 6 ft at the top (they
are belled ocut at the bottom to provide a larger bearing surface) and will be
up to 45 feet deap. Steel beams will run horizontally from some of these
piers underneath the underpinned portions of the auxiliary building to the
resctor containment duildingr. The weight of the underpianed portiom of the
auxiliary building will be carried by these piers and beams while the
resaining plany fill beneath the suxilisry building (about 32,000 toms) is
removed and replaced with & continuous reinforced concrete wail. When
completed Lhe permanent continous underpinning wall (i.e. the nev foundationm)
will transfer the structural loads frow the underpinned porticns of the
suxiliary building to the same competent glacial till materisal om which the

sain portion of the suxiliary building is founded.

The other technical challengs is to do the underpinning without
disturbing the suxiliary building and adjacent safety-reiated structures. The
underpinning process has been jlanned so that at sach step A sinisum of soil
is removed fros benassth the buildings. CUnderpinning piers are crested to
conpensate for the loss of soil support, and thar the underpinning piers are
tested and shown to be sdequate before further excavation is allowed to
proceed. Instrumentatioca capable of detecting structural movement of & few
thousands of an inch has been mounted on the structures and is continuously

gonitored. This instrusentation is 3O sensitive that we zan see the buiidings



Teact o tempereture changes during the day. Stringent scceptance criteris
have been proposed by Consumers and approved by the NRC Staff to protect the |
buildings.

Vork will proceed slowly because of the constricted work space and
becsuse of the measures taken to minimize stresses to the structures. Omly |
four or five pecple can work at one time on & single pier. The entire work
crew at each sccess shaft may be only twenty to twenty-five pecple. The
underpinning work began in Decesber 1982 and will take about two years from
thes to completa.

Bacause of the importance and complexity of the underpinning work
and to obtain NRC authorization to proceed, Consumers has taken extraordinary
Dedsures to ensure design and construction quality. Virtually every aspect of
the work has been brought under the juslity assurance progras, even
construction related items which have no desonstrable relationship to the safe
operation of the Midland Plant once the underpimning is accomplished. Other

oessures include:

1. Taking over the quality comtrol functien for suxiliary building
and SWPf underpinning work by integrating soiis-related QC inte ’
MPQAD; |

2. Creating & "Soils" project organization with dedicated esplovees
and single-point accountability to sccomplish all remedial scils
work;

3. Esvablishing nev and upgreded training activities, including a 3
specisl quality indoctrination progras, specific training in
underpinning activities, and the use of & mock-up test pit for
undersinning construction traizig; and

«. FRetaining the firms of Stone 5 mabster Inc and Parsorns,
frinkerhoff, wade and Douglas o duct az independ suiit of
Gesign, construction, and quality assurance for the auxiliary
duilding and SWPS underpimning The NAC staff has carefully
reviesed the independence and :echnical competente of these third
party ravievers and alsc the scope of their contrses. This
independent assessment effort .as undemvay o September 30, 1882
and continues. The assessment incorporates reviews of zhe

!




physical work in progress, 4s well ss deth construction and
suality assurance implementing procedurss.

in Decesber 1982, NRC Region [II specifically spproved the excavation
and installation of s portion of the suxiliary building underpianing. Prior
to that cate, the only work which had proceeded was preparatory in nature
fince that tise the underpinning work has progressed in installments under tie

ciose serutiny of both the NRC Region III Staff and the Stone &

webster/P Independ A Team. At the completion of the first
50 days the Stone & Web /P Independ Assessment Teanm found that:

"(U)sderpioning work at the Midland Nuclear Plant was
performed in accordance with design intent. During this
period, four sccess pits, spproximately 80 feet of sccess
drifts, and excavation and concrete placemest for two
315-foet deep pisrs was comple.ed. I[n addition, load
transfer at one of the piers was near compietior and
excavation of twe edditional piers was well underway.
Construction procedures and practices vere in sccordance
with project documents, and with the exception of a few
instances® described below, in sccordance with good
industry practices. The gquality of the final products vas
also in keeping with the standards defined by project

documents. Instrumentation somitoring of the structures

* These instances relate to delays in completing & pertiom of the work and to

the spacing of lagging, used to frame excavations. The repors concludes that

the underpinnings to dace are "in compliance with design documents and are of

tigh quality.” aAcsording to the report, "minor modifications to the [specing

cf! future lagging would improve the oversil guality of the werkx.” This has
Seen accomplished. The report slso concludes that the delays have net ispacied tie
guality of the swork to date



being underpinned has shown thet there has been no

detrimental structural sovement. ..

The Assessment Team is satisfied with the qualifications,
training, and ability of che Midland Plant Quality
Assurance Department (MPQAD)-scils personnel. This group
has & good understanding and appreciation of the imtent and
philosophy of quality assurance /nd quality comtrel. Ia
addition, impiesentation of the MPOAD inspection plans and

reports has been satisfactorily accomplished "
The report alse concludes:

"The Midland Plant Quality Assurance Department (MPQAD) has
desonstrated its ability to perform as an effective quality

organization..."

So far the NRC has alsc concluded that the work has been carried out without
®ajor quality assurance problems. As a result, the NRC is allowing the work

to continue.

We believe that the process of step by step NRC staff spproval of
underpinning work is adainistratively cumbersome and car eventually be
dispensed with as underpinning progresses successfully. The extraordinary
level of attention being devoted by Consumers Power Company, the independent
third party auditors, and the NRC will continue to guarantee that this scils
remedial worl will de carried out in accordsnce with all regulstory
‘equirements. Moreover, we believe that the scceptable zerfcrmance te date in

the underpinning effort shows that the Comstruction Comr.etics Plan, which




incorporates sany of the same concepts, is sound and will ensure design and

construction quality in the resainder of plant consiruction work.

IV. GCosclusions

I am cpnfident that the Midland Plant, vhen coapleted, will conform
to Nuclear Regulatory Commiss.on requirements. The comstruction probless
which have arisen are sanageable and are being dealt with responsibly. Wwe at
Consumers Power Company are responsible for and directing all aspects of the
job. We and our comtractors have brougnt in the Dest sanagers we could find
as vail a8 sooe of the world's leading consultants and m0st experienced
subcontracters to help complete the plant. We have stopped work and taken
other significant steps to ensure that construction is completed i(n an orderly
and satisfactory sanner. We have undertaken & compreshensive systes of third-
party reviews by independent, technically qualified firms to confirms and
docusent the adequacy of past and future design and comstruction. The NRC is
closely sonitoring cur performance. Therefore, there is reassonable assurance
that the plant will be completed properly and, when completed, will be safe to
operate.

Thank you, Mr Chairmen, for this opportunity to testify before you.



JONE 16, 1983
Introduction

My name is Mary Siaclair, [ have participated in the Midland licensing pro-
ceedings since the construction license was announced in 1970, | appreciste the
honor of appearing before this distinguished committee and | applaud your taking
8n interes® in the grave problems at the Midland nuclear plants which one inspector
has described »s “unprecedented at any other muuy."'

Summary

The testimonies that Billle Garde, of the Government Accountability Project,
who represents the conceraed citizens and whistleblowers of the Midland ares in
Washington, and of Barvaras Stamiris and mysell s citizen participants in the
Midland operating licensing hearings, sre inteaded to provide this Committee with
a historical perspective of the severe quality control problems at Midland which
huve become worse with time {astead of showing Improvement,

Our information will demonstrate how various practices of the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission (NRC) contribute to quality control breakdowns, snd how their
vascillation and accommodation of utilities diminishes their "overriding respons-
Bility to protect the public health snd safety, "2

Through our experience in the Midland licensing proceedings, we have discovered

serious deficiencies in NRC s licensing process that foster quality sssurance (QA)
breskdowns aod leck oi safety, We slec have arrived at recommendations for
possible remedies for these deficiencles which can be valusble to this Committee .
Our experience nas geined insight into other problems with the NRC as follows :
== The Ccnmission 's answers to specific questions by members of
Congress which bear on ssfety, quality control, aud risk sssess-
ment are often not only trested carelessly or ignored, but are
sctuslly contradicted in practice by the Staty, ¢
== The concerns snd recommendations of field inspectors sre over-
ruled by NRC management. lastesd, NRC management performance
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demonstrates that utility intere: .8 are too often placed shead of

public health and safety, snd that this contributes to QA breskdowns,
NRC's practice of allowing 8 utility "to proceed ot its own risk"
results In unacceptable, unsafe situstions that the NRU then tolerates
because of the huge ar ounts of money thet have been spent, s in

the case of the diesel generator building ot Mldhd.‘

The defects of e present quality control "get well” pian at Midland
make it 35 vulnersble to fatlure as all other plans have been in the
past,

When NRC inspectors find serious QA deficiencies on site and write

2 confirmatory action letter to the utility, they can be overruled by
NRZ management which allows the wtility ‘o write an identical
“reverse confirmatory sction letter” on their letterhead which t

then sent to the NRC regional office. This proves embarrassiog >
the NRC Inspectors in the fleld who sre deprived of 8 QA disciplinary
measure, This -an only weaken the attention to QA on the part of

the mu:y.'

A recent decision by the Office of Investigation of the NRC to conduct
criminal lovestigstions without allowing any conclusions or recommenda-
tions to be drawn on the facts, emasculates the procedure and weakens
the regula‘ory functions of the people in the ﬂ“.’

Very recently, on May 6, 1983, the chiel soils engineer at Midland,
Dr. Ross Landsman, testifled to the fact that attempting to force

3 natural tiood plain ares into s nuclear plant site had resulted in

poor and unacceptable solls eogineering in the initial design at Midland
Safely related buildings were designed to set on both natural glacial till
and artificially compacted roil which would tnevitably reswt in differ-
eatiai settlement and cracking. With the poorly compacted soll oo
site, this has manifested (tseifl very quickly, Dr. Landsman was
asked by a Consumers Power Co, attorney--"if (ill material had

been placed properly and compacted properly and all proper quality
sssarances had beea followed. the Midland facility could be operated

w’*h due regard to public heslth and safety ?" Dr. Landsman's
answer was--"Personal opinion as a soiis enginear, -.""
But construction »ad costs continue at Midland with no resolution

of such a fundamental (ssue that affects public heal*h and safety,
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HISTORY OF QUALITY CONTROL PROBLEMS
AT THE MID: NUCLEAR PLANTS 1 & 2

Midland has a long history of quality control problems,

An original contention in the construction license proceedings st Midland stated
that Consumers Power Co. "is incspable of, and cannot be relied upon to perform
adequate quality assurance and quality control,” That contention, based on the
poor record in quality assurance of the Consumers Power Co, and the architect-
engineer, Bechtel, 2t the Palisades nuclear plan(, and construction work st Midland
that had gone on as allowed prior to the construction license hearings, remasins as
true today as when 1t was frst written in 1970,

Consumers Power Co, filed & $300, 000 law sul: sgainst Bechtel snd others for
negligence in construction at Palisajes on August 28, 1974, In spite of this,
Consumers Power Co,, inexplicably, hired that firm as architect -engineer for
Midland alsc.

In the sitisg of the Midland nuclear plants, the Atomic Energy Commission
bent its own rules in 1969 by approving the location of the Midland nuclear plsnts
one mile f*.m Main Street of Midland surrounded by @ populated sres, with an
elementary school close to its entrance gate, and scross the small Tittahawassee
River from the Dow Chemical Compasny for which the plants were to supply steam
and power,

Since it began construction at Midland in 1968, Consumers Power Co, has fatled
to implement its own quality sssurance (QA) program,

When the construction permit was sppealed in 1972, the Appesls Board exscted
a promise from Consumers Power Co, to improve its quality con’ ol performance
as 2 condition of realfirming the license because of the "deplorsbie QA performance
which the recuid (e caled had obtained during the construction work under the
exemption."” (Exhibit A)

Subsequent inspection reports siter construction was resumed in April, 1973
showed that these promises were ignored by Consumers Power Co.

Region 11 did not act on these reports of violations, but the attorney for the
citizen intervenors, Myron Cherry, read the inspection reports and brought them
to the attention of the Appeals Board, pointing out that Consumers Power Co, was
not honoring ts promises for improved quality contrel,




On November 26, '973, the Appeals Board flaslly wrote an irate letter to
L. Manning Muntzing, who was then the Director of Licensing, snd sald they
felt "constrained to record their extreme dismay respecting this latest develop-
meat, "'

The *opeals Board emohasized the poor “track record” of Consumers Power
Co. even at that early date, se [ollows:

"A few weeks ago, two of the members of this Board requested
and obtained » meeting with you and several other regulatory officials
to explore the question of the extent to which the QA “track record"
of an applicant or architect-engineer I taken into account by the stafl
in its appraissl of spplicativ e for construction permits. While that
discussion was wholly generic and (atentionslly was aot addressed
to any specific resctor, it cbviously has a special significance to the
present situation regarding Midland. If we recall correctly, we
were told that the point might be resched where the staff would be
compelled to conclude that incorrigibility was involved, and then to
sct accordingly, Whether or not we would agree that 3 bad “track
record” should come (nto play only in such extreme circumstances,
this case would seem Lo meet your own test, What we have here (s
@ pettern of repested, Magrant and significant QA violations of a
non-routine charscter -~ coupled with an unredeemed promise of
reformation, " (Exhibit A)

The Staff subsequently Issued an Order to suspend construction until Consumers
Power Co, could demonstrate why their license shouldn’t be ouuﬂh‘.ﬁ In o short
time, the Order to halt constructicn was lifted becsuse of political pressure. After
an uncontested hesring, spproval of the license was renewed,

Quality control problems have continued throughout the construction of these
plants,

Rebar omissions in concrete, » bulge in the Unit 2 containmeni, failure to
compact soll pruperly sitewide resultiog (n cracking snd sioking of bulldings,
hesting snd ventilating Installation deflciencies, piping suspension and welding
deficiencies, errors in installation of electrical csbles, these are some of the
major breskdowns that have occurred at Midland in the past 10 years,

Of special significance Is the fact that the reactor vessel of Unit | was
tnstalled with » major bad weld which both Consumers Power Co, and ihe NRC
knew would shorten fts useful lifetime to 15-18 yesrs and would make (t suscept-

{ble to pressurized thermal shoek,® More recently, cracks have been found tn
the Unit | contalnment butlding.



Because of the incressing problems at Midland which voincided with the
special problems found st Zimmer, Fegion (I formed an Office of Special Cases
to conduct Indepth Inspections at both Zimmer and Midland. In October snd
November, 1882, this NRC inspection team found such extensive and widespread
design and construction deficiencies as well as serious quality coatrol break-
downs that the Staff recommended shutdown snd a civil peaslty, 5

Subsequently, Mr, James Keppler's enfcrcement letter of Februsry 8, 1983,
stated to the Applicent--"The breakdown was caused by personnel who failed to
follow procedures, drawings, and specifications; by first line supervisors and
fleld engineers who (ailed to Identify and correct unacceptable work; by construe-
tion mansgement who falled to call for quality control inspections in a timely
manner, allowing a becklog of almost 16, 000 inspections to develop; and by
quality assurance personnel who failed to identify the problems and ensure that
corrective actions were taken, As a result, you falled to fulfill your primary
responsibility under Criterion | of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 to sssure the execu-
tion of & quality sssurance program. In addition, of particular concern to the
NRC is the fact that quality control (QC) supervisors instructed QC inspectors
to suspend inspections {f excessive deficiencies were found during the performance
of inspections. Consequently, not all cbserved deficiencies were reported, and
complete inspections were not performed by all QC inspectors sfter the reported
deficiencies were corrected. "

As @ result, in December, 1982, Consumers Power Co, halted most of the
safety-relsted work in the diesel generator building, the suxiliary bullding snd
the two reactors, reduced the work force by !,100 people until building clesnup
and system layup ‘s completed and all safety-related systems sre reinspected.
Over 150, wuu reinspections of poteatial safety, design snd construction deficien~
cies must be made,

The Dow Chemical Co. Connection

In 1976, Joseph Temple, who was then general manager of the Michigan Divi-
sion of the Dow Chemical Co,, wrote » memo to Paul Orrefice, President of Dow
that he had come to the conclusion, because of escalating costs and construction
unrertainties and problems, "that the nuclear project will be most likely to be

disadvantageous to Dow to the Midiand Plant (Dow) and to our employees in this
community, "

—— ————
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When Dow Msnsgeraent met with Consumers Power Co., the utility sald they
would sve Dow for $600 millton if they broke the contract, In his notes, Lee Nute,
the Dow attorney, reporting on the meeting called this “pretty damn close to black~
mail,” He slso reported that Consumers Power Co, believed that 'ir, Cherry,
sttorney for the ntervenors, would not show up for the hesrings because the inter -
venors had no funds, and that they could "finesse” the Dow-Consumers continuing
dispute past the Liceasing loml..

Mr. Cherry did show up, however, and among the key documents in his dis~
covery request were the memo of Joe Temple and Lee Nute's reporting notes.

Under the prevaillag circumstances, the Dow Chemical Co. renewed (ts con-
tract but recently in a newspaper interview, Dow has stated that they have
alternative plans If the nuclear plants don't go on line. -

NRC Places Cost and Ccnstruction Schedule Ahead of Safey

Cost aod construction schedule pressures which have been major [actors
behind the quality control problems st Midland include the Dow Chemical Co,
steam contract deadline, December, 1984, and the Public Service Commission's
policy that “not unt!l a plant is deemed used and useful in its basic purpose can
its construction costs he passed on to the ratepayers,”

While the NRC claims that they are concerned only with safsty-not costs--
the fuct I8 that the record shows that their efforts to sccommodate cost and con-
struction schedules has led them to accept many questionsble practices that have

compromised salety,
For example, 1a July 12, 1981, Joseph Kane, NRC's chief geotechnicsl engiaeer,
in riag 3 § fon as to whether (n retrospect removal and replacement of

the diesel generstnr huilding in 1978 would have been a better option than preloading
#nld: "The answer upencs oo the facts that must be sddressed., When you are
considering it from the standpoint of salety alone, it is my opinion that removal
and replacement {s » better solution. If you are considering the other facets--
thet ts, the cost, the impact on schedule, and these are facets that engineers
must address-then it may not be the superior option. M But, of course, the
diesel generator building was not removed or replaced,

Darl Hood, Midland Proje.t mansger has also testifled under cath that sbseat
cost and schedule considerations th { removal and replacement was 3 superior
option for the diesel genorstor buuu..“



Mr, James Keppler, Director of Region IIl of the NRC, permitted soils work
to go shead in Decemb:r, 1982, even though the special Inspection team had just
discovered in October and November, 1982, the extrsordinary extent of quality
control breakdowns and quality control practices used sitewide that were seriously
defective,

Mr. Keppler testified that soils work was allowed to go shead because he had
confidence in the third party review snd the fact thet Dr. Ross Landsman, his soils
expert, had urged him to let it go !onnld.“ However, Dr. Landsman, in his
testimony, denied he had ever urged mansgement to go forward with the soils
work.' 1n tact, be stated that be had urged the project be shut down in September,
1962, becsuse of its long history of serious problems, !5

On two occasions, In recent licensing hearings st Midland, It was demonstrated

that what the Commission has stated in response to specific questions {rom Congress

oo matters important to public health and safety, were, in one case reversed by
the Staff, and io the other instance, the Staff ignored what the Commission had
pledged would be done in their communications to members of Congress.

In one case, the question of risk sssessment and probabilities of serious
sccidents which Ls being raised in numerous licensing proceedings, was also
raised in Midland, In 2 letter dated December 27, 1982, the Commission repled
to questions raised with Congressman Udall by Myer Bender, of the Advisory
Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS), on the use of WASH-1400 as the basis
for risk sssessment, The Lewis Committee Review had found deficiencies in
WASH-1400 which were accepted by the Commission on Jsnusry 15, 1979, with
the specific direction that, "in light of the Review Group conclusion on accident
probabllity, the Commission does not regard as relisble the Resctor Safety Study's
namerical estimate of the overall risk of resctor -nl“."‘.

In their letter to Congressman Uaall, the Commission reaffirmed their decl-
sion of January 18, 1979, on the use of WASH-1400 as subject to the findings of
the T ewis Rmﬂ.m

However, contrury to this position, the NRC Staff testimony on Midland,
striad, "Thue the Reactor Safety Study (WASH-1400) is more accurate today than
we believe it to have been for the “70s in its assessment of sccident likelihood, "
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Another Staff member who testified, Lewis Hulman, who is none other than the
Chief of the Accident Evsluation Branch of the NRC, even questioned whether the
letter from the Commission to Congressman Udall signed by yohn Ahearne as
scting chairman was Indeed the poeition of the Commission, That letter contained
the statement of the Commission reafflrming their support of the Lewis Report
and was approved by all the Commissioners’ Otlm."

in the second case, the Commission was asked to define the criteria for third
party review st a coastruction site in response (o 8 letter (rom Congressmen
Ottinger and Diogell following the seismic design errors found at Diablo Canyon.
Subsequent cross examination indicated that the selection process for third party
review did not follow the criteris and w:  ‘nadequate,

Deficienctes in the Licensing of Nuclesr Power Plants

We have identified serious deficiencies in the licensing process in the Midiand
proceedings which we be !leve apply generically to the licensing process. This
information should be of great interest to this Committee.

These discoveries may explain why significant problems have been discovered
ot other nuclear plants after licensing hearings and an ACRS review have been
completed. Three embarrassiog examples (or the NRC are the Three Mile
Island #2, Browns Ferry, and the Diablo Canyon nuclesr plants,

In addition, the ACRS operating license review and virtuslly all of the operating
license proceedings were completed at Zimmer before a multitude of serious
quality control breakdowns were disclosed by a whistleblower through the work
of the Government Accountability Project.

In Midland, we have 3 good sxample as to how this can come about. The
extensive deficiencies that were found through the (nspection by the Office of
Special Cases in October and November, 1982, demonstrated that the Safety
Evalustion Popsrt 2lcd for Midland in May, 1982, was mythology. Yet, the
Safety Evaluation Peport is the basis for the NRC's operating license recommends-
tion sccording to standard NRC practice, In the case of Midland, that report was
not based on what was sctually constructed st the plant site at all, It was created
{a Washington headquarters by persons who relled primarily on paper descriptions
of design and construction. These same Washington-based people are also being
sent to testify in support of the NRC Staff position at the public hesrings giving
assurance that all (s built as stsied in their reports whea, in fact, they have no
knowledge o what actually has been built st all,

B2 0-8—1
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In other words, the Safety Evalustion Report (ssued for the operating license
of a nuclesr plant which is supposed to reflect the state of the completed plant does
not, in fact, reflect the "as built” conditions of the plant, but is merely » design
review of a theoretical plant, The Licensing Board has admitted this is 0.

The Licensing Board st Midland refused tc scknowledge the sign'ficance of the
major inspection by the OfMce of Special Cases, that halted most of the safety-
related work at the Midland plant in December, 1982, They insisted on going abesd
with the operasting license scheduled to begin in February, 1983, even though much
of the construction of the plant I8 now In question as far as its safety systems are
concerned, NRC Washington-beced witnesses at the February hearings gave blsad
assursnces as to the safety of each part of the plant being questioned on the sssump-
tion that it had been built properly as designed, Therefore, we asked each witness
ot the conclusion of his testimony whether he had confirmed thet what he had testi-
fied to under oath was in fact what wes constructed st the nuclear plant, Not one
witness could sttest to that fact, Yet, the central mission of the operating licease
hearings is to determine what is actuslly out there in the plants and whether it 18
licensable as bullt,

Wheo we protcsted to the Board about going forward in this manner, we were
told that the operating license hesrings were held to determine adequacy of the
final design, snd that Region III would make sure that the plant was constructed
properly. Yet, the Board also stated that the evidentiary record of the hearings
was the basis for making » decision on granting a license. When Mr, James Keppler
testified and was asked sbout how operating license spprovsl was made, he said
that Harold Denton, the Director of Nuclear Regulation, makes the final decision
on a license,

There is vuvivusiy » great deal of confusion and "buck-passing” in the process
of approving sc operating license for a nuclear plant. If the opersting license
hearing record s to have any credibility, the only persons to testify should be
those who can personally vouch for how the plant has sctually been constructed.

The Safety Evalustion Report should also be reviewed by those persoas who have
direct personal knowledge of what is actually st the nuclesr plant site, Dr¢ Rose

‘Landsman, for example, stated that he had not commented on the Midland Safety

Evalustion Report even though he (s the chief soils engineer for Regioa @1, 2°

. ———r s =




When the NRC inspectors testified in recent weeks (May and June, 1983),
their testimony was most rev-alirg about the actual conditions at the plant,

This testimony confirms our position and recommendation that only those persons
should testify at the operating license hearings of nuclesr plants who have direet,
personal knowledge of what is actually constructed at the site. Otherwise the

record is misleading to the utility management, Licensing Board, and the publie.

Another deficiency in the licensing process is the manner in which the ACRS
conducts their reiew for the operating license of plants,

In conducting their review, the ACRS sub-committee holds a hearing where
the nuclear plant is located and listens to @ summary of the plants’ construction
by the Staff and the Applicent. The NRC snd the Applicant are thus sble to sum-
marize and presect to the ACRS their version of the {scts, In order to obtain the
necessary letter of spproval. While many issues are explored by members of
the Committee, there is also much of grave importa.ce that can be and (s omitted
from the presentations of both the Staff and Licensee,

1o the Midland case, this is exactly what happened when the ACRS sub-committee
met in Midland on May 21, 1982, Ia order to overcome this limited and controlied
{nformation base, | decided to provide an objective third party review for the
ACRS when the full committee met in Washington to consider Midland for an
operating license, | comptled various statements of NRC inspectors, made under
oath, copied from the transcripts of hearings and attached them as exhibits to
document a statement that | presented to the ACRS Committee (o Washington
on June 4, 1982, This demonstrated to the ACRS how seriously the summaries
of both the Staff snd the Applicant had misrepresented the real state of affairs
at Midland during thelr presentations to the sub-committee.

Among the examples brought to the attention of the ACRS was the testimony
tn July, 1981, during the soils hearings of Eugene Gallagher, a Region [Tl (nspee-
tor, who said under oath, "You're talking sbout » plant T0% complete that i¢
crippled. "2 He also anid the problems st Midland were unprecedented st sny
atber site,

As noted emlier, Joseph Kane, NRC's geotechnicsl expert, said that ([ safety
was the prime considerstion, the diesel generstor bullding would have 1o be removed
and replaced.



1 brought numercus other serious safety problems at Midland to the sttention
of the ACRS, Including the underground stressing of piping due to uneven settie-
ment, snd the existence of some unusus! corrosion problems, none of which had
been disclosed by the Staff or the Applicsnt,

I have been working on the problems at Midland for fourteen years, because
I recognized how serious they were from the start. | was (n 8 position to know
the many problems which the NRC Staff and Consumers Power Co. summaries
had concealed or misrepresented,

The outside concern of Intervenors was s factor in the ACRS not giving approval
for an operating license ss they have in the past with few sxceptions, lostesd,
they took the unprecedented step of requesting "s report which discusses design
snd construction problems, their disposition, sad the overall effectiveness of the
effort to assure appropriate qnmy."“

Clearly the ACRS review #s it {s presently structured without some third
party overview, is inherently flawed, It relies on & controlled snd limited infor-
mation base, It gives the public » false sseurance of security which is worse thas
no sssurance st all. As it is now conducted, the ACRS review is simply snother
promotional tool for the auclear industry made at public expense, [is reviews sod
its directions shoul. be changed.

A body of experts such as the ACRS could be » useful agency to serve the
public If its members, who have expertise io aress being litigated st specific
plants sites, served »s consultants to the Licensiog Bosrd and citizens when those
lasues are considered. They should spend less time In Washington and should be
more involved in decisions on design and construction problems st the construction
sites where they are encountered and resolved.

If these changes 2re made, then the ACRS fnsl review letter could be based
on first hand sccounts of sctusl "as bullt” conditions that their own members csn
vouch for, [t would be & credible and valld letter that they can send (o the Commis~
#lon,

The presence of citizen intervenors st » site would slso guarantee an objective
third party overview for the ACRS, Citizens in the victuity of » nuclesr plant besr
the grestest risk to their homes and property values and their familles from s
nearby nuclear plant. They are your best watchdogs for nuclesr safety, They
are seeking a basic constitutional right--equal protection under the law--snd It
should not be dented them by Congress #s (s now the case. Both the Rogovin sad
Kemeny Reports have advocsted funding of sttorneys and expert witnesses for
citizen intervenors, This review of the deficiencles lo the present llcensing
process demonstrates how the presence of outside third party \nforms,.on from
whistieblowers or citizen Intervesors can contribute to ssfety,
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QUALITY ALSURAUCE DEFICILNCIES ENCOUMTLRED
AT MIDLARD FACILITY

The Appeal Pancl recently received a copy' of the

Hovember 13, 1973 Motification of an incidont or Occur~
rence issued by the Directorate of Reuulatory Opurations
in connection with the Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2.

This notification rclates to a Region III inspection of
the Midland facility which took place on Rovember 6-8,
1973 ané “"identificd serious deficicncies associated with
Cadweld splicing of concrete reinforcing bars®. It is
stated that "[t)hese deficiencics involved incdequate pro-
cedures for installing Cadweld splices, for material
contrel, and for documenting required quality paraneters”.

In addition, the notification reveals that the inspectors
detorminad that “inspection technigues were inadcoquate
ané acceptance criteria used for quality requiroments were
toing misapnlied™, UWe pecns: that (hic wae ipronded to
bo & diplomatic way of reporting that ths first line
quality assurance inspectors were allowirng items to pass
their isspection wiich, in {act, did not meet appliicable
Oh standards.

The notification points out that Consumcrs Power has °
suspended all Caducld e3licing operations 2t the site end
that thoce operations would rot be resumed until certain
cpecificed corrective action had been taken. It is

further indicated, however, that "[ec)ther unrelated work
will continue at the site”.

The Nicland construction permit procceding is, of course,
no longcr before the Appeal Loard which had bosn assigned
to it. Indeed, the period of time allottead for Commission
roview of the last lppesl Board Socision in the rrocecding
has now clanced, with the TesClt that there has been final
agency action (which is subject, of courgg, to the outcome




of the judicial review which is now in progress). Accord-
ingly, the Midland Appeal Noard clearly lacks jurisdiction
to Lake otleTSI'Eo?niaancu of the irregularitics disclosed
by the inspection, let alone icsuve any orders with recspect

thereto.

Monetheless, in view of the record that was adduced during
the course of the adjudicatory procceding as well as of
certain rulings which were made therain, the neambers ol

the Midland Appeal Board feel constrained.to record ) # |
their corireme dicmay respecting this latest devolojsent;
and (2) their. firm belief that more drastic action against
Consumers Power and its architect-engincer should be
promptly considered. In this connection, had the construc-
tion permit procecding still been bhefors our Soard at the
time that the results of the November 6-8 inspection were
announced, it is a virtual certainty that we would have
ordered forthwith a cessation of all construction activities
-- to continue in effoct. at least until such time as
properly trained quality assurance inspectors, fully inde-
pendent of the construction organization, vere available on
site.! We shall bricfly outline the reasons why we would
have taken that action.

1. As you will recall, in ALAB-106, RAI-73-3 182
(March 26, 1973), we dealt specifically with the contention
of .ne of tha intervenor groups (thc Saginaw Intervenors)
that the evidence of record established that the applicant
$& "incapable of. and caennot ha walied upan to. perfom
adequate cuality assurance and quality control”. Basecd
upon our review of the evidence relating to the work at the
Midland site performed under an excmption, ve made the
erxpress finding that "neither the applicant nor the
architect-cngineer has provided roasonable assurance that
the QA program will be implemented properly * * * . They
have ir this project not dcmonstratced their concorn with
maintaining QA programs in synchronization with their con-
structicn programs, nor have they demonstrated thet they
will have properly trained people on site to implement the
OA program®. Jd. at 185. One of the considerations which
led to this finding was the disclosure in one inspection
report of record that “the QA and gc inspection personnel

rcsent »+ +he concrete pour location did not promptly
dentify and correcct apparent deviations from the AC1-301
Standard regarding consolidation of concrete". Ihid.
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Deezuse of the "no reasonable aszuranca™ determination
found to be compelled by the recoxrd, we gave scrious
thought to revoking the construction permits which had
been issved under the Licensing Board's authorization.

We did not do so only because (1) the prior failures of
the applicant and the architect-cngineer to cbserve re= -
quirad QA practices and procedurc: had occured in 1970
(beforc the construction work under the cxemption had
términated); and (2) we had the solemn assurance of the
zpplicant that all of those prior deficiencies werc being
rectificd as construction was being resumed under the
permits. In the circumstances, wo thought it would be
enough to imposne specific reporting conditions which were
designed to make certain that the applicant was making
good on its promise and that there would be an adegquate
QA program for the resumcd construction.

On the basis of one of the reports called for by Annn-loi.
and a nunber of inspection reports supplied by the staff

in responsc to a later order of the Board (and a request

of one of its menbors), we denied in ALAB-147, RAI-73-9 636
(September 18, 1973), the mntion of the Saginaw Inter-
venors to revokc, or stay the effect of, thc construction
permitc pending a definitive determinaticn that the
Spgplicant 222 the azchitoct-amgincar were comnl' o4 and
vould continuc to comply with the QA regulatic .- in con-
structing the Midland facility. We found that 'i.cre is
now a reasonable assurance that appropriate Q) action is
being taken by the applicuant®™ and also that, apart from a
deficicncy which we percecived in its OA organization, there
was no QA problem pertaining to the architect-engineer
requiring a direction of corrective action. Id. at 637,
§40 (Tn. 10).

2. Against this baclkground, our present concern
should not be difficult to understand. _Thc only reasonable
conclusicon which we can draw {rom the disclesures of the
Novembei o-¢ inspection is that the assurances wvhich we
had rcceived from the applicant were false and that, in
point of fact, it and the architcct-anginear still have
not manifected both an ability and a willingness to taks
the cteps neccssary to invure proper QA activities., 1Indced,
the OA deficiuncy referred to in Lhe notification bears a
startling rescoblance to the deficiency referred to in
ALAB-10C respecting the OA and OC personnel present at the
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concrete peur location (which is mentjoncd abova). It
would thus appear, with the henefit of lindsight, that

it was not enough for us sinply to impose rcporting
conditions in ALZB-=10G. It also scems cvident that, con-
trary to our firding in ALAD-147 (which necessur.iy was
founded on the materials then hefore us), there is not a
reasonable assurance that appropriate A action is now
being taken. If anything, there is a solid assurance
that exactly the oppocite is the case. | -
: 3. A fow weeks ago, two of the members of this Doard
requosted and obtaincd a mecting with you and soveral
other rcgulatory officials to explore the question of the
extent to which the QA “track rcecord” of an applicant or
architcct-cngincer is taken into account by the staff in
its appraisal of epplications for construction pernmits.
While that discussion was wholly generic and intentionally
waz not addrcssed to any specific resctor, it obviously
has a special significance to the prescnt situation
regarding Midland. If we recall correctly, we wore told
that the point might be rcached where the staff uould be
compelled to conclude that incorrigihility was involved,
and then to act accordingly. Whether or not we would
agroe that a bad "track record® should come intn nlay

Wiy AN sueh Grbiuwee Cilcuweslenves, Liis cuse Wolal S@uw
to mect your own (28t What we have here is a pattern of
repeated, flagrant and significant QA violaticn:z of a non-
routine charactar -- coupled with an unrcdeemcd promise

of reformation.

The staff has dealt affirmatively with this most recently
detected serious QA shortceaing requiring the prompt
sucpension of all Cadweld splicing pending the taking of
necozsary corrective actien. But there remains the
wnrosolved quastion as to whether the same or cqually
gericus OA shortcomings may be infectina other aspacts

of the construction work. It is difficult to undcrstand
how anv construction activity can pe allowed to proceed
until that quostion is settled. g

4. Ve would make only this onec further obwarvation.
We expressly noted in ALAR-106 that the "staff's enforce~
ment responsibilitics are in no way limited by the
[reporting) concditions herein prescribud, and the staff
is free to taka any remecdial action cver and abave these
conditions which it moy deem nccessary”. RAXI=73-3 at 186.
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We did not (and, of course, could not appropriately)
attuempt to direct that, if a particular situation were to
arise, the staff should pursuc a specific course. Ouce
the adjudicatory proceceding is over, the on-goina super-
vision of construction activitius is your function and
not ours. But implicit in that statewent == and in the
cheice we made not to revoke the construction permit ==
was the assumption that the staff would not countenance
for long a continuation of the deplorible OA performance
which the rocord revealed had obtained uuting the con~-
struction work under the cxcwotion.

( (Leven £ ‘?-( el

Alan S. Rosenthal

cc: Commissioner William O. Doud
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ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. Hodes

December 3, 1973

Docket Nos. 50-329

50-330
Alan S. Rosenthal, Esq., Chairman John 1. Buck, Esq.
Atomic Salety and Licensing Appeal Atomic Safety and Licensing
Bosrd Appeal Board
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission U. §. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D. C. 20545 Washington, D. C. 20545

Willlam C. Parler, Esq.

Atomic Safety snd Licensing Appeal
Board

U. S. Atomic Energy Commission

Washington, D. C. 20545

RE: QUALITY ASSURANCE DEFICIENCIES ENCOUNTERED AT
MIDLAKD FACILITY

Centlemen:
This is in r : dum on this subject dated Novembaer

P o your )
26, 1973, We are 3l2s concerned oz to quality s3surancs implementation
at the Midlana fagiiity . It was tor this reason that we initiated the action
which led 1o the shutdown of cadwelding at that facility by Consumers
Power Company. As a practical matter, the shutdown of cadwelding at
this site severealy limits Class | construction ot the site in that cadwelding
must be complsted beiore additional Class I structural work can proceed.

A reinspection of November 20-21, 1973, revealed that that which the
licensee believed to Le sufficient with regard to cadwelding procedures
etill was inadeguate. This raised doubts about the licensee's overall imple~
mentation of its quality assurance program.

We are today issuing to this I an order confirming the continuing
suspension of the ndw-ldtn. and ordering the licensee 1o show uuu why
all activities under the tion permits should nat be susp

L. Mamu.‘

Director of luuhucn



TESTIMONY OF BARBARA G. STAMIMIS
5795 N. RIVER
FREELAND, MI 48623
RE: MIDLAND NUCLEAR PLANT, UNITS 1 & 2
Before the Committee on Interior and Ilnsular Affairs
‘arris K, Udall, Chairsan

June 16, 1983

Intruduction

My name is Barbara Stamiris. I have been intervening in the "soil settiement”
hearing at the Midland nuclear plant for the past three years, I welcome the oppor-
tunity to share my assessmnt of the regulatory process at Midland because I believe
it has implications for nuclear power regulation nationwide,

The NRC is the scle body capadle of preventing rather than peacting to a nuclear
safety disaster, Congress has provided the NRC with the necessary regulatsry tools
to enforce their mandate of rrotecting the public health and safety, but these
regulations are not being implesented properly. Ihe grave safety problems at Mid-
land today are the result of 10 years of regulatory leniance in the face of util-
ity incompetence , misranagement, and sbuse of trust,

History of Seils Froviems

From the beginning, the NRC has bteen uwilling to place pudlic health and
safety ahead of financial considerations of the wtility, In 1969, the Midland
plant was exespted from the NRC's usual siting standards in order to be located
near its steam customer, the Dow Chemical Co. As a result, we have a nuclear plant

situated in a floodplain whose foundation had to be built up with 35 feet of 111
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soils. Consumers Power Company's disvegard of quality assurance principles caused
the improper placement and compaction of these fill scils, But, when the Admini-
stration Building settled and Consumrs own follow-up audit revealed sitewide
£111 soil deficlencies in 1977, Consumers still chose to proceed with constructiom
on these soils and began the neighboring Diesel Generator Bullding.

Today all the plants major safety struccures, .ncluding tvo begun after the
first settlement problems, have cracked and settled unevenly. Most recently the
Containment itself, always thought to be exempt from the settlement problems , has
been found te de cracked (NRC report 83-01), But, even more critical than the ob~
servable settlement problems is the damage to the underground cooling pipes, requir-
ing complex monitoring devices, An extersive systen of permanent devatering
vells must operate over the life of the plant in order to control ground saturstion

seeping from the plant’s cocling pond,

Soils Remdial wasures

As complex and unusual as the soil settlemsnt problems are at Mdland, so
too are the remedial fixes they require, And the "fixes” themselves are beginning
to cause further damage and complicationms,

1, The Diesel Senerator Building, whose excessive differential settlememt
bas cracked its three foot thick concrete walls, was loaded with 37,000 tons of
sand in an attempt to consolidate its subsoils, Consumrs chose this experimental
soluticn because in their words "it was the lesst costly feasible altermative®™
which would allow ~omstruction to continue and "minimize impact on the construc=
tion schedule” (50,54f q. 23). Initiated by Consusers prior to the first NRC
meeting on the soils problems in 1978, the preload fix was allowed by the NRC with
the explicit warning that it was undertaken entirely at Consumers own risk and
would have to demonstrate in the end "that the original requirements of the construc~
tion permit had been met or exceeded.”
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Lut, five years later with the Diese) Generator Building complete, the NRC f
is uwilling to overlock the sunk costs and is compromising the original require- !
mots. Further cracking and stress to the Lullding and to the piping below resulted {
from the sand jreload and the adequacy of the consolidation effort remains in ques= !
tion. The integrity of the Diesel GCenerator Building is contested anong the NRC
technical experts, but the official NRC position is ooe of acceptance,

Z._The vorlds largest underpinning operation is required to shore up the
foundations of the Auxilliary Building and Service Water Building (attachment 1),

Mr. Keppler, NRC's Region IIT Director, has called this job in which rows of SO0~
foot deep concrete plers, and massive concrete walls are poured beneat' the completed
structures, “the equivalent of building a third reactor cmsite,”

The NRC Inspector closest to the original solls prodlems expressed doudts
in 1981 that these “highly sophisticated and in some cases unp 4 4 dial

actions” could be successfully accomplished by a company that™simply could not
take soll material from one part of the site and place it in a sufficient manner

to support the structures“on another™(tr, 2441)*,

And in 1982, Licensing Board Judge Harbour cautioned that the intricate under=
pinning operations, which must hold dullding movement to under 1/8 of an inch, had
“the potential for producing irreversidle damage to safety class structures” and
said “this board does not want to be hearing the remedial on the al

masures at some future date™ (tr, 7124),

Yet, eftec oniy six of the 57 underpinning plers have been placed, these
fears seem to b coming true, The Feedwater Isolation Valvepits have cracked '
during & jaciing operation, one of the plers (11 w) has failed to accept the load :
as anticipated, the Auxilliary Bullding wings are unexpectedly rising, the soil

"1l transcript pages refer to 50-329, 50-330 OM-OL soils proceeding, ’




e e e —

107

bearing capacity has been found to be 1/2 that expected, and grounds pag
threatens the integrity of the concrete piers.

3, The permanent dewvatering system is expected to reverse groundwater flow
patterns surrounding the site (FSAR), and recent reperts indicate that nearby
residential wells are drying up. Extra devatering undertaken to comtrol ground=
vater in the underpinning shafts may be affecting the foundation solls of the
neardy containment and causing the cracking there, And chemical vastes stored
for years in abandoned wells and underground cavities by Dow Chemical Co, are sud~
ject to migration associated with 40 years of constant dewatering.

De Soil Settlesent Hearings
On Decesber 6, 1979, the NRC issued an Order Modifying Comstruction Permits

which sought to suspend the soils related work at Midland “until the related safety
{ssues (wvere) resclved.” But, Consumers requested a hearing to contest that order,

So the quality deficiencies and cost/schedule pricrities which caused the

original soll problems and continue to cause the soils remedial work prodlems remain
unresolved today-~but the work goes om,

Quality assurance hearings and MRC assurances that gquality assurance iaprove~
mnt would follow have been a part of this project from the bdeginning, As early
88 1973, an appeals board at Midland considered revoking the comstruction permits,
but “did not do so only because of the solemn assurances of Consumers that their
prior QA deficlencies were being rectified” They later concluded M'Wh assurances
we received vere .'.‘un‘buuu neither Consumers nor Bechtel have "manifested an
ability or willingness to insure proper QA activities™ (ALAB 106 p, 185 and 11-23-73
letter), The import of these words in 1983 is & chilling indicator of the fallure
of both the utility and the regulators to resolve the problems at Midland over
the past ten years.

But in the soll settlement hearing, the NRC went one step further than they
had before, For this time the NAC not omly

perated their ble assurance
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that QA would be appropriately implemented in the future, but they did so as part
of a pre-hearing agreement designed to resolve the very issue the hearing was abdbout,

The June 5, 1981, QA Stipulation exchanged the NMRC's “re bl * conclu=
slon for Consumers agreement not to contest the soils GA breakdown, thereby eliminat-
ing the meed to litigate what the NRC and Consumers considered past QA problems
(attachment 2), Only favorable testimomy about the revised QA program was to be
submitted.

My FOIA requests for the confidential terms of this QA Stipulation sent to
the KRC by Consumers have bteen denied on the grounds that the docurent contains
"comercial information™ and "damaging and unevaluated information which may threates
to distort an administrative judgement™ (FOILA 81-227, ®2-477), Yet, the planning

for this atipulation involved both C and Region III top management,
Invited by Consumer's James Cook to personally visit the site to inspect
the revised QA program, Mr. Keppler came with a team of NRC inspectors in May of

1981, Despite citing noncompliances in eight of the eigh areas inspected (Report
81-12), M, Keppler formed s judgement of improved QA isplementation on which the
QA Stipulation was based, Mr, Keppler later testified that the QA Stipulation did
not represent § lawyer's bargain, and led by Consumers' attorney, denied that he
was even avare of its existance when he formed his feasonadle assurance julgement
(7-13-81 tr, 2057 ). Mr. Keppler changed that testimomy the following day whee
reminded of a conversation with me about his involvement in the QA Stipulation
(7-14~81 tr. 2118) and it was later determined that even the NRC inspectors com~
ducting the Mav insoertion had copies of the proposed QA Stipulation with them
during the inspection (tr, 2223, 2445)

As & result of the QA agreement, the NRC was now arguing in essence that their
own Order should not be upheld, and on the first day of the bhearing allowed the
first solls remedial work to begin, Based on a single, well-anticipated inspec~
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tion, the NRC vas willing to wipe the slate clean and forget about the five years
of QA breakd which d the solls prodlems, The NRC once again predictes

that QA implementation was on the road to recovery,

1982 Quallcy Assurance Assessente

Sut as soon as the underpinning preparations degan, so too did the GA
probléms, When Midland's second Systematic Appraisal of Licensee Performance
(SALP) Report was issued in April of 1982, the SALP Board drew a very different
conclusion of QA deficiency, for the same 1980-81 time frame as Mr, Keppler's favor-
able testimony (attachment 3), Troubdled by this conflict and saying that he vas
afraid he had misled the Licensing Bocard in 1981, M, Keppler sought to have the
QA record recpened in the soil settlement hearing, Expressing his extrems dis~
appointment at another negative SALP report, especially the low rating in soils,
Mr. Keppler said he guessed his inspectors were trying to tell his something.

Wis inspectors were trying to tell him something again with the Deisel Gerera~
tor Puilding inspection (82-22) of late 1982 (attachment 4). Undertakes as an
in-depth look at the most recent construction work, the inspectors found problems
everywhere they looked in this inspection, Intermal notes ravealed that the Mid~
land inspection team unanisously supported an NRC shut~dowm 23 & vesult of their
firdings. But this time Consuers agreed to stop most safery related work, so
that the critical soils underpinning work could begin,

™e quality as rreakd involving deliberate violationa of QA/QC

principles, am sigoilicent discrepancies between the design and as-bullt conditiam
of the plant resulted in a $120,000 civil penalty fine, But, on December 5, 1R
in the midst of NRC enforcement deliberations regarding the latest (A dreakdown,
Consumers Power Co. was given the long avaited and desparately needed green light
to begin the two year underpinning operatiom.

The soil settlement hearing established (o decide whether the solls remedial
work should be permitted, woula “ow continue well after the work in question was

8-422 0-8—»



110 !

irreversidly undervay. Despite continuing and escalating QA deficiencies, the
RRC has allowed what is perhaps the most difficult work ever undertaken at &
nuclear plant to go forward at Midland,

Ihe Licensing Frocess

Both the NRC and the Licensing Board defend this course of action by maintain- l
ing that the plant will not be granted an operating license in the end unless all
original design requirements are met, Therefore, construction is allowed to pro~
ceed “at the utility's own risk,” while regulatory judgements await plant comple~ !
tion. The public is asked to deliewe that ultimate safety judgements about the
adequacy of the plant will be made without regard for the utilities financial inter-
ests, But in the real world of billion dollar sunk costs and completed plants, }
it is the original safety requirements which are modified in an effort to license
the plant--not the completed stxuctures,

Knowing that a completed plant is likely to be licensed by the NRC, and know=
ing that only by completing the plant will Michigan law allow construction costs

to be passed on to the ratepayers, Consumers Powver Co, is unable to objectively
weigh cost versus safety decisions, The only real risk remaining at the end of
these “"proceed at your own risk™ arrangements is that to the public who must bdear
both the cost and safety burden of this umsafe ° plant,
The NRC has the regulatory tools to ensure the safe comstruction of a nuclear
plant, But, at Mdland these tools have not been used, Licensing proceedings are
resclved on pro~icer of reformation, not performance records=-on words not actioms.
Orders modifying comstruction permits are made, then ignoved., Material false state~
ments are established, then overlooked, 0.1, investigatiom are conducted with }
instructions to avoid conclusions. Design documnts are modified after the fact
to match as-bullt comstruction and accepted by the MRC. And quality assurance ‘
deficiency is tolerated while construction proceeds. i
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1983 WRC Testimony

There are men vithin the NRC who seem to have finally reached the last straw,
There are inspectors and technical experts who are trying to make their voices heard,
In the recent soil settlement hearings, the Mdland team of inspectors testified
that they lacked confldence and trust in Conswers Fower Company ranagement, and
their adility to implement QA properly.

Yet, the 1983 QA improvesent plan (CCP), the reinspection of past safety vork,
and the thrid party reviews in woich Mr, Xeppler places his confidence are still
golng forvard under Consumers' comtrol, And the reliance placed on reviews vhich
are truly independent, or on increased NRC controls to get the job done, miss the
salient point, It is Consumrs Pover alone who must o evaluated, for they alome
vill operate the licensed plant, 1f they cannot be trusted to construct the plant
safely, how can they be trusted to operate it safcly?

The NMRC can no longer avold their responsibdility t. decide whether this utility
has the capability and reliability necessary to safely conplets and operate a nuclear
power plant, For only the NRC can make this [udgement defore it is too late,
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

© A n
)
In the Matter of ;
CONSUMERS POWER CrMPANY ) ' Dockat Nos. 50-329-0M
) $0-330-0M
(Midiand Plant, Units 1 and 2) ) $0-329-0L
; $0-330-0L

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION FTAFF/CONSUMERS
~POWER COMPANY QUALITY ASSURANCE STIPULATION

1. Prior to December, 1979, there wer:. cuality
Sssurance deficiencies related to soil construction activities
under and arcund safety-related structures and system -t the
Consumers Pover Midland Plant construction site (*Midlan.®) in
that (i) certain design and construction specifications related
t7 foundation-type material properties and compaction reguire-
ments were not followed; (i4) there was & lack of clear
direction and support between the contractor's engineer.ing
office and construction site as well as within the con~
tractor's engineering office; (iii) there was & lack of
control and supervision of plant fill placement sctivities
which contributed to inadequate compaction of foundation
material; and (iv) corrective action regarding nonconformances
related to plant fill wes .unlhcun or inadequate as
evidenced by repested devistions from specification require~

ments.

|
?
|
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2. Consumers Power agrees not to contest the
NRC Staff's conclusions that the events referred to in para-
graph 1 constituted a breakdown in quality assurance with
respect to soils placement at Midland and constituted an
adeguate basis for issuance of the order of December 6, 1979.

3. The quality assurance ptoq'u- satisfies all
reguisite NRC criteria. Further, as a result of revisions in
the quality assurance program, the improved implementation uf
that program, and other factors discussed in testimony submitted
by Janes G.. Keppler, the NRC has reasonable assurance that

quality assurance and guality control programs !ux be
appropriately implemented with respect to future soils con-
struction activities including remedial actions taken as a

result of inadeguate soil placement.

Consumers Power Company
Ghlhay 2 TaT

o e Attorneys for ¢t taf?
of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Date: Jung S, 1981
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[ATTACRMENT 3)

SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE [SALP)

The NRC has established » progras for Systesatic Assessment of
Licensee Performance (SALP). The SALP is an integrated NRC Staff
sffort to collect available observaticns and data on & periodic
basis and evaluate licensee performance based upon these observa-
tions. SALP {s supplemental to normal regulatory processes used

to insure complisnce to the rules end regulstions. SALP is intended
from 8 historicel point to be sufficiently disgnostic to provide &
retional basis: (1) for allocating future NRC regulatory resources,
and (2) to provide meaningful guidance to licenses sansgement to
promote quality and safety of plant construction and operation.

A NRC SALP Bosrd posed of ag and insp s who are know-
ledgesble of the licerses activities, met on October 23, 198! and
March 23, 1982, to review the collaction of performance observations

and date tc essess the licensee perforsance in selected funct ional
areas.

This SALP Report is the Board's of the 14 ssfety
performance at Consumers Power Company's Midland Nucliear Power Plant,
for the period July 1, 1980 to June 30, 1981.

The results of the SALP Board sssesssents in the selected functicnal
47688 ware presented to the licensee at & seeting held April 26, 1982.
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CRITERIA

The 1i perf is d in selected functional areas
depending whethar the facility is in a construction, pre-operational
or operating phase. Each functional area normally represents areas
significant to nuclear safety and the environment, and are normal
programmatic areas. Some functional areas may not be assessed becsuse
of little or no licensee sctivities or lack of meaningful observations.
Special areas may be added to highlight significant observation.

One or more of the following evaluation criteris were used to assess
each functional eres.

1. Management involvement in assuring qualicy.

2 Approach to resolution of technical issues from safety standpoint.
3.  Responsiveness to NRC initistives.

- Enforcement history.

5. Reporting snd analysis of reportable evants.

6. Staffing (including managesent).

7. Training effectiveness and gqualification.

However, the SALP Board (s not limited te these criteris and others say
have been used vhere appropriate.

Based upon the SALP Board assessment sach functional ares evaluated is
classified into one of three performance categories. The definition of
these performance categories is:

Category 1. Reduced NRC attention may be appropriste. Licenses san-
agement attention and involvement are aggressive and oriented toward
nuclear safety; licensee resources are ample and effectively used such
that & high level of performance with respect to cperational safety or
construction is being achieved.

Category 2. NRC sttention should be meintained st norsal levels.
Licenses mansgesment attention end involvement are evident and are
concerned with nuclear safety; licenses resources are adequate and
are veasons™ly sffective such that satisfactory performance with
respect to operational safety or construction is being achieved.

Both NRC and licenses sttention should be increased.
icenses managemant attention or involvement is scceptable and considers
nuclear safety, but veaknesses are evident; licensee resources
to be streined or not effectively used such that minisally setisfactory
performance with respect to operationsl safety or construction is being
achieved
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111, SUURY OF RESULTS
Tunctionel Ares Assessmant Category 1  Category 2
1. Quality Assurance x
2. Seoils and Foundations
3. Containment and other
Safety-Related Structures X
4. Piping Systems and Supports
5. Safety-Related Components i
6. Support Systess X
7. Electrical Power Supply end
Distribution
8. Instrumentation and Contrel NOT RATED
Systems
9. Lfcensing Activities X
10. Fire Protection X
11. Preservice Inspection b
12. Design Control and
Design Changes
13. Reporting Requiremeants and

Corrective Action
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| ATTACHMENT &)

UNITED STATES
, NUCLEA" REGULATORY COMMISSION
N

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS, REGION 1N
799 Rooseveit Rosd. Glan Ellyn. Ihneu 80137

Trant

NEWS ANNOUNCEMENT 83-08
CUNTACT: Jan Strasma 312/¥32-2674
Russ darabito 312/¥32-2667

NRC STAFF PROPOSES $120,000 FINE FOR QUALITY ASSURANCE VIOLATIONS
AT MIDLAND NUCLEAR POWER STATION

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s Region 111 Office has :rmnd
e $120,000 fine against Consumers “ower :r‘ for an alleged breakdown
in the cuslity assurance progrem at the Mid Nuclear Power Statiom
construction site in Midland, Michigan.

An NRC inspection of ipment instellation !n the plant's diesel
generator building between October 12 November 25, 1982, tdentified
rumerous items of noncomplisnce with Quality Assurance requirements.

prope fine consists of two alleged violations, esch carrying

. 860 ru I{

The firsc violation is for multiple examples of plant personnel
fatling to [cllow procedures, drawings and specificat in the installe-
tion equipment. In one instance, en inspection pr was not
::::bgo:« to nmo the o?n tion of otuutul“ "u in “““..t:t

. requirements. In cases, changes avwings or specifi-
cations ui'v‘o nade without proper authorization.
u?‘ n:n: vulutn u: the u::n o{‘tl\o -c'o‘d:&u;unuu lho:.
y control supervisors instructed quality contro {nspecters
::md inspections when excessive numbers J deficiencies ware observed.
™he cmlmur being inspected was then turned back to the
construction staff for rework. The intent of this practice was to improve
construction quality prior to the QC inspections. oq canes, hovever
lh’ ollow-up QC inspections focused only on the previously identifiec
deficiencies, instead conducting a h{t rein fon. is practice,
tharefore, provided no assurance that unr ted telencies vere later
tdantified or repaired. Reinspections will be required for those aress
whare this QC practice was utilised.

T™is inapection practice alsc resulted in incorrect dats heing fed

the licenses's Trend Analysis hatz thereby inhibit the ueility's

ity to determine the root causes ficiencine and to their
recurrance



In & letter to Consumers announcing the proposed fine, Regional d
Aﬂunu:t James G, Keppler said zh:.wlaunul‘-“n:::o;:tm ’:l‘., .
“fallure to exercise adequate oversight control”
contractor (Bechtel Power Cu'unucs » which had the responsibility for

execut the 2 :n am.

Ia‘:‘-'lu gﬂ. the QA breakdown, in part, caused Consumers to halt
Some safety-related construction work at the plant last December, and to
take “other significant actions to provide assurance that safety-related
structures and systems are constructed as designed. -

As part of its corrective action, Consumers has proposed a “Comstructio
Completien Program," outlining the steps it will take to complete the Mid-
land plant. It includes a reinspection of safety-related systems, third-
party reviews to ::u:u project performance, and GA/QC organizetional
changes, other »

Cm\:.cr: alse will required by the NRC to determine the extent
to which QC wupervisors instructed inspectors to limit their findi

of deficienc.es and to Inform the NRC of what corrective action uﬂ.u
una':: !rwnt this from occurr in the fu

ture.
icenses has until March 10, 1983, to either the fine or

y
to protest it. If cthe fine 18 tested and Mmmtr imposed formall
by the NRC scaff, Consumers h\'nt" may requast a luu'u.’ "

"
February 8, 1983

——" - —
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TESTIMONY

Billie Pirner Garde
Director,

Citizens Clinic
Government Accountability Project
Institute for Policy Studies
Washington, D.C.

befare the

SUBCCMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND THE ENVIRONMENT
of the

COMMITTEE ON INIERIOR AND INSULAR A'FAIRS

United States House of Representatives

June 16, 1983
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MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS (F THE COMMITTEE:
INTRODUCTION

On behalf of the Government Accountability Project (GAP) of the
Institute for Policy Studies, it is an honor and a privilege to appear
before you today. I am especially pleased bw your invitation because
this comittee has remained steadfast in its comitment to insuring the health
and safety of the American pecple through its vigilence in providing reasar -
able regulation of the nuclear power industry.

Your persistence in monitoring Quality Assurance problems at nuclear
power plants throughout the nation is indicative of your dadication
maintaining the goverrment's accountability to its citizens. It is o
hope that this hearing an the Midland Nuclear Power Plant will begin to
address same of the grave problems 2 this seriously troubled nuclear
construction site — a site recognized by the Nuclear Regulatory Cormission
(NRC) as one of the most problematic plants in the nation.

It is only fitting that this panel should commence with the testimonies
of two woren who are here not because it is their jcb to testify, but
because they believe it is their duty. Mrs. Barbara Stamiris and Mrs.
Mary Sinclair have voluntarily devotsd a large part of their personal lives
to participating in the Atamic Safety and Licensing Board proceedings
on the Midland plant. These women are neither lawyers nor engineers;
rather, they are concorned citizens of a cormunity wio are exercising their
roral duties and legal rights in exposing the Midland facility's design,
construction and management deficiencies. They have been subjected to
untold ard undeserved criticism by Consumers Power Cowpany (CPCo), they
have spent thousands of their own dollars to present wnd disclose controversial
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issues, and they have achieved results. If and when the Midland Nuclear
Power Plan® opens, it will be a far safer facility than i. would have been
without their participation.

Ms. Sinclair's and Ms. Staniris' experiences should be of interest
to this committes, Certainly they can testify first hand about the
questions that were raised during the February Oversight Hearings of the
NRC's budget request for 1984 and 1985, As you recall, one of the issues
that was brought up in the hearing was the public's lack of confidence in
the nuclear power industry and the NRC {tself. This comittes mentioned
Midland as one of the plants under construction that had Quality
Assurance breakdowns or design problems that went undetected for years
by the NRC. Cartainly the problems at the Midland facility are not new
to Ms. Sinclair, Ms. Stamiris or the GA™.

In further keeping with the cbjectives of our organization, GAP is
cnducting a major independent lnvestigation of the Midland facility.

We have interviewed numercus workers and conomimed citize s, analyzed
auditing proposals that Consumers Power Conpany has made to the NRC staff
(in response to the July, 1982 Advisory Comittes on Reactor Safequards
letter to Chalrman Pelladino), and scrutinized Consumers’' plans to resolve
Mmerous quastions that remain unanswersd regarding the "as bullt” condition
of the Midlad plant, ith sach new plece of information that GAP gathers,
we becore increasingly concerned sbout the plant's safety and more skeptical
about Consuners' ability to identify and rectify the plant's blatant design,
construction, and renagement deficiencies. e are testifying today with
the hopes of cbta.ning answers tO our conomIms - answers that the NRC
has not yet been sble to provide.
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This testimony will exanine two major issues: first, it will detail
the NRC's fallure to recognize ar deal effectively with the magnitude of
the problems at Midland; and second, it will explain that the solution
proposed by the utility on the eve of acceptance by the NRC oavot restore
Ablic confidence in the safety of the Midland plant.

Consumers’ answer to the plethora of flaws is the Construction
Completion Plan (OCP), which is intended to remedy the previous abuses
at the Midland plant. It is GAP's belief that although the OCP identifies
problems, it is inherent'y and evpirically inadequate and it cannot
mroess! Ally mitigate or solve the serious consequences of OA/(C deficiencies.
The plan s fundamentally flawed at the onset because it calls for Conmumers
to evaluate itself and to (dentify its own problems through & Quality
Varification Program. The legitimacy of such a program is copromised by
conflicts of interest. As Chaimman Udall stated at the Septerber 14, 1982
Oversight Hearings on the Willism H. Zisrwr Power Station in Ohdor

T B B T A

Aswuxance for so many tu-.mm

um-munu-t-

Our lack of confidence in a self-svalustion is further diminished by
President of CFCo Mr. John D, Selby's recent adnission that the Midland

plant 's failure will signal the financia’ aol.spen of his copany. In

GAP's opinion. *w v wiy to assure adequate identification of the facility's
flaws 18 to aliminate structural conflicts of interest by creating »
legitimate, indeperdent, third-paty review.

Mr. Keppler ackrowledges that he intends to allow the utility to ldentify
its own problems through self-examinatirn. His reasoning is confusing =
he claime that if the NIC carnot trust the wtdlity to identify its own
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problems then it cavot be trusted to cperate a nuclear power plant. Yet
merbers of the Midland staff do not trust Corsumers’ Midland management tesm.

The reasoning of Mr. Kegplar is the ultimate in cptimism, but it is
not realistic., The public’'s health and safety derend o the actual
condition of the plant — not on the unmbstantiated hopes and dreams of
Mr. Keppler.

BOTOUD

A brief description is in crder conceming wiho we are, how we
became Lnvolved with the Midland plant, and the mjcr events leading up
to this hearing to better identify and illuninate the lssues ‘e balisve
the Committee might wish to addrnes.

The Government Acoountability Project is a project of the Institute for
Policy Studies, Washington, D.C. The pupose of its program is to broaden
the understanding of the vital role of the pblic employes in preventing
wasts and corruption, to offer legal and strategic comsel to whistleblowers,
to bring meaningful and significant refomm to the government workplace, and
to expose vastaful or repressive government actions that pose a threat to
the health and safety of the American public. Presantly, the Project provides
& program of multi-level assistace for goverrvent enployees wio report
illegal or Urproper actions by their agencies. GAP regularly ' oniiore
govermmental reforms, offers eqertise to BExecutive Branch offices and agencies,
and respords to requests by Congress and state lejislatures for analysis
of legislation to make goverrment more sccountable to the public,

The Govermment Accountability Project also includes a Citizens Clinie
for Accountable Govermnment. The clinical program assists and instructs
citizens groups and individuals who seer to uncover government misconduct,
monitor goverrment (nvestigations or forom regulatory agencies to recognize
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significant public health and safety dangers. It is the Citizens Clinic,
with GAP investigators, that has adopted the Midland case.

In January, 1982, GAP was contacted by the Lone Tree Council of Midland,
Michigan. nﬁm“mm-mm,—u-
had been cartacting their organization and disclosing serious problems
at the Midland site. They alleged that the citizen intervencrs had similar
eperiences and that as the allegations became more serious they decided
to seek help in directing these workers. They were referred to the Goverrnment
Accountability Project by other Washington-based pblic interest groups.

In March, 1982, aftwr interviewing mmerous workers and concerned
citizens and preparing an extensive review and analysis of the history of
problems at Midland, two GAP investigators went to Michigan. They reviewed
documentation from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, cowrt transcripts,
and testimony from public hearings. GAP representatives made a second
investigative trip in May, 1982 during which they questioned witnesses,
conducted verification studies, and researched technical issues. Subsequently,
GAP sbmitted workers' affidavits to the Region IIT Inspection and
Enforcement Office of “he NRC. From these preliminary irvestigations the
Clinic identifies nine major areas of concern about the Midland Nuclear
Power Plant. To sumarize:

1) mmamgp At the time of the study, the
4205 b 1ion dollare, That comt VEL1 be.patemt o to Conmmers'
customers only when the plant is deemed “useable and useful.”
mm_m&ww"&w

2) The soil settlement issue: Majur safety rvlated bulldings
~ have literally sunk ad & ly cracked as a result of

i

E
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)

6)

9
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a "pile of concrete held together by metal rebars.”

location of the The Midland Nuclear Power Plant
limits of a town of 51,400. There
are 2,000 industrial workers within & mile of the site, the
cooling pond property border an elementary school, and
numerous homes swrround the plant.

Worker affidavits that GAP submitted to the NRC reveal dozens
of allegations regarding plant safely and mismanagement. Yet
the most serious allegations are yet unrecorded because of the
intense Bechtel/union control over its workers.

Nuclear Cammission over : NRC actions
it of the
doubt" to the utility even in the face of repeated failures of

problems on the site. Repeated program def.

have led to fines, , and audits since 1973.

The QA program continues to have major structural flaws that

u1ymmmmm-we-uamam

Intimidation and isals Workers are being
or problems and pursuiisg

their allegations. All of Bechtel's employees are

n aion mmmmwdmmmum

u:—‘:lywn "gag order” on its emplovees for talking to

Consumers Power Company {s under contract to produce
steam Decerber, 1984 for the Dow Chemical Company.
Conaurers row cannot meet that antractual obligation,

Purthermore, GAP discovered that a number of systams in the plant are
virtually in sharbles: unqualified welders have been working since 1980;
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there is a major materials traceability breakdown; electrical cable trays
are overloaded and tightly spaced; documentation was discovered back-logged for
months; the plant's paper work is out of control; and the “as built®
condition of the plant is, at best, indeterminant,

As a result of our investigation and our failure to convince the NRC t©
take adequate rem.dial measures about the Midland plant we have turned to
this Camittee and the Cormissioners directly. On Monday we requestsd
that the Commigsion:

1) Modify the Construction Permit (Midland Nuclear Power Plant, Units

2) Require a management audit of Consumers Power Company (CPCo) by

3) Reject the Cons‘ruction Completion Plan (CCP) as cwrrently proposed,
luding and Webster to conduct the

inc a rejection of Stone © third
party audit of the plant. Instead a truly , Competent,
and credible third party auditor should be selected with

4) Remove the Quality Assurance/Quality Control function from the

6) Require a detailed review of the soils settlement resolution as

Mrs. Sinclair and Mrs. Stamiris have testified about the problems on
the plant site - a Quality Assurance breakdown, unknown hardware problems,
and serious design deficiencies. GAP has concentrated on evaluating the
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adequacy of the solution to those prebleme.

On April 8, 1981 Regicn ITI management over-ruled its investigative
staff's recomerdations to suspend construction at the Williau H. Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station near Cincinnati, Chio. Instead, the NRC issued an
Dmediate Action Letter which, inter alia, required the Cincinnati Gas
and Electric Covpany to develop a Quality Confirmation Program (OCP). On
Novenber 12, 1982 the utter failure of the QCP forced the Commissioners to
suspend all safety-related construction at Zimmer. Unfortunately CPOo's
Construction Corpletion Plan (OCP) proposed for Midland bears a striking
resemblance to the key flaws that dcomed the QCP. In scme cases, the OCP
exacerbates the painful mistakes of 7immer.

More specifically, the Oonstruction Completion Plan is doomed to failure
if the following specific problems are not resolved pricr to the resumption
of canstruction on the sites

1. Inherent Conflict of Intersst

If ths CCP adequately recognized that it is the same Consumers Power
Company management that has failed to supervise and control the Engineer/
Contractor throughout the life of the Midland Project perhaps the CCP
would have a chance to resolve the quality problems. But the “"QAQC Crgani-
zation Changes” cutlined by the OCP simply legitinmizes the very structure
MMW&MQ‘MWWM

2. Failure to Specify Inspection Procedures and Evaluation Criteria

The QA/C Reorganization fails to include or explain the critical
Quality Control inspection plans. The technical content and requirements
ammmmummmu.nmc:-m
be responsible for irplementing these unkncwn, unexplained methodologies

2382 08310
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which hold the key to future quality at the Midiand plant.

MPOAD even plans to contimue to use Bechtel's Quality Control Notices
Marnual (QOW) and Quality Assurance Manual (BOAM) “as approved for use
on the Midland Plant." (6-3-83, at 12) The solution may be convenient,
but it fails to eplain how a QA/CC system that produced the In-Process
Inspection Notification (IPIN) and Deficiency Report (DR) system could be
adequate for a new Midland cormitment to quality.

3) Program Irplementation Weaknesses

Histarically it has been the implementation of any CA/QC program that
has been CPCo's Achilles heel at the Midland Plant. Similarly it is the

implerentation of the current edition of the OCP that concerns GAP staff

working on the Midland project. Under Irplementation the following statement

raises serious concern about the CRlp commitment to following its own
professad work plam:

Correcticn of identified problems will be given priority over

initiation of new work, as opriate, and the completion

teams will schedule their work based on these priorities,

ephasis added) .
There is no discussion of who will decide what is and what is not appropriate
to correct befare new work is started, nor how that determination will be
made. Those critical decisions simply must be made by someone other than
CPCo and their Bechtel Engineer/TContractor.

4) Lackx or ueszational Freedom for the Quality Assurance Department

The organizational premise c. the CCP is a "tear” concept that intsgrates
construction, engineering and quality assurance persommel. GAP reserves
judgement on the cperation of the "team concept” as an appropriate
construction concept for nuclear power plants until such time as a otility

can demonstrate that there can be organizational freedom for QR functions.
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5) Lack of Comprehensiveness

OCP reinspections will cover only "accessible" campletad construction.
The Regicnal staff has indicated that this is acceptable to them, although
there is no indication in any of the submittals of the percentage of work
that is rot accessible. Purther the (CP continues to define cut from OCP
coverage the soils work, the HVAC work, the electrical cable reinspection,
the NSSS work, and other problem areas that have required individual programs
to resolve deficiencies.

This piecemeal approach effectively surrenders any pretentions that
the OCP will provide a definitive answer to the Midland QA problems, even
if the program were otherwise legitimate. The necessity for reinspection
results from the iraccuracy of current quality records in the first place.
Paperwork reviews are simply not dependable at the Midland Project.

6) The OCP Fails to Require the Minimm of a Credible Reinspection

of the As-Built Condition of the Plant

The meat of the reinspection program is the Quality Verification
Progran. Our analysis is ongoing, however, there are a muber of cbvicus
flaws. These include, but are not limited to:

— Exclusion of 31,890 questionable closed Inspection Records (IRs)

for HVAC and soils work, Cable routing and identification and ASE
hanger programs,

== Incomplete review by the NRC of the Project Quality Control Instructicns
(1XI's) to be used for reinspection,

== Non-campliance with the 100% reinspection request, Mu&uqu
100% reinspection effort based on a "systems/area crientation,
and supplemented by a "randam plant-wide inspection™ to provide a
valid quality baseline on an expeditious basis. (In other words
manipulate the requirement to get beyond the 100% hardware inspection
.M.m-)o

- Exerptions for rebar, components, and other materials that are
inaccessible but indeterminate because of materials traceability
problems,
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= Excessive responsibility for the Executive Manager of MPQAD to have
overall responsibility for the QVP,

== Critical PCIs to be verified by Review of documentation only.

Inadequate Independent Auditor

At the February 8, 1983 public meeting Mr. Keppler said that the NRC
"told CiCo that conprehensive programs needed to be developed and put into
place in order to: (1) Provide assurance that completed construction wark
was sound, and (2) Provide assurance that future work would be effectively
controlled.*

Evidently Region III's assurance will came from CRCo's own audit of the
plant. Since February GAP staff menbers have tried every reascnable
approach to convince Region III that their philoscphical view of industry
self-examination has failed at Midland. Although Mr. Keppler boldly
maintains that his "reascnable assurance” of the Midland plant can only now
be maintained with adequate third-party reviews, in fact, the third party

to ni ess s the werk of over §,000
construction employees.

Tc date the NRC has announced that there will be no response to public
concerns about CRCo's selection of SéW as the third party auditcr, Nor will
there be an opportunity to review the methodology by which SéW is to perform
its function. Instead, according to an April 5, 1983 letter from Mr. Keppler
to Billie Garde, the SgW work will be locked at only after a jroblem is found:

We have not reviewed S¢W methodolicgies and do not tc wnless
we find significant problems which they hawe A

The letter confirms that there will be no public meeting to consider public
comments about either SiW or to review the adequacy of their plan. This
continues the long history of regulation by default at Midland. Unfortunately
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for the public this thecretical approach to goverrmrental regulat’ .8
both dangercus and expensive. At this stage Region IIT is as gquilty as
CRCo of failing to recognize the conceptual flaws that will prevent any
realistic solution t “'s problems at Midland.

These problems are at least as serious as Diablo Canyon and Zirmer.
They touch on every area of design and construction. For alrmost 14 years
there has been a total lack of comitment to a CA program which has left
the plant 85% complete in an indeterminate state. The long trail of
continuing revelations, potential safety problems, hardware problems,
design flaws, major construction defects, astronomical price increases,
and bioken promises have totally ercded the public confidence in CPCo
and in the NRC to ensure the quality of the plant's construction.

Only a truly independent, comprehensive audit will assuage the public's
well-founded fears that Midland is rot safely constructsd.

1. EBvaluation of the Stone and Webster Proposal
The concerns about SiW's independence would be somewhat academic if

S&W had presented a minimally adequate audit proposal to address the
scope of the OA breakdown. But it didn't. Although the plan is to
sketiy to evaluate — a brief three page cutline — the mmber of personnel
planned for the audit removes any doubt about credibility or dependability.
SeW proposes nine wditors for the Midlands project!
At a miniman, the NRC should recognize that anmy OCP must be based on
the results of corpleted third-party findings, as well as a comitmant to stay for the
duration of the project. The third party program must provide a comprehensive
view of the as built condition of the plant by an independent auditor, as
well as an independent assessrent of all future construction -- the CRCo,
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CCP, and SéW plan does not do either. Like the soils audit the SeW
progrem will only run until CFCo and the NRC have confiderce in the
adequacy of the ir,lementation of the QA Program for the Midland plant.
This is not a third party audit by any stretch of the imagination.

2. lack of Independence

Midland reeds, anc the Region has comitted to a verification program
Mcuﬂy%mﬂ&mt&hhm}diﬂ.ﬂt.
T2 Lviependent thind party must serve not only CPOo, but also the public
interest by ensuring the quality of construction at the plant.

Stone and Webster fails under both a literal and realistic reading
of the Covmission's primary financial criteria, that the third party mot
have any direct previous involvement with the Company. SéW directly fails
this test. In September 1982 SiW was hired by CPCO to be the overviewer
on the soils QA implementation. If the Commission's independence criteria
are to be taken seriously they must be applied.

Irondcally, it is the independence criteria that NFR uses as a basis
to reject the other CPCo nomination, the TERA Corporation.

3. Lack of Public Participation in the Selection Process

Even if the independence criteria could be met for SeW the lack of
puablic participation in the selection process destroys its legitimacy.

Although the February 8, 1983 meeting attracted several hundred
Midland residents there was no discussion or input from the public about
the third party auditor, or the methodology by which the audit would be
conducted. Instead Mr. Keppler and Mr. Eisenhut stremucusly assertad that
an independent audit would determine the adequacy of the Midland plant
but failed to disclose enoush of the elements of the audit to satisfy

conoermed citizena,
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Within days the NKC and CPCo were in "closed door" sessions over the
acceptability of the CCP, the auditor, and t’2 various scopes and
methodologies.

Unless Mr. Keppler and the Conmission have rewritten the policies of
the agency, the Diablo Canyon model - which set the precedent for increased
pblic participation in resolving the issues of how the Cormission
chooses independent audita 5 - should be used.

At Midland, by contrast, Region III has chosen to ignore the sericusness
of the situation by eliminating many of the most useful means of public
participation employed at Diablo Canyon. When GAP protested the series
of "closed door” meetings pertaining to the independent audit we wore told
that there would be no public meetings about SeW, but that all written
conments would be considerad. Instead of the NRC acting to allay the fears
of the public Mr. Reppler's position of "resisting shared decision making®
has only served to reinforce the fears of an already skeptical public
in central Michigan. ‘

Stone and Webster may be capable of addressing the problems at Midland, but
neither SiW nor CPCo have bothered to acknowledge the importance of public
mu-mmmu.mmdunmmh y
undermine the NRC's credibility at Midland.

CNCLUSIONS

In the fall of 1982 an NRR staff person recorded (in a log recently
cbtained by GAP through FOIA requests) the following sumary of the ACRS
request ~ formalized through their June 8, 1982 letter to Chairman Palladino;
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But the INFO effort addresses “work in progress” omly!

BUT WHEN INTEGRATED WITH TERA EFFORT, YOU GET (undacipherable)
Only for the AW system!

SERVES AS A "SMPLE" (AUDLY)

e e e T A
what happened previously.

TERA LOCKS BACKWARD TCO.

But only for the AFW systam! (We've come full circle).

Dr. Oakrent's problem with hidden problems is the same as GAP's concarn
about hidden problems. In the past year both CPCo and the NRC have managed
to avoid the key question about the Midland Plant — What is really out
there? Until that question is answered completely, campetently, and
credibly there can be no assurance about the safety of the Midland plant.
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‘ Statement of Victor Gilinsky
Commissicner, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
! before the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs
Subcommittee on Energy and the Envircnment
on the Midland Nuclear Project
June 16, 1983

| Mr. Chairman, Members cof the Subcommittee,

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in your hearing
cn “he Midland nuclear project.

I should say at the outset that I am testifying in an
individual capacity. The agency's testimony will be
delivered by the head of our Region III Office, Mr. Eeppler.

In preparation for this hearing, I visited the plant about a
week ago, in the company of many of the witnesses scheduled

to appear today: our resident and regional inspectors; the

various intervenors; and the Chairman of Consumers Power and
members of the Consumers Power organization. I came away

with a number of impressions, some of which I would like to
share with you.

._Eiggggx of Problems
The Midland project has a troubled history. It was begun in
1969, and for the next fourteen years encountered cne
difficulty after another. Some were bayond the control of
the owners; others were of their own making. In those days

work could start before a Construction Permit was granted,
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Work was stopped for over two years following the Calvert
Cliffs decisionj work was stopped again for over a year
because the company vas short of money; and certain areas of
work have been stopped on a number ¢f occasions because of
construction quality deficiencies. Most recently, after an
NRC inspection which turned up numerous gquality assurance
deficiencies, the company halted much of the safety-related
work in 1982. Following this, Consumers Power developed an
elaborate inspection pxoq;nn including third-party reviews,
to check the safety-related work that has been done, and to

ensure that future work is done correctly.

Foundation Problems
What se'.s Midland apart from the other half-dozen or so

trouble-plagued projects with which this Committee is
familiar, ir that Midland was discovered, in the late 1970's
tc be sited on inadeguately mixed and compacted fill. Among
other things, this requires excavating under the reactor
structures, while supporting them on temporary supports, and
rebuilding part of the foundation. As you can imagine, this
is a very large undertaking. All in all, I expect that
Midland will be one of the most expensive plants per
kilowatt of capacity.

After the discovery of the scil procblems, the NRC staff
issued an Order in 1979 which modified the Construction
Permits and required the halt of construction in certain
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areas. Unfortunately, the view of cur staff lawyers in
those days was that construction problems did not justify
immediate enforcement action. This meant the licen.ee cculd
] prevent the Order from becoming effective, .1d thus continue
construction, by requesting a hearing. This the company
did: the plant continued conastruction, and has been in
hearing ever since. It is a2 useful reminder that it isn't

|
!
’ just intervenors who take advantage cf hearings.

Ongoing Hearing

I should mention that the NRC staff's formal participation

in the current hearing does not tall into the usual pattern
which I have criticized recently; our staff cannot be
accused of lining up with the utf.ity. At the same time, the
involvement of the staff in a formal adjudication greatly
complicates staff-Commission commpunicaticn on the important
issues. I think this argues again for ending the NRC

staff's role as a formal party ir t‘hese hearings.

In 1982, the Licensing Board taking an unusually active
role, issued its own Order which put the plant's
construction under the step-by-step control of the NRC

staff. The Board order was not taken up by the Commission.

Need for Closer Commission Oversight
It is unfortunate that the Commission itself has had so

J little to do with NRC acticn on this problem-plagued
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project. So far as I could teli, the Commission had never
had a meeting on-safety problems at Midland. Until
yesterday, the last meeting of any kind on Midland was in
1978, and that was on a personal dispute between the staff
and intervenor lawyers., Upon my return, I recommended to
the Chairman and Commissioners that the Commission address
itself to the safety problems at Midland.

We had the first meeting om this subject yesterday. It
shows that the prospect of a Committee hearing is a very
useful way of concentrating Commission attention. My own
feeling is that given the scale of the problems, the
enormous sums involved (sums which are ultimately paid for
by consumers) the complex interactiocn of the project with
the NRC through a Licensing Board and headquarters and
Regional staffs, it is essential that the Commission be
confident that the agency is dealing properly with Midland.
We need to be sure the company is complying with our
regulations, ané that we are assuring such compliance in a

sensible manner.

In reviewing this record I am troubled that our systems for
assuring safety -- both the utility's and the NRC's == turn
up very serious problems sco late in the construction process
and that the solutions are sc slow in coming. There has got
to be a way of spotting problems earlier and deaiing with
them more promptly. '

That is all I have to say at the moment, except to introduce
Mr. Reppler, thé Administrator of ocur Region III,




141

MIDLAND PROJECT
SITE PLAN
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MAJOR FEATURES OF THE MIDLAND CONSTRUCTION PERMIT,
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT MOCIFICATION. AND OPERATING LUICENSE

Sucoement e Testmony of Victor Gillinery. Commusioner U S Nucieer Cornmisson.
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Construction Permit Proceeding

March 28, 1973

May 18, 1973
June 28, 1973

® @O 6

September 18, 1973

October 5, 1973

®©

Novemoer 28, 1973

Decemter 3, 1973
Decamber 4, 1973

® ©®6

July 30, 1978

December 17, 1973
December 20, 1872

Jenuary 24, 1974

pvary 24, 1574
February 5, 1974

Februery 20, 1974
April 11, 1974

G 06 66

September 25, 1§74
March §, 1978

@@

382 0-—-83—11

Appeal Board Actions

- ALAB-106 issued modifying |.0. with respect 1o quality
assurance and control.

- ALAB-123 issued affirming remainder of 1.0.

- ALAB-132 directing the staff 1o take certain actions snd
report to the Appesl Board on quality assurance marters.

- ALAB- 147 issued following maft's report pursuant to ALAB-
112 Staff girected to insure revision of QA organization.
intervenor motion to stay or revoke CP denied.

- ALAB-152 issued denying appiicant’s and staff's motion to
reconsider ALAB-147. Relief ordered in ALAB-147 modified.

- ALAB- 160 issued: intervenor's motion for clarification of
ALAB-123 in light cf Commission’s ruling in Nine Miie Point
2 on energy conservation referred to Commussion .

. Board memo to Director of Reguistion noting QA
deficencies and urging ngorous enforcement.

- Staf! issues Order 1o Show Cause on QA deficiencies,
SUSDENCING CONaIN actViies.

- ALAB-182 ssued denying intervencr’'s mation 1o enforce
ALAB-182. noting hat the Appesl Boara no longer haa

- ALAB-2E3 issued affirming LBP-74-71.

Commission Actions

- Staft permits resumption of suspended sctivities.

- CLI-73-28 issued denving intervenors’ motion 1o set aside
saff action of Decemoer 17.

- CU-74-3 issued ing icenses s Motion 1o dismiss the
Gunﬂ-nmw:mnmm
mnmw-"n’-m.
- CL-74-5 issued denying intervenor's motion to reopen the
heering on energy conservation.

- CL-74-7 issued denying intervenor’s motion to reopen the

on changad circumstances 0 the cost of the
%mm.mmmm

- CLI-74-8 issued denying reconsidenstion of CLI-74-7.

- CLI-74-15 issued reviewing Dow Chemical’s contractusl
m-mmummnm
and refusing to recpen the recom.

Licensing Board Acticns

-LIP-7&71'-MMMC-M
sliowing CP to remain in effect. -
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Construction Permit Proceeding

Table S-3 - Fuesl Cycle Impacts

"mm’m.

July 21, 1978

®

i uw,.

i

@ August 16, 1978

@) September 14, 1978

‘w-

w. i mnm

@  Novemoe 5, 1578

@ s> wm

m
11

@ Feoruary 14, 1978 - ALAB4SB imued ffiming LBP-77-57.
- Supreme Court msuss Vermont Yankee Nucies: Power Comp.
v. NRDC reversing D.C. Circuit's Aeschiiman opinion.
Construction Permit Modification and

@ September 23, 1977 -
@ aon3 wm

Operating License Proceedings

@  Avgum . W

- OL epplicetion tendered.

@  November 18, 1977 - OL application dockewd.

- Notice of opportunity for heanng on OL apphcation

@ ey e 9

publshec

~ NRC issues Order

moditying construction permits. Con-
"eqQUesTs 8

@ Oscember 8, 197

®

ﬁ‘Wd“

nayed pending outcome of
- Consolidation of sois msues in O! procseding with Order for

surmers Power

October 24, 1980

Modification procesding.
- Licensing Board Order requiring NRC seaf* approvel for solls-

@ Ao wm
3

relgted CONSTTUCTION BCTIVILIeS.
- Constryction permits amended o NICOTDOTSTe MeQUINEMents
imposed by April 30, 1982 Licensing Board Order.

May 26, 1982
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TESTIMONY OF
JAMES G. KEPPLER
REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR
REGION IIl (CHICAGO) OFFICE

BEFORE THE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND THE ENVIRONMENT
OF THE
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WASHINGTON, D.C.

JUNE 16, 1983 |
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Good morning Mr. Chairman and memders of the Subcommittee. My
name is James Keppler and I am Regional Administrator of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Region I[II (Chicage) office. I
am appearing bdefore this Subcommittee today in response to your
May 6, 1983 request to present testimony on behalf of the NRC
staff concerning remedial! soils problems and the Quality

Assurance program at the Midland Nuclear Power Plant,

You have requested in your letter that we zddress the NRC's
procedures for handling construction quality issues at Midland,
and the NRC's regulatory actions relating to the remedial soils
problems amd the Quality Assurance program. Let me state at the
beginning that we recognize that there have been significant
problems at Midland. Before the NRC will issue Cperating
Licenses for Midland, we will be satisfied' that the plant has

been properly constructed and can be safely operated.

You will recall, Mr, Chairman, that at this Subcommittee's
Hearing of November 19, 1981, on the subject of quality
assurance, Chairman Palladino fidentifiea Midland as one of
several facilities where there have been serious quality
assurance breakdowns with broad repercussions, Since the
inception of this project in 1970, there has been a series of

Quaiity assurance problems. The most significant of these have
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1 inadequate control of concrete work in 1870,
g inadequate control of design and procurement activities in
1873,

3. inaceguacies in welding of concrete reinforcing cteel in
1973, =
M inadequate control of concrete rebar installation in

safety-related structures in 1976,

5. omission of containment tendon sheathes in 1877,

6. failure to properly compact sofl under safety-related

structures, fdentified in 1978, and

Ve deficiencies 4n the heating, ventilating and air
conditioning system in 1879,

Furthermore, as recently as 1982, a comprehensive NRC inspection
of systems and components within the Diesel Generator Building
identified many construction problems which resulted from a

breakdown in the implementation of the quality assurance program.

Contrary to the Zimmer case where the NRC staff did not recognize

the quality assurance problems as they unfolded, the NRC staff
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licensee's quality assuran:ze program had been generally effective
fn the uitimate fdentification and subsequent correction of these
deficiencies., Furthermore, | discussed the results of Region
"Il's special quality assurance inspection, of May 18-22, 1§81,
which 1 had fnitiated to determine whether mocifications made to
the QA Program in August 1980, were effective. The results
reflected favoradly on the Midiand Quality .ssurance Department,
formed in August 1980 to improve QA performance. The thrust of
My testimony was that | had confidence that the licensee's
Guality assurance program, both for the remedial soils work and
for the remainder of construction, would oe implemented

effectively,

It was not until April 1982, that ! was made aware that
additional significant quality assurance prodlems were being
encountered. This concerned me in - ew of my 1981 testimony to
the ASLB. As a result [ notified the ASLE that this previovs
testimony would be modified, directed staff evaluations to assess
the cause and correction of these problems, and created a speciy)
Section within the Regior 111 Cffice solely tc handle the Midland
Facility. After reviewing the facility status, this Section
recommended and then conducted the comprehensive inspection of
systems and components within the Diesel Generator Builging.
Trey also provided more intensive inspection of remedial soils
activities.
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As a result of the problems found in intensive inspection of the
components and systems within the Diesel Generator Buflding,
similar findings by the licensee in other areas, and our
evaluation of the concerns identified to me in Apri) 1982, a

number of actions have been or are beting taken:

1. all safety related work was stopped on Dec:~ber 2, 1982 by
Consumers Power Company except the following: (1) nuclear
steam supply system installation work, performed by Babcock
& Wilcox; (2) heating, ventilating, and air conditioning
instaliation work performed by Zack Company; (3) post system
turnover work; (4) hanger and cable reinspection; (5) design
engineering; (6) system layup activities and (7) remedial

sofls work,

2. the ASLB ordered in April, 1982 that safety related remedial
soils work must be reviewed and approved in advance by the
NRC staff,

3. 21] ongoing safety related remedial soils work ‘s being
overviewed by an independent third party (Stone and Webster
Corporation).

4. a2 Construction Completion Program (CCP) has been developed
by Consumers Power Company and is ioing reviewed by the NRC
staff. This CCP will require an evaluation of the quality
of construction completed to date and an upgrading of the
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licensee's quality assurance program for future work.
Furthermere, a separate review of the design and
construction of two safety related systems will be performed
by an independent third party (Tera Corporation). Although
these actions are encouraging and should lead to an
acceptable quality assurance program and assurance of plant
quality, the NRC will require an additional third party
overview of the CCP until the NRC has determined that the
1iz>nsee's quality assurance program is effective on a

sustai~ed basis.

s, & civil penalty of $120,00C was proposed for twoc viclations
related to the findings from the inspection of the systems

and components within the Diesel Generator Building

From the technical standpoint, the remedial soils work required
to correct the settlement cf safety related structures at Midland
is complex and uni . in the nuclear industry. The design and
construction methods for the necessary underpinning to properly
support the Safety Related Stiucturos has been carefully reviewed
and evaluated by the NRC staff, and is provided in the Safety
Evaluation keport related to the operation of Midiand Units 1 and
2, NUREG-0793, Supplement Nc. 2, (copy enclosed).

1 have attempted to be responsive to the issues raised in your
letter, Mr. Chairman. It should be understood that | am speakino
orly on behalf of the NRC staff, not on behalf of the ASLE
presiding over the Midland proce:ding ™ a: behalf of the
Commission insofar as they may = & y order in the
proceeding. [ will be happy 1O questions concerning

the Midland project.
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CITY OF MIDLAND, 202 A"MMAN STREET 48640

Prepares Remaris of Joseph R, Menn
Mayor, City of Midland, Michigan

June 16, 1983

Bafors the Subcommittes on Znergy and the Environment of the 0.8,
Representatives Committes on Interior and (nsular Affalcs
Morris £, Odall, Chalrman

Mr. Chairman T™e Clty of Midland appreciates your lavitation W appves
roday . You have assked for my views &8 Mayor on the NRC's procedures for
nardling construction quality et the Midland Wuclear Fower Plant.

1, of course, cannot testify as to the quality of the actusl comstructionm.
cannot epeak on the internal cesources nesded by the quality assurance
program. I can speat o the perceptions of quality s viewed by local
governmental  leadecs. 1 can offsr =y recomsendations on what the WiC's
chjectives ocught to ba.

1'd Like w0 give & quick sketch of ay community. Spread over I8 square siles
of central Michigan ocountryside, Nidland is & city of eppronismately 17,000
containing many of the amenities of cities fa:r larger in sise. Midland has
thousands of aighly trained and solentifically oclented people. ™

B ies and scores of production plants of The Dow
Chesical Company and the Dow Corning Corporation are &4 significant resource
fot only for our state but for our nation. The cltisens of NMidiand, the
people 1 ceprasent, have come to Midland from throughout the vorld. They are
Jenerally profesaionals with a keen apprecistion for science.

Protecting the health, assfety and genecal welfare of City residents is @y
sworn cresponsibility. And in connection with the construction of the Midland

“ AELHE CITY OF MODERN EXPLONERS
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nuclear facility, everyone agrees that the regulatory process must ensure that
a safe plant is built.

It is obvious that a construction project of this size is extremely complex.
Thousands of skilled workers and engineers are applying thei. knowledge in the
installation of miliions of feet of cable, miles of piping, thousands of
valves, gauges, monitors and I(nstruments. In addition, this plant has 2
unique feature in the cogeneration of steam.

In any undertaking of this magnitude, errors will be found during the

ruction pr . Sound judgment dictates that after errors are
discovered that they be reviewed, that corrective action be uetermined and
that corrections be completed in an orderly and timely fashion. Compound ing
the foregoing, however, it is apparent that specifications and rules are being
wm-mzwmmmuumw:mumu_
misinterpretation and confusion.

The safety record of the Aserican nuclear power industry i{s a clear indication
that the quality assurance which was applied in operating nuclear plants is
successful. This industry bas over 700 reactor years of operational
experience. Their safety record is outstanding, when compared to any other
industry. Bven taking into account events such as the Three Mile Island
incident, the overall safety performance of the nuclear industry as regulated
by the AEC and NRC over mmt”yﬂnmuommtmmlmmr
industry has done an excellent job in protecting public safety and bealth,

In this context, is reasonableness wéroatly being applied to the nuclear
power industry? My lmpression is that the regulatory agencies responsible ior
the Midland plant have been extramely responsive to any complaint made against
Consumers Power Company or the contractors. They have "bent over backwards®
to De fair., However, multi levels of quality assurance personnel appears to
be & structure which promotes delay and confusion, particularly when they are
in disagreement with one ancther. Delays appear to have been longe:r than
neces. -y tO appropriately rectify these problems. Whnile the final result
Bust be a systea which provides appropriate and stringent enforcement of
safety regulations within a reasonable time, it is an open question in my mind
48 to whether this is being accoaplished within a reasonable time.

-
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only and final arbitrator for the approval and continuance of work on
safety celated systems.

Sot withetanding the foregoing, we are convinced that the problems that
uno-nmtumhmmuw-o!“tuumunmm
and hat the plant can be l!.lll.lhtd in accordance with the applicable
standards. We also believe that it will be possible to operate this plant
aftecr it (s licensed, with safety.

Confidence, character, and ceputation are qualities that are earned,
Consumers Power has Deen & relicble provider of power and a quick
fesponder (n emergencies to the City of Midland for most of this
century. TO shake that confidence, tc doubt that character, to lmpugn
that reputation would require a lot more evidence than the problems that
have surfaced up til now in connection with this construction project.

A diversified energy supply is sssential to the economic security and well
being of our nation and the State of Michigan. Industry in the hard-hit
northeastern (ndustrial c.gion of our nation needs long term competitive
electric and steam power. Nuclear Pover must be a part of that enecgy
supply. We must cealistically recognize the limitations of our natural
resources and energy demands of not only ourselves but the world. Wuclear
Power zay cepresent the best hope for the abatement of acid cain, and a
stable energy source during the interruption of other energy sources. It
is essential that the Midland plant be compleced and completed safaly and
soon.
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only and final arbitiator for the approval and continuance of work
salety re ed systems

Not withstanding the foregoing, we are convinced the problems that

have come up thus far are being taken care of consclentiously by the NRC

and that the plant can be finished in sccordance with the applicable

standards. We also believe that it will - ble to operate this plant

aftar it is licensed, with safety,

Confidence, character, and reputation are Qualities that are sarned,
Consumars Power has been a relliable provider of power and a quick
reasponder emergencies to the City of Midland for of this
century. ! confidence, to doubt that ¢! to impugn

that reputation would require a lot more evidence than the problems that

have surfaced up til now in eonnection with this construction project.

reifl energy supply is essential to the economic security and well
being of our nation and the State of Michigan. Industry in the hard-hit
northeastern industrial region of our nation neesds long te competitive
electric and stean power, Nuclear power must de a part f that energy
supply. We must realistically recognize the 1 ions of our natural
resources and energy demands of not only ocurselves but the world. Nuclear
POVer may represent the Dest hope for the abatement of acid rain, and a
stable energy source during the interruption of other energy sources It
48 essential that the Midland plant De completed and completed s

soon ,
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City officials meet with GAP
nuclear plant testimony

on

By JAMES (SELER
Duily News staff w riter
After mesting with city leaders. o
Govonm mlm Project
offictal sasd Thurday *

cear

GAP's Billie Curde met Wednesday
night with Mayor Joseoh R Mana and
City Manayer Clifford R Miles to dis-
cuses Mann n—mn(umonyi-hn
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-hnnnpn,_ ! at the
N-MM\N-‘-M.
City Hall
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Fottu be butlt s i Ms Gurde sund.
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Eavironment Subcommittes mus con-
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nents it pradubly will vowce the City
Councii s support for the prosect

But. Mana swd. 11 be statea und
thet s " The 10-munute presentalion
likely will not contain lengthy srygu.
ments o ey or of the plunt. he ~uid

Monn saud. he will kewp hiy
speech on the Wi of quality contrst

“We ll present & point of view of the

stalf ynd the council 39 we pwremive o,
e said.

Ms Garde sard she requestad the
meeting to put Midland's nucieur plant
“in perspective with pemblems at other
plants around the United Sut~ such

as the Zimmer plant neur Cincianaty
‘MLM\MMCJAMM

“1 just waated them Lo Muke sure they
wers awareof the whole story e s

Before the meeting. Ms Garde ox-
Prevsed conoern that Mana ntended t
tel! the committee. chaired by Rep
Morrts Udall, D-Ariz  that “every
thing s wondertil We vant the piunt
we fewd the plant

His statementa 10 dute in the Duger
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Couneil and the Chamber o L smmurcy
But 't hasn t reilucted the reslity of how
Bad things are ot the giant. he suid

Mann s statement i» DRING Writlen by
himantt Miles. ©iy Astarnes Jonn |
Rae snd City Clerk Duvid W W irrn
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Notail thy 1
the speech, Mann said.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARSHALL HICKS, SECRETARY-TREASURIR,
UTILITY WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA

THE UTILITY WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA REPRESENTS
APPROXIMATELY 250 OERATING AND MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES OF THE
CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY WHO ARE CURRENTLY ASSIGNED TO THE MIDLAND
NUCLEAR GENERATING PLAT. N ADDITION, |T REPRESENTS
APPROXIMATELY 5.000 OTHER OPERATING, MAINTENANCE AND CONSTRUCTION
EMPLOYEES OF THIS EMPLOYER, ALL OF WHICH ARE LOCATED WITHIN THE
STATE OF MICHIGAN,

THE UTILITY WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA HAS REPRESENTED
OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES OF NUI LEAR GENERATING PLANTS
AT CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY AND AT OTHER COMPANIES LOCATED IN
VARIOQUS PARTS OF THE COUNTRY,

THE UWUA MEMBERS LOCATED AT THE MIDLAND PLANT ARE WELL
TRAINED AND EXPERIENCED IN THEIR PARTICULAR CRAFT OR ACTIVITY:
ALL HAVING BEEN TRANSFERRED FROM OTHER OFcRATING NUCLEAR OR
FOSSIL FUEL PLANTS OWNED AND OPERATED BY THE CONSUMERS POWER
COMPANY. AND ALL HAVE BEEN IN TRAINING FOR THIS PARTICULAR PLANT
FOR A CONSIDERABLE PERIOD OF TIME. ;
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THE WORKERS REPRESENTED BY THE UTILITY WORKERS UNION OF
AMERICA ARE NOT INVOLVED DIRECTLY IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE
PLANT OR THE INSTALLATION OF THE EQUIPMENT, THEY ARE HOWEVER,
VERY CONCERNED WITH THE QUALITY OF THE WORK AS iT WILL BE THESE
WORKERS WHO WILL REMAIN ON THE SITE AFTER THE CONSTRUCTION IS
COMPLETE TO OPERATE AND MAINTAIN THE FACILITY. AS VARIOUS
SYSTEMS AND COMPONENTS OF THE PLANT ARE COMPLETED AND TURNED OVER
TO CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY UWUA MEMBERS TAKE OVER AND PARTICIPATE
IN THE OPERATION AND TESTING OF THOSE SYSTEMS AD COMPONENTS AND
ARE ACTIVELY INVOLVED IN THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THOSE
SYSTEMS AND COMPONENTS FROM THAT TIME FORWARD. A NUMBER OF THE
SYSTEMS AND CCMPONENTS HAVE BEEN TURNED OVER TO CONSUMERS POWER
COMPANY AND ARE CURRENILY BEING OPERATED AND MAINTAINED BY THt
UWUA MEMBERS WHILE THEY CONTINUE TRAINING FOR EVENTUAL FULL
OPERATION OF THE PLANT.

AS WE PREVIOUSLY STATED. THE WORKERS AT THE MIDLAND PLANT
WHO ARE REPRESENTED BY THE UTILITY WORKERS HAVE MORE THAN A
PASSING CONCERN FOR fHE QUALITY OF THE CONSTRUCTION AND THe
SAFETY OF THE PLANT ONCE IT IS PLACED IN FULL OPERATION AS IT IS
THEIR LIVELYHOOD AND PERSONAL SAFETY WHICH IS AT STAKE.
THEREFORE, OUR MEMBERS MAVE NOT BEEN AND ARE NOT RELUCTANT TO
REPORT TO THE MANAGEMENT ANY POSSIBLE DEFICIENCIES DISCOVERED IN
THE CONTRUCTION OF THE PLANT OR THE INSTALLATION OF ANY OF THE
EQUIPMENT.

—
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THE MANAGE'ENT OF CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY HAS BEEN VERY OPEN
AND CANDID W!TH THE LOCAL UNION OFFICERS AND THE WORKERS ASSIGNED
TO THE MIDLAND PLANT. THE PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED IN [HE
CONSTRUCTION PROCESS HAVE BEEN EXPLAINED AND THE MARAGEMENT HAS
ENCOURAGED THE UNION AND THE EMPLOYEES 'NVULVED TO REPOKT ANY
DEFICIENCIES OBSERVED SO THAT CORRECTIONS CAN BE MADE. WE
CONSILER IT TO BE MOST SIGNIFICANT WHEN THE CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD
OF CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY MEETS W!TH THE UNION LEADERSHIP TO
MAKE SURE THE UNION UNDERSTANDS MANAGEMENT'S COMMITMENT TO
IMMEDIATELY RESPOND TO, AND MAKE CORRECTIONS WHERE NECESSARY
WHENE SUCH REPORTS ARE MADE.

ON APRIL 26 OF THIS YEAR | WAS PRESENT FOR A FULL DAYS
MEETING AT WHICH TIME THE PLANS FOR THE COMPLETION OF THE PLANT
CONSTRUCTION WERE DISCUSSED IN FULL DETAIL WITH THE UWUA LOCAL
UNION LEADERSHIP, INCLUDING THE INCREASED EMPHASIS ON THE QUALITY
ASSURANCE PROGRAM, WE FEEL CONFIDENT AND OUR MEMBERS AT THE
MIDLAND PALNT ARE EQUALLY CONFIDENT. THE MANAGEMENT'S COMMITMENT
TO COMPLETING THE PLANT COSTRUCTION AND |TS DEDICATION TO THE
EXCELLENT QUALITY OF THE WORK WILL ENSURE A SAFE AND SECURE WORK
PLACE WEEN THE DELAYS ARE EL IMINATED AND THE FACILITY IS
EVENTUALLY PLACED INTO FULL OPERATION,
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JOSEPE M. CRIBBEN
LEGISLATIVE AND RESEARCH DIRECTOR
OF THE
UNITED ASSOCIATION OF PLUMBERS AND PIPEFITTERS (AFL-CIO)
BEFORE THE
HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND THE ENVIRONMENT
JUNE 16, 1983
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I AM JOSEPH M. CRIBBEN, DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH AND LEGISLATION
FOR THE UNITED ASSOCIATION OF PLUMBERS AND PIPEFITTERS.

THE UNITED ASSOCIATION IS AN INTERNATIONAL UNION AFFILIATED
WITH THE AFL-CIO AND IS ONE OF 15 UNIONS WHICH MAKE UP THE BUILDING
AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES DEPARTMENT OF THE AFL-CIO.

I AM APPEARING HERE TODAY WITH THE APPROVAL OF GENERAL PRESI-
DENT MARVIN J. BOEDE OF THE UNITED ASSOCIATION AND OF PRESIDENT
ROBERT A. GEORGINE OF THE BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES DEPARTMENT.

WITH ME TODAY ON TH1S PANEL IS MR. GEORGE SUCH, BUSINESS
MANAGER--THE TOP ELECTED OFFICER--OF THE UNITED ASSOCIATION LOCAL
UNION 85 IN SAGINAW, MICHIGAN. MR. SUCH, WHO WORKED AT THE MIDLAND
PROJECT FOR SEVEN YEARS, MOST OF THAT TIME AS GENERAL FOREMAN, WILL
TESTIFY AS TO THE SPECIFIC WORKING CONDITIONS AT MIDLAND RELATING
TO THE QUALITY OF PIPING INSTALLATIONS, RELATIONSHIPS WITH QUALITY
CONTROL INSPECTORS AND OTHER MATTERS CONCERNING THE MIDLAND PROJECT,
PER SE.

BEFORE YOU HEAR FROM HIM, BOTH PRESIDENT BOEDE AND PRESIDENT
mmxrmnmmmcmﬂnmmanxn
OVERVIEW OF CONSTRUCTION LABOR'S GENERAL ROLE AND POLICIES WITH
RESPECT TO NUCLEAR POWER PLANT CONSTRUCTION.

PRESENTLY THERE ARE 62 NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS UNDER CONSTUCTION
OR ON ORDER IN THE UNITED STATES.

-mmmo’mmommmmrwr.
ON THE AVERAGE A 1,000 MEGAWATT NUCLEAR POWER PLANT PROVIDES
mc.«o.uomo’mmmmmn
THE BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES DPPARTMENT.
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THE MEMBERS OF THE UNION 1 REPRESENT HERE, THE UNITED ASSOCI-
uxu,ﬂrxmrmmzlrmmormnmorm.
THOSE CONSTRUCTION WORKERS REPRESENTED BY THE LABORER'S INTER-
NATIONAL UNION ARE NEXT WITH 17 PERCENT OF THE MANHOURS, FOLLOWED
BY ELECTRICIANS AT 12 PERCENT, CARPENTERS AT 9 PERCENT, IRON WORKERS
AT 6.5 PERCENT, OPERATING ENGINEERS AT ABOUT & PERCENT AND BOILER-
MAKERS AT ABOUT 6.5 PERCENT. NO OTHER CRAFTS PERFORM AS MUCH AS
S PERCENT OF THE MANHOURS OF WORK.

BY WAY OF COMPARISON, CONSTRUCTION OF A 1,000 MEGAWATT COAL~
FIRED ELECTRICITY GENERATING POWER PLANT WOULD REQUIRE ABOUT
6,800,000 MANHOURS OF WORK AND BOILERMAKERS TOP THE MANHOURS LIST
AT 18.7 PERCENT. THE UNITED ASSOCIATION IS NEXT AT ABOUT 18
PERCENT.

SINCE YOU ARE CONCERNED HERE TODAY ABOUT QUALITY CONTROL,
AND SINCE THE QUALITY OF WELDS IS OF PRIME IMPORTANCE IT MAY BE
USEPUL TO POINT OUT THAT NUCLEAR QUALIPIED WELDERS COMPRISE ABOUT
17 PERCENT OF THE TOTAL WORKFORCE ON NUCLEAR PLANTS.

ON UNION PROJECTS, MOST OF THOSE NUCLEAR-QUALIFIED WELDERS
ARE PIPEFITTERS AND MEMBERS OF THE UNITED ASSOCIATION, ALTHOUGH
OTHER CRAFTS, PARTICULARLY IRON WORKERS AND BOILERMAKERS ALSO
PERFORM NUCLEAR-QUALIFIED WELDING PROCESSES.

MOW, 1 HAVE COMPARED NUCLEAR CONSTRUCTION MANHOURS WITH COAL-
PIRED PLANTS. BUT I WANT TO ASSURE THE COMMITTEE THAT NEITHER MY
UNION NOR ANY OTHER BUILDING TRADEJ UNION ADVOCATES CNE METHOD
OF PRODUCING ELECTRICITY OVER THE OTHER.

WE BELIEVE THAT BOTH NUCLEAR AND COAL HAVE A ROLE TO PLAY IN
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ENSURING ADEQUATE ELECTRICAL ENERGY NOW AND IN THE FUTURE. WE

BELIEVE WE HAVE A RESPONSIBILITY TO PROVIDE THE SKILLED CRAFTS-
MEN, MECHANICS AND LABORERS FOR THESE PROJECTS REGARDLESS OF THE
FUELING METHOD CHOSEN BY THE UTILITY.

TRAINING OUR PEOPLE IN THE SKILLS NECESSARY TO QUALIFY THEM
FOR THEIR WORK IS ONE OF THE PRINCIPAL OBLIGATIONS OF THE UNION AT
BOTH INTERNATIONAL UNION AND LOCAL UNION LEVELS.

AT THIS VERY MOMENT, MY OWN UNION HAS ABOUT 30,000 APPRENTICES
IN TRAINING ON THE JOB AND IN CLASSROOMS AROUND THE COUNTRY AS
WELL AS AN ESTIMATED 50,000 JOURNEYMEN IN SPECIAL TRAINING PRO-
GRAMS TO 7"EEP THEIR SKILLS UP TO DATE.

THIS IS AN ONGOING PROCESS THAT WAS PUT IN PLACE MANY DECADES
AGO, THROUGH COLLECTIVELY BARGAINED AGREEMENTS WITH OUR UNION
CONTRACTORS .

OUR TRAINING PROGRAMS ARE SPONSORED, SUPERVISED AND FINANCED
JOINTLY BY MANAGEMENT AND LABOR, UNDER THE CAREPUL SCRUTINY OF THE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR'S BUREAU OF APPRENTICESHIP TRAINING.

WITHIN THE PLUMBING AND PIPE PITTING INDUSTRY, BOTH THE
CONTRACTORS AND THE UNION TAKE GREAT PRIDE IN THE TRAINING PROGRAMS
WE HAVE DEVELOPED AND CONSIDER IT TO BE THE BEST, MOST COMPRE-
HENSIVE AND MOST WIDELY RECOGNIZED TRAINING PROGRAM OF ITS KIND
ANYWHERE IN THE WORLD.

WE HAVE A MOTTO THAT GOES LIKE THIS: "THERE IS NO SUBSTITUTE
POR A SKILLED CRAFTSMAN OF THE THE UNITED ASSOCIATION."

IT IS NOT AN EMPTY SLOGAN. IT IS A CONSTANT REMINDER OF THE
PACT HAT OUR SUCCESS AS WORKING MEN AND WOMEN AND AS A TRADE
UNION RESTS FUNDAMENTALLY UPON THE SKILLS OF OUR MEMBERS.
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LOCAL UNIONS ORIGINALLY TIED IN THEIR TRAINING PROGRAMS WITi
THE VOCATIONAL TRAINING PROGRAMS IN THE HIGH SCHOOLS IN THEIR AREAS.
HOWEVER, AS THE LOCAL UNIONS GAINED STRENGTH, BOTH FROM A MEMBERSHIP
AND A FINANCIAL STANDPOINT, THEY WERE ABLE TO BRING THE FORMAL
APPRENTICE TRAINING PROGRAM UNDER THEIR OWN ROOF. WITH THE ESTAB-
LISHMENT OF A UNION-INDUSTRY TRAINING TRUST FUND IN THE LATE 1950'S,
THE LOCAL UNIONS WERE PROVIDED WITH PUNDS ON A NATIONAL BASIS TO
ENABLE THEM TO PROPERLY EQUIP TRAINING FACILITIES, PROVIDE SUPPLE-
MENTS FOR SALARIES FOR APPRENTICE INSTRUCTORS, AND PURCHASE TRAINING
MATERIALS. THIS FUNDING HAS ENABLED THE LOCAL UNIONS TO PROVIDE
TRAINING IN ADEQUATE FACILITIES WITH A MINIMUM OF OUTSIDE INTER-
FERENCE. TODAY, THEREFORE, THE UNITED ASSOCIATION LOCAL UNIONS
HAVE APPROXIMATELY 300 TRAINING SCHOOLS LOCATED IN THE VARIOUS
AFFILIATED LOCAL UNIONS.

THE TRAINING PROGRAMS ARE FINANCED BY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
AGREEMENTS THAT ALLOCATE A CERTAIN AMOUNT OF MONEY FOR EACH HOUR
WORKED BY UA MEMBERS. IF THERE WERE NO TRAINING PROGRAM, THIS
MONEY WOULD GO INTO THE PAY ENVELOPES OF THE CRAFTSMEN INVOLVED.
THEREFORE, WE HAVE A UNIQUE SITUATION IN WHICH THE JOURNEYMAN
HIMSELF CONTRIBUTES FROM TEN TO TWENTY-FIVE CENTS AN HOUR TO TRAIN
AN APPRENTICE WHO WILL EVENTUALLY COMPETE WITHIN THE SAME AREA
OF WORK AS THE JOURNEYMAN.

THEREFORE, THE UA TRAINING EFFORT REPRESENTS A DEEP COMMIT-
MENT TO THE FUTURE OF OUR CONSTRUCTION INDLSTRY AND OUR NATION.
THIS DEEP CONCERN 1S MATCHED BY THE COMMITMENT OF UNION CONTRACTORS
WHC ALSO RECOGNIZE THE NEED TO TRAIN FOR TOMORROW'S NEEDS.
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POR THE PAST 30 YEARS, THE UNITED ASSOCIATION HAS OPERATED A
SUMMER PROGRAM AT PURDUE UNIVERSITY T0 PROVIDE INTENSIVE TRAINING
POR OUR JOURNEYMEN AND APPRENTICE INSTRUCTORS. APTER FIVE YEARS OF
ATTENDANCE AT PURDUE INSTRUCTORS ARE AWARDED A CERTIFICATE BY THE
UNIVERSITY AS QUALIFIED INSTRUCTORS IN THE PLUMBING AND PIPEFITTING
INDUSTRY .

OVER 1,200 INSTRUCTORS ATTENDED LAST SUMMER'S INSTRUCTORS
PROGRAM AND OVER 2,000 HAVE RECEIVED THEIR 5-YEAR COMPLETION
CERTIFICATES. MANY OTHERS HAVE ATTENDED SPECIALIZED PROGRAMS
SUCH AS FOR HIGH-TOLERANCE WELDING OPERATIONS.

WITH ALL OF OUR 516 LOCAL UNIONS AND THEIR LOCAL CONTRACTORS
INVESTING SO MUCH IN THEIR TRAINING PROGRAMS AND WITH OUR BIG
NATIONAL CONTRACTORS SUPPORTING THESE PROGRAMS THROUGH OUR NATIONAL
AGREEMENTS, I THINK YOU WILL SEE THAT OUR INVESTMENT IN TRAINING
IS ENORMOUS. I CAN'T GIVE YOU A PRECISE DOLLAR FIGURE BUT YOU CAN
BE SURE IT AMOUNTS TO MANY MANY MILLIONS OF DOLLARS OVER THE YEARS.
AND OTHER BUILDING TRADES HAVE SIMILAR PROGRAMS.

WE FEEL THE COMMITTEE SHOULD BE GIVEN THIS BACKC 80 THAT
YOU MAY UNDERSTAND THAT THERE IS NO FLY-8Y-NIGHT APPROACH TO SKILL
TRAINING IN THE UNIONIZED CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY.

OUR MEMBERS KNOW THAT THEIR SKILL IS THEIR STOCK-IN-TRADE.
THEY TAXE GREAT PRIDE IN THEIR WORK AND, ON THE PRACTICAL LEVEL,
THEY ENOW THAT TOP QUALITY PERFORMANCE ON THE JOB WILL MEAN
INCREASED JOB OPPORTUNITIES IN THEIR WORKING LIVES.

IN VIEW OF THE SOMETIMES SCATHING AND SHOT~GUN ATTACKS ON
NOT ONLY INSPECTIONS BUT ON THE QUALITY OF THE CRAPTSMAN'S WORK
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mmurnmmmummmmxunm,u
momrmnc:uuummnvnummomcm
mmrmmmmrmntmmmmm
BENEFIT OF THE COMMITTEE AND, PERHAPS TO PROVIDE A CERTAIN AMOUNT
OF REASSURANCE FOR THE GENERAL PUBLIC.

FINALLY, LET ME SAY THAT MY UNION AND THE BUILDING TRADES
DEPARTMENT OF THE AFL-CIO FULLY APPRECIATES THE WORK OF THIS
COMMITTEE IN EXERCISING ITS OVERSIGHT RESPONSIBILITIES WHERE
NUCLEAR POWER PLANT CONSTRUCTION IS CONCERNED.

nmxmmsnrxamsmmmmmuuorzu
mmnnmwms--mmmcwmnsmnmum
SUPPLY OF ELECTRICAL ENERGY IN THE FUTURE.

WITHOUT THAT SURE SUPPLY OF ENERGY WE FEAR FOR THE NATION'S
BECONOMIC PUTURE. MANY OF OUR MEMBERS ARE INCLUDED AMONG THE MILLIONS
WHO ARE JOBLESS TODAY.

mrwsumwouuhcmmmmxnmm
BACK TO WORK.

mm!numnmumunnmmm
ELECTRICAL ENERGY. WE DO NOT WANT TO SEE ECONOMIC GROWTH STIFLED
IN THE NEAR PUTURE BY OUR FAILURE TO MEET THAT DEMAND.

Mxlmmmmnmmrm
THAN THE PEOPLE WHO ARE BUILDING THEM.

nmmmmmmummmn
mmmanummnmmmmrmum
ammmmnmmm.
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TESTIMONY
OF
MR. GEORGE R. SUCH
BUSINESS MANAGER
UNITED ASSOCIATION LOCAL UNION 85
SAGINAW, MICHIGAN
TC THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WASHINGTON, D.C.

JUNE 16, 1983
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THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR GIVING ME THE OPPORTUNITY TODAY TO
SPEAK BEFORE THIS COMMITTEE AND SHARE WITH YOU THE VIEWS OF THE
BUILDING TRADESMEN AND WOMEN WHC ARE CONSTRUCTING THE MIDLAND
NUCLEAR PLANT.

I AM SPEAKING ON BEHALF OF THE VAST MAJORITY OF NEARLY 2,000
CONSTRUCTION CRAFT WORKERS EMPLOYED AT THE MIDLAND WORKSITE WHEN
I SAY THAT THERE IS A GREAT DEAL OF PRIDE, COMMITMENT AND DETERMI-
NATION TC PERFORM OUR JOB PROPERLY. AS THE BUSINESS AGENT FOR
UNITED ASSOCIATION LOCAL UNION 85 I HAVE DIRECT KNOWLEDGE ABOUT
THE QUALITY OF THE WORKMANSHIP GOING INTO BUILDING THE MIDLAND
NUCLEAR PLANT. PRIOR TO SERVING AS THE LOCAL UNION BUSINESS AGENT
I WORKED AS A CRAFTSMAN, FOREMAN AND GENERAL FOREMAN AT THE PLANT
FOR SEVEN YEARS. I BELIEVE THAT I HAVE FIRSTHAND PERSONAL KNOW-
LEDGE OF THIS PROJECT, PLUS AN UNDERSTANDING OF THE APPROXIMATELY
600 PIPEFITTERS AND WELDERS FROM MY LOCAL LABOR UNION CURRENTLY
WORKING AT THE PLANT.

OUR HIGHEST PRIORITY AND RESPONSIBILITY IS TO FOLLOW REGULA-
TIONS AND PROCEDURES PROPERLY TO ENSURE THAT WE ARE BUILDING A
SAFE PLANT. MOST OF OUR CONSTRUCTION FORCE AT MIDLAND ARE LOCAL
RESIDENTS. THEY ARE NOT GOING TO TARE SHORTCUTS IN BUILDING THE
PLANT THAT COULD IMPACT ON THEIR SAFETY AND THE SAFETY OF THEIR
FAMILIES. THE CONSTRUCTION CODES AND REGULATIONS FOR BUILDING A
NUCLEAR PLANT ARE STRICTER AND MORE DETAILED THAN FPOR BUILDING
ANY OTHER TYPE OF ELECTRIC GENERATION PLANT. WE SEE THIS DAILY
IN THE PERFORMANCE OF OUR JOBS.

LIKEWISE THE TRAINING PROGRAM, CERTIFICATION PROCESS AND
INSPECTION REQUIAEMENTS FOR OUR CONSTRUCTION WORKERS AT MIDLAND
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ARE MUCH GREATER THAN FOR ANY OTHER KIND OF WORK. THE WELDING
AND THE PIPEFITTING I HAVE SEEN IN THAT PLANT IS OF THE HIGHEST
QUALITY. THE MEN AND WOMEN WHO ARE PERFORMING THIS WORK ARE
SKILLED, TRAINED AND CONSCIENTIOUS.

THE CRAPTSMEN FOLLOW STRICT QUALITY CONTROL AND QUALITY
ASSURANCE RULES AND REGULATIONS AT THE MIDLAND PLANT TC ENSURE
THAT SAPETY IS NOT COMPROMISED. WE EAVE IN PLACE AT THE LOCAL
UNION A PROGRAM POR OUR WORKERS TO TELL THEIR UNION LEADERSHIP IF
THEY BELIEVE THAT SAPETY AND QUALITY ARE BEING COMPROMISED. THE
BUSINESS AGENT OR LOCAL PRESIDENT IN TURN CAN MEET WITH THE CON-
TRACTOR OR UTILITY TO MAKE SURE THAT ANY PROBLEMS ARE CORRECTED.
THE OVERWHELMING ATTITUDE OF OUR WORKERS IS TEAT THEY BELIEVE THAT
THE QUALITY OF THE MIDLAND JOB IS PIRST-RATE AND THE MOST COMMON
STATEMENT HEARD FROM OUR WELDERS AND FITTERS IS THAT THERE PROB-
ABLY 1S AN EXCESS OF REGULATIONS AND OVERINSPECTIONS AT A NUCLEAR
POWER PLANT CONSTRUCTION SITE.

OUR WORKERS KNOW THAT ON SITE PROGRAMS ARE IN PLACE, THAT
THEY CAN GO DIRECTLY TO THE PROJECT QUALITY ASSURANCZ DEPARTMENT,
OR 70 THE CONSUMERS POWER SITE MANAGER OR CONSTRUCTION SUPERIN-
TENDENT IF THEY BELIEVE THAT QUALITY PROGRAMS OR SAFETY PROGRAMS
ARE BEING COMPROMISED. THERE ARE PROGRAMS IN PLACE WHERE OUR
LOCAL UNION STEWARDS MEET REGULARLY WITH THE PROJECT MANAGEMENT
TO ENSURE THAT COMMUNICATION SETWEEN THE ORGANIZATIONS ON SITE IS
EPFECTIVE AND THAT NO COVER-UPS EXIST. THE CRAPTSMEN ARE WELL
AWARE OF INTERNAL UNION MECHANISMS AND ON SITE DIRECT COMMUNICATION
CHANNELS TO MAKE SURE THAT THEY UNDERSTAND THEIR JOB, MAVE PROPER
TRAINING AND BQUIPMENT OT PERCORM THEIR JOB, ARE AMARE OF CODES AND
REGULATIONS TO FOLLOW IN COMPLETING THEIR JOBS AND UNDPRSTAND
THE NEEDS AND COMMITMENTS FOR THE OVERINSPECTION OF THEIR WORK.

I WANT TO REASSURE THIS COMMITTEE THAT THE MIDLAND NUCLEAR
PLANT 15 BEING BUILT SAFELY. THE CRAPTMEN AND WOMEN AT THE JOB-
SITE WOULD HAVE IT NO OTHER WAY. THE UNION LEADERSHIP OF MY LOCAL
AND OTHER BUILDING TRADES LOCAL UNIONS WORKING AT MIDLANT ALSO
WILL HAVE IT NO OTHER WAY.

o
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CPCO/NRC Meeting - February 8, 1983 - 9:00 a.m.

Keppler's opening remarks and introductions.

Keppler - CPCo's implementation of program was not sound. Formalized CCP
written by CPCo. Not approved by NRC. Purpose of meeting is to understand

program and obtain public comment on it.

J. Cook =~ Soils work not covered in 1/10/83 letter. Treated separately,

The program today excludes soils. Third party veview will be discussed.

D. Miller - CCP Sources of Input (See attached sheet)

8 Evaluation of Systems

2. Transfer of QC to CPCo QA (MPQAD)

3. INPO Self Evaluations

4, 1981 SALP Report

5.  October/November Diesel Generator Building Inspection
6. November NRC letter to ACRS

7. Necd to place more emphasis on soils start
Eisenhut - What is problem you are addressing?

Miller - Novak letter to ACRS - validate past QC inspections, improve

understanding of acceptance criteria.
QA/QC Implementation Improvement

1. Recertify QC inspectors

2. Integration of consiruction and inspection planning



Figure 1-1 - Schematic CCP

Davis/Shafer - Craft training questions

Miller - QC needs to be pushed cown to craft personnel from supervisory

personnel.

Eisenhut - Where is QC breakdown? Does the design say 3/8" or 1/2", etc.
Selby - Insufficient clarity, improper interpretation are the problems.
Miller - Figure 1-1

Gardner - Any rework during Phase 27

Miller - No, No systems completion work.

Shafer - How will inspector know if room has been 100% inspected?

Miller - Rooms will be marked. Most critical systems will be done first, etc.
Eisenhut - Specs and drawings inspected to be accurate.

J. Cook = NRC never said CPCo had design problems.

Davis - Physical inspection fine -~ what about record verification?

Miller - Yes. You're right.



Keppler - Are you into Step 5 anywhere? (See schematic.)

Miller - No.

Miller - Section 2.0 Preparation of Plant

Roy Wells - Section 3.0

N
Shafer - How many inspectors are certified? When PQCI procedures cheme will

inspectors be retrained?

Wells - Yes., Procedures are being simplified. Inspectors will be

recertified to new procedures. A Level 1II will make that decision.
Landsman - Will old manuals be used at all?
Wells - They are being rewritten to incorporate Bechtel's/CPCo's .

Sniezek -~ When these procedures are complete will there be any questions

in the inspectors' minds?
wells - None.

Shafer - What measures provide that once you get past system QC it
won t
sen't be "business as usual"?

Figure 3.0 - MPQAD Organization Chart




Wells - Fine tuning being done now. There have been 200 additions since

September.

Eisenhut/Keppler - Where have changes been made?

Wells - W. Bird, Manager, QA. Bird has offsite responsibilities. Wells has

onsite responsibilities.

Eisenhut - Why is this change going to work? We need confidence. The

leader sets tempo. What makes you qualified?

Selby - QC .eported through Bechtel. Now QC does not. It is integrated

with QA.

J. Cook - We looked at overall picture. Wells is the best man for the job.

He has direct control over QC.

Selby - PQCI's being changed. Recertifications of inspectors, etc. All

of these changes have been Wells' decisions.

Eisenhut - Are you going to have enough scheduling flexibility?

Wells - Naturally,

Keppler - Clarify statistics on behind inspections.

Rutgers, Bechtel - 16,000 still open.



Eisenhut - What 1{s a desirable number

Rutgers - No backlog in ideal wur.d

Eisenhut « How far behind

That seens

indsman - Elaborate on reorganization,

measures have been or will be est ! L0 assure new

organization will work?

Wells -~ Close supervision, continued monitoring. He'll (the superviso

' ¢

performances. We are revising trending program.

Keppler - One problem -~ timeliness QC inspections. Personnel perf

relfects supervision.

Wells -~ My people are vell qualified. 1'm keeping them,

System leam Organization -~ (See sheet)

Eisenhut - Make sure employee's concerns don't get lost in shuffle.




Gardner - Where are people going to come from?

Wells - Either CPCo, Bechtel or contract n~lp.

Burgess - Will team sugcrvioor be Bechtel employee?
Wells = Maybe.

BREAK

Wells - QC recertification

Eisenhut - Why did you need to go to a recert?

Wells - Written closed book exams now vs. old oral exams.
Sniezek - Did all inspectors pass new exam?

Wells - Not yet. 235 people have been tested., 24 have failed.

the 24 who took the test a second time, 2 failed again.
Eisennut ~ No specific period of time between tests?

Wells - No, but each test is different.

Hood - What disposition has been made on the two who failed?

Wells = They've been reassigned.

of



Gardner - PQCI exams?

Wells - About 500 - 30 failed once. 3 failed twice.

Shafer - What about the three who failed twice?

Wells - They've been removed.

Sniezek -~ What 1is PQCI test?

Wells - Questions relate to how to perform inspections, etc.

Wells - Written test on technical inspection plan.

Shafer - Any feedback from PQCI staff?

Wells ~ Has not asked that question,

Harrison = Two people failed. Where are they now?

Wells - They are Bechtel employees. They are not being used in quality work.

Shafer - Performance demonstration = given by whom?

Wells -

1



Section 4.2 and 4.4

Don Miller - Benefite of Completion Team Approach (See sheet)

Eisenhut - Single point = who?

Miller - Quality representative.

Eisenhut - Same on last 2 bullets?

Miller - Yes.

Eisennut - QA/QC Manager responsible for inspection requirements? Why

aren't governed by safety connotation of system?

Miller -

Novak - Team dedicated to one system?

Miller - Yes.

Shafer - How many teams?

Miller - About 25, No commitments. 850 total systems. Most of

the systems turned over are electrical.



Sniezek - I thought program would be used at turnover.

Miller - They will do QC inspection. For systems that have been turned

over we will do . Miller gives team endpoint.

Burgess - System done? What do you mean?

Miller - System missing pump (for example). Flush and check, start layup.

When done, start testing.

Gardner - Phase 1 - Quality Rep is doing most of the work.

Miller - Still working on team interaction.

Eisenhut - All safety-related structure systems components will be

reverified?

Miller - Yes.

Landsman - What is safety-related?

Miller - We live to FSAR.

Eisenhut - FSAR may be amended.

Keppler -~ We're taking issue with the FSAR.



System Team Development - (See attached)

Keppler - Project time frame?

Miller - Sometime mid-March

Keppler - Management reviews by March?

Miller - Yes.

Gardner - Status activities and quality verification parallel . . . .

Now does team process identified nonconformances?

Miller - Working out details.
Shafer - Team not responsible for Appendix B?
Miller - Inspection of records done by QC

System Tasam Operations - (See attached)

Shafer - Can anyone write an NCR?

Miller - Yes.



PP

Section 4.3 - Roy Wells

R. Cook - Does that include PQCI inspections?

Miller - Yes.

Inspection Plan (PQCI) Review and Revision =~ (See attached)

Eisenhut - First bullet - as opposed to safety-related? Explain

difference between "important to safety” and "safety-related".
Wells - CPCc will look into Q-ness.

Gardner - No inspection due to backlog ever. Not a reinspection.
Yells - The team will do that.

Verification Program Concepts - (See attached)

Novak - System turned over - example.

Hillc; -

Sniezek - Rebar, anchor bolt not accessible for direct inspection - why

not UT/



Wells - They are addressing. Not committing yet.

Shafer - QC inadequate in past. 153,000 inspections closed by those

personnel.

Miller - They will continue. If can't document

Warnick - Problem w.ith sampling - 100%.

Wells - We'll reinspect. We'll go 100% unless statistically can't be proven.

Davis - What confidence level?

Wells/Norris (MAC) -

Section 4.5 - Phase 2 - System Completion =~ (See attached)

Eisenhut - Return to Phase 2. Let's discuss independent third party.

| Concepts of IPIN Program - (See attached)

Significant Inspection Process Improvement - (See attached)

Section 6.0 - Qualification Program Review - (See attached)

Gardner - Is completion of this a "hold point" for Phase 1 or 2?

Wells - No. We haven't identified significant programmatic problems.

No predetermined hold points.

e e



Sniezek - Are you locking at simply diesel generators?

Wells -

Shafer - Quality verification effort - when?

Wells - It will be factored into

Keppler - NRC will decide what is "Q" and what's not.

LUNCH

Section 8 - System Layup (See attached)

Section 9 - Continuing Work Activities - (See attached)

Miller - In process of doing 4-point proofload jacking. No soils work

being dopc.

Third Party Independent Review - Keeley - (See attached)

Keelay - Sclf-initiated evaluation will be submitted to NRC by end of

February. Items from MAC being factored into corrective action implementation.



Eisenhut - Characterize findings in report.

Keeley - Cave insight into how to improve implementation to have a

better program.

Novak - HVAC system findings?

Keeley - Positive. CPCo took aggressive action. 14 people were hewm 4 weeks.
More distinct instructions for craft personnel. MAC has not done any INPO

audits. MAC found consistent or above average.

Independent Installation Implementation Overview (See attached)

Keeley - Status so far. Talking to TERA and Stone and Webster, drafting specs.

Keppler - NRCnever formally blessed Stone and Webster.

Eisenhut - NRC will pick system for design verification.

Keppler - CPCo feels made appropriate changes to QA, but wants a thrid

party independent party overseeing.

Landsman - Stone and Webster does documentation review, makes sure

implemented, does not do physical inspection.

Keeley - Geotechnical engineer.



Program Status - Tera Corporation - (See attached)

Eisenhut - Program plan has been submitted to CPCO, but not NRC.
Keeley - Their QA people must sign off.

Eisenhut - NRC may see program and changes made by CPCo. Asked to have

NRC sent a copy to ensure independent effort.
Tera - Three years for auxiliary feedwater
Novak - Control aspect of AFW went to Bechtel?
Tera - Yes.

- Review of supplier documentation and review of storage and

maintenance of doci:mentation ongoing.

Gardner -~ Will you verify as-built configuration?

Tera - Yes Refers to a sample of supports.
Eisenhut - Is CPCo giving you free reign to go ahead and make checks?
Tera - Yes.

Eisenhut - Are they basically measurement checks? No independent NDE yet.

I* looks necessary. Schedule for AFW late March/early April.



J. Cook - Complete entire project, not just NRC concarns or QA concerns.

CPCo is committed to completing the plan,

Kepéler - Meeting was helpful. A lot to deal with. Steps are being
taken in right direction, but NRC has been let dcwn before. NRC feels
strongly about independent design review and independent construction
work. Ongoing inspection in soils and safety-related work. CPCo has
covered a lot of bases not submitted in letter. NRC wants public comment

and NRC review. Don't lock into anything on third party.

Eisenhut - Pleased with 1/10/83 letter. 'PCo slowed down their own
activity. Need to restore confidence in yourself and public and NRC.
Third party review will play important part. Encouraged to see pieces

fitting together. Cautious optimism.
Sniezek - Team concept - feedback to craft personnel. Craft need
incentive. If they make a mistake let them bring it to their supervisor,

ingpectors don't need to find,

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Wendell Marshall
Unnamed speaker

Oswald Anders (See attached)
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CONSTRUCTION_COMPLETION PRNGRAM
SOURCES OF _INPUT

EVALUATION OF SYSTEMS COMPLETION

Transrer oF QC 1o CPCo QA (MPQAD)

INPO SELF-INITIATFD FVALHATION

1981 SALP ReporT Amn SURSEQUENT DISCUSSIONS

THe OcTorer/NovEMRER nfESFL-GFneaATnn BuiLnING INSPFCTION
Novemper NRC LETTER To THE ACRS

NEED TO PLACE MORE FMPHASIS ON SOILS START



CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM

NRJECTIVES

ImprOVE PrOJECT INFORMATION STATUS RY:

~PREPARING AN ACCURATE LIST OF TO-G0 WORK AGAINST A DEFINED RASELINE,

~BRINGING INSPECTIONS UP-TO-DATE AND VERIFYING THAT PAST QUALITY ISSUES HAVE REEN OR
"ARE BREING BROUGHT TO RESOLUTION,

~MAINTAINING A CURRENT STATUS OF WORK AND QUALITY INSPECTIONS AS THE PROJECT PROCEEDS,

IMPROVE _IMPLEMENTATION oFf THE QA PROGRAM RY:

~EXPANDING AND CONSOLIDATING ConsuMERS Power COMPANY CONTROL OF THE QUALITY FUNCTIONS.

~IMPROVING THE PRIMARY INSPECTION PROCESS,

~PROVINING A UNIFORM UNDERSTANRING OF THE QUALITY REQUIREMENTS AMONG ALL PARTIES.



CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM (Contn)

Assure EFFICIENT AND OrRDERLY CompucT OF THE PROJECT RY:

~ESTABLISHING AN ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE CONSISTENT WITH THE REMAINING WORK ,
~PROVIDING SUFFICIENT NUMBERS OF QUALIFIED PERSONNEL TO CARRY OUT THF PROGRAM,

~MAINTAINING FLEXIRILITY TO MODIFY THE PLAN AS EXPERIFNCE NICTATFS,



SECTION

FIGURE 1-1
CONSTRUCTION COMPLET)ON PROGRAM OCHEMATlp
‘'PHASE 1 PHASE 2
PLANNING IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING IMPLEMENTATION
PREPARATION
OF THE PLANT
QA/QC
REORGAMIZATION
PHASE 1 PHASE 2
PLANNING PLANNING
MANAGEMENT b i
COMPLETED
e mspsérenous EVALUATION SYSTEMS
AND —{ COMPLETION
MANAGEMENT - e REVIEW WORK
REVIEW INSPEGTION
STATUS A

QUALITY PROGRAM REVIEW
THIRD PARTY REVIEWS

SYSTEM LAY UP

CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES




DRJECTIVES:

NESCRIPTION:

RESULTS:

STATUS:;

SECTION 2.0
PREPARATION OF THE PLANT

To ALLOW IMPROVED ACCESS TO SYSTEMS FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

REDUCE THE WORKFORCE AND LIMIT Q ACTIVITIES
REMOVE THE CONSTRUCTION FOUIPMENT AND CLFAR AREAS

INSPECT, STORF AND SALVAGE FOQUIPMENT

PLANT IS IN A CONDITION TO FACILITATE INSTALLATION AND INSPFCTION
STATUS AND VERIFICATION OF COMPLETED WORK

REnucTrion IN FORCE STARTED 12/1/82 WITH CLEANUP COMPLETED ON
1/31/83.



SECTION 3.0
QA/QC_ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES

OBJECTIVE: , ESTABLISH INTEGRATED QA/QC ORGANIZATION UNDER CPCO CONTROL
. TRAIN AND RE-CERTIFY QC INSPECTION PERSONNEL

& .

DESCRIPTION: , OC ORGANIZATION REPORTS DIRECTLY AND SOLELY TO CPCO MPQAD
. QA AND QC RESPONSIRILITIES REDEFINED AS AN INTEGRATED TEAM
. QA DEVELOPS INSPECTION PLANS - QC IMPLEMENTS PLANS - QA MONITORS
. BECHTEL'S QC AND QA MANUALS USED AS APPROVED FOR MINLAND

« ASME REQUIREMENTS REMAIN IMPOSED ONH CONTRACTOR AS N-STAMP HOLDNER -
QA MONITORS

., @C INSPECTORS RECERTIFIED . ..

EﬁggtIED: « FULLY INTEGRATED QUALITY ORGANIZATION UNDER CPTZO CONTROL
. + UNIFORM UNDERSTANDING OF QUALITY REQUIREMENTS AMONG ALL PARTIES
+ IMPRCVED PRIMARY INSPECTION PROCESS WITH RECERTIFIED PERSONNEL
+ IMPROVED AND AGGRESSIVE IMPLEMENTATION OF QA PROGRAM

STATUS:

TRANSFER QC SUBMIT PROGRAMMATIC COMPLETE INSPECTOR
ORG TO CPCO CHANGES TO NRC RECERTIFICATION

1/17/83 2/17/83% 4/1/83
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| PROGRAH:

TRAINING STAFF:

STATUS:
- (As oF 2/4/83)

AC_RECERTIFICATION

COVERS ALL QC INSPECTORS INTEGRATED WITH MPQAD

» CLASS ROOM TRAINING, ON PROGRAMMATIC AND INSPECTION PLANS
'

WRITTEN CLOSED BOOK EXAMINATIONS WITH 80 ACHIEVEMENT
REQUIREMENT ON PROGRAMMATIC AND INSPECTION PLANS

ON THE JOB TRAINING AND PERFORMANCE DEMONSTRATION EXAMINATIONS
#i1TH 100Z ACHIEVEMENT REQUIREMENT ON INSPECTION PLANS

FINAL CERTIFICATION GIVEN BY MPQAD PERSONNEL QUALIFIED AS
ANST LEVEL 111

UNDER MPQAD DIRECTION '
DEDICATED STAFF WITH SUPPORT BY EXPERIENCED MPQAD STAFF
EXPERIENCED TRAINING SUPERVISION AND SELECTED INSTRUCTORS
PRESENT COMPLEMENT '

. SUPERVISORS

. INSTRUCTORS

+ PROGRAM SUPPORT (LESSON PLANS - EXAMS)

ALL PERSONNEL RECERTIFIED TO QC PROGRAM

NEARLY 500 IMSPECTOR - POCI TESTS

over 100 PERFORMANCE DEMONSTRATIONS

APPROXIMATELY 75 INSPECTOR = PQC1 CERTIFICATIONS



SECTION 4.2 ann 4.4
PROGRAM PLANNING
TEAM DRGANIZATION

OBJECTIVE: 0ORGANIZE AND TRAIN TEAM AND PREPARE PROCEDURES FOR INSTALLATION AND
INSPECTION STATUS ASSESSMENT AND FOR SYSTEMS COMPLETION.

DESCRIPTION: .DEvELOP TFAM CONCEPT
+SELECT PILOT TEAM TO TEST PROCESSES AND PROCEDURES
PREPARE JOR RESPONSIRILITIES AND PROCEDURES
.PROVIDE TEAM TRAINING FOR STATUS ASSESSMENT AND SYSTEMS COMPLETION

RESULTS . IMPROVED INSPECTION AND INSTALLATION PLANNING AND EXECUTION
EXPECTED: .IMPROVED DIRECTIONS TO CRAFTS

. IMPROVED COMMUNICATION BETWEFN consTRUCTION, QC, ENGINFERING AND TESTING

STATUS ESTABLISH TEAM CONCEPT AND DESIGNATE PILOT TFAM 1/21/83



SULJELL
10.

-t - —— —

BENEFITS OF "COMPLETION TEAM" APPROACH

® SINGLE GROUP RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL ASPECTS OF SYSTEM COMPLETION
TO FUNCTIONAL TURNOVER

® IMPROVED COMMUNICATION BY BEING PHYSICALLY LOCATED TOGETHER
® IMPROVED MAINTENANCE OF STATUS OF WORK
® SINGLE POINT CONTACT FOR QUALITY INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS

® IMPROVED INTEGRATION OF QUALITY INSPECTION PLANS WITH THE
INSTALLATION PLANS

® SINGLE POINT CONTACT FOR ENGINEERING/DESIGN REQUIREMENTS
® SINGLE POINT CONTACT FOR TESTING REQUIREMENTS

G/M-0487~1



subject
e

SYSTEM TEAM DEVELOPMENT

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS & PROCEDURE DEVELOPMENT

VISIT OTHER DEVELOP SELECT PILOT TEAM PREPARE TEAM
PROJECTS [P TEAM [P™{PILOT TEAM [P o tlew of [™1 FINAL [P TRAINING

CONCEPT & ISSUE Charter CHARTER, FOR
PRELIMINARY OCESSES, STATUS
TEAM ¢ ;::;0'.":“ . & PROCE~ ASSESS-

CHARTER R DURES MENT

® Team
Training

REVIEWS AND APPROVALS

» MGMT
REVIEW

COMMENCE WORK
TEAMS
L’J Commence
Status
Assessment
Q/M-0487~3



SYSTEM TEAM OPERATIONS

QUALITY
REPRESENTATIVE

TEAM SUPERVISOR
®* FIELD ENGINEERS
® SUPERINTENDENTS
® PLANNER

CPCo TEST &
CONSTR. ENGR.'S

BECHTEL SUPPORT
GROUPS

PHASE |

PROJECT ENGR.
REPRESENTATIVE

* REVIEW DOCUMENTS TO DESCRIBE THE SYSTEM SCOPE

* COMPARE PHYSICAL STATUS TO THE DOCUMENTS

* PERFORM QUALITY VERIFICATION ACTIVITIES AS ASSIGNED
* IDENTIFY REMAINING WORK

PHASE II

* DEVELOP DETAIL SYSTEM COMPLETION SCHEDULES
* DIRECT & ACCOMPLISH THE WORK

* MONITOR & REPORT STATUS/PROGRESS
* IDENTIFY PROBLEMS FOR RESOLUTION & MGMT. REVIEW
* COMPLETE THE SYSTEMS FOR FUNCTIONAL TURNOVER

Q/M-0407-2

"OL
108lgns
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OBJECTIVES:

DESCRIPTION:

Bt eo.

STATUS:

SECTION 4,3

PROGRAM PLANNING - PHASE 1

QUALITY VERIFICATION

» DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A QUALITY VERIFICATION PROGRAM FOR COMPLETED

INSPECTIONS

+ REVIEW EXISTING INSPECTION PLANS (PQCI) AND REVISE AS NECESSARY

+ WRITE NEW INSPECTION PLANS (PQCI) IF REQUIRED

« VALIDATE PAST COMPLETED INSPECTION

+ ESTABLISH THE VALIDITY OF COMPLETED INSPECTIONS AND INSTALLATION

QUALITY STATUS

« DOCUMENT AND CORRECT ANY NONCONFORMING CONDITIONS

PQCI REVISIONK T0O
SUPPORT START OF
REINSPECTION

2/22/83 -

DEVELOP VERIFI-
CATION PROGRAM
CONCEPT

DEVELOP DETAILED
PLANS FOR VERIFI-
CATION EFFORT

2/15/83

2/78/83



INSPECTION PLAN (PQCI) REVIEW AND REVISLON

EXISTING PQCI’'S REVIEWED AND REVISED, AS NECESSARY, BY MPQAN-0A
NEW PQCI’S WILL BE WRITTEN IF REQUIRED
PQCI’'S MUST MEET RELEVANT CRITERIA INCLUDING:

* CONFIRM THAT ATTRIRUTES [MPORTANT TO SAFETY
ARE INCLUDED

« ACCEPT/REJECT CRITERIA CLEARLY STATED
+ INFORMATION NECESSARY FOR INSPECTION CONTAINED
IN PQCI

+ INSPECTION POINTS CLEARLY NOTED
PROCEDURE FOR DOCUMENTATION UNDER REVIEN AND REVISION
INSPECTION PLANS REVIEWED BY PROJECT ENGINEERING AS AN OéEkVIEN
TO INSURE ALL TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS INCLUDED
REVISED/NEW PQCI PILOT TESTED BEFORE IMPLEMENTATION
QC INSPECTORS RETRAINED TO‘REVISED PQC!



+

VERIFICATION PROGRAM CONCEPTS

ESTABLISH THE VALIDITY OF PAST/CLOSED INSPECTION

_ REPORTS

CONFIRM THE ACCEPTABLE CONDITION OF INSTALLED COM=-
PONENTS, SYSTEM AND STRUCTURES

DOCUMENT AND CORRECT NONCONFORMING CONDITIONS

SCOPE OF PROGRAM INCLUDES ALL COMPLETED INSPECTION REPORTS
INSPECTION REPORTS CATEGORIZED BY PQCI

VERIFY THE QUALITY OF COMPLETED WORK USING AN ACCEPTABLE

_ ,_; =-SAMPLING PLAN WHERE APPROPRIATE—

‘VERIFICATION PLAN BASED UPON $PECIFIC INSPECTION REPORT
POPULATIONS !

. ITEM ACCESSIBLE FCR REINSPECTION

. DOCUMENTATION ONLY IS AVAILABLE

. UNIQUE AREAS OF CONCERN

. LOT SIZES NOT APPROPRIATE FOR STATISTICAL SAMPLE
CONTINUATION OF REINSPECTIONS ALREADY COMHITED ~

. CABLE ROUTING AND IDENTIFICATION

. HAWGERS

DETAILS OF PLAN STILL UNDER DEVELOPMENT



GBJECTIVE:

DESCRIPTION:

RESULT
EXPECTED:

STATUS:

SECTINN 4.5

QA/QC_SYSTEMS COMPLETINN PLANNING (PHASE 2)

FOR“ALLY INTEGRATE INSPECTION PLANMING WITH CONSTRUCTION

SEQUENCE

VERIFY THAT PQCi’'S APE FULLY ACCEPTABLE FOR NEW INSPECTIONS

ESTABLISH AN IN PROCESS INSPECTION PROGRAM

CLEARLY DEFINE INSPECTICN POINTS IN PQCi
UTILIZE QUALITY REPRESENTATIVE ON SYSTEM COMPLETION TEAM

MPQAD~QA CONDUCT FINAL REVIEW OF PaQcCl

TIMELY COMPLETION OF QC INSPétTIONS ON SYSTEM COMPLETION WORK

CLEAR AND DETAILED INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS
TIMELY DOCUMENTATION AND CORRECTION OF NONCONFORMANCES

DEVELOP CONCEPTUAL
PROCEDURES FOR IN-
TEGRATED INSPEC-
TION

DEVELOP PROCEDURES
FOR INTEGRATED IN-
SPECTION WITH PILOﬁ
TEAM

2/22/83

FINAL REVIEW OF
PaCl




CONCEPTS OF IN PROCESS INSPECTION PROGRAM

MPQAD-QA ISSUES FINAL FQCI WITH IDENTIFIED INSPECTION POINTS

INSPECTION POINTS INTEGRATED INTO CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

QUALITY REPRESENTATIVE ON SYSTEM COMPLETION TEAM RESPONSIBLE
FOR OVERALL QUALITY:

INSURE THE TEAM PROPERLY PLANS FOR INSPECTION
INSURE PROPER PQCI’S IDENTIFIED FOR TEAM
INSURE AVAILABILITY OF QUALIFIED INSPECTGRS

INSURE NONCONFORMANCES REPORTED TO MPQAD-QA FOR TIMELY
DISPOSITION AND ANALYSIS

INSURE QC INSPECTIONS PERFORMED ON TIMELY BASIS
INSURE THAT NEW WORK DOES NOT OBSCURE NONCONFORMANCES

PROCEDURES TO BE DEVELOPED BY PILOT TEAM



SIGNIFICANT INSPECTION PRNCESS IMPROVEMENTS

IMPROVED QUALITY CONTROL (NSPECTIONS AND INSPECTION REPORTS

_REVIEWED AND MODIFIED TO:

« MINIMIZE INSPECTOR INTERPRETATIONS BY
IDENTIFYING SPECIFIC ACCEPT/REJECT
CRITERIA IN SELF CONTAINED PQCI

+ INSURE CLARITY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF PQC! BY
PILOT TESTS

+ INSURE ALL INSPECTION ATTRIBUTES AND ACCEPTANCE
CRITERIA ARE INCLUDED RY MPQRAD-QA PREPARATION
AND FROJECT ENGINEERING OVERVIEW

ABSOLUTZ AND TIMELY REPORTING OF NONCONFORMAMCES
PROCEDURES REVISED TO:

+ REQUIRE ALL NONCONFORMANCES ARE IMENTIFIED AND
RECORDED FOR ANALYSIS AND DISPOSITION

+ IMPROVE TRENDING AND IDENTIFICATION OF PROCESS
DEFICIENCIES FOR TIMELY MANAGEMENT ACTION

+ ELIMINATE DUPLICATIVE NONCONFORMANCE REPORTING
S$' TEMS

QUALITY REPRESENTATIVE ON SYSTEM COMPLETION TEAM REPRESENTS
MPQJAD-QA/QC

TEGRATED CONSTRUCT'Qi/INSPECTION PROZESS
IMPROVED INTECR!TY AMD TIMELINESS 7F INSPECTIONS BY:

« NSE OF DEFINED WOLD PCINTS FOR INSPECTION IN
COCNSTRUCTION SEQ”ENCES

+ FORMAL DOCUMENTATION OF #/.L OBSERVED NONCONFORMANCES
AT. ALL INSPECTION POINTS



SIGNIFICANT INSPECTINN PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS
(ConT'D)

+ DEDICATED QUALITY REPRESENTATIVE FOR SYSTEMS AS
MEMBER OF TEAM .

« INTEGRATED PLANNING FOR INSPECTIONS BY TEAM

INTEGRATED QUALITY PROCEDURES DUE TO GA/QC INTEGRATION

+ .ELIMINATION OF REDUNDANT OR DUPLICATIVE PROCEDURES

+ FOCUS CN SINGLE MISSION FOR QUALITY ORGANIZATIONS
+ ELIMINATION OF POTENTIAL INSPECTOR MISINTERPRETATION



SECTION 5.0
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

NBJECTIVE: .PROVIDE A PROCESS FOR CONTROL, REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF FACH MAJOR TASK

AS THE PROGRAM PROCFFNS,
DESCRIPTION: .ESTARLISH COMPLETION AND QUALITY STATUS
. INTEGRATE CONSTRUCTION AND QUALITY ACTIVITIES
. IMPROVE ON-GOING QUALITY PERFORMANCE
RESULT .COMPLFTE SYSTEMS FOR TURNoVER To (PCo TesTING
EXPECTED

.PROVINE CONTINUING DEMONSTRATION OF QUALITY AS WORK PROCFENS

PROVIDE VFRIFICATION OF QUALITY IN COMPLETED WORK
]

Mgt Review Commence Mgt Commence
of Reinspection Review Completion
Verification of
Plan Results
Mgt Review Commence
of Status
Status Plan Assessment




OBJECTIVE:

DESCRIPTIONS:

STATUS:

SECTION 6.0
QUALITY PROGRAM REVIEW

REVIEW THE ADEQUACY AND COMPLETENESS OF THE QUALITY PROGRAM
AND MAKE REVISIONS AS NECESSARY:

ON AN ONGOING BASIS FOR GENERAL IMPROVEMENTS
IN RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC CONCERNS (Nn/G INSPECTION)
IN RESPONSE TO THIRD PARTY REVIEWS

REVIEW SPECIFIC PROCEDURES FOR COMPLIANCE TO PROGRAM REVIEW
REVIEW ACTUAL IMPLEMENTATION OF PPOCEDURES
COORDINATE REVIEWS WITH OTHER PROJECT AREAS

PROVIDE INPUT AND RECOMMENDATION TO MANAGEMENT

CONTINUED OVERALL IMPROVEMENT IN THE QUALITY PROGRAM CONTENT AND
IMPLEMENTATION ‘

ONGOING COMPLETE PRE-
SENT SPECIFIC
REVIEWS EFFORTS




CURRENT SPECIFIC PRNGRAMMATIC REVIEWS

EéFORTS PRESENTLY UNDERWAY TO REVIEW PROGRAMMATIC REQUIREMENTS
AND IMPLEMENTATIGH FOR:

MATERIAL TRACEABILITY:
. REVIEW OF ALL PROJECT COMMITMENTS
+ REVIEW OF IMPLEMENTING PROCEDURES

+ REVIEW OF PRIOR AUDITS
+ REVISION OF RECEIPT INSPECTION PQCI

Q-SYSTEM RELATED REQUIREMENTS

* VERIFICATION OF PROJECT COMMITMENTS BY ENGINEERING
AND LICENSING

DESIGN DOCUMENT CONTROL

+ FLOW CHART OF EXISTING PROCEDURES

« CHECK OF ACTUAL XMPEEMENTATXON

+ COMPARISON WITH PROGRAMMATIC REQUIREMENTS

RECEIPT INSPECTION
« REVIEW OF SOURCE INSPECTION/RECEIPT INSPECTION SYSTEMS

+ PQCI REVISED
+ RECERTIFICATION OF INSPECTORS
'+ CONSIDERATION OF SELECTED OVERINSPECTION



SECTION 8.0
SYSTEM LAYUP

OBJECTIVE: PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION FOR PLANT SYSTEMS AND COMPONENTS UNTIL
PLANT STARTUF

DESCRIPTION: .IDENTIFY AND PROTECT SYSTEMS WETTED DUE TO HYDKO TESTING OR FLUSHING

.PROVIDE SCHEDULES FOR WALKDOWN TO ENSURF CLEANLINESS AND ADEQUATE
PREVENTIVE MAINTEMANCE

.CARRY OUT WALKDOWNS TO ENSURE COMPLETENESS OF SYSTEM LAYUP ACTIVITIES

RESULTS IMMEDIATE PROTECTION OF WETTED SYSTEMS
EXPECTED: PROVIDE CONTINUED CARE FOR ALL COMPONENTS UNTIL SYSTEM TURNOVER

STATUS: COMPLETE LAYUP OF ALL WETTED SYSTEMs 1/15/83
ISSUED SCHEDULES FOR WALKDOWNS 1/715/83



SECTION 9.0
CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES

ORJECTIVES: MeeT PrREVIOUS NRC REQUIREMENTS AND
CONTINUE WITH ACTIVITIES WHICH DO NOT
IMPEDE THFE EXECUTION OF THE PROGRAM

.PROVIDE DESIGN SUPPORT FOR ORDERLY
SYSTEM COMPLETION WORK AND RESOLUTION OF
IDENTIFIED ISSUES

.ESTARLISH A MANAGEMENT CONTROL TO

INITIATE ADDITIONAL SPECIFIED WORK THAT CAM
PROCEED OUTSIDE OF THE SYSTEMS COMPLETION
ACTIVITIES



\

NESCRIPTION:

SECTION 9.0
CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES

THOSE ACTIVITIES THAT HAVE DEMONSIRATED EFFECTIVENESS IN THE QUALITY PROGRAM
IMPLEMENTATION WILL CONTINUE DURING IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONSTRUCTION
COMPLETION PROGRAM.

THESE ARE:

ll

NSSS INSTALLATION OF SYSTEMS AND COMPONENTS BEING CARRIED ouT RY R&N
ConsTRUCTION COMPANY

HVAC INSTALLATION WORK REING PERFORMED BY 7ACK CoMPANY. WELDING ACTIVITIES
CURRENTLY ON HOLD WILL BF RESUMED AS THE IDENTIFIED PRORLEMS ARE RESOLVED

POST SYSTEM TURNOVER WORK, WHICH IS UINDER THE DIRECT CONTROL OF (ONSUMERS
Power COMPANY, WILL RE RELEASED AS APPROPRIATE WSING ESTARLISHED WoRK
AUTHORIZATION PROCEDURES

g~
HANGER AND CABRLE RE-INSPECTIONS, WHICH WILL PROCEED ACCORDING TO SEPARATELY
ESTARLISHED coMMITMENTS To NRC

REMEDIAL SoiLs WorRK WHICH IS PROCEFDING AS AUTHORIZED RY THE NRC

NESIGN ENGINEFRING WILL CONTINUE AS WILL ENGINEERING
SUPPORT OF OTHER PROJECT ACTIVITIFS



SECTION 9.0
CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES

STATUS: . THESE ACTIVITIES ARF PROCFEDING
WITH SCHEDULES THAT ARF
INDEPENDENT OF THIS PLAN.



THIRD PARTY REVIEWS

~INPO Self-initiated Evaluation by MAC

~Independent Design Verification of
Auxiliary Feedwater and one Other
System

~Independent Installation Implementation
Overview (Soils Work being performed
by Stone & Webster)



SELF-INITIATED EVALUATION

~INPO Received Report January 31, 1983

~Submission to NRC

-Corrective Action Implementation



INDEPENDENT INSTALLATION IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW

-Status

-Scope

1l - Familiarization With Procedures, Drawings,
Specs, Organizations, Interfaces

2 - Evaluate adequacy of the above

3 - Bvaluate compliance with above for
construction activities and QC activities

4 - Submit observations and reports to Consumers
Power wi.h copies to NRC y

-Schedule

1 - Award Contract February 15, 1983

2 - Activities 1 through 5 Pebruary 15 to
August 15, 1983

3 - Final Report, BEvaluation and Decision on
Need to Extend Overview Schedule 9/1/83




MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN
VERIFICATION PROGRAM

~ FOR THE AFW SYSTEM AND ANOTHER SYSTEM
TO BE DETERMINED

)

-

FEBRUARY 8, 1983




PRESENTATION QUTLINE

PROGRAM STATUS

INTER-RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE DESIGN
CONSTRUCTION PROCESS AND THE MIDLAND IDV

PHILOSOPHY OF REVIEW

BASES FOR SAMPLE SELECTION

SCOPE OF DESIGN VERIFICATION

SCOPE OF CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION

REPORTING PROCESS -

SCHEDULE

AND



PROGRAM STATUS

PROJECT QUALITY ASSURANCE PLAN
- DEVELOPED, APPROVED, ANID UNDER IMPLEMENTATION

- INCLUDES PROJECT CONTROL PROCEDURES, INSTRUCTIONS
AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

ENGINEERING PROGRAM PLAN

- DEVELOPED, APPROVED, AND UNDER IMPLEMENTATION
- 44 DESIGN TOPICS/5 CATEGORIES OF REVIEW

- 15 CONSTRUCTION TOPICS/5 CATEGORIES OF REVIEW
DESIGN VERIFICATION

- IN PROGRESS FOR AFW SYSTEM

- DESIGN CHAIN IDENTIFIED

- PROJECT EXPERIENCE UNDER REVIEW TO ASSIST IN FOCUSING
THE DESIGN VERIFICATION

CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION
- RECENTLY INITIATED

- INITIAL  AS-BUILT CONFIGURATION VERIFICATION FOR
PIPING/SUPPORTS NEARING COMPLETION




INTER-RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE MIDLAND DESIGN AND
CONSTRUCTION PROCESS AND THE MIDLAND IDV PROGRAM

o Corutruction
Contrel
. Ga/aC

VERIFICATION

ACTIVITIES

STANDARDS, "’&C!\Tm:;c
AND A
PROCEDURES }
- DESICN PROCESS
. Contrel | o Erngineering
Kl W‘& Evoluat.ons
o Celeviet orw

[ecra s, areeroixa |

FSAR AND OTHER
L

VTILITY
COMMITMENTS

[ oesicnmests |

'

INSTALLED STRUCTURES,
OVER. INSPE C TION i

SITE CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITIES

* Engireering

* Storoge ond
Moint enaree

» Erection, Irmtel
lotion, ote.

o NDE

[ FiELD crances |

'

SYSTEMS AND
COMPONENTS

1

TURNOVER FOR
FUNC TIONAL
TESTING

1

*‘l OPERATIONS I

DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION PROCESS

REVIEW OF DESICN
CRITERIA 0D
COMMITMENTS
REVIEW OF
INPLEMENTING
DOCUMENTS
:
CHECK OF CONFIRMATORY
CALCULATIONG AND CALCULATIONS OR
EVALUATIONS EVALUATIONS
DV
CHECK OF
DRAWINCS AND
SPECIMICATIONS
CHECK OF
'Cv WIPPLIER
DOCUMENTATION
REVIEW OF STORAGE REVIEw oF
AND MANTENANCE  ConBTRVCTON
DOCUNENTATION DOCUMENTATION
VERIFICATION OF
PrOYSICAL
CONFICURATION
REVIEW OF
VERIFICATION
ACTIVITIES

MIDLAND IDV PROCRAM



GOAL

. PROVIDE AN INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF THE
QUALITY OF THE MIDLAND PLANT DESIGN AND CON-
STRUCTION



PHILOSOPHY OF REVIEW
SELECT A REPRESENTATIVE SAMPLE OF ENGINEERED SYSTEMS,
COMPONENTS, AND STRUCTURES WHICH WILL FACILITATE:
- AN INTEGRATED ASSESSMENT OF IMPORTANT PARA-
METERI AFFECTING THE FUNCTIONAL CAPABILITY
OF THE TWO SYSTEMS, AND
- THE ABILITY TO EXTRAPOLATE FINDINGS TO SIMmI-

LARLY DESIGNED FEATURES WITH A HIGH DEGREE
OF CONFIDENCE

CONSIDER POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE FINDINGS WHICH WILL ALLOW A
BALANCED VIEW OF OVERALL QUALITY

ASSESS ROOT CAUSE AND EXTENT OF IDENTIFIED FINDINGS

REVIEW CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO ADDRESS FINDINGS



BASES FOR SAMPLE SELECTION

SIMILAR TO SYSTEM SELECTION CRITERIA

- IMPORTANCE TO SAFETY

- INCLUSION OF DESIGN/CONSTRUCTION INTERFACES

- ABILITY TO EXTRAPOLATE RESULTS

- DIVERSE IN CONTENT

- SENSITIVE TO PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE

- ABILITY TO TEST AS-BUILT INSTALLATION

STRONG RELIANCE UPON ENGINEERING JUDGMENT

POTENTIAL USE OF STATISTICAL TECHNIQUES TO ESTABLISH
SAMPLE SIZE FOR REPETITIVE PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES (E.G., CON-
CRETE AND STEEL PROPERTIES, WELDING RECORDS, ETC.)
INDUSTRY DESIGN/CONSTRUCTION EXPERIENCE

INDUSTRY OPERATING EXPERIENCE

PROJECT DESIGN/CONSTRUCTION EXPERIENCE

- AREAS EXPERIENCING REPEATED PROBLEMS

- AREAS WHICH MAY NOT HAVE RECEIVED EXTENSIVE PRIOR
REVIEW

AREAS WHERE FINDINGS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED



INITIAL SAMPLE REVIEW MATRIX FOR THE AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM
MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAM

/ SCOPE OF REVIEW

DESIGN AREA
&G
o
I. AFW SYSTEM RFORMA R IREMENT
SYSTEM OPERATING LIMITS
ACCIDENT ANALYSIS CONSIDERATIONS
SINGLE FAILURE
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

SYSTEM ALIGNMENT/SWITCHOVER
REMOTE OPERATION AND SHUTDOWN
SYSTEM ISOLATION/INTERLOCKS
OVERPRESSURE PROTECTION

COMPONENT FUNCTIONAL REQUIREMENTS
SYSTEM HYDRAULIC DESIGN

SYSTEM HEAT REMOVAL CAPABILITY
COOLING REQUIREMENTS

WATER SUPPLIES

PRESERVICE TESTING/CAPABILITY FOR
OPERATIONAL TESTING

POWER SUPPLIES
ELECTRICAL CHAHACTERISTICS
PROTECTIVE DEVICES/SETTINGS

INSTRUMENTATION
CONTROL SYSTEMS
ACTUATION SYSTEMS
NDE COMMITMENTS
MATERIALS SELECTION

X X X X X X X X

X X X Xx

x

M X X X X KX XX




INITIAL SAMPLE REVIEW MATRIX FOR THE AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM
MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

SCOPE OF REVIEW

<
g /£
Eo | §
82/ §.
DESIGN AREA 5! i;
vy
&
sG /8 .
F 3
e
&
I, AFW SYSTEM PROTECTI AT
SEISMIC DESICN x
o PRESSURE BOUNDARY X x k2
e PIPE/EQUIPMENT SUPPORT X x X
o EQUIPMENT QUALIFICATION X x x
MIGH ENERGY LINE BREAK ACCIDENTS X
o PIPE WHIP X X x
o JET IMPINGEMENT x
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION X
o ENVIRONMENTAL ENVELOPES x x X
o EQUIPMENT QUALIF.CATION X x x
e HVAC DESICGN X
FIRE PROTECTION X x x
MISSILE PROTECTION x
SYSTEMS INTERACTION X X x
i, STRUCT THAT THE AFW
SEISMIC DESICN/INPUT TO EQUIPMENT X X X
WIND & TORNADO DESIGN/MISSILE PROTECTION X
FLOOD PROTECTION X
HELBA LOADS i
CIVIL/STRUCTURAL DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS X
o FOUNDATIONS X X x
e CONCRETE/STEEL DESIGN X x X
o TANKS X x x




INITIAL SAMPLE REVIEW MATRIX FOR THE AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM
MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAM

] SCOPE OF REVIEW 7

3 o
YRS
SYSTEM/COMPONENT !;. i b’§
£ £ ¥
“ S &8
& 48 /2%
: NE
& 55 &7 &
i/ %
L MECHANICAL
o EQUIPMENT x x x x x
o PIPING x x x x
o PIPE SUPPORTS x x x x
I ELECTRICAL
o EQUIPMENT x x x x x
e TRAYS AND SUPPORTS x x
o CONDUIT AND SUPPORTS x x
o CABLE x x x x u
. INSTRUMENTATION AND CONTROL
o INSTRUMENTS x x x x x
o PIPING/TUBING x x
o CABLE K x
Ve HVAG
o EOQUIPMENT x x x x x
e DUCTS AND SUPPORTS x x
v. STAUCTURAL
o FOUNDATIONS X x
¢ CONCRETE X x x
o STRUCTURAL STEEL . x x




SCOPE OF CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION REVIEW

REVIEW OF SUPPLIER DOCUMENTATION

SAMPLING CHECK AGAINST DESIGN SPECS AND DRAWINGS;
REVIEW OF

-  DRAWINGS

-~  TEST REPORTS

~ CERTIFIED MATERIAL PROPERTY REPORTS

-~  STORAGE AND INSTALLATION REQUIREMENTS

-  OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS

REVIEW OF STORAGE AND MAINTENANCE DOCUMENTATION

RECEIPT INSPECTION DOCUMENTATION

STORAGE, INCLUDING IN-STORAGE AND IN-PLACE MAINTE-
NANCE

= REQUIREMENTS INCLUDING PARAMETERS SUCH AS TEM-
PERATURE, HUMIDITY, CLEANLINESS, LUBRICATION,
ENERGIZATION, ETC.

OBSERVATION OF ON-GOING ACTIVITIES

REVIEW OF CONSTRUCTION/INSTALLATION DOCUMENTATION

IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPER REQUIREMENTS SUCH AS EREC-
TION SPECIFICATIONS, INSTALLATION REQUIREMENTS, CON-
STRUCTION PROCEDURES, CODES AND STANDARDS, ETC.

REVIEW OF DESIGN CHANGES, FIELD MODIFICATIONS, ETC.

EVALUATION OF DOCUMENTATION FOR ITEMS SUCH AS CON-
CRETE, WELDING, BOLTING ACTIVITIES, ETC.



SCOPE OF CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION REVIEW
(continued)

- OBSERVATION OF ON-GOING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

REVIEW OF SELECTED VERIFICATION ACTIVITIES

CABLE SEPARATION, PIPE SUPPORT, AND BOLTING OVER-
INSPECTION PROGRAMS, ETC.

- OBSERVATION OF VARIOUS WALKDOWN ACTIVITIES (E.G.,
SYSTEMS INTERACTION - SEISMIC 11/1)

- COLD HYDROS
- COMPONENT AND SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TESTING PROGRAMS

CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM

VERIFICATON OF PHYSICAL CONFIGURATION

- INSTALLATION OF SYSTEM IN ACCORDANCE WITH PIPING AND
INSTRUMENTATION DIAGRAMS

- INSTALLATION OF COMPONENTS AND PIPING IN ACCORDANCE
WITH ARRANGEMENT DRAWINGS AND ISOMETRICS (APPROXI-
MATE LOCATION AND ORIENTATION)

- INSPECTION OF SELECTED FEATURES FOR COMPLIANCE WITH
DESIGN DETAILS (APPROXIMATE DIMENSIONS)

- VERIFICATION OF IDENTITY (EQUIPMENT PART NUMBERS, ETC.)
IN ACCORDNACE WITH DRAWINGS, SPECIFICATIONS, OR SCHE-
MATICS

- QUALITY OF WORKMANSHIP

%..

TEDA FAARDADATIN



Eisenhut - FEMA responsible for evacuation plan. NKC must assure onsite

plan.
Brown - Will that plan be submitted to their board for approval?

Eisenhut - Certainly. Sniezek takes certification from FEMA. GCovernment

of State is authority who responds to that issue.

Keppler - Closirg - Serious consideration to another public meeting.
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NRC Participants

Tom Novak
Darrel Eisenhut
Jim Sniezek
Jim Keppler
Wayne Shafer
Bob Warnick
Ron Cook

Bill Paton
Steve Lewis

Mike Wilcove




Public Meeting - February 8, 1983 7:00 p.m.

Opening - Keppler brlefing on morning meeting. Asked that comments and

questions be restricted to five minutes.

Sister Art Platty - She was asked by the Mayor of Saginaw to be there.
Community must be assured of safety. Third party independent review - will
it be an inside choice? Who will guarantee the safety of the public? Will

the deadline be met? What is the cost?

Eisenhut - Explained CPCo's plan to rebuild confidence. Independent third

party audit will be required, Must audit past, present and future.

Told her that NRC was briefed on INPO and Tera at the morning meeting.

There will be au independent program by private contractor to oversee

total program. Contract not yet named.

Sister - Would NRC name the third party?

Eisenhut - Haven't reached a decision on that yet.

Sister - The community wants NRC to choose the independent monitor.

Eisenhut - No oae can guarantee safety. Sufficiently low possibility of

accident,

Sister - Whose responsibility is it to people of our community?



Eisenhut - The utility. NRC charged with the process of overseeing that

the plant is built, designed and operated safely.

Sister - Community wants guarantee for safety. The $120,000 civil

penalty fine is a "slap on the hand",

Eisenhut - Safety-related work terminated. Want two assurances - (1) previous

work adequate, (2) future work adequately built,

Sister - Will the completion date be met?

Eisenhut - He does not feel we'll meet date, but the NRC has to assume
licensee's date will be met. It will not be licensed until an adequate . . .

The cost is not a factor to the NRC,

Tom Herron, Lone Tree Council = Not concerned with nuclear power, but the
construction of the plant. Lost confidence in CPCo and NRC to do job of
protecting safety, NRC embarrassed by Zimmer (97% complete and a mess).
Management from top of CPCo holding information back from craftsmen. Given
CPCo's past, what makes NRC sure the new CCP will work? The civil penalty
fine is a "slap on the hand" and will have to eventually be paid by the

ratepayers.

Keppler -~ Interested in seeing an organization not a part of the construction
effort to determine quality is adequate. Looking for a third party review.
The $120,000 fine is not a big incentive, but rather a public embarrassment.

The NRC is sending a signal to other licensees ~ "We won't tolerate."



James Cook - In no case would zs=epayers be charged for the Civil Peralty.

Castillacos - Resident of Midland County. wuives 2 1/2 miles f om the plant.
Building in violation aow (hotel meeting room). All exits blocked, etc.

1f NRC acknowledzes this fact and doce nothing about it, how can they be
held responsible for inspucting a nuclear power plant for deficiencies?
Dewatering problem . . . well water in the area. Impact of icing and cooling
pond. Called his insurance cowpany to inquire about nuclear policy - no

such policy. After reviwwing the CCP, he realized he needs to know what

was in the repcst. RELEASE KEPORT.

Kepple: - Tie veport was reizasad today. The NRC has completed work on

2 allegativns. Have 8 more,

Tom Devin:z - Received affidavit today from a construction employee that

all employies know where and when the NRC will be inspecting. NRC inspection
reports don't mean anyithfag. Mr. Feppler said today that he was tired of "cheap
shots". GAP has been monitoring RIII. When are the games going to stop?

Why should CAP have confidence in NRC?

Keppler - Kard to respond. He knows of no instances where the licensee

has been informed of an NRC inspector coming. Inspectors choose places and
times to inspect themselves.

Devine - Shafer's team report good.

Keppler - Go to OIA.



Devine - I did two years ago and OIA agreed with me.

Sniezek ~ Policy is for unannounced inspections. If an NRC needs to
talk to a specific person onsite, then he of course would have to let
the employee know he was coming. For an announced inspection, the NRC
inspector's supervisor's permission is needed. A track is kept of all

announced and unannounced NRC inspections.

Shafer - Thanked Devine. Our (Midland Team) effort no different than

any other at Midland.

Eisenhut - Will Devine supply affidavit?

Devine - Handed affidavit to Eisenhut.

Ron Cook - There are times the licensee is informed., The lic. 'see should
be putting his best foot forward to help the NRC. Often times the licensee
is not cooperative. Unfair to slam the NRC. Often times Cook doesn't

know himself when he will be in the office and when he won't,

Mark Hammler - Commented on the efficiengy of the public hearing. ‘ire
code not adhered to. He has now seen an exampie of the way NRC deals
with safety. How indicative is that of how NRC inspects nuclear plants?

By choosing small rooms and changing the times within one week of the

meeting, NRC makes it hard for public to attend. They discourage attendance.




Keppler - Appreciate problems. We did not expect such a big crowd. We
will reserve a bigger room next time. The fire code is not in the NRC's

purvue. Eisenhut takes heat for meeting change.
Hammler - Schedule additional meetings.

Christopher Harts, Gilbert-Commonwealth employee - The problems with

el
nuclear $on: are not insurmountable. CPCo is on the right track. He worked
with Bechtel on South Texas. He has never known of an NRC inspector
coming. Is the NRC responsible for policies? With all these policy
questions, I suggest that the next meeting you have you put a stack of

them outside the woor so not so much time will be wasted on policy

questions.

Tracy Parsons, Midland resident - Midland is under the watchful eye of
CAP and others. I want the plant to start. Intervenors take joy in seeing
how close a plant can come to operating before they stop construction.

These meetings should be ‘222fﬁﬁééi%ha not destructive. Please decide,

don't procrastinate. Good that you allow the public to comment.

lb@*c Timmons - There are only 3 intervenors in whole petition because of
the difficult process to become an intervenor. When the plant was

proposed the community was happy. Now their bubble has burst. Construction
halted, Temple wants Dow to back out. Temple confidence in CPCo low. Can
CPCo do the job? Soils work below average? Don't have same problems with

other utilities. NRC "ping-pongs" on confidence of CPCo.



jciear problems o
vable e was in Washingt t il8 §S I ear waste wit the € 1

yf storage safety. Have enough in cribs to blow hole in the eartt
Reprocessing plant in NY the liquid waste has solidified and can't be
pumped out. Must now Le removed by rotOts. Encasements for waste

ised in France are made of ceramic and glass. They are only good for ten
years. ten vears the material must be removed. There is no government
lan for long range waste. Who will guard in case of an earthquak
Radiocactivity found 3 miles from a plant - became sterile deserts. Community

has no credibilitv in CPCo or NRC. Where are ethics and morality? Selling

154

- What led to fine being levied?

Kepnler - QA Program not being followed.

Eisenhut - Before we license, confidence in design construction, etc. must
be assured. I am encouraged to see the licensee realizes its own

problems, but must have a third party review.

- Wants another public meeting when the choice is made.

SR KOG O XK E RO R AN RNERX WA KX

Charles Hoker - 29 years in reactor business. Vital part of national

resources. Can be operated with a positive contribution to Midland in

that it creates energy, jobs, etc.

¥a




Barbara Stamiris - Soils settlement hearing. Hearing called for at end of
1979. Berause of QA breakdown, false statement, etc. it has been delayed.
Order worded so that CPCo could ask for a hearing. More problems along
the way. Soils remedial work still going on. What percent complete

is the plant?

J. Cook - 83%.

Stamiris - 1/2 year soils work tracked separately. NRC states QA Program
not at fault, but implementation of program is at fault. Why not use

the old program since the new one isn't completely finished anyway?

. Cook - Can't explain CCP - too voluminous. CCP not QA Program.

Paton - Legal posture - because of a '"loophole" ... They are given a

permit. Before permit "yanked" CPCo must be given a hearing.

Andrea Wilson - Basis for approval should be . With GAP
allegations how do you expect us to make a decision without seeing
report? Wants another meeting after report is issued. Keppler gave us
reasonable assurances before. Nocw a $120,000 penalty is issued. She is

not assured by Keppler's reasonable assurances.



Keppler - I did not make that statement lightly. We are still wrestling
with the QA program. We can't come up with decision without a third party

review., Hopes new direction will help.

John Knocchi = Third party reviewer important. Someone who can be believed.

If it is done - how will it be done? Every part, certain parts?

Eisenhut - CCP proposal nut approved. Discussion today - 3 pieces - Tera,
CCP aspects, independent instrumentation implementation overview - effort
performed by independent contractor to overview past and future soils, HVAC
and NSSS. Last contractor also not picked. Told CPCo not to fix anything

until NRC reviews. CCP encompasses all

Knocchi - Need third party overviewer to attain credibility.

Eisenhut - Third party must send documentation to NRC for PDR. Criteria
to select third party - spouses, relatives, no one related to employees

of CPCo.

Knocchi - Looking back, make distinction between letter of the law and

forcing something that makes a difference.

Keppler - Review of all safety-related structures in plant. NCR

evaluated. Must be addressed.



Krause - Resident of Midland for past 6 years. Anxious to have plant

operating. Reagan wants licensing streamlined.

Eisenhut - Post TMI rem{ﬂ%s re: inefficienty in licensing. Most licensing
is held up for about | year. National labs assisted rework of licensing
function. 14 or 16 plants licensed since TMI. No way a current plant can

take advantage of new licensing process.

Wilma Deason - As years passed, she has become concerned with construction
inadequacies at the plant. Important that people of the community are

starting to recognize effect of the plant on them.

Mary Sinclair - Nuclear waste issue important. Doesn't want to stop
plant as indicputed earlier in evening. This is a family issue. The
intervenors did not cause delay, the soils compaction issue is the cause.
Shafer's inspection cauondanother delay. Today's meeting is a direct
result of that inspection. How can the NRC propose to begin operating
licensing with 150,000 back inspections? I have 18 contentions, Stamiris
has 3. They should be litigated. I hope that the growing awareness in

the community continues.

Paton - Sinclair should make a motion to the Licensing Board because of

her 18 contentions.

Garde - GAP denies statement of "trying to stop Midland". CCP elements
are good, but can they se implemented properly. Wants secret FOIA document
between Keppler and CPCo. Allegations received by GAP from whistleblowers
ar a fact. Just as one bad apple can spoil the barrel, one bad weld can

spoil a nuclear plant.



ions and agreements
are resisting
discussion were open, no agr ] | be reached.

shortened the hearing considerably.

estimate in cost - what will

Eisenhut - Cost is in the purvue of the NRC.

cost - numbers quoted at beginning of construction were
were costing at that time.
Albert Savage -~ No faith in CPCo because of Big Rock Point and Palisades.

When cathedrals were built in year 1000, they knew enough to drive piles

>

under them. CPCo did Thousands of heat exchanger tubes needing to

be replaced. Stainless steel reactor will corrode.

Incorrect welding rod. What is NRC doing about that?
§ , ) LS | | : e
Eisenhut - Steam generator dwtes historically have corrosion problems. Extensive
programs for monitoring this problem. Also working on issuance of new

requirexcnts.

Frederick L. Brown - Lives 10 miles from plant and concerned about
evacuation planning. Member of MI Envircnmental Review Board. Board has
talked with the NRC for emergency nlan for Midland. He was more confused
than before he talked to NRC. Who has the ultimate responsibility for

an evacuation plan? Clear, concise statement as to who will be approvirg

is needed.




Eisenhut - FEMA responsible for evacuation plan. NRC must assure onsite

plan.
Brown - Will that plan be submitted to their board for approval?

Eisenhut - Certainly. Sniezek takes certification from FEMA. Government

of State is authority who responds to that issu~.

Keppler - Closing - Serious consideration to another public meeting.

|



Meeting between NRC and Consumers Power Company
(2/8/83)

Opening Remarks

Good morning ladies and gentlemen. We are meeting here today to review
Consumers Power Company's planned Construction Completion Program for the
Midland Nuclear facility. This meeting is being held in front of the
public because of the overall public interest that has been shown in the
Midland project in general and identified quality assurance and construc-
tion problems in particular and is consistent with our established practice
of holding meetings of this type permitting public attendance. While we
welcome attendance by members of the public and the news media, I wish to
emphasize that this is a meeting between Consumers Power Company and NRC,
and involves public participation only through observation. Following this
meeting the NRC will be glad to hear comments or respond to questions from
the public concerning the subject matter of the meeting or other areas of
interest concerning the Midland project and further opportunity for dis-
cussion by the public will occur tonight for those persons who cotid not
attend this meet:'ng. In addition to the two public meetings, a few of the
NRC people and myself will be meeting this afternoon with senior repre-
sentatives of Consumers Powe: Company and Bechtel corporation at the Midland
construction site. This meeting is being held at their request to discuss
the perceived importance of some of the specific problems identified by

the NRC inspections last fall and to discuss Region III's handling of certain
inspection findings relative to the approaches used by other NRC regions.
That meeting will not get into the details of this morning's meeting.

I'd like to start by having the NRC people who are present here today to

introduce themselves and then ask Consumers Power and their representatives
to introduce themselves.

By way of background, for benefit of the public, Mr. Eisenhut and myself
met with Mr. Selby and Mr. Cook of Consumers Power Company on two occasions
in early September of last year to discuss renewed NRC concerns regarding
the effectiveness of the quality assurance program at Midland. These
meetings were an outgrowth of a detailed review and evaluation by members
of my staff, attempting to assess the reasons why the quality assurance
program was not effective in the early identification, correction and
prevention of problems. Consumers Power Company was told that we believed
their QA program was basically sound, but that the implementation of that
program resulted in a number of problems. While we were unable to pinpoint
the specific reasons for these implementation problems, we did share with
Consumers Power management certain practices we believed warranted change.
Furthermore, we told them that comprehensive programs needed to be developed
and put into place in order to: (1) Provide assurance that completed con-
struction work was sound, and (2) Provide assurance that future work would
be effectively controlled. We requested CPCo to develop a program to deal
with NRC's concerns and to sumbit that program for review by the staff.




On September 17, 1982, CPCo submitted two letters to the NRC --- one dealing
with the remainder of the safety related work. A supplemental submittal was
made on October 6, 1982. Two meetings, both open to the public, were sub-
sequently held in Washington between NRC and CPCc to discuss these submittals.
Concurrent with this review effort, my staff conducted an in-depth inspection
of the civil, mechanical, and electrical work associated with the diesel
generator building. This inspection effort identified a number of substantive
quality assurance problems and led Consumers Power Company to conduct similar
inspections of other plant areas. Those inspections by CPCo disclosed similar
QA problems. These combined inspection findings, in conjunction with CPCo's
overall assessment of the status of the project resulted in CPCo's halting

a large amount of safety related work at the Midland site and to develop a
formalized Construction Completion Program for completing the Midland

Project. We subsequently requested CPCo to tie together this program with
their earlier submittals regarding proposed quality improvements into a

single package. We also committed to have a public meeting to obtain the
comments of concerned citizens and organizations once that program had been
submitted to the NRC. This program was submitted by CPCo on January 10,

1983, and serves as the focal point for the meetings today.

With that status, I would now like to turn over the meeting co Mr. Selby.



