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QUALITY ASSURANCE AT THE MIDLAND
NUCLEAR POWERPLANT

THURSDAY, JUNE 16, 1983

House or REPRESENTATIVES,
SuscouvrrrEs oN ENERGY AND THE ENVIRONMENT,

CouxIrrEE 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),gresiding.

The CHAIRMAN. Ane subcommittee will be in session. The pur-
pose of today's hearing is to consider the quality assurance break.

'.
,
~ down of the Midland, Mich., nuclear powerplant. By way of back-

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

hearing 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 had been failures to comply with
quality assurance requirements applicable to nuclear power plan-
niag and construction. Since then we have expended considerable
effort in the committee to see that we understand this problem.
Our findings to date do not entirely engender optimism.

We are finding plants built without an adequate effcrt 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 actual construction and plant safety. Whatever the answer is to
that question, the immediate costa could be immense. As we now
know, at least in the case of the Zimmer project in Ohio, a nuclear
powerplant that has been the subject of extensive hearings-the
problem extends far beyond the documents.

Our witnesses today will provide information on the nature and
scope of the quality assurance problem at the Midland site. I hope
well be able to get an idea of the nature and significs.nce of the
problem and whether the NRC is on top of the situation.

I'm sure before the day is over we will hear on tl'e one hand
that, except for the remedial soils work, the problem is essentially
one of poor recordkeeping. Yet,.I suspect others will testify that
there are, in fact, significant safety defects.

One thing is abundantly clear. Something happened in Midland
to significantly prolong the construction process. We learned from

'

an NRC memorandum that the underpmning work was of such
magnitude as to be tantamount to constructing a third reactor. The

(D
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NRC's brown book, dated April 1982, stated that the Midland unit
2 was expected to receive an operating license in July of this year
with Midland unit I getting its license in December. Clearly that
schedule is not going to be met. I would like to know how these
estimates were devised. In themselves they raise doubt as to wheth-
sr the utility and NRC has been on top of the situation.

Today's discussion 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-.

tion make it more or less likely that the Midland problems would
have been discovered and corrected?

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-
l i i bu at ons pr or to its eing allowed to operate.
I take icular note of the intervenors' testimony indicating ,

the p ures used for selecting the independent auditor, were not
consistent with those outlined in the Commiseion's letter to Chair-
man Di 11 and to Cor -
sure theTRC addresses d.

an Ottinger. I would like to maka
is point.

I havo also received reports that the role of the NRC at the Mid-
land site has been one of overievolvement in construction deci-
sions. I would like to hear the Commiazion's views on that point
cleo.
'The intervenors have stated that the operating license hearings

are being held prior to anyone having an adequate picture of
whether or not the plant is being constructed in accordance with -
the Commission's requirements. I would hope that someone will be
able to explain that. It also seems that there is somethm' s funda-
mentally wrong when problems such as those of Mielugan Midland
are brought to the fore only as a result of considerable expenditure
cf time and money by citizena -

' With that we will now proceed.
- Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman

Over the past several years tiu'I do have a few opening remarks.s subcommittee has held a numhar
of oversight hearings on construction quality problems at several
different reactors for the purpose of discussing or determining the

- ~cause of their problems and investigating possible legislative or ad.
ministrative reforms.

Today's testimony will add to that hearing record and 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.

IAss than a dosen of the approximately 60 reactors currently
under construction in this country have experienced an inordinate
cmount of delay due to construction quality related problems. Yet
these delays translate into billions of dollars of additional costs to
the utilities and, of course, ultimately to the customer, and create .

.

an atmosphere of impatience and mistrust among members of the
public. =

In addition, the NRC, as the regulators charged with ultimately
assuring the public health and safety, receive an inordinate

- emount of often 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.*

I First, why has the larger percentage of reactors under construe.
" tion, while certainly experiencing delays due to other factors, still

i

been able to avoid the construction quality problems experienced
; by a few of these reactors? And second, what is being done or can
i further be done at sites like Midland to get the construction proji
'

- ects back on course in such a way as to not only complete the planti
safely and expeditiously, but also in a manner to insure increased*

. public confidence? .

4 Mr. Chairman, I would also like to briefly note that, as is often
the case, we are holding today's hearmas during the pendency of'

regulatory agency proceedings on Midland. I note that one NRC
Commissioner and some of the staff who are here today could ulti-

.
mately be part of such proceedings.

!' It is my understanding that the judicial branch of our Govern-
ment has not been pleased in the past with this excessive congres-

,
sional pressure on regulatory agency decisionmakers during the'

pendency of their proceedings, and obvious attempts to lead such! >

! decisionmakers in their decisions, in fact, violate due process.
Being sensitive to these legal issues, Mr. Chairman, I am sure we

can fully exercise our committee's oversight function here today-

I without prejudicing either way any subsequent decision. And final-
| ly, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to expanding our record on con-
i struction quality at nuclear powerplants. Thank you very much,
j Mr. Chairman.

The CHAlmatAN. Any other opening comments by any of our col-
1 ? First, we'll hear from Consumers Power Co. Mr. John
Sol president and chief executive omcer, and Mr.' John Cook..*

,

i vice president of project engineering and construction. Gentlemen,
i we are happy to have you here this morning. You may proceed.

[ Prepared statement of John D. Selby may be found in the ap-*

{
pendiz.]

. STATEMENT OF JOHN D. SELBY PRESIDENT AND CHIEF EXECU-
| TIVE OFFICER, CONSUMERS POWER CO., ACCOMPANIED BY
> JAME8 COOE, VICE PRESIDENT OF PROJECT 8, ENGINEERING
j AND CONSTRUCTION
; Mr. Sat.sv. Thank you Mr. Chairman. Good morning. I am John
: Selby, chairman, president .nd chief executive omcer of Consum.
! ers Power Co. On my right is James D. Cook, vice president.
'

Consumers Power Co. is a combination utility supplying gas and
electricity in a service area that has about 5.3 mlflion residents;.

: significant industries including automobiles, chemicals, metals,
pharmaceuticals, food products, and others; as well as a fairly large
rural complement, including 49,000 farms.

Consumers Power Co. be1 been involved, and it was one of the
. . early participants in the uclear industry.- Starting with our Big

Rock Pomt plant which started operation in 1962, and then our<

second unit, Palisades started in IM1, and both plants are still op -.

;: - ersting. Big Rock celebrating its 20th anniversary of operation in
August of last year. During 1982, our plants geriorated, by nuclear.4

.
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)- figures, roughly 18.7 percent of the company's total electric genera-
tion.

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

,

not true regarding's and early 1980's, Palisades was troubled by ai our Palisades plant.
In the late 1970;

~

"

series of regulatory noncompliance and personnel errors, which led'

! the NRC region III to consider shutting the plant down.
We at Consumers Power proposed, and the NRC then issued, an

crder confirming certain actions designed to improve that regula-4

tory performance. These included organisational and management
; dedication of more company resources; improved trainings

: and
'

for plant employees; and an independent, third. party
f review corporate and plant vannarement. The results to date
i have been gratifying. After 2 years of close review, Mr. James' '

! Keppler, Director of NRC region III, stated in March, and I quote,
"We have concluded that your programs to improve regulatory per-
firmance have been successful and there is reasonable assurance'

i that safety-related activities will continue to be conducted in ac-
! cordance with applicable regulatory requirements." And now on to
i Midlarid, our third project in the nuclear arena. Midland is a two-
! unit, pressurised water. reactor system, under construction just
-

south of the city of Midland and just south of the Dow Chermcal<

I'
Co., chemical manufacturing com tex.

The nuclear steam supply r is Babcock & Wilcox. The ar-
!- chitect/ engineer is Bechtel Corp.
; . The plant is unique. It is a cogeneration nuclear facility. It will
; have the ca ility upon completion of delivering up to 4 million
t pounds per r of processed steam to the Dow Chemical complex
1 just north of the plant site, and generate up to 1,357 megawatts of
1 electricity, '

) Construction on the Midland project started prior to issuance of
i - the construction permit, started in early 1970 with some site work.
1 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 -
,

| period of 1974 and 1976, until 1976, as a result of financial prob.
lems with the utility itself. We were short of cash.

We reinstated construction in IM6 on a regular planned basis..

| To date, the t is approximately 83, percent complete.
Now, as has stated, there are basically two issues related, to

1 be discussed this morning by us. One is the issue of the quality of .
the completed and ongoing work, which I will discuss as I describe.

# cur construction completion program. And the second issue is the
; foundation reinforcing work,-as a result of the soils compaction -
! - problem.
| In December of last ,1982, as a result of our own review, of-
! the project and the i ' of the diesel generator build -

.

! ing, we decided that we d stop work on those quality related
! systems that support the reactors, r======Ina, review and redesign -

our construction completion program activities that 'nanase it, and
the quality associated work.,

We submitted to the the outlines of that type of program la
'

f . January.
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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-

,

ing Midland project work.
~

,

What specific kinds of thm' gs did we do? Well, first we changed
,

some of the organization and absorbed the quality control func-
tion-these are the inspectors, under direct Consumers Power Co.
management-and integrated it with our quality assurance people,

i which are really quality engineers, in defining the specific pro-
! gram. It is now a single organisation under our direction.
! We revised our project quality control instructions. These are the

documentations, the documentation of the mechanisms and the<-

j various things that may be done b,y the inspection force in assuring
the proper quality has been built m in the plant. Some 200 of these4

' 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.,

f' Now, as I 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

;

f- order to meet all final requirements, but the status of the equip-
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-by. system and aren-by-area basis, will.
direct the completion of the system and, upon that, the final qual-1

! 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 a4

' similar kind of program for the completion of the aboveground
j work as covered by the construction completion program. And the
! third activity that we have under way is a detailed design and con-

struction review in great depth on three systems. One is in process,
two still to go.

We believe that this program will provide for completion 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 CMAlaMAN. We'll be breaking in about 2 minutes to go and -.

vote. We will try to come right back. Go ahead.'

Mr. james Cook. Mr. Chairman, because the soils question at _
i Midland is unique to this plant and one of considerable differences
t from things you may have heard before, I have prepared a couple

of visual aids to help explain the scope and definition of the prob. .
. Iem. If it would be all right, I would hke to stand and use this easel
to make this presentation.

The CHAlaMAN. That will be fine. ~As you wish.

I
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= Mr. 'JAsias Cook. h Midland plant is built on a soil site and
there are two kinds of soils we'll be talking about today. First is
the origmal soils put by the glaciers many years ago, called glacial
till. The plant was excavated down to the deepest elevations, built t

en those, and then fill soil was put in on top of the excavation to
build up the soil level to where the more shallow foundations could-

then be built. This fill soil is the origin of the soils problem at Mid-
lind. .

That soil was put in, under a spectTication that called for it to be
put in under carefully controlled conditions and to achieve a cer-
tain compaction or density, so that the soila 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~

degree of compaction was not achieved.
The CHAlaMAN. I guess we better break at this point. We'll come

back in about 10 minutes. '

ArrEs saCEss

The CHA1EMAN. The subcommittee will resume our hearing. Mr.
Cook, you were starting to go over your diagram.

Mr. JAuEs Cook. Mr. Chairman, before we broke I was explain-
ing that the problem wwwd because the fill soil that was placed

-

in the 1975-77 period was placed with inadequate technical super-
vision of the actual com process, and as such was not, in i
places, compacted prope . Why didn't we find it at that particu-
lar point in time? We have. The system was set up so it -
should have. But the independent testing laboratory that was
taking the soil samples that were to confirm the adequacy of the
compaction had some inherent problems in the testing and be.
cause of that, because of two problems, both poor testlng w,hich ,

g;ve improper results and poor supervision of the compaction of
the soil, the problem was not detected as it smed. Therefore, no
cna was aware that we had a soils problem until 1978.

At that point in time, the diesel generator buildmg here on m3
diagram, crosshatched, started to show unusual settlement. The
building had s . --- -f until it was about 60 percent constructedi
end the third part of our checks and h=1=ne== came mto play. The
settlement markers that all these structures have, which monitors
th> actual settlement that may occur over their lifetime, started to
show unusual settlement. At that point we knew we had a prob.
Iem. Unfortunately, we had most of the buildmss constructed on
the site at that point in time.

What was then done was a massive investigation program, using
the best soils consultants in the country. We discovered what the
problem was and we looked at options on how to fix it. The settle.
ment on the diesel generator butiding was actually accelerated by
takmg the incomplete building and surcharging it with 20 feet of *

sand piled in and around that building, which took the soil that
was actually in place and squeesed it by the added weight until the

-

- compaction was there and the settlement was then predictable
And then the sand was removed.

This occurred in 1979 and the diesel generator building has been
very stable and its settlement predictable since that thne. *

.
>
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However, because of the fact that we have found inadequately
compacted 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 being built under existing struc-
tures; and that is the complexity and extent of the Midland soils4

problem. There are other parta to the soils question, but these are
i by far the dominant features of the soils problem.
j If I can have my other diagram. I will give you a quick summary

of the extent of the work that's being done to repair the founda-
tions underneath the auxiliary building, which is the most exten-
sive and the most complex of tne soils' remedial work.

i What we have is a small part of that fairly extensive building on
the south end, which is between the reactor containments and the

3
; turbine building, that has an overhung portion. We are at this
4 - point in time tunneling under that buildm, g to be able to suppoat
'

the building and then ultimately to put in new foundations that'
- willgo from the old foundations all the way down through where

i the tul soil was to the good, or original soil, to eliminate completely
,' any question of having improper settlement occur under those
'

buildings during the lifetime of the plant.
Now, to generate the design of these remedial fizes, as I said, we,

- had the best soils consultants available in the industry. We also'

i had a similar complement of experts in this kind of work. We have
: hired contractors who are the best that we could find in this coun-
! try in doing this kind of work. Frankly, this kind of work is not ''

4 unusual. It ju-t does not occur normally in nuclear plant construe.
tion. Any time you have to build a tunnel or subway or work like<

; that, you have to go under existing structures to repair foundat i
; tions. There is a technology in place. The only difference between
i what is out there in industry today and what we are doing here is, L

; it is done under the nuclear industry quality assurance require-
mente and, therefore, it is much more procedural 1=ani and done

j with a great deal more formality.
In terms of the auxiliary building, we are tunneling in from both:

1 the east and west end of the building; and as we so, we take out as,

!- little dirt se possible to make sure thcee buildings are not die.I

turbed. Once we have gone in a little ways, we then dig down all,

. the way through the fill to the undisturbed soil and put in a con-
j crete column called a pier, which we then jack onto the building

bottom and take the load that the soil would have su , had it .1 -

i been left in place. We do this in a very tedious slow fashion, I

going all the way across under the buildings. Once we get to a cor-
! tain point in the sequence, we tunnel in a north.eouth' direction

under the safety related structure, the auxiliary buildings, until we,

!. reach the containment. On the side of the containment and on the
*

pier that we started from, we will then install massive steel beams .^,

called a grillage structure, and that will be used to hold up the ,

building when we put in the new foundations.
>

3 These black marks on my diagram here in three places, each one
'

j capable of taking almaat the entire building load, have been de-
t

;
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i signed to support the auxiliary building during the foundation
work. .

Once all of the temporary underpinnings have been done-and,,

; as I said, we are ' in from each end of this auxiliary buildm3 -
- complex; we are by hand right now-we will go in with

small equipment actually excavate under the buildm' as. And,

i the orange portion of these diagrams shows you the complete outi
line of the permanent new foundatians that will be in place wheni

;
i this job is complete. And we will hamically have a new foundation !
1 that is essentially 45 feet

' and will assure with no questions
'

from the old foundation. It will go -

down to the undisturbed
asked that the foundations for the Midland nuclear plant anviliary -

:
i

- ~

and in turn the service water pump structure can, in fact,
i fulAll ir ~

function with no problems concerning soils for
the life of the t.'

|This is, of course, a massive undertaking and it is being done '

}- with the greatest care imap'nable. We had an exhaustive design '

analysis to come up with tne completion of these des' for the! -

4 fixes. It has been reviewed for a period of 2 to 3 years b the NRC,
and we have documented all of that; and so have they, their con-.

! clusions in their supplemental evaluation report. The work is going
i

en under direct NRC . hd to handle this work with sole responsi-
" ties; it is bem' a done under a seps-

j rete organisation concei
; bility: We have both the construction and the quality forces under

this organimation. We have taken considerable steps to improve the
,

:

! implementation of the QA aspects of this soils' work by having ex-
i. panded training for the production forces and for the qualit,y i

i forces. And we also have m place a third-party overview of this '

; construction work, which is in place and is monitoring the initial '

4 work which has been on smce December of the underpinning _ -

work. And I'm pl to say that their initial reports on our4 -

! rees have been quite complimentary and, I believe, indicate ta
considerable amount of care has been taken with this work and
that we are confident that the rest of this work, even itis

; unique to the nuclear business, can be done satisfactorily meet-
' ins all NRC regulatory rements.-

; The Con ==aw. Mr. .

Mr. Sm.sv. Ist me just a few concluding comments, Mr.'

! Chairman. Our quality programs certainly have received a certain

amount of exposure, notorietyhat alma =t without exception, in theand criticism. We have had quality: problems. But I want to say t
*ty of cases, it was our quality programs that detected those'

! The ty control program has been between .
t ourselves and NHC, they have all been detected two
i organiss*- - ;- Ives and our contractore and NRC. Up.-

; until this last fall, the diesel generator bull we were batting,

pretty Hgh. The NRC in that *
! our system had missed and we hav.-

%-- some things that-

.

e addressed those problems and
i we have restructured the program so that they will be covered ado-
| quately in the Asture We are committed to quality and we have -

comunisted the resources in order to achieve a construction of that4

Midland plant that meets all of the requiremente for safe and roll-
; able operation. I want to just give you one esemple of what I mean .

.

i by those comunitments. t

1

4
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! After Three Mile Island, the nuclear industry put together the
4 ad hoc committee, made up of representatives of the investor-
i owned utilities, the co ops, and the municipals that were involved
; in nuclear power. I participated as a member of that committee.
- One of the things that we did was establish the Institute of N.t-

'.
clear Power Operations. I was on the board of directors and the
original executive committee of that organiantion, participated di-i

i rectly in setting up that organi== tion.'

| As a result of our experience-my experience la those activities,'

and reviewing other information from Three Mile Island-particu-
! larly relating to operator training and performance, we concluded
i in Consumers that because we have a casoneration plant, it is dif-

forent than anything else in the United States. It has characteris.-

I tics that cannot be duplicated by simulators of a generic nuclear
steam supply system. We have built at Midland a complete dupli-

i case control room of the Midland plant, includmg both reactor
| plants' steam supply control, because of this croseconnect through
! to cogeneration. That simulator will be ready to start training op-

erators in Jul of this year..
: We also im lemented one for Palisades, that is dedicated strictly
1 to our part plants and will meet our requirements of that

kind of activity.
The total cost of that is over $38 million.
The last point that I would like to make is on the issue of emer-

gency preparedness. We have two plants, Big Rock and Pali = adam,
that have had experience with emergency pre,;;;.-2- -- and the
first emergency preparedness drills and exercises. We have just
completed one at the Pall ==d== plant. bre was a third at Pali- -
sedes. That exercies included more than 200 Consumers Power em-
ployees, State, and local officials.'

I An evaluator for the NRC which monitors onsite procedures
i callad the drill coordinated, orderly, and timely and a significant

im ement from previous exercises.
t

- FEMA official in charge of the 11. member team that evalu-
4 ated offsite activities said the State and counties around the Pali-

l. medes plant were able to demonstrate adequate capability to protect*

.| ~the tion if this had been a real accident.i

; same experiences and procedures and activities are in
; ! process in order to develop the procedure for Midland and it is ex-
i pected that the first exercise in that activity will be done next
3 year,1984.

Now, Mr. Chairanan, we'll be glad to try to answer any of your or
your members' questions.

The Cisamaaw. I regret I'm going to have to leave and will miss
i some of the "

7 ?=7 this morning, but I'll turn the meeting
^

over to Mr. ge--1 Allow me about 2 minutes of y_

: here, f aakins back, fiindsight and all that, obviously thero
| been an expensive and difficult time for coespany. Obviously

. there's some impact of Three Mile . If we could do it over -*

] what two or three things went wrong, either on our part or
or on the part of the conapany ifMr. Seamv. I think there are a h you did make any mistakesti

of contributing factors. The1
* first that it is a cogeneration plant and there is no precedent

for that t. It has been the precedent and it has smoed the first-
:

l '
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of-a. kind problems throughout its whole licensing and construction
procedure.

Because of some of those early delays in the licensing-it took us
about 4 years from the time of submittal of the preliminary safety
analysis report to the construction permit-that was a long time in
those days back in the late 1960's and early 1970's. It has also been
faced with changing requirements. We have had a moving target.
The whole industry has. We nre not unique. But I think that a
plant that was basically designed for the requirements, the codes
and standards of the late 196&s, to meet the requirements, codes,
standards, safety requiremenu in the 1980's is a significant under-
taking, and a lot of that has been the situation with regard to Mid-
land. And it is not only the hardware. It is the processes and proce-
dures, the level of docume:ntation, the degree of flexibility, and
decisionmaking that you hnve between the design organization and
the people at the site.

Those kinds of things have changed in the interim and we have
been in the process, over time, of attempting to keep up with the
new requirements while still not destroying the basic system, be-
cause we have a 3,000- or 4,000-man organization that's involved in

,

doing the work. And to change the way you manage, the way you
control a large organization is difficult, time consuming, and
fraught with problems. So you attempt not to make mas:Jve
changes.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Thank you very much. Mr. Seiberling.
Mr. Sr.rstauNo [ presiding]. Mr. Lujan.
Mr. LUJAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The graph that you

showed us, Mr. Cook, shows that remedial work is being done be-
tween the turbine building and units 1 and 2. The whole orange
section goes all the way to units 1 and 2. It seems to me like that's
the critical part. If a pump building has problems with it, that's
not really as important as units 1 and 2.

The compaction under units 1 and 2, has that been settled? Is it
as far as you are concerned?

Mr. JAMES COcc. Yes, the containments are down on the original
soil to begin with. Other buildings have not actually had any prob.
Iems. The diesel generator building is the only building that has
actually had any settlement occur that was beyond the normal pre-
dictions of what all buildings do on soil sites.

Mr. LUJAN. So, as sure as you can be, then, the containment
buildings would not have the compaction problem?

Mr. JAMES COOK. That is correct.
Mr. LUJAN. Because they are built down
Mr. JAMES Cook. They are on the original soll to begin with.
Mr. LUJAN. This thing went on for 10 years; you had the soil

there. I assume that-well, first of all, let me say I was kind of
amazed, one of the quality assurance benchmarks was if the build- ,

ing would sink or not. That's a little late. But how could it go,
then, on for 10 years? But you took soil samples I assume, as you
are building up in that magnitude that you are drilling in there,
and somehow or another, somebody would say that these soil sem-
pies show that-did you just put the holes in the wrong places or
what?

_i. . _ _ . _ .
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Mr. JAMES Cook. It should -could I give you a quick summary of-

the chronologry again? The ull soil replacement did not occur basi-
cally until 19i6 and 1977. The diesel generator building was then

I
buift on top of some of that all soil.

Mr. LUJAN. So it went on only for 2 years.
Mr. JAuss Coon. That's right. When the building was built. then'

we started to see the settlement. But to clarify one point, all build-
ings on nuclear powerplants and safety related buildings have set-
tiement markers because you do make predictions of what the set-
t!ement will be and you have to monitor that. We monitor a great
many things on nuclear powerplants, soil settlement being one of
them.

Mr. LUJAN. You expected some sinkage?
Mr. JAMES COOK. Oh, yes. There will be some settlement of all

the buildings, even the buildings on the original soil. But it is very
predictable and the building is designed for it.

Mr. LUJAN. Did you take core samples as you went along?
Mr. JAwas Coon. Yes; on the fill soil we did.
Mr. LUJAN Who do you send the core samples to?
Mr. JAMas Coon. They were tent to a testing laboratory who

were on the site hired to do that work. That was one of the causes
of the problem. The soll testing work was not proper and it gave us
back misleading results.

Mr. LUJAN. Are those studies given to both you and the NRC and
the contractor? Who do they go to?

Mr. JAuss Coon. It was given to the contractor and any other
organization that needed them during the time that they were
taken. Once the problem was identified-

Mr. LUJAN. Who? That's what I'm trying to get at. What other
organtrations nead them?

Mr. JAMas Coon. We do have a requirement to have an overview
of the quality nasurance program of all the work going on at thei

i site. They were seeing them to some degree and I frankly can't re-
| member exactiv what.

Mr. LVJAN. What I'm trying to
Did they get a chance to see them? get at, did NHC approve those?

Mr. JAMGs Cook. No.
Mr. LUJAN. Did they get the studles?

,

work they want to see, but to my knowledge they didn'part of the
Mr. JAuss Coon. They can con.e in and look at anyl

t have any
direct involvement with the testing work during that period of
time.

Mr. LUJAN. They never looked at those samplee?
Mr. Sat.sv. We don't know that they didn't look, but they did not

formally approve. That was not part of the program or procedure
at that point in time.

attons, we'll say. pposing that building really sank? During oper-Mr. LUJAN. Su,

Would that have posed any kind of a threat for!

safety of human life?
Mr. Sat.sv. Well, the problem that you have if the building sinks

successively la the connections between that building and other
buildings which don't sink.

Mr. LUJAN. In operation those pipes would be full of radioactive
material?

...
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Mr. Sat.sv. No, those particular pipes in thle particular came
would not. It would be basically electrical connections and that
type of thing. But you don't want to place stresses on those materi.
als which might cause failure of those electrical systems because of
the diesel generator that is the emergency power supply, it serves
the water pumphouse-it pumpe pond water not radioactive any
more than natural radioactivity; but again, It le part of a safety
system that you need in the event of dimculty with the plant.

So it is a problem then of strees on those connectione and poten-
tial strees on those connections.

Mr. LUJAN. Would it be a plumbirg problem rather than con.
tamination?

Mr. Sat.av. Yes; well, and loss of service, so you'd have to shut
the plant down.

Mr. LUJAN. You have some other problems, in addition to those
of the compaction of the fill. You state that moet of those have
come as a result of your own quality assurance and contractor's
quality assurance. Do you want to comment on your perception of
the thoroughnees of the NHC inspections at Midland?

Mr. Sat.sv. Well, I think it is-let's say it has undergone a
change with time. I think probably as their inspections at most
sites in the country have. iou know, they have been affectwt by
th changed requiremente also.bLe have had a rwident inspector at Midland for approximately 5
years now.

Mr. LUJAN. I4 that usual during construction?
Mr. SaLav. Yes; I think it is the polley of NHC to have a resident

inspector at all construction sites. We were one of the early ones,
but I believe they have them at all sitee now. Their inspection is an
audit. type inspection, an overview. In which they can and do go
intgan area and perform as detailed an inepection as they deelre.

De keep them informed. Our reculta are available to them and
these are procedures which,if we find anything that indicates that
the actual equipment has not been installed as required, or a qual.
ity problem, then we are required to notify them. And ! Imlieve
that we have done that in accordance with the requirements, since
the beginning of the construction.

So, it la kind of a moving target. It poos back to the beginning
when we had one reeldent inapoctor. how we have two. We have
additional teams people that are identifled in the region office who
work almost escluelvely with Midland. And so it has been escalat.

r. LUJAN. What m basic concern |4, I suppnee ln any nuclear
powerplant, is really t areas that can espose someone to radt-
ation. The reet of it would be just like any other powerplant.

Have you sotten a pretty clean bill on what would be in the con.
tainment buildings, which are the critical parts, at least in my .

view?
Mr. 8ss.sv. Yes; I would emy the answer to that le basically the

containment buildinas have a clean bill. We have had some prob-
leme within the containment building some liner problema nood to
be repaired, But those have all been done and I think are just sort
of normal kind of things with the construction of any kind of plant.

d pl -
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| 1 am aware of no questions about the potential lategrity of the re-
| actor building.
I Mr. JAwas Coos. If I might just augment John's answer, the

actual reactor and the very close proximity connections to it are
I being done in construction by a separate subcontractor, the Bab.
j cock & Wilcon Construction Co. They have a quite good record in

terms of the quality assurance audits and quality control perform-6

ance on the job. I titink they have been uniformly viewed as having
! done their job quite well. But there are parts of the containment,

the reet-some of the piping work and other things that go into the
reactor italf that are underneath the construction completion pro-
gram that Mr. Selby just described. And they will have to raes all
of the inspections and verincations that we are doing as part of
that work.

Mr. Ltnaw. I have a little note from the chairman that I have
used up my time.

Mr. SanaanuNG. Mine. Mr. Clarke.
Mr. Ctanna. Mr. Selby and Mr. Cook, I would like to ask a few

questions. If the proposed nuclear licensing legislation drafted by
the Nuciar Regulatory Comminston and the Department of Energy
were enacted, in what way would it alTect the Midland project?

Mr. Sat.sv. Sir I'm not an expert on what's been roponxi in its
detail. But I don't believe that it would have a signikcant effect on
the Midland project at this point in its history, if you would like a
further answer, I'd be glad to research it and write you an answer.

Mr. Ctanas. All right. We'd be interntal, if you can do that.
Mr. Sat.av. He glad to do that.
Mr. Ctanas. On page 12 of your testimony you indiente the con.

trols over 611 lacement, and testing were dencieut. What enactly
do you mean b this?

Mr. Sat.av. ell, I believe those were baalcally the two pointsi
'

that Mr. Cook made. The supervision of the ulling at the time that
it was done was not adequate, such that the All was inetallat in
accordance with rauuirementa. And the second part, once the All
was instattel and compacted, took soll samples of that compacted
material and had it tuted by an independent testing laboratory;
they had a proemiural, or methods problem, and the information
we got back was not accurate. The information we not back, reports
indicated the compaction was in accordance with the requirements
when, in fact, it was not; those are the two prot lems.

Mr. Ctanus. Thank you. On pase 6 of your testimony you state
that you believe third. party reviews will confirm the safety of con-
etruction completed to date. Doon the use of the word " confirm"
imply that you believe the plant, as it now esists, is in substantial
compilance with NHC regulations?

Mr. Satav. Yn, sir.
Mr. Ctanna. Could you dacribe the problem with the reactor

preneure veneel anchor bolts? We have heard that some of these
crackal and at least one new off. Was there a time when one of
these bolts new off7

Mr. Hat.sv. Yn. One of them broke and new out o(Its particular
case. These bolts are rather highly stressed, heat. trental bolts that
were to provide a downward force on the reactor support skirt so

n ese o-e-s
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that, under earth uake, you had sufficient holddown that the
whole reactor vesse 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 tl.em, they were subject to an extra, an additional
stress. And, as a result, there was some cracking and actually I
think it was two bolts that parted

Those bolts have all-we have redesigned the support system
with an upper-level 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 fir.
Jim reminds me there are 96 bolts on each reactor. The failures

caly occurred on unit I and there were three bolts involied with
that.

Mr. Cuaxx. Have you found cracks in the reactor containment
building? If so, what do you believe to be the cause of these cracks? -

1
Mr. JAMES CoOx. I believe there was a question recently about

en observation that was made in one precise area of the contain-
m.nt wall. That area has been looked at by both the design organi-
zation and our own structural engineers. We believe that the crack-
ing that has been observed there is purely shrinkage cracking
which concrete undergoes as it cures. It has nothm' g 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 fimsh a
plant, we will actually take that contamment and force it to crack
aspLrt of the structural integrity test. ~

We 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 contamment is under pressure. We>

will then relieve the pressure and the cracks will subside and ana-
lyze to make sure the structure behaved as it should have during

'

the tc:t. It's called the structural integrity test during the contain-
j 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
, g3 into the operation.
1 Mr. Sztar. It's only the concrete we expect to have cracks in; the

reinforcing bars will maintain their integrity. -

Mr. JAMES COox. True. '

Mr. Cuazz. Do you have an employee information program? Do
y:u solicit information from employees about your vality of con-
struction?

'

Mr. Ssunr. Yes, we do. Within the company. Consumers Power
has approximately 12,000 employees and we have the normal kinds'

cf programs, suggestion systems, for example, that solicit recom-
,

mendations from employees on, basically, any subject that they _
think will improve the operation, whether it be a safety issue, I
whether it be a performance or qualit I
and that's when these programs were y issue. So that is m placethe value of the suggestion
b determined, and the employee gets a percentage of the savings.
on the improvement. ' ~

'
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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. I believe we have signs at the site indicating that same
thing. So we do encourage that kind of activity on the part of em-
ployees.

Mr. CLARxE. Mr. Chairman, I yield.
Mr. SEIBERUNG. 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 suggest you do so right now if you are going to.

No takers? OK. Mr. Smith?
Mr. Surrn. Thank you Mr. Chairman. In dealing with the legisla-

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 Commission and with their repre-

~

sentatives onsite? Have you had good communications with them?
Mr. Cook, you are directly involved.

Mr. JAMES COOx. I think one of our main concerns is improving
the level of communication with our day-to-day interfaces. We are
involved so heavily in terms of the amcunt of detail of information
flow, back and forth between ourselves and the NRC, that we
worry, and I 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. Sumt. 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 they increased? I guess
the question I try and put to you is, is your communication with
the NRC 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*

think, to achieve the best completion of this job on the most timely
schedule.

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

Mr. JAMES COOK. The reactors.
Mr. Surrn. The reactor suppliers. Are there any others like this,

or duplicates elsewhere in the country, being built or on line?
Mr. JAMES COOK. They are built and operating. Started in rough.

,

I ly the same timeframe as we are and they are all completed and -
operating.

?.fr. Surrn. One of the things we have talked about here before,
and one that I think would be wise for this industry, 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

I
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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
7:u 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

~ people you are ultimately trying to build this plant for?
Mr. Satav. I'll try to respond to that. Yes, I think there are.

- There is no way, in my opinion, that a plant of the complexity of a
nuclear plant, including Midland, can be built to the required level -

of quality, safety, reliability that is necessary in order to make nu-
cl;ar power economically attractive and continue to be, and have it

- run or direct important elements of the activity that are needed in
crder to expeditiously properly do things, located away from the
site. It can't be done from Washm* gton. 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 going'

to have to continue the level of interaction, communication, and
understanding, knowledge that is necessary between our people
nid the nuclear regulatory people-more people have to be at the
site.
- Mr. Sums.'Mr. Selby, how many people does the NRC have

onsite there? I'm sorry, I walked in a little late.'
Mr. Sat.sv. Two permanently, but then there are people who are

there periodically, operating out of the regional office in Chicago.
Mr. Sums. I see. I think there are some 3,300 em loyees in the

Nuclear Regulatory Commission and there are only permanently
assigned to the Midland plant. Do you inin 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. Sat.sv. It certainly would.
Mr. Surrn. Interesting comment. Mr. Chairman, I don't have any

further questions.
Mr. Sarasauwo. Thank you. I have a few questions. Mr. Selby or

Mr. Cook. If this were not a nuclear plant but, say, a coal.nred
plz.nt, would this degree of settlement be a serious problem? -
. Mr. Satar. Remember, the only building that has settled is the

diesel generator building. And that kind of settlement on that kind'

'

cf a building, an emergency power source, would be of concern and
wa would have corrected it, probably about the same way that we
did on the diesel generator building at this site.

Mr. Satarauwo. Would it be a safety problem?
.1 Mr. Sat.sv. It could be, if not corrected. If excess settlement dif. ~

' f;rential existed between buildings, interconnections could be over- .

stressed. And that, as I say, has been corrected. The reason for the,

massive foundation addition to the other parts of the building are
-

basically because of the earthquake reguirements that apply to nu-- -

clear plants. We basically do not consider them in terms of fossil-
' fired plants.

|
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Mr. SassauNG. So that the concern with respect to the auxil.
not the auxiliary building, but the other one you men-

iary d-is only because of the earthquake requirements?tione
Mr. Set.By. Unique to the nuclear plant are the earthquake pro-

visions that we must design in.
Mr. SantauNG. If the proposed nuclear licensing legislation

drafted 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 phase.

Mr. Sn.sv. I 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
separate-separate 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 I want to modify that in any way.

Mr. SantauxG. 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. Sn.By. Well, there was no single
Mr. SantauNG. Or what didn't happen?
Mr. Sn.sv. Or what didn't happen. Well, I guess I could bring out

my wish list, but I don't know that that would do much good.
As I said earlier, I think that the principal problem is the fact

that Midland, being a cogeneration plant, is um,que.
Mr. SnarauNG. But building a plant with proper foundations

isn't unique.
Mr. Sn.sv. No argument with that. I have thought you were re-

3 ferring to some of the early times that it took to get the construc-
tion permit and those delays

Mr. SantauNo. Why is tliere a settling problem? The Cleveland
Terminal Tower was built 50 years ago on quicksand and is still
standing and still sound. It is a 50-story building.

Mr. Sn.sv. I don't know how much it settled. Our plant would
I still be standing also.

Mr. SunrauxG. The thing is they knew what they were doing
~. and did it right the first time. What is happening to industry in

this country that we seem to have this type of problem so much?
Mr. Sgt.sv. Well, I don't know that I can effectively answer a

question, what's happening to industry? We had provisions in this
particular case that should have shown us, back when the soil was
being compacted and the fill put in, that it wasn't being done as it
was supposed to be done. It wasn't being done. And those provi-
sions, with the testing that was done, did not give the correct*

answer. And it wasn't until we got to the point where we had the
building up to the point that we could measure, based on the,

i

|
benchmarks and determine it was settling faster than expected
that we got the indication to go back in and dig further.

Mr. SantauNG. Who was responsible for assuring that the build-
|

ing foundations and soil underneath them was properly done?

|
Mr. Set.sy. Well, the Bechtel Power Corp. was the contractor.
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Mr. Sanzauwo. Bechtel?
Mr. Sat.sv. Bechtel. And United States Testing was the testing.

crganization, not a part of Bechtel, that was doing the testing on
the soil samples. And we would expect that Bechtel, with that re-
sponsibility, would also be responsible for assuring that the proper
soils had been placed.

Mr. SzrarauNo. Do you feel that they did their job properly?
Mr. Sn.sv. Well, obviously when the end result doesn t turn out

right, I can't feel the job was done prop's about the best test I knowerly.
Mr. Snazauxo. Well, certainly that

of: Results.
-

Mr. Sn.sv. That's right.
Mr. Snarauwo. Were you surprised at the findings of the No-

vember 1982 inspection of the diesel generator building?
Mr. Sn.av. Yes. I 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 .

cf our own feelings that caused us to shutdown further activity in
those areas,and revise our program

Mr. Suasauxo. Now, in the summary and conclusions of overall
Effectiveness by ACRS, they say that region III inspection staff-
I'm now quoting " region III inspection staff believe problems have
k:pt occurring in Midland for the following reasons. One, overre-
limee on the architect / engineers."

Would you care to comment on that?
Mr. Sn.sv. 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 things happen, as we~

developed our own capability in order to go in and take a more sig- ,!

nificant role. I don't believe that's the case today. ;
Mr. Scrazauwo. The second reason was, " failure to recogmze and i

correct root causes." In that connection they precede this with the -

statement, "In each of these cases " and they are reibrring to the
rebar omissions, tendency of location errors, diesel generator build-
ing settlement and HBAC deficiency-they say, "in each of these

ecases, the NRC in its investigation has detennined that the prob- >

lim was of greater significance than first reported, or that the |problem was more :Co." I presume that' generic than identified by Consumers Powers what they were referring to where they say ;
; cna of the reasons for this was the failure to recognize and correct

}' root causes.
IWould you care to comment on that?

Mr. JAMES COOK. I believe, sir, that we took every one of those
particular comments and tested ourselves against that comment in
f;rmulating our construction completion program. I think if we go

.

.

through the details of that program, I beheve we have made a com-
[prehensive attempt to look at all aspects of our history, our per-;

formance, and to try to make sure that in restructuring the job and
'

how we are going to finish it, that we have looked in fact at all the ,

root causes of problems that we have encountered and the situation
as we see the job today.

|
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Mr. Szzazauxo. The third comment was " failure to recognize the |
significance of isolated events." Do you have any comment on that?

,

Mr. Satar. I have no comment. I don't know what they are refer-
ring to.

Mr. JAMas COOK. I believe my prior comment would encompass
that particular criticism.

Mr. SarasmuNo. Fourth was " failure to review isolated events for
their generic application."

Mr. JAMsS COOK. I think. sir, all 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. Srimmermo. 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. Satay. 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 exposure 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

i records in the utility industry. We hold the record for the number
of man-houn of continuous operation of error-or non. lost. time,

hours of any combination utility in the United States,5.2 million
man-hours, consecutive work on the part of our employees 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 is4

probably about as good as anybody's. And it didn't just happen. It
happened because the management and the employees worked at-

it. We are proud of it, our employees are proud of it, and our union
leaders are proud of it.

Mr. Sarasmuxo. Do you have a zero defects policy?*

Mr. Ssuiv. Yes, sir. Do it right the firs * t.ir.a.'

Mr. SanismLawo. Is that widely publicized through all levels of
your organization?

Mr. Satav. Yes. It certamly is made available and publicized. We
, .

_

had programs in various areas of different kinds.
Mr. Sarasmuwo. One more question. The April 1982 Brown Book

from the NRC indicates that 1Wdland 1 received an operating li-
.

- cense in July 1983 and unit 2 in December 1983. What is the cur-
rent estunate with regard to issuance of operating licenses?1

Mr. JAMas COOK. In April of this year, after getting some experi-
ence with our soils implementation p , we combined that -
with our overall 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. Ss ssmusc. Does Consumers Power anticipate applying for a
temporary operating license, when NRC authority to issue is ex--

'
tended through 1984 or 1985?

i Mr. JAMas COox. That, sir, would depend on whether or not our
current operating license hearings have been completed.

Mr. Ss13Y. If not, we would anticipate th;
Mr. Sarasmuwo. I have no further questions. Mr. Murphy?
Mr. Mumeur. I have no questions. .
Mr. SarasmuNo. The gentlemen, Mr. McCain and possibly other

members might want to submit some written questions. I presume
that that would be agreeable with you and you would attempt to
answer them if we do submit them?

! - Mr. Sst.sv. Yes, sir. We'd be glad to.
! Mr. Sarasmuwo. 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
citnesses, consisting of the followm' g individuals: The intervenors,
Mrs. Mary Sinclair, Mrs. Barbara Stamiris, and in addition, Ms.
Billie Garde of the Government Accountability Project. I would ap-
preciate it if you would give us a summa y 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..

[ Prepared statements of Mary Sinclair, Barbara Stamiris, and,

- Billie Garde may be found in the appendix.]

PANEL CONSISTING OF MARY SINCLAIR, CITIZEN LNTERVENOR;
BARBARA STAMIRIS, CITIZEN INTERVENOR; AND BILLIE -

.
GARDE, DIRECTOR, CITIZENS CLINIC, GOVERNMENT ACCOUNT-
ABILITY PROJECT '

Mrs. Sincura. My name is Mary Sinclair. I have participated in
the Midland licensing proceeding since the construction license was,

4 cnnounced 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 unprecedented in any other facility.

Mr. Szammmo. Will you move the microphone a little closer, if
i that's possible?

Mrs. Sincum. The testimony of Billie Gartie, who represents the
concerned citizens and whistleblowers in the Washmgton area, and
Mrs. Barbara Stamiris, and myself, as participant in the Midland

' operating license hearmgs, is intended to provide this committee g
,

with the lustorical perspective of th- severe quality control prob. |
lems at Midland which have become worse with time instead of ;.

showmg improvement. We will demonstrate how the problems con- i
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 ' ;
i,

those deficiencies which can be useful to this committee. Our espe- ..'
'

rience has gamed insight into other
lows. We have found that the C-= problems at the NRC as fol-

,

: 6 ion's answers to specific
questions from Members of Congress which beer on safety, quality -

.

[ ~

control, and risk assessment at nuclear plants are often not only -

J ,

i

j . .

.

i
!

b_ _ ~ . _ , - s- a.------- -

..

i '

^
: o,

, - . . Lt - __~ 1



. . . - -.. . .. . - - . - - - - - - . ._- -_ .._ _

i-

i

0
1 _ _ . _ _ . ~ _ - - _ . .

21 |
:

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 utihty to write an identical reverse con-
firmatory action letter on their letterhead which is then sent to the,

NRC regional office. This can prove embarrassing to the NRC in-
spectors in the field who are deprived of a gA disciplinary 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." That contention remains as true today as when it was first

1

.; written in 1970.
; In the siting of the Midland nuclear plants, the Atomic Energy

Commission bent its own rules in 1969 by approvmg the location of1

the Midland nuclear plants 1 mile from Main Street, Midland,
bounded by a populated area with an elementary school close to its'

!. entrance gate and across the small Tittabawassee River from the .
j Dow Chemical Co. from which the plants were to supply steam and

power. The Midland plants are actually within the city limits be-1

cause of an annexation.
When the construction permit was appealed in 1972, the appealst

| board exacted a promise from Consuraers Power Co. to improve its..
quality assurance program as a condition of reaffirming its license.

1 Subsequent inspection reports after construction 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 Cherry, who read
1

,
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 appeah board finally
2 wrote an irate letter to L. Manning Muntaing, who was then the
; -* - I -director of licensing, in which the board emphasiasd 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 tau's was a test case. They said, in very strong lan-1-

guaq. What we have here is a pattern of repeated flagrant and'

- ~-

j significant QA violations of a nonroutine character coupled with an -'

- unredeemed romise of reformation.,

The stcK ntly issued an order to suspend construction .,

| until 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 unc

'= - contested hearmg, approval of the license was renewed. Quality
: control problems have continued throughout the construction of L

these plants. Of special significance is the fact that the reactor
.

-
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. vessel of unit I was installed with a mWor bad weld, which both
Consumers Power Co. and the NRC knew would shorten its useful

-

lifttime to 15 to 18 years, and would make it highly susceptible to
urized thermal shock. Unit 1 is supposed to supply steam for

Some of the deficiencies that we have found in nuclear power--

pimt licensing, I think, are worthy to note. We discovered them in
.

i .
'

the process of the licensing in Midland.
These discoveries may explain why significant problems have

been discovered at other nuclear plants after licensing heanngs,

end ACRS review have been completed and an operatmg license
has been issued. Three embarrassing examples for the NRC are the

- Three Mile Island II, Browns Ferry, and the Diablo Canyon nuclear
pimts. In addition the ACRS operating license and review of
Zhnmer was almost complete when a multitude of serious quality
control breakdowns were disclosed.

In Midland 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 safety evaluation report filed for Midland in May4

cf 1982 was a myth. Yet the safety technology report is the basis
for the NRC operating license recommendations at all nuclear
planta according 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
ti:ns of design and construction. These same W 'per descrip-,

n-based
people are also being sent to testify in support of the staff po-.

. sition at the public hearings, giving assurance that all is built as
stated in their reports, when, in fact, they have no knowledge of;

'

what actually has been built. We have asked these witnesses in
herrings if they have any direct and personal knowledge that what
thry have testified to is, in fact, the as-built condition of the plant,,

! and not one witness could testify that, indeed,it was.
In other words, the safety evaluation report issued for an operat-.

ing license of a nuclear plant which is supposed to reflect the state
of the completed lant does not in fact reflect the as-built condi-,

'
tiins, but is mere a design review of a theoretical plant. Our li-
censing board in diand has admitted that this is so..

! If the operating license hearing record is to have any credibility,
the only persons to testify should be those who personally can,

v:uch for how the plant has been constructed.
- Another deficiency in the licensing process is the manner in

which the ACRS conducts their review for the operating license
and plants. The ACRS subcommittee holds a hearing at the nuclear

{ plant, where the nuclear plant is located, and listens to a summary
cf the plant's construction by the staff and applicant. The NRC and.

; applicant are able to summarise and present to the ACRS their un-
d:rstandini
approval. g of the facts in order to obtain the necessary letter ofi wnile many issues are explored by members of the com-
mittee, there is also much of great importance that can and often

.

. - is emitted from.the presentation of both staff and licensee. In the
Midland case that is exactl
committee met in Midland,y what happened when the ACRS sub.on May 21. In order to overcome this

,
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limited and controlled information base, I decided to provide an ob-
jective third-party review for the ACRS when the full committee
met in Washmgton to consider Midland for an operating license. I
compiled various statements of NRC inspectors, attached them as
exhibits to documents, statements, which I 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

m 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 overall effectivenees of the effort to assure apprcpriate quality.

I believe that the presence of citizen intervenors at a site is an
im rtant guarantee for an objective third-party review for the

: A 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

4 safety. They are seekmg 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. Sassauwo. Thank you. Ms. Stamiria? -
Mrs. SrAMHus. Thank you. I'm glad to be here. From the begin-

ning the NRC has seemed unwilling to place public health and"

i 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
: result, the plant is situated in a floodplain and its foundation had
-

to be built up with 35 feet of fill soils.,

At this pomt I must digress from my prepared testimony some-
what to respond to some answers and statements made by the Con-
sumers' representatives. I believe that what went wrong in the first

i Place is still going wrong today, because Consumers Power Co. does
e not seem to recognize, or at least 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 diWerences 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 admini=* ration buildm' g. which is a non-,

~
safety buildm* 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 buil:1 :
mg the neighboring diesel generator. Today all the plant's mWor
*

,

i. sarety structures wnich are found on the fill soils, including those -

'

begun after the first settlement problem, have cracked and settled ~ i
unevenly. But even more critical than the observable settlement i

.
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problems is the damage to the underground cooling pipes requiring
complex monitoring devices. An extensive system of permanent
d: watering wells must operate over the life of the plant m 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
th:mselves are beginning to cause further damage and complica--

tions.
The first fix was to load the diesel generator building with tor.s

of sand in order to consolidate its subsoils. The fix itself caused fur-
th:r cracking and stressed the pipes below. Seven inches of settle-
mint at this building have cracked its 3-foot-thick concrete walls
through.

Since Consumers had undertaken this fix without NRC approval,
it was to be performed entirely at their own risk. But today with
th3 building complete and despite internal disagreements about its'

adequacy, the NRC 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
evIr let in construction history." That is, at any construction, not

; = just a nuclear plant. This complex operation is to be performed by
a company who was unable to execute the most basic fill soil place-

_ i
i

mint m 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 hean'ng has cautioned: This board does not want;

i 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 coming true. The feed water -
'

'

velvepits have been cracked during the Jack operation. One of the
pi rs,11 W, has failed to accept the load as anticipated. The auxil-i

n.ry building wmgs are unexpectedly rising. The soil bearing capac-
ity has been found to be one-half that expected,and ground water.

seepage threatens the integrity of the concrete piers.
3ne permanent dewatermg system is expected to reverse ground

flow patterns around the site and recent reports indicate that
- nearby residential wells 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 underground by the -
Dow Chemical Co. are subject to migration associated with 40 years'

cf constant dewaterm' g.
In December 1979 the NRC issued an order, modify'::g construc-<

ti:n permits which sought to suspend the soils-related work at Mid .
r Irad until the related safety issues were resolved. But, because

Consumers requested a hearing to contest that order, it couldn't go
i - into effect. So the work,-like the lems and the hearing itself,30
! cn today. The NRC has repeated given their assurance that qual- --'

ity assurance would improve, on to be proven wrong by the next -
.

- major problem. But in the soils ring they have done so as part
cf a prehearing agreement, ?- 5=-1 to resolve the very issues the -e
hearmg was about. --

~
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The June 5,1982, QA stipulation exchanged the NRC's reason-
able assurance conclusion for Consumers' agreement not to contest
the soils QA breakdown, eliminating the need to litigste 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-
vealed.

Different people 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 tue licensing board in the soil settlement hearing and
sought to have the QA record reopened.

He 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 the 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 in_spectors found
problems everywhere they looked in the inspection. The quality as-
surance breakdown involving deliberate breakdowns of QA CQ<

principles and significant discrepancies between the designed and
as-built plant, resulted in $120,000 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 hearing established to decide whether the1

soils remedial work should be permitted would now continue, well
' after the work in question was irreversibly underway.

Despite continum' g and escalating QA deficiencies, the NRC has
allowed what is probably the most difficult work ever undertaken
at a nuclear plant to go forweed at Midland.

Both the NRC and the li ensing board defend this course of
action by maintaining that the plant will not be granted an operat-
ing license in the end, unless all the original design requirements -
are met. Therefore, construction is allowed to proceed at the utili-
ty's own risk; while regulatory judgments await plant completion.

The public is asked to beheve that ultimate safety judgments
;~ about the adequacy of the plant will be made without re. gard 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-
quirements which are modified in an effort to license the plant; not
the completed structures.

Knowmg that a completed plant is likely to be licensed, and
knowing that only by completing the plant will Micisigan law a.llow
the costs of construction to be pa===d on to the ratepayers, Consum-
ers is unable to make cost versus safety decisions. The only real .
risk remaining at the end of these proceed-at-your-own. risk ar-,

rangements is that to the public who must bear both the cost and
the safety burden of the unsafe plant.

The NRC has the regulatory tools to insure the safe construction<

of a nuclear plant. In fact, the NRC is the only agency capable of

- -. ;._ -_ _
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I
preventing instead of rea ' to a safety problem. But at Midland

^
>

these tools have not been .'

Licensing proceedings are resolved on pronuses of reformation,
not actions and performance. Orders modifying construction per-

- mits are made, then ignored. Material false statements are estab-
lished, then overlooked.

OI investigations are conducted with instructions to avoid conclu-
sions. Design documents are modified after the fact to match as-
built construction and accepted by the NRC; and quality assurance
d ficiency 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
mr.ke 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 reinspection 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 NRC controls to get the job done, miss+ --

thi salient point.
j It is Consumers Power alone who must be evaluated, for they

.

clone will operate the Midland nuclear plant.
If they cannot be trusted to construct the plant safely, how can

th:y be trusted to operate it safely?
|The NRC can no longer avoid their responsibility to decide -

whether this utility has the capability and reliability necessary to
'

i

: safely complete and operate a nuclear powerplant, for only the' - . NRC can make this_ judgment before it is too late.
Mr. Smazauwo. We thank you. I'm sorry you didn't summarise

this, though, because we are going to have some real problems,

here. Ms. Garde, do we have a prepared statement?
Ms. GAaDr. I have a prepared statement, but I'm prepared to let

the statement stand in the record and just summarise my points. !Mr. Smazauwo. If you could, I would appreciate it. ;

Ms. GAaDE. It is an honor to be here today and I think the sum-1

mary of the main points I wish to maka deal with the construction .
completion plan, or the solution to the problems that you heard
this morning. I think that our organization, which has been con-
ducting an mdependent investigation of the Midland facility for i.

over a year now, is prepared to stand firm on the position that
Consumers cannot adeguately be trusted to identify the problems.

on that site. Until an mdependent organimation is chosen, accord-
ing to the legitimate third-party process that is set up by the NRC,
there cannot be any assurance of what is actually out on the Mid-

- Innd site.
Once tha, is done, only then will it be time to adequately judge '

whether the construction completion program is an appropriate .
- remedy for the problems on that site.

.

I said I would make it brief.
Mr. Smasauwo. All right. Thank you.

.

I think you raised some extremely important questions. Both of
; them are questions that I am going to throw at NRC 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
probably be submitting to them some additional written questions,
because it is not quite clear that the situation is as simple or as
good looking as they would like to have us believe. But I don't
really have any further questions for you. I appreciate very much
tln role that you have taken and the degree to which you have
bird < logged this situation. After hearing your testimony, my con-

-

,

clusion would be there's only one solution to this problem and that
is to use rubber pipes.

In any event, I guess we'll have to hear further.
Mr. Clarke.
Mr. CLARKE. I 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 n detected as a result of Consumers' and Bechtel's
own quality assurance programs?

Mrs. STAMIRis. I would like to respond to that because the NRC
has made this position repeatedly in tha 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 o' ice
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. CLAaKE. Ms. Sinclair?
Mrs. StNcLAna. Yes; I 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 poorly compacted but
they went ahead and built safety related buildings anyway on the
soil and took that chance. I think in that instance they not on!v4

knew about a serious problem. but they overlooked it and plunged
that whole project into what I think is a really calamitous state.

Mrs. STAMIRIs. May I add one brief comment in relation to that
question? That is the diesel generator building inspection has been -
focused, as a very important section, and Consumers has said after
that inspection they went out and confirmed that problem and
agreed to stop work. My reading of documents has indicated that .
Consumers to a very large degree was already aware of the
sitewide problems, before the diesel generator building inspection;

- namely, from their own evaluation that had been conducted at
- about the same time. I think this is another indication of their

being aware of their problems but not responding to them correct-
ly. Thank you.

Mr. CLAaKE. Do you with Mr. Selby's statement on page 3
! of his testimony that. naumers' guality assurance program in-

cludes procedurca for ing the identity of any informants who
roguest confidentialit

ms. GAaDE. I thin that I'm best qualified to answer that ques.
- tion. The Government accountability project, as this committee

- knows, is a whistleblower protection organization. There is s. lot of
.
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problems on that site that are being discussed by workers. We have ;

turned in a number of affidavits, I think a dozen affidavits to the I
NRC trom workern. One of the problems 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
th;y won't reveal any of the problems to anyone outside of the
Bechtel management.

By signing this, workers that call us, and wcrkers we talk to, are
vzry intimidated about going beyond that process because they are
afraid that Bechtel will sue them, which is exactly what the state-
inint says.

I know that the NRC is evaluating that form and that they have
taken a position that that violates tha NRC'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 procedures installed on the site
for protecting whistleblowers are adequate.

Mr. CLARKE. Mr. Selby states on page 8 of his testimony that
c_mong the activities demonstrating effectiveness and quality pro.
gram implementation is the soils remedial work. Do you agree that *

ths effectiveness of the quality assurance program has been demon-
strated in the soils remedial work? .

Mrs. STAMIRIS. I Certainly don't believe that it has, but I don't
i think I have anything to add other than what I have already testi.

fled to.
Mr. CLARKE. You already stated that. Mr. Selby states that soils.

i related problems were first identified in August 1978, when the
diesel generator building settlement was found to be excessive. Do
you agree with this assessment of the settlement prolem found on
page 8'

Mrs. STAMIRIS. Absolutely not.
Mrs. SINCLAIR. No.
Mr. StrasmuwG. Tnank you very much. Mr. Craig?
Mr. CRAIG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and all three of you. I'm

,

impressed not only on the length, but on the depth and content of '

your testimony. The written testimony assured great detail. I ap-
preciate that because I have not followed this issue as ciceely as I
have some other issues that relate to nuclear powerplant construc-
tion. Mrs. Sinclair, I noticed in your testimony that you have been
involved to some degree since 1970.

Mrs. SINCLArR. Right.
Mr. CRAIG. What was your involvement in 1970 in the precon-

struction permit period?
Mrs. SINCLAIR. Excuse me. I had worked on classified informa-

tion for the Atomic Energy Commission in Washmgton for a-

number of years prior to the start of the promotion for the 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. But I knew through my personal knowledge, and fol- :
lowing the technical literature on how the issues were developingi i .

within the nuclear industry, that this was not the case. So I began i
an educational program among citizens even before 1970. *

Mr. CRAIG. Are you a resident of the Midland area now? j
i

's
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I Mrs. SINCWR. I am. I 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. SINCt.AtR. No; I took a very hopeful attitude for nuclear

power as a result of my experiences as a science writer and editor,
working on the technology. But I was disturbed that the actual
problems that were, in the current development of nuclear power
at that time, were not a part 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. CRAIG. In looking at your testimony, you say you have been

a technical writer in these areas? .

Mrs. SINCWR. I have been a technical writer and editor, been a4

technical writer for the Dow Chemical Co., for chemical maga-
ZineS,

Mr. CRAIG. You are a journalist by trade and not an engineer?
Mrs. SINC 1. AIR. No; but I do have a scientific background.
Mr. CRAIG. I see. Ms. Stamiris, your background?
Mrs. STAMIRis. I am an elementary school teacher, out of place.

. Mr. CRAIG. You are a soil scientist, too?
Mrs. STAMIRIs. No; not quite.
Mr. CRAIG. Ms. Garde? Your background?
Ms. GARDs. I'm a whistleblower. .
Mr. CRAIG. From Kansas City, I believe; is that right?
Ms. G ARDs. No; I'm originally from Wisconsin.

. Mr. CRAIG. Excuse me. I guess :I 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. GARDs. The Government accountability project has a meth- ~~

odology for performing its independent investigations, which are
. largely the same at nuclear facilities as well as other Government
i agencies that we work with whistleblowers at. That involves taking

~ tatements, verifying that through other sources, documentation,s

i and at least two other individuals.
Mr. CRAIG. So your organization only deals with whistleblowers?i

,
That's the purpose of the organization itself, is it not?

Ms. GARDE. Yes; it is.
Mr. CRAIG. I see. Mrs. Stamiris, are you a resident of the Mid-

land area?
Mrs. STAMlats. I live in Freeland, nearby'.
Mr. CRAIG. To both of the residents, you, Mrs. Sinclair and you.

Mrs. Stamiris of the Midland area, assuming all of the lems
that you believe eRist and that others believe exist and t t 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?

i

23833 o-88 - 3

. - -
_ - - . . ...#

e

g :

D- - La d _ _ _.

'



. . . -.. - . . . -

. ,

l

i
.

u. - -_. _ . m___._

a

30 |

Mrs. STAMIRIS. I Would not oppose the Midland nuclear plant if I
believed it were built safely.

Mrs. SINCLAIR. I 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
oppose the bringing online of that plant?

i Mrs. SINCLAIR. I 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, through,

Mr. CRAIG. So under any circumstar.ees you would oppose it?
Mrs. SINCLAIR. .Yes.

- Mr. CRAIG. But you would not?,

Mrs. STAMIRIs. That's correct.'

Mr. CRAIG. Do you believe in the criteria which yot, 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. CRAIG. Well, the ones you outline-you are coming from a

,

point of view based on your observations.'

Mrs. SrAMIRIs. Yes.
Mr. CRAIG. A point of view'that certain things should be done to

c use this plant to be constructed safely and, therefore, then to be_

j 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. SrAMIRIS. I really have difficulty answering that. I think
that just based on performance patterns, which are the only thing

.

that I like to put any weight on, I have a great deal of doubt as to 1>

whether the proposed solutions or anyone a criteria will or can be '-

adequately carried out. But certainly if they could, and I could be
assured that the safety of the plant, I would not oppose it.

Mr. CRAIG. Can I Conclude, rightly so or wrongly so, that you say
you would not oppose operation of the plant if the criteria could be
met, but you don't believe the criteria can be met?
. Mrs. Srmma. That's pretty close. I still am having trouble be-

cause I'm not exactly sure-I didn't believe I had proposed a solu-
tion. I have heard solutions from the NRC and from Consumers
and I have a lot of doubts about the ability of those solutions to be
cppropriately applied.>

Mr. CRAIG. Can I, as a Member of Congrees in weighing your tes-4

timony toward making decisions, assume then, that you are, bothi

of you, in a general sense opposed to this plant ever operating?
That those kinds of biases show up in your testimony?

Mrs. SINCLAIR. I think-I'll speak for myself. In every instance of
every statement that I made, I am able to document either from ,
sworn testimony or from the documents that are submitted, either '

by the Consumers Power Co. or the Nuclear Regulatory Commis. -
sIon. So that anything that I have said is traceable and verifiable.'

.
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i Mr. CaAlo. Is it not true that the opposition statements are also
effectively documented?

Mrs. SmCwn. They were documented from the hearings state-4

ments, yes. I think you should.know the problems. I think you-

should know what tne inspectors are saying. I think you should
know and I think the ACRS should hear those statements. If you i
just get the glossed-over, sanitized view of the utility all the time or i

when NRC management wants to put their best foot forward, you '

are never going to get the whole picture. That's why you really
: need people who pursue the record. You need people who are in

the hearmgs and who will ask inspectors the questions so they can
get the story.'

Mr. CaAno. I quite often ask these questions of citizen intervenors
to see whether they are, first of all, opposed to that plant being4

there in the first place. Even if all conditions could be met that
- would assure, as is humanly, scientifically, engineerm' gly 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 your bias, as well as it '

.

should be understood that the people who are constructing the
! plant and planning to operate the plant have a relative cagree of

bias also.4

#

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.3

Mr. Summermo. Thank you. I did want to ask a couple of ques-'

tions myself. First of of all, let me say no one on this committee
has any bias. [ Laughter.]

Mr. CmAlo. Mr. Chairman, let me rephrase that. I have mine and
'

you have yours. The record ought to show thatc
Mr. Summermo. Maybe I have mine. But in any event, let me ask!

5 you whether, at any time in your review of this problem, you en.
countered any, representatives from any insurance companies there4

; that were monitoring this plant? .
j j Mrs. SmC1.Ala. Of course we know that all our insurance policies,
* - our hocae insurance policies simply won't cover-protect our

homes.
Mr.,Summarwo. I was thinking of any insurane companies that4

' were meurmg the plant? .
) Mrs. SmCI.Asa. No; we haven't encountered any.
i Mr. Summarmo. 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 acculent. They can
; pool insurance and the amount that any one insurance company-

would bear is very ammII. I have introduced legislation to repesd;

. the PricerAnderson Act ceiling. It is my opinion that if the insur-.
~ ance compames had complete exposure, you can jolly well bet that '

they would have inspectors momto ' everything in the construc-
[ - tion and even the operation of these p ts.

It seems to me that one of the gross deficiencies in the whole nu. .
clear power system in our country is the Price Anderson Act, and
the fact that there is no one who has a huge stake, and I'm refer-
ring to a financial -+ " ,utside the company's stockholdera -.

.
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that's in there, making sure that it is done right and the chances of
cecident 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.

I suspect that, if the Price-Anderson Act had come up for review
after Three 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 you come to the conclusion
that this plant should not be in the location it is?

Mrs. Stucr Ala. I knew when we entered the licensing procedure
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. I thought that was a serious mistake, since there is a
big population right around the plant.

I 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 1s board
making such a strong statement about how poor the q ity 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..
Irms in their operation of their nuclear plants or in their other op-
stations.

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

c:ntinued operat' it anyway. },

M r. Szissa u w o. t you are telling me, if I can paraphrase it '

>

I - correctly, is you feel it should not be on that site because the prob.
Ilms that came up are such that you cannot rely on its being in
safe operation and you feel that the site is inherently unsafe. Isn't

~ hat what you are telling me?
''

t

Mrs. Srscwn. Yes, I do.
.

-

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

Mrs. Stwcwn. Yes. I have come to that conclusion.-

Mr. Strasauwo. I wouldn't say that that is a bias; that is the
result of your study of this operatio t.

Mrs. Srwcma. We think so, yes.,
* Mr. Saissauwo. Thank you. I have no further questions. I appre-

ciate very much having your testimony.
,

We'll nos proceed with the testimony of the representatives of
the Nuclear Regulatory 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 be found in the appendix.]

,

STATEMENT OF I!ON. VICTOR GILINSKY CO)DIISSIONER, NU.
CLEAR REGULATORY CO)DIISSION, 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. SE!BERuNG. All right gentlemen, Mr. Gilinsky.
Mr. GruNSKY. Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to

participate. I 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 I 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 slow in coming.
There has got to be a better way of spotting problems earlier, in

I dealing with them more promptly.
I would like to say a few words about NRC's role, and about our -

process.
After the discovery of the soils problem that you have been hear-

ing about, the NRC staff issued an order in 1979 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 construction contin-
ued and it has been in hearing ever since. It is, incidentally, a
useful reminder that it isn't just inte: Tenors that take advantage
of hearings.

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 staff in a formal adjadication 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, adopt-
ed an unusually active role, and issued its own order which put the
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, that the Commission itself has had
so little to do with NRC s action in this trouble-plagued project. So
far as I can tall, the Commission has never had a meeting on safetyi

j problems, or had never had a meeting on safety problems at Mid-
'

Iaid. 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 Chairman, our
Chairman, that the Commission address itself to the safety prob.
lims at that site.

. We had the first meeting on the subject yesteniay. Mr. Keppler
made a presentation. I thought it was a very helpful meeting. It
shows, by the way, that the prospect of a committee haaring is a
very useful way of concentrating Commission attention.

Mr. Sarasmuwo. Like an election for elected officials.
Mr. Gruwsuv. My own feeling is that given the scale of the prob.

1:ms, en irmous sums involved, sums which will ultimately be paid
for by consumers-that's with a small "c"-the complex interac-.

ti:n of the project with the NRC through a licensing board and
headguarters and regional staffs, it is essential that the Commis-.

siin itself be confident that the agency is dealing properly with
Midland. We need to be sure that the company is complymg with
our regulations and that we are assured such compliance in a sen-
sible manner. That is all I have to say at the moment except to
introduce Mr. Keppler, our Administrator.

I do have one other point. I have prepared a large foldout de-
scribing the procedural histo y of Midland. I haven t quite got it
ready for distribution, but I w >uld like to submit it for the record. I

~ think it is instructive.
Mr. Salazauwo. Without obj'ection, we will include that.
Mr. Gruwsxv. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

1 Mr. Sarmentmc. Mr. Keppler?
Mr. Kumma. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. My name is James

K:ppler and I'm the Regional Administrator of the NRC region III
Chicago office. With me today I have Mr. Ronald Cook, Mr. Ross -

- Landsman: and Mr. Ron Gardner, three of my inspectors who have
been very heavily involved in the Midland work. They are here at
the request of the committee.

'

I'll summarise my testimony if that's all right with you.
Mr. Sarszauwo. Without objection, your entire testimony will be

included.
Mr. Kamra [ continuing]. Thank you.'

I think I'd start out by emphastzmg that Midland has experi .
enced repeated problems since the start of construction in 1972.
The NRC and the licensee have taken actions to address these QA
problems as they occur, and I might contrast that to, when I sat ,

; before this committee last summer, in the Zimmer case, where,
really, the NRC staff did not recognise the full sigmficance of the
QA problems as they unfolded

,
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i 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-
censing Board, presiding over the hearing on remedial sotis issues

: at Midland plant.
I testified at that time on the more significant QA problems thatI:

had been experienced in connection with Midland and the correc-'

tive actions taken by Consumers Power Co. and its contractors.
I stated that phile many significant quality assurance deficien-

cies had been identified, it was the NRC staff's conclusion that the
4

problems experie seed were not indicative of a breakdown in thet

tm lementation of the overall quality assurance p'

also noted tl at while deficiencies had which should
have been identi'ied earlier, Consumers Power Co.'s QA program
had been generally effective in the ultimate identification and sub-
sequent correctio of these deficiencies. Furthermore, at that hear-
ing I discussed tne results of a special QA inspection that I had

: conducted in Mr.y 1981. A team of nine of my best inspectors that I
sent up to the site, which I had initiated to determine whether
modifications rade to Consumers' QA program in 1980 were effec-<

tive.
! The results reflected favorably on the Midland plant quality as-

surance derettment formed in August 1980 to improve QA r-i

formance. n.e thrust of my testimony at that time was that I
confidence in the Consumers Power Co.'s QA program both for the

4

remedial setts work and the remainder of the construction. Now, in
!, April 198*., I was made aware that additional significant quality as-
; surance problems were being encountered. This concerned me in
f view of my 1981 testimony to the Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board.
As a result, I notified the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

that my previous testimony would have to be modified; directed
i . staff evaluation to assess the cause and correction of the problems;
i and I created a special section within the region III office, solely to
: handle the Midland proj'ect and reviewing the facility's status and
! his.torz. Meetings were held with Consumers Power Co. to discuss
4- the NRC's corcerns, and to inform them that additional measures

were ulred to assure the quality of the plant. -
In ' tion, the Midland section recommended and then conduct-

ed the cornprehensive ins a of systems and components with
the diesel generator buil ' which ultimately led to the major -
"stop work action in Doce r 1982.-

: Where we stand today Mr. Chairman. is that Consumers Power
Co. has proposed a numb,er of changes which the staff is reviewing,,;
that will consist of a backward look at the completed constructiont

to date; vill consist of a program to complete the plant and com-
plete any naemanary rework that may be done-all of this over-

| .
viewed by a third-party organization in addition to the NRC.

-We believe these programs, when we complete our review of
them and approval of them-we hope that these will provide confi-

|: dence that the project will be completed satisfactorily,
i- 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-1

cons *ruction has been completed properly.
'
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.With that, Mr. Chairman, we are prepared to answer any ques-
tions you may have.

Mr. SEIBERLING. All right. There are no prepared statements of
the inspectors? All right. Thank you very much

Mr. Keppler, can you tell me, or maybe Mr. Uilinsky or someone
can, what assurances NRC required as to site suitability prior to
approval of the site? Was the site originally approved by NRC? In
1969?

Mr. GruNSRY. 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. SEinERLING. Mr. Keppler, can you answer that? *

Mr. KEPPLER. I can't answer anything to that, Mr. Seiberling.
Mr. SEIBERuNG. If a new plant were being submitted for approv-

c1 today, before any work had been done, what would NRC require
in terms of such things as soil borings, foundation plans, and so
firth? How deeply do they go into that sort of thing? How deeply
would you? I

Mr. KEPPLER. Mr. Eisenhut, our Office of Nuclear Reactor Regu- !

11 tion might be able to provide that answer. !

Mr. SEIBERLING. All right. '

Mr ErsENuuT. Iet me try to help you somewhat. When we go i
through the licensing process, early m, the process one of the first i
considerations to look at is the site. You look at it from a number j
cf 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
population.

The 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
th> time, would be the population issue.

We have not gone back and relooked at the population density I

criteria that we use today, to see whether the site would, in fact,
have passed that test. But I 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 .

The one step we have taken recently on high popu ation density
'

sites, as we have called them, the higher population density sites of
plants that are presently under construction, for example the Sea- !

brook site, we have, in fact, required a probabilistic risk assessment
i 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,

i than we previously thought. It does not at thu time, I believe, in- i'

clude the Midland site. It is somewhat below that-did not trip our
; threshold of asking-requiring a PRA, although one is being done I
| for the Midland site.
| So it is certainly not in the league of the Indian Points, the
! Zirns,- the Limericks, or the Seabrooks, which are in fact the sites

. .

| on the very high end of the population density scale.
,

| Mr. SErnERuNG. If you knew in 1969 what you know now about - t
i soil conditions, would you have doubts about whether this was a !
' suitable site? !

i
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:
Mr. Eissumrr. 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 in con-
nection with the Midland project was that on certain pieces of the
structure they had to put m compacted soil. That is a perfectly ac- .

ceptable process. However, the implementation of that is what
broke down at the Midland site..

i. ' That is, there is a satisfactory engineering solution from a design.

I standpoint. But it was inadequately carried out at the site.1

[. i Mr. Saissauwo. Thank you. .

! I don't know that I have time to go into all of the questions
i ; raised by the testimony of the intervenors. However, they have cer-
f

! tainly raised some very major questions. The siting is one of them, '

( of course. But let me just go through a couple of them here and
b i then I'll yield to my colleagues and maybe we can get back to it
! ] after they have their time.
i Mrs. Smelair, 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-

! spection reports and brought them to the attention of the Appeals
. !

i Board, pomting out that Consumers Power 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 what they said:-t

)
' j What we have here is a pattern of repeated, flagrant and sig-t

nificant quality assurance violations of a nonroutme character,
j ~ coupled with an unredeemed promise of reformation." Then says, .

~

"the staff subsequently issued 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

hearing, ap al of the license was renewed."
Mr. Kepp er can you comment on this?

.. -

'

1 - Mr. Karri.za. In late 1973 there was a problem that was identi-
fled by the NRC involving cad weldm' g operations at the site. This

'

. is the splicing of reenforcement steel in the concrete. We found .
that the cad welding work was really not being controlled operly,

1
. and some of the cad welds were not being completed p .

~ '

I As a result of that action the NRC, at that time t re-
quired the utility to stop work in that area, and subsequent!y'the ~

'

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeals Board did write a letter to .>

.

Lthe director of regulation at that time, urging that a formal stop ,+

work be Nued in the form of an order. An order was issued that .

i' required immediate stopping of the cad welding tion, which
' '

had already been stopped, but it also required a a cause-the .
licensee to show cause, why all construction activities should not be '

1

?' stopped, a matter that was dealt with in a formal hearmg in the
' summer of 1974.
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h cad welding operations were permitted by the NRC to
resume after the NRC was satisfied that the procedares for control-
ling the work and the quality assurance activities were proper..

I bre was no pressure on the NRC staff to permit the resumption
cf operations that I'm aware of. I certainly felt no pressure in re-
leasing that work.,

Mr. Sarasauwo. Apparently, going to the soil problem, someone>

wrote a memorandum in 1980 of a conversation with you. A sum-
mary of this memorandum was attached to a memorandum froms

hmas Gibbon to Samuel Choate with a copy to you-the subject:
Possible ex parte contact in the Midland proceedings.

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

Midland is contin ' to work today to make resolution of the settlement problem,

much more damcul ler said the staff had not yet made up their minds on '

whether the fix Midland was acceptable; therefore. the project contin.
uns to be built and the lem sets worse. He wanted the work stopped until the t

;~ problem is solved.

-Is that a correct summary, according to your best recollection?
Mr. KarrLam. Yes; it is. Could I give you a little background on

that?
,

Mr. Saramarwo. Yes. i.
Mr. Kzert.za. Mr. Gibbon was the technical assistant to Commis- '

sioner Bradford, when he was with the agency. We made a visit to
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
i focus attention on. One of the issues that was discussed was the
# question of problems in construction and whether or not

work should stop-there sh d ever be a stop work issued by the -r

t NRC.
' N view that I was expressing at that time was when you have

a problem and you don't know what the fix is going to be, that I,

: questioned the merits of lettmg that project proceed, recognizing
_that it is being done at the utility's own risk. I questioned the

merits of letting that type of activity proceed until it was deter-
mined that a technical Mx was achieveable. So I raised that gues-
tion as really a philosophy question with Mr. Gibbon, to bring back

- to Commissioner Bradford.,

Mr. Giuwszy. If I may interject a comment, Mr. Seiberling?
Mr. Ser===rwo. Yes. -
Mr. GiunsEY. I think over the years, until recently, there was a !

.-

feeling, which I mentioned in the testimony, particularly by our
lawyers, that construction problems did not constitute immediate
health and safety problems and, therefore, did not justify immedi- -

tte, enforcement action. The agency did not easily step in and stop
projects, even when there were problems that were fairly serious.

For example, there were for many years no civil penalties in the
construction area. That has changed to some extent and I
thinkr

Mr. Raramar two. I think that's a very important observation.
Mr. KErrLEn. Could I add one other point?
Mr. R====mi rwo. Yes.

i
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Mr. Karet.sa. I make the point, I think the only times we exer-
,I cised our authority to stop work in a formalized way was when the

continuation of construction might cover up work, so that you
j

.
couldn't then inspect the completed work. Like, perhaps during

t pourt'ng of concrete. '

Mr. Susasat.nwo. What was the result of your recommendation? '

Was the work stopped or was it not?
Mr. Karet.sa. No; but it wasn't a recommendation in that sense.

It was a-again, we were focusing on the philosophical argument.

' bout whether or not enforcement action should be taken in the :
'

formal way of stopping work during plants under construction. It
was brought up in that context. .

; But when Mr. Gibbon realised that the matter could involve an
ex parte violation, he felt it necessary to summarise that converse-
tion, which was one small part of a much bigger conversation.

Mr. Giuwsuv. Also, Mr. Chairman, the view was if there were.

any problems, the utility was proceeding at its own risk and then
these would be dealt with at the operating license stage. I think we,

; have since learned that you have to deal with these problems at an
earlier stage.,

j Mr. Sata =="wo. That's another question I was going to get into. :
i Is it still the policy of NltC to allow h facility to proceed at their
i own risk? -

Mr. Giuwsay. In some sense they at their own risk. But,

the fact of the matter is, in the world when things get built,
: that weighs heavily on the decisionmakers; and I think we

have dec I think I can speak for all the Commission on-

this, one has to be a great deal firmer in the construction phase.'

; Mr. Kares.sa. I might add, in the esse cf the Marble Hill pro t

in southern Indiana the NRC took formal actions to stop t !
J project because of a deficient quality assurance program, as well as

Ij the concern that completed work might not be able to be inspected
by continuing work; and that project was shut down for 16 months2

i as a result of our action.
j Mr. Suissauwo. Mrs. Sinclair cited another example where, in
i July 1981 Joseph Kane, NRC's chief geotechnical engineer, in an. i

swering a question as to whether in retrospect removal and re-<

placement of the diesel generator building would have been a
better option, he said:

When you are -: ' It froom the standpoint of safety alone it le my opinion''
.

. that the removal and 77 t is a better solution. If you are considering the '

i ~ other feeste. that is the cost and impact on schedule, thsee new fasets that engmeers !
4 must address, then it snay not be the suporter option. L

Of course, everything has to roeuire a halancing, but apparently
in this case the costs under consideration are deemed to be more
im t than the safety problem. Do you want to comment on

;
'

Mr. Kares.sa. Yes; I would. I think this committee should be
aware that the staff evaluations--

Mr. Smasauwo. All right. Go = hand.
i Mr. Karrt.sa (continuing). That the staff assessment of this i

of this re==adial soils effort, included quality assurance
, hydraulic engmeers, mechanical engineers, spotechnical on-

structural engineers within the starr; and included consult-

1
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ants from Technology Engineering Center, U.S. Army Corps of En. !
gir.eers, U.S. Naval Surface Weapons Center; Brookhaven National

-

t

Laboratory; Science Applications Inc.; Geotechnical Engineers Inc.;i
i Crimm di Samuels and Associates. Inc. There were a lot of people ;

,

used by the agency in formulating the staffs position, and I think
i it is a little bit unfair to assess that as an expedient type of deci-
; sion.
i Mr. Sanaamuxo. In other words you' do review all of the agen- I

cies, and try to come to a decision in which safety is not slighted in'

1 any serious way? Is that what you are saying? -
! Mr. Karri.sa. I think the staff would say that safety was the fore.
; most consideration. Mr. Eisenhut would like to make a comment.'

Mr. EssawuUT. Mr. Kane is, in fact one of our senior soils re-
viewers on the staff. I think I'd probably concur with him, that the

<

best solution would be to remove the building and start over. We '

don't require the best solution. We require an acceptable solution'

j and in this case there was an engineering solution tnat came up in I'

^ the problem. Mr. Kane was, in fact, a geotechnical engineer who !4

was the principal gootechnical e neer who, in fact, did the final
; review and concurred in our I position. i

So I think whatviews in this aros.you have seen is, there is clearly a spectrum ofj
Any time you get a highly technical problem,

you'll get-we went to the best resources we knew in the agency. ;Mr. Keppler mentioned some outside ' tions: The Corps of,

i Engineers, the Naval Surface Weapons ter-a number of orsa. '

nisations. But the end result was, in fact, that we think we casse5
.

; up with an acceptable conclusion to the problem. It is a solution '

that is certainly not the best. It is certainly not the cleanest.2

As I said, the cleaneet would be to remove the building and start
over. But we feel it was a satisfactory solution to go forward. It car-,

rios the final conclusion of all of these people, including Mr. Kane.'
'

Mr. Suissas. :o. Thank you. Mr. Lujan>

t Mr. LUJAN. The final line is that the is not less safe be. ;
'

.
cause of the method used than if you had it completely down .i

: and started all over again; do I gather that?
Mr. Giuxsuv. I think what Mr. Eisenhut said-it was = f", -

,

'

he said.
; Mr. LUJAN. Is it any more dangerout because of the fact it was |

not torn down?.

! Mr. EsoswwUr. No; we believe not. When' I said F- J-" , it '
-

i passes the test, the acceptable level of safety test. I was just re-
minded of a comuneet that each of the various diSerent t

'

1 in the various different groups supported aach of the t as.
; . It covers quality assurance, gootechnical, hydraulic engineer-

.

, mechanical engineering, structural '

i- ' ines feelvery thorough process and each of those dIfferentM, it covered a
:
'

that there was an acceptable level of safety in the final product. ,

.

i Mr. Mooor. Will the gentlennen yiekl?
i' Mr. LUJAN. Yes.

Mr. Mocer. When you say acceptable, that is not the same
as sa i ll'less safe. You are talking about a

- level.y ng not at aIt still assets the threshold criteria, but is that higher in
terms of ? Had you torn it down and started over it wouldn't
he at still a level?4

4
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Mr. EisENHUT. That's right.
Mr. Moopv. It's a series of probabilities. Different things happen. .

The probabilities of ditYerent 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. I think the answer to the gentleman's question is
less safe had you torn it down and started over.

Mr. Essawuur. 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 up with the same end 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.
They are then putting a structure in place that should have been
there in the first place.

i Mr. Mooor. Should have?
| Mr. Essaxuur. Should have, because of this Either you should

have compacted the soil adequately in the first place or put an ade-
quate concrete foundation in. Now they are going back in the worst
situation we are talking here and they are removing many, many,
many cubic ynrds of soil and they are actually now putting a con-
crete structure in place, all the way down to the acceptable glacial
till which we would have found in the first place. So it is not clear
that one is less mafe than the other,

It's a distinction you really can't make.
Mr. Moony. The probabilities of an accident or sotwthing unto-

ward happening are no greater now than they would have been
had you started from the beginning and done it just the way you
wanted it?

Mr. EssawnuT. I would say I certainly can't distinguish between ,

the two in terms of the probabilities. ,

Mr. Ssissauwo. The committee will recess for 10 minutes and i

resume.
1

AFFEa aBCEse

Mr. Ss ssauwo [ presiding). lat's continue, gentlemen. Mr.
Keppler, I understand that at some point you informed the Mid- ,

land 1.icensing Board. "We believe that we simply cannot rel
Consumers Power Co.'s quality assurance program by itself."y onYou i

er M it would be necessary to supplement it by third. y
i

overview. Does this indicate that NRC dows not have con
'

that the licensee is capable of conducting 'a quality assurance pro-
gram in conformance with the Commission s requirements?

Mr. Karri.sa. Iat me answer this way. Over the years, as prob.
lems have been identifled with Consumers Power Co.'s quality as-
surance program, enantw had to be made to improve that pro.
gram. Each time these changes were made, they appeared to be
reasonable. But when it came to the actual implementation of
these changes, the problems continued to occur.

They have made change as recently as this . Again, these
types of changes look good. But my reaction is t because of the

- -:" u at this site, that realidie=Hy I cannot take
history of theEt we can be satisfled with Consumers Power Co.'sthe position t
quellty assurance program by itself. I think a period of sustained

. _ _ . .- . __. _ _ _ _ , . . , . _ . _ . _ . _ . . .
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- broven good performance has to be%ols before I can do that.
was the situation. that, as I said in my testimony, in April< -

.

1982, I decided that we were going to have to have fcther verifica-
tions of this plant to have the ~needed codfidence in it to conclude

#

that it had been built properly. W decided'that a program wasNi going to have to be done to look at past work, and I mean an exten-
:.ive program, and a progrdm that was geing ta have to be done to
ovIrsee Consumers' quality.Jesurance erTorts for future ongoing

-

work.
I'm not about to back off that position until I can see that confi-

d:nce is warranted in Consumers ' quality assurance program.
-

Ist me go back. I really evaded your question, and let me go
back and tell you why I think this approach is reasonable.

I- I had problems with the Palisades plant over the years. In 1981, I
-was prepared to shut that plant aown for safety concerns. The com-
pany came forth with a program of some rather stiff oversights of
what was going on, and a program to impro-e its regulatory per-
farmance. s
- The company has demonstrated to rey satisfaction that they have1

; been able to lick that problem; and they took a plant which was
jthe worst plant in my region at that time, and they improved the,

j regulatorj performance at that facility to a level that I am really
comfortable with right now.'

i

In the case of Midland, they have not been able to lick this prob.!

1:m and we are not certain why, actually. I felt that it was prudent
to have this type of third-par'y overview on this plant until we can
have some confidence that the emnpany can implement the quality
assurance program properly. And I'm prepared to let this thing

. run this way, with third-party o erview, to the completion of this'

i project, if that's what it takes.
,

Mr. Sarasmuwo. Has there been an indqpendent third-party qual-.

ity assurance program set up? Overview program?
Mr. Karttaa. There is a program of overview for the soils work,

which is proceedmg at a very limited rate based upon a Board.-

crder by the Atomic Safety and Licensing-that's being done by -;

Stone and Webster. Stone and Webster has been proposed by the1

company to do the third- overview for the halance of construc--

i tion work and that is un r review right now.
We have not made a decision on that point yet.

i Mr. Gitzwasnr. If I may add a comment, Mr. Chairman?
_

,

i Mr. Sarasmuwo. Yes. . .-'

- Mr. Grunszy. I agree with Mr. Keppler's remarks about the Pali-
sades' project. I joined him one day at an enforcement meeting4

there.
' The thing that disturbs me, and it disturbed me at the time, was

that while the company had responded-in fact I was im
.

with the way they had, to the actaons we were taking, they let
the plant deteriorate very badly, particularly with regard to obser- . '

v:nce to procedures. it really took the most severe action, the
threat of even more sevenytion on the part of Mr. Keppler, to
get them to turn around.'

They did respond and I think that's all to the good, but it should -
not have been so hard. ~

'

,

-
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I
i Mr. Smasauwo. 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

i4 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. Kzerosa. Iet me say that, from our point of view, Stone and

Webster is one of the major architect / engineering firms in this
country. We consider them to be competent technically to do the
work.:

1 The intervenors have expressed concern that some of the proj'ects
that Stone and Webster have been on, have not been handled too4 i

well from a quality assurance standpoint. That's a valid comment.'

t But that's true about most of the big firms.
There have been problems with Bechtel plants, as Midland.

,

There have been good Bechtel plants. There have been good Stone
and Webster plants. But as a company they certainly are more-4

|~ are qualified to provide that kind of service.~

What we did m the case of our assessment of Stone and Webster,
, was we made sure that the individuals who were to be doing the
i- 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 the 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 responsibility with

, . the licensee. Stone and Webster had done really only a very small-
! amount of work with Consumers Power Co. We were satisfied that
i they were not deriving a significant amount of their income from

3

; Consumers Power Co.
i So we felt the independence concern from a company stand in

was adequate, and what we did was to require the individ as,

well, to provide sworn statements that they were not involved in '
any way with Consumers Power Co.

Mr. Smum2xo. Does it comply with the guidelines set up for the,-

Diablo Canyon?
- Mr. Kam.sa. I think it does. That's my view.-
Mr. Sm===uwo. Thank you.

t- Mr. Kumma. Ist me add one other comment. You made the
; point about citizen participation. I feel we have, and I guess it

comes down to a question of how much. We had-all of the iinfor-
mation Ly the utihties have been provided to the citizens. We had

,

1- . a public meeting up in Midland in February of this year-an all-
! day-and a meetmg into the evening, to discuss the programs that

-were going to be put in place, being proposed by Consumers Power
Co.,

L We had written input from members of the public' and the inter- a
; - venors, and a meeting was even held back in Washington at which

the intervenors were allowed to attend, where further discussion
was going on.- . . . . . .4

,

c I feel we have tried to be responsible in this way. We intend to '
hold further meetings in the viemity of the plant dun,ng the course'

j. of the ongoing work.
~
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Mr. SErsERuNo. Their point was they thought there should be
citizen participation in the selection of the third.p7.rty oversight.

Mr. KEPPLER. 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 I

process in this business. ;
'

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

Mr. KEPPLER. I 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.
1

Mr. SErsERLtxo. It's a question of judgment. They feel there |

should be more.
Mr. Moody? ;

Mr. Mooor. I have two questions. First, Mr. Keppler, you re-
firred earlier to a $120,000 civil penalty that the NRC proposed
ag; inst Midland. What were the reasons for that?

Mr. KEPPLER. The reasons 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-
fying problems, where they weren't recording all of these problems.
We felt that that was defeating the purpose of trending problem '

creas in the plant.
Mr. Moony. You consider these serious violations?
Mr. KEPPLER. Absolutely. I wouldn't have issued the fine if I

didn't consider they were serious.
Mr. Moony. Have any similar situations or occurrences taken

place?
Mr. KEPPLER. I'm so ?
Mr. Mooor. Has an 'ng else of that nature taken place subse-

qu:nt to those fines? Are you satisfied with their performance?
Mr. KEPPLER. You do realize that the majority of the job is

stopped right now. The soils work that is going on is a very piece-
m=1 effort that we are authorizing. I would have to say that, if
you ask, are we satisfied? I would have to say not totally We are
still encountering some problems. The inspectors still feel that the
ettention to detail is not there yet. We are just going to have to be
th:y-to dog this thing in a very painstaking manner to make sure
ver

t 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. moody. I have a second question
Mr. SEraERuno. We have about 1 minute before the vote.
Mr. Moony. I would like to follow up my earlier question to Mr. -

Eisenhut. You said there was no loss of security-of safety. What
buildings were you referring to, sir?

Mr. ErsENHtrr. Principally the example I used was the auxiliary -
building portion, that I mentioned, where they are putting a foun-
dation completely down to the glacial till underneath. Where I

,

said, in the limit-that is certainly the limiting case in terms of
the repair.

;

,

I
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It varies somewhat when you 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,
there clearly is a degradation in terms of the difference in num-
bers.,

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

Mr. EiszNuur. 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
building would be higher than a brand new building, completely re-

,

built.
Mr. moody. So your statement to the committee could not be

made with respect to the diesel building?
Mr. EisENHUT. 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. Moony. My point is that you gave us a threshold concept,.

but below 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 I was basically driving at?'

Mr. EIsENHUT. That's right. On the limiting case if you carefully
repair it, it is back to the original.

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

AFTER RECEs8

Mr. SEIBERUNG [ presiding). The subcommittee will resume its
hearing. Mr. Moody is still recognized.

- Mr. Mooor. Mr. Eisenhut-in he still available? Mr. Eisenhut,
we'll continue if that's all right with you. We had to break for the'*

vote.
Mr. EiszNavT. Sure.
Mr. Moony. The point I was trying to make earlier was that we

are only talking about relative probabilities. I think you did not
agree with me, and I did not make the distinction, building by
building. Apparently you were making that disinction because you
feel there is a relative probability issue when you get to some of -
the buildings.

Mr. EissNuur. I believe the relative probability argument would -
certainly vary with whom you ask. It is not a hard and fast science

- you can put your hand on, and I think it varies considerably with
the set of experts 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 building aur-
viving, for example, an earthquake event or any other different |

l
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:

- phenomena, certainly is going to change That's patently from
basic understanding.

To quantify 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 that we use and asked
them, basically: Doi
different buildmgs, you believe that these fixes, the solutions to the1 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 lunit, as I said, if you replace the foundation you are back

to basically an origmal structure if they did it right. As you get
.

,

more and more damage, you would get to a building that just pa- ..

tent! , from basic logic, has to be somewhat less capable of with-
stan an event.,

Mr. oony. That's why you surprised me with your answer to
Mr. Lgjan's question when he asked you if they are any less safe
cnd your answer was no. I followed up later because I said it must; '
be less safe.i

|' Mr. Eissunuv. The record will indicate what I 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 I meant by it.

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

j Mr. Ersaxuur. I said it would be a variation. They are all gom' g
| to be low numbers. So, when it gets down to such a low aspect, I i

don't think you can distmguish 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 problem.

It is a somewhat controversial fix that was imposed on a number-
! cf the facilities. It certainly is the first time it was undertaken in a
t

nuclear project. So the staff felt that we really had to go and col-
lect a group of the experts, such as the Corps of Engineers and the

( Nival Surface Weapons Center and Brookhaven National Lab and
another half.dosen or certainly another three or four independent
consultant firms, and brought them together to try to reach a colle-
gial judgment. With the different experta in that area, do youi

agree that this plant can go forth? That this is an acceptable resto.
L ration of the margms of safety? And that's what our evaluation be-
) nically concludes. That evaluation was issued last fall; that evalua-
[ tion went to our Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards as an-

other level of review of the overall adequac
They concurred in that overall evaluation and,y of the evaluation.'

t

i of course, that eval-
- untion is, now, the subject of the publications that are going on on
the Midland project, and undoubtedly they are being tested in that
forum.

It is a-you need to look at it in an overall framework. The util.! -

| ity brought in a number of experta. The intervenors are cross ex-
| amining on a number of aspects and the staff brought forth an-

other group of aspects.
' Mr. Mooor. You are going far beyond what I was asking, which

- is fine. I'm
'

to narrow this issue of acceptable versus distin-
guishable dities. Acceptable is a threshhold and the other is

- something else. Yet you say that you can't quantify it. But don't

|
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.

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

Mr. EisENHm. 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 e
from the fix over and opposed-over and above what you wo
have had originally in the correct manner?

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

Mr. Moony. But you feel the diesel' structure in any event, ex-'

coeds the threshhold minimum?
Mr. EisENHw. No; it is acceptable with the modifications, if the

:

; modifications are adequately put in place.
~ Mr. Moony. But in design terms it is adequate, and above the

threshold?
Mr. EisENHw. 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+

design basis. We look at it from the basic design. Putting it in place'

i
in the construction and seeing that it is adequately carried out is'

principally in the region, end I really can't address that end of it.
,

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

i Mr. KErrt.En. I don't.
Mr. Gn.tNsuv. 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 I say, I don't have a personal view on that.1

Mr. Moont. Mr. Cook?*

Mr. RoNAI.D Cook. I don't have any Comment.i

Mr. Mooor. Mr. Cook, you heard the discussion?
_

Mr. RoNA1.D CooE. Yes; I don't have any comments with regard*

, *
to the adequacy of the building at this time.

Mr. Moony. Mr. Landsman?
:

'* Mr. LANDSMAN. I agree with Mr. Eisenhut that the underpinning
! ' design is acceptable to the NRC staff. However, the diesel gener-

ator building is not one of the structures that is going to be under-!
-'

pinned. It was the 20 feet of surcharge that we heard about earlier '

; '
this morning that we are using to make the building adequate.i

As Mr. Keppler said, there a some members of the staff that do -
not think the diesel generator building is structurally sound.

,

Mr. Mooor. They do not? .

i' Mr. LANDSMAN. Tnat's right. !

Mr. Moony. Because of the fact that it merely has a surcharge'
t

' rather than an underpinning? -
Mr. LANDSMAN. More structural integrity. The building is highly

cracked. There's no way to really analyse a cracked concrete struc-
ture. So it is more the opinion of everybody-if it was acce le.

Mr. Moooy. This is indeed a revelation that we have a 11

here that is essential to the sa* sty of the whole operation in case

i

I
i
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power failure, you need these diesel systems in order to keep the
pumps functionmg; is that correct?

Mr. LANDSMAN. You need it for a loss of offsite power. They are -

thtre to generate power to control the plant, to safely shut it down.'

Mr. Mooor. If you had a loss of outside power, which yo't might
h .ve in a natural event such as an earthquake, it would be essen-

j tid that these diesel generators function. If the same earthquake
threatened 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

! will as the primary system which is the very thing you want to
,prevent? Two things could happen because the same event could

t r both the failures; is that correct?
LANDSMAN. If you are getting intC

: Mr. Moony. They are not independent probabilities.
Mr. LANDSMAN. If you are getting into probabilities, I think the

prchabilities that we have been previously discussing-the building
is right now standing. I think the low probability that people are
talking about is, if you hit it with an earthquake. I agree that
there is a low probability that you'll et a certam magnitude earth-i

unke there to hurt the structural ty of the building. But,

ere is that probabilit , and you have to esign for it.
Mr. Moony. I'm ma 'ng a generic statement. One of the charac- !

teristics of backup systems is that they have an independent prob-
'

,

,

chility attached to them about their failure. So, if you have a joint'

fr.ilure, you have the multiplication of two probabilities which be-t

; comes a very small number very rapi ly. In addition, if the same
ev:nt can trigger .the failure of bot the primary and backup
system, you no longer have independent probabilities. 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 natural event, an earthquake, could trigger failures si.
multaneously in both the primary and backup system.

Mr. LANDSMAN. You have the wrong person.
.

,

Mr. Moopy. I'm talking with the wrong person. In a generic,

measure of failure systems, you want an independent probability2

attached to the system failure of the primary system they are fail-
safing, otherwise it is not a failsafe system. Mr. Eisenhut knows.
Am I right?'

Mr. EissNutrr. Partially. You certainly are right. When you look
Et two systems, if you have the system that's the operational
system, you want a backup system that's independent. So that the
two syttems don't interact.

Mr. Mooor. The probability of their both failing becomes the
product of the probabilities-a very, very tiny number.

Mr. EissNuttr. 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
fact, both of the redundant systems.

Mr. Mooor. It nds on the nature.!

Mr. EissNutrr. I you have an earthquake, the site is goi,ng to
'

thake. It is a matter of degree of shaking, in fact, that is going to
v ry as the magnitude of the earthquake varies. So, as Dr. Lands- +

man said, it is really not a question in terms of the soils at this
t
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[' point. It is a question-there are existing cracks in the diesel gen-
1~

erator buildm' g. 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;

I off-site power associated with it; and also fail the diesel generator.
|: - building to such a magnitude that it will, in fact, disable the emer-

gency power system. so, that sequence of events is a probability of {4

- an earthquake is what you start with, as Dr. Landsman said. -

| That's a low probability.
'

Mr. Moony. Of that magnitude.
4

Mr. EissNHUT. It has to be big enough to fail the diesel building
;

in such a way to disahle the AC_ power.
Mr. Mooor. That's a very different number than it would be ifi

you did not have the cracks in the building.
Mr. EisENMUT. It is a different number and that's why you have

,
' to go tc
j Mr. Mooor. Significantly different number?

Mr. EissNuuT. I 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-j -
. al question of concrete, steel-reinforced structure. So what we had
to do then was go to the structural experts and ask them for their '

| judgment. Because there r+ ally is not a hard-and-fast formula for,

i analyzing it.
You go to their judgment and their judgment would be that the;

probability of it is still low enough. But it certainly is higher, from;
basic I ' cal sense, the probability of that structure failing has got'

to be h her for a given earthquake than it was before.*

! Mr. ov. Low enough probability was what we are discussing.
j It's almost a contradiction to say you have enough certified about a

number to say it is low enough, but not enough to quantify. it. I; .
don't want to drag this out any further, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. '

! Mr. SsissauMo. Thank you.
Mr. Landsman, the testimony 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.

1 I would like to ask Mr. Landsman, Mr. Cook, or Mr. Gardner, do
j! _ you agree with that statement? Mr. Cook?.

. Mr. RONA1.D Cook. No; I do not completely agree with that state.
ment. I think that Mrs. Sinclair is insking reference to an issuea

j that we discussed at the hearings referred to. The staff that was on
an inspection wished to issue a confirmatory action letter to the 11<;

! ~'
consee; our conversations with our rerional of5ce indicated that

. that would be forthcoming. However, t'he next following week we
j were informed that it would be this-we termed it a reverse con-

~ firmatory action letter, in which the licensee spells out the items
,

;

i that we would have put into out 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. ember-
..

I rassed, whatever the term m t be. However, our desires were
that the work would be and, as a not result, that ultimate
result did transpire in_the ric area and brought under control..

i
,
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i Mr. SuissauNo. Is this something that ha
socalled reverse confirmatory action letter? ppens frequently? This:

! Mr. RONALD COOK. Of course, we don't have that many confirma-
t tory action letters to start with. We have had, in the last, oh, I'd -
* say 20 months or so--maybe 18 months, that there were two con-
'

firmatory action letter 1 and this reverse confirmator
So, the ratio there would be one-third to two thirds. y action letter. .

:

Mr. Samasmia:o. When
stead of NRC writing a 'you say reverse confirmatory action. in-i etter to the licensee, asking him if he's

i doing certain things, you an merely give the licensee the opportu-
nity to write a letter first and say it? Is that what you are saying?

'

Mr. RONALD Cook. Yes, sir. My understanding is our present;

i policy is that we write all confirmatory action letters at this time.
i Mr. Saremmuwo. All right. Do you want to comment on that, Mr.
! ' Landsman?
!' Mr. LANasMAN. The only comment I want to make, in the Mid-
: land special section that we are in, we get to voice our concerns to
| r.ur management all the time. It is up to the management to mahm
! the decisions of what to do with our concerns. -'

I think we have said it in the hearing stand in the ASLB hear.
ings. If we really felt very strongly about something there is a

.

i w'y-ways to voice our concern. We have a dissenting opinion or
whatever.-

Mr. Sarmamuwc. Mr. Gardner, do you have anythm' g to add?
Mr. GAmoNam. No; I agree with Dr. Iandaman and Mr. Cook.

' Mr. Mooor. I want to return to what you said, Dr. Iandsman. I
i You said that certain of the staff do not feel that the diesel struc- '

ture meets the sufficiency standard. Am I characterising what you
have said about 10 minutes ago correctly?

Mr. LANDSMAN. I think I said some of us think it is structurally
: unsound because of the crack.
i Mr. Mooor. Because of the crack. Do you think it should be re -
i built?
i . Mr. LANDebiAN. I never Ioohad Into how you Could fla it. You

could build a new wall around it and fasten it r. We really4

1 never into how to fix it. It is just some of us, use it is very1 di t, almost impossible to analyse, as I was trying to say, a
crack. -

Mr. Mooor. But your statement is a strong one, as I understand-

i it. Would you say it again how you said it before?
! Mr. LANnsMAw. Some of the members of the staff-or I'll speak

.

! for myself, I guess-think it is structurally unsound. There are a
lot of cracks in it.

Mr. Mooor. Mr. Chairman, that's 'a pretty strong, compelling4-
i statement.
'

Mr. Amrammuwo. It is. I'm still unclear how important the diesel
j generating-the diesel structure is from a safety standpoint as
; . comp to the annihary structure.

.

; Mr LANnsuAw. It is as important a structure as you have on-
J site.
; Mr. SuissauNo. I see. Then they are taking steps with respect to

tho aurinary power structure but not the diesel structure?
-
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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
great majority 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 ofs

1
- 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

4

they continued to build it. During this whole course of time it con-
tinued to crack more and more.

Mr. GiuNsay. Mr. Chairman, I think it is worth under=+=iina' - '

what the possible consequences here are. What we are worried
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. SanssauNo. That was my reaction, but I don't know
Mr. GiuNsay. 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. SarasauNo. Maybe they ought to tear down the building and

,

'

just put them in a tent.
Thank you. We are going to have to recess again. Let me just ask

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 floodplain area in a nuclear plant site
in the initial design of Midland, the safety related building was de.
signed to set on natural glacial till and so forth. Dr. Landsman was'

asked by a Consumers Power Co. attorney, "if fill material had
j been placed properly and, in fact, the proper quality assurance had

been followed, the Midland facility"could be operated with due
regard to public health and safety? Dr. Landsman's answer was
the personal opinion of the soils engineer, "No."

Is that correct?
*

i Mr. LANDSMAN. Yes; that is.
Mr. San ===rnro. Is that still your opinion?

: Mr. LANDSMAN. My personal opinion, had the fill gone in right, I
'

still think as a soil engineer durmg a 40-year operating life of that
plant, we would have had a differential settlement problem.t

. Mr. SuissauNo. So in other words your opinion has been
; overruled.-

Mr. LANDSMAN. No, no. We are correcting that, though. We are
4 underpinning most of the installation, except the diesel generator

building'ooor. Mr. Chairman, could you yield for a second?Mr.M
Mr. SsissauNo. I'm a little pussied at this point.
Mr. Mooor. Mr. Keppler, who made the decision not to underpin

the diesel while doing it for the other?
- Mr. Karrt.sa. I think the company made that decision.

.
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Mr. MOODY. Why did we let them make that decision if we still
h ve an unsound structure in a basic safety component?

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

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

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

) Mr. LAND 6 MAN. No, no, no, that's not what I said. I said that the
original design of those structures, and my own opinion, because
th;y were cantilevered out from the rest of the building and sup-
ported on uncompacted fill while the rest of the building is sitting
cn hard, natural material, you are looking for differential settle-
ment problems. But as the original design

Mr. SatarauNo. The fill is improper as a basis. Is that what you s

tre saying? *

Mr. LANDSMAN. I'm saying the origmal design of the buildings.
was unproper.

Mr. MooDr. It is inherent in the design.
Mr. IAND6 MAN. That's a better way. {Mr. SziarauNo. But do you agree that the steps that are now -

being taken, if taken properly, will eliminate that aspect of the
problem? ,

Mr. LANDSMAN. Yes; except the diesel generator building.
Mr. MOODY. Except the diesel generator.
Mr. SrinzauNo. UK. I see.
Mr. MooDr. Mr. Chairman? I 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. Eissunut. Let me try to answer your question. If you have
need to know and need to do an evaluation on the structural ade-
quacy of a building, we have a special group called the structural
Engineers. We go and ask the structural engineers and they go get
the appropriate-the 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
g3 to the soils engineers.

Dr. Landsman is a soils engineer. There is a spectrum of views.
Ha may have views just like I may have views on a number of
things in the plant. But in this case, we went to the structural en-
gineers to determino our position on the structural adequacy of the
diesel building.

Mr, MOODY. So you are saying he's speaking outside his exper-
tise?

,

Mr. EissNutrr. I'm saying we went to that group. We didn't go to.
other individuals. I don't know Dr. Landsman's background well
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

,
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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. MOODY. Is it possible to segment the problem into structural
problems independent of soil problems? 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. StrasauNG. Can you give a short answer?
Mr. EISENHITr. 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, you have to go back to the center
of the knowledge in that area and they have to 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. SaneauNo. Would you like to dispose of the NRC witnesses
before we leave?

Mr. MooDr. Procedurally, I assume you mean? Laughter.]
Mr. SEIBERLING. 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. EissNHtrr. I certainly don't know enough personally about
Mrs. Sinclair, whether or not she is biased.

Mr. SussauNo. I rne an anybody. Any layman, let us say.
Mr. EissNHttr. Some people are and some people aren t. Just as

Congressmen are and regulators are.
Mr. SantauNo. I'm not asking was she biased. I'm asking would

it be a reasonable thing for someone, after reviewing all 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. ElsENHUT. Let me try to answer it this way. I would agree,
and I have stated I 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 plant can't be built in this location.

Mr. SnarnuNG. Would you say reasonable people Could differ in
that position?

Mr. EissNHUT. Absolutely.
Mr. SassauNG. Tnat's all I'm 8sking. 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-
mary of their viewpoint?

Mr. Karetan. Yes: it was.
Mr. StinamuMO. Do you agree with that, inspectors?-

_
Mr. GARDNER. I wrote it, so I guess I do.
Mr. Sassamuxo. How about the others?
Mr. LANDSMAN. We agree.
Mr. RONAI.D COOK. I agree.

' Mr. SuissauNo. Do you agree that the response Mr. Selby gave
me is a correct response to all those five points, or is accurate in

,
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i summary? Maybe you'd rather wait and look and see what he said
in the record?'

Mr. Karrt.sa. I do recall the last item, I was in disagreement on.
i Mr. Suissauwo. Lack of an adequate quality assurance attitude?
: Mr. KarrLam. Yes; an aggressive quality assurance attitude.
-

Mr. Suissauwo. Aggressive quality assurance attitude.
Mr. Karrimt. That was one of them, and I think I would disagree

with that point of vien. I feel that a more aggressive quality assur-'
cnce approach by the company would have headed off a number of
these problems..

'

Mr. Sarasatruo. Do you feel that way, Mr. Landaman?
Mr. LANDSMAN. I'll agree witia Mr. Keppler.: -

! Mr. SannsmuNo. Any of the other inspectors? How do you feel?
Mr. GAmDNEn. I agree with Mr. Keppler.

'

Mr. RoNAr.D Coos. I with that. In fact, we'll strees that.
c Mr. Seinneuwo. This been one of my biggest concerns in this

. whole field of nuclear power. I have the feeling that too many com-
panies do not have the right attitude toward quality control, and -,

rero defects. In fact, I would extend that to a lot of American in-1

i dustry, and that's one of the reasons that we are in big trouble in
our economy in competing with the Japanese and others.,

| Do you feel that they are hkingr steps now to correct that atti-
: ~ tude? Not just to correct already pointed out deficiencies?
, Mr. Karruta. I do. But I would have to say I have been disap.
! pointed before, and that's the reason for the insistence that we

h:.ve a backward look and a forward look at this '

I feel that* I c::.n't have the confidence in this aggressive attit approach of,

. the company, without a sustamed demonstration ofit.
i Words just aren't good enough.
] Mr. Sarssauwo. What do you feel is the root cause of this prob.
: 1:m?
! Mr. Ksert.sa. Mr. Seiberling, if I knew the root cause of the prob. -
! lem, I would have fixed it. I have tried to look into what really con-

tributes to the problem, and you can get as many views on that
'

i subject as you go around this room. But, when I looked at all of the
; . efforts, by my staff and others to try to pinpoint the problems, we

,

| came to the conclusion that we really aren t sure why Consumers !

Power is having trouble.
# As we pointed out earlier, t have dealt with the P=h=ada=

~

problem snee=== fully. And I they mean well, but for some
3 reason they haven't been able to come through. And we are just
: gotng to persist in our efforts.
! Mr Sarsamuwo. I just have one other point. Ms. Garde listed six
; things that on Monday they requested the Con.unission to do. I

the answer as to what they are soing to do about that will3

' apparent when they have actoil on the request; but, will
the Commission take up those items and give it some conaldara-

-
,

,

' tion?.!

f. Mr. 0 uwszy. I hope so, Mr. Seiberling. I hope that our meeting
the other day was the first of a number of meetings and that we ,

; will pursue our role in this predoct.
.

,

I think that it is obviously one of the half domen trouble plagued "

. gjects around the country. And it requires a hand-tailored solu- (
,
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Mr. SmasauNo. Thank you very much. I think that that con-

cludes our testimony of this panel. I do aopreciate your coming in
and I'm sorry to keep you so late. We'll now proceed to the next
panel. I have already missed that call.

Mr. GruNSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. SassauNo. Our next witness is the mayor of Midland, the

Honorable Joseph Mann.

dix.] pared statement of Mayor Mann may be found in the appen-[ Pre
*

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

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

Mayor MANN I understand that, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. SmasauNo. Without objection, your entire statement will be

included in the record.
Mayor MANN. 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 powerplant. I, of course, cannot testify as to
the quality of the actual construction. I cannot speak on the inter-
nal resources needed by the quality assurance program. I can
speak to the perceptions of quality as viewed by local governmental
leaders. I can offer my recommendation on what the NRC's objec-
tives ought to be.

In any undertaking in this magnitude, errors will be found
during the construction processes. Sound judgment dictates that
after errors are discovered that they be reviewed, that corrective
action be determined, and that corrections be completed in an or-
derly and timely fashion.

: Compounding the foregoing, however, it's apparent that specifica-
tions and rules are being changed on a continual basis and this in-
evitably leads to some misinterpretations and confusion.

My community has been subjected to almost daily newspaper re-
ports on controversies and alleged deficiencies in the construction
process. While most citizens are concerned that the plant will be
constructed so that it will operate safely, perhaps surprisingly all
of this publicity has not led to fear or flight.

We also have to distinguish between those who have legitimate
safety concerns which should be addressed and those whose objec-
tive is to fault or cripple nuclear power. The real agenda of the
latter is not the construction of a safe 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 calm, rational process of review. Rhetoric needs to be
toned down. Risks must be realistically appraised. The power com-
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
oversight or inspection in such areas, the company has to hire a-

|

! !
'

; - . - - - . . . . - - . -

,

|
'

:
1

- . .-



.

.. __ _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ _ . . . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _

|

i

56

third party to review the contractor ur subcomrauer quallty 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 problems.

The NRC as a regulator should have the prime role, if not the
sola 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.
The , and the NRC, must provide constructive solutions, not

merel be faultfinders.
Wh recognizing that the NRC sees its role as one of regulation

through review, the proccss of do, undo, and redo, benefits no one
cad causes greatly increased costs and continuing delay.

We would suggest that the NRC be given the role of onsite in- .

cpection in critical areas, and be the only and final arbitrator for
the 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 teing taken care of conscien-
tiously by the NRC and that the plant can be finished in accord-
cnce with the applicable standards.

We also believe that it will be possible to operate this plant after
.

'

it is licensed with safety.
Confidence, character, and reputation are qualities that are

earned over a period of years. Consumers, Power has been a reli-
c.ble provider of power and a quick responder in emergency to the
city of Midland for most of this century. To shake that confidence,
to doubt that character, to impugn that reputation, would require a
lot more evidence of the problems than have surfaced u to now in
connection 'vith this project. A diversified energy su y is essen-
tial to the economic well-being and safety of our N son and the
State of Michigan. Industries in the hard. hit northeastern industri-
al regions of our Nation need long ter-n competitive electric and
steam power. Nuclear power must be a part of that energy supply.
WJ must realistically recognize the limitations of our natural re-
sources and energy demand of not only ourselves but the world.

Nuclear power may represent the best hope for the abatement of
acid rain, and a stable energy source during the interru fon of
other energy sources. It is essential that the new Midland lant be
completed and completed safely and soon. Thank you, M . Chair-
man.

Mr. Sr stat. No. Thank you very much, Mr. Mayor. Of course,
NRC does have two onsite inspectors. You recommend that they
have the prime role of construction oversight and the onsite inspec- -

tion in critical areas. Do you feel that the number of onsite inspec-
tors is sufficient?

Mayor MANN. I think that my view of the subject is that it would
be better to have even more onsite inspectors. Perhaps I'm going
back somewhat to the role of my work in a packing house before I
entered the Navy; that where the Department of Agriculture fur-

!
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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. SaissauNG. I 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 I 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. SuissauMO. 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, apparently.

Mayor MANN. I get the impression from remarks made earlier in
this session that the testing of that soil was not adequate. Perhaps

,

i-

had the testing been done on another location, or by the NRC, it |
may have--

Mr. SsissauNo. How do you feel about the generator building?
We had testimony today that that situation ought to be corrected
too?

Mayor MANN. It is good to point out that that's an eme ey
situation. I can't remember what the chances of an eart of

| any magnitude are in Midland, but they are pretty low, to ve an
earthquake of anything on the Richter scale. I think you would
have to go to the experts; and I get the impression the NRC has
gone to the esperts, the structural experts and stuff and come up
with the conclusion based on the robability that is very low that
anything would happen to that bu

I think earlier in the session, when Consumers Power people
were saying is there any radioactivity, either you or Chairman
Udall, I can t remember at that time-it came out these are electri-
cal connections. Perhaps there should be more flexibility in those
cables so that some settling would not present the problem it does. .

But now we are getting into engineering aspects which are better
left to these experts.

Mr. SenasmuNo. All right. Do you feel comfortable or uncomfort-
able about this situation?

Mayor MANN. I feel comfortable with the NRC's oversight, with
the attention that they are paying to the problem, that things will
be_put right.

Mr. Sm==uNo. Thank . You live in Mulaeul If you feel com-
fortable, I suppose that's ificant.-

Mayor MANN. Yes; and think the population feels reasonably
comfortable. We have had 4,600 homes built within a 2. to 5 mile
radius since that powerplant started in 1972, up until 1982. This
year we have 89 construction permits within that same radius. So I
don't see any great concern in that respect.

Mr. Sm===nNo. Well, thank you very much.

' Mr.yor MANN. Theak you.Sesamme neo. Our final panel consists of three witnensee: Mr.
Ma

Joseph Cribbon, research and legislative director -United Associ-
ation of Plumbers and Pipetittere; Mr. Marshall flicks, secretary-

. .
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treasurer, the Utility Workers Union of America: and Mr. George
Such, Jr., business manager, United Association of Local Union 85.

[ Prepared 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-
EEN, RESEARCH AND LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, UNITED ASSO.
CIATION OF PLUMBERS AND PlPEFITTERS; AND GEORGE R.
SUCH, JR., BUSINESS MANAGER, UNITED ASSOCIATION OF
LOCAL UNION 85 -

Mr. Sciarauxo. Mr. Cribben, would you like to go first?
Mr. Carnarx. I would like Mr. Hicks to go first please.
Mr. Sarasauna. OK.
Mr. Hicxs. The Utility Workers Union of America represents ap-

proximately 250 operating and maintenance employees of the Con-
sumers Power Co. who are currently assigned to the Midland nu-
clear generating plant. In addition, this same union represents ap-
proximately 5,000 other operating, maintenance and construction '

Smployees of this employer, all of which are located within the
State of Michigan. Many of which live within a radius of the Mid-1

land. nuclear generating plant. The Utility Werkers Union of
America also represents operating and maintenance employees of
nuclear generating plants at Consumers Power Co. and other com- .

panies located in various 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 operating nuclear or fossil fuel
plants owned and operated by the Consumers Power Co. All have
been in training for this particular plant for a considerable period
cf time, and their training is still continuing today.

The workers represented by the Utility workers Union of Amer-
ica are not involved directly in the construction of the plant or the
installation of the equipment. They are, however, very concerned

6with the quality of the work, as it will be these workers who will
remain at the site after the construction is completed, to operate
and maintain the facility.

As various systems and components of the plant are completed
and turned over to Consumers Power Co., UWUA members take ' '

cver and participate in the operation and testing of these systems
and components and are actively involved in the operation and
maintenance of those systems and components from that time for-
w;rd.

A number of the systems and components have been turned over
to Consumers Power Co. and are currently being operated and
maintained by UWUA members while they continue their 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 the quality of construction and the safety of the plant
once it is placed in full operation, as it is their livelihood and per-
sonal safety which is at stake. Therefore, our members have not
been, and were not reluctant to report to the management any pos- |'

i
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1
' 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- |

4- ers Power Co. has been very candid and open with the local union!

'officers and the workers assigned to the Midland plant. The prob.
i 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
i 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
understanas 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, I was present for a full day's meeting at
4 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

'

quality of the work will insure a safe and secure workplace when
the delays are eliminated and the facility is eventually placed in,

full operation.
Mr. Suissatswo. Thank you very much. Mr. Cribben?
Mr. Catanzw. 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
i trades department of the AFL-CIO, and I am also authorized to
: represent the department. With me on the panel, along with Mar-
| shall Hicks, is George Such, who is the business manager, that in

! the top elected official of our local union, the United Association
| Local Union 85, in Saginaw, Mich., Mr. Such, who worked at the. ,

Midland project for 7 years, most of that time as general foreman, -,

I will testify as to the specific working conditions at Midland relat-
ing to the quality of piping installations, relationships with quality
control inspectors and other matters concerning the Midland

"

I re 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 powerplant construction.

On the average, a 1,000-megawatt nuclear powerp! ant provides -
about 8,400,000 man hours of work for the crafts represented by
the building and construction trades department. The members of
the union I represent here, the United Association, typically per-,

form about 28 percent of those man-hours of work. Those construc-
i tion workers represented by the Laborer's International Union

would be next in line with 17 percent, followed by electricians at 12
percent.

On union projects, most of the nuclear qualified welders are pipe- -,

i fitters, and members of the United Association, although other -
! crafts, particularly ironworkers and boilermakers, also perform

- high tolerance nuclear qualified welding processes.
,
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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, mechanics, 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 an:1 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 plumbing 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-let
me first point out that the United Association right now has ap-

.proximately 300 private training schools located in the various af- i

filiated Ic:al 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 i
conce n 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- I
ing for our journeymen and apprentice instructors. After 5 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 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 years 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 umons 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.e

My union, and the building trades department of the AFL-CIO,
fully appreciates the work c. 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 energy
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 the 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,-

j and recovery will inevitably bring with it increased demand for'

electrical energy. We do not want to see economic growth stifled in
the near future by our failure to meet that demand.

Finally, to say that nobody is more concerned about safet
clear powerplants than the people who are building them;y at nu-most of
whom live with their families in nearby communities. We applaud

| the vork of this committee in making sure the highest of safety
: standards will prevail at Midland and elsewhere. Thank you.
I Mr. Suissauwo. Mr. Such?,

Mr. Seca. 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 who are constructing the
1 Midland nuclear plant.

I am speaking on behalf of the vast rnaiority of nearly 2,000 con-.

struction craft workers employed at the Midland worksite when I1

; say that there is a great deal of ride, commitment, and determina-
i tion to perform our job properl . As the business nt for United
4 Association Local Union 85, I have direct knowl about the
j quality of the workmanship gom' g into building the diand nucle-
j ar plant.' Prior to serving as the local union business agent I

worked as a craftsman, foreman, and general foreman at the plant'

: for 7 years. I believe that I have firsthand personal knowledge of
3 this project, plus an understanding of the approximately 600 pipe-

fitters and welders from my local labor union currently v orking at
; the plant.
' Our highest priority and responsibility is to follow regulations

and procedures properly to insure that we are building a safe
plant. Most of our construction force at Midland are local resi-*

dents. They are not going to take shortcuts in building the plant
that could impact on their safety and the safety of their familiso.4

! h construction codes and resulations for buildmg a nuclear plant
, . are stricter and more detailed than for building any other type of ~

electric generation plant. We see this daily in the performance of

the training program, certification process, and inspec.
1 tion requirements for our construction workers at kWland are

much greater than for any other kind of work. h welding and
pipefitting I have seen in that plant is of the highest ity, h.

men and women who are performing this work are ed, trained, . |and conscientious.
'

h craftsmen follow strict quality control and quality assurance
rules and regulations et the MWland plant to insure that safety is

,
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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

~

,

i safety and quality are being compromised. The 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-4

| 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 eacess of
> regulations and overinspections at a nuclear powerplant construc-

ti:n site.
i . Our workers know that onsite are in place, that they
! can go directly to the project q ity assurance department, or to
> the Consumers Power site manager or construction superintendent
! if they believe that quality programs or safety programs are being
i compromised. There are programs in place where our local union
I stewards meet regularly witn the project management to insure

that communication between the organisations on-site is effective'

end that no coverups esist. The craftsmen are well aware of inter- *
,

nel union mechanisms and onsite direct communication channels
to make sure that they understand their job, have proper traininqr
and equipment to perform their job, are aware of codes and regula-

i ti:ns to follow in completing their jobs, and understand the needs
; and commitments for the overinspection of their work.
1 I want to reassure this committee that the Midland nuclear

plant is being built safely. The crafts men and women at the job
; site would have it no other way. The union leadership of my local
; r.nd other building tradse local unions working at IWdland also will !

'
have it no other way.I

Mr. Suissauwo. Thank you very much, gentlemen. Of course the
. -quality of workmanship on this project is not the primary, question
! that we have been desh'ng with today. The primary questaon is the
! adequacy of the design, and the appropriateness of the remedial

~

: . work that has been done to correct the originally mistaken decision
! to use fill and the adherence to regulatory requirements of the
: NRC. I must say, I think it is greatly to the credit of your people
I that you are concerned about the jobs, and that these le who

cre workm' g there have the concern you empressed t doing
_,

; quality work. ,

I'm sure that that's the case with at least the vast majority of ,

,

s them. However, we did have some testimony to the effect that a
j significant percentage of the welders were inadequately trained
; and that in some cases the cad welds on the robars were not prop.
! - erly welded. *

1 Would you care to comment on that, Mr. Such? Or Mr. Hicks?
Mr. Casassw. I think. Mr. Such.i

.

Mr. Sucu. As far as the cod welds, that wasn't from our local
! union, who had done the welding part of that. I'd rather not com-

ment on that. As far as welders not being properly trained, I don't .

! agree with that.- -

I believe that the welders are trained. In order to ''

become a welder for that all, they must have 4
years' emperience in the m pipentting industry. When

; they have gained that emperience become a journeyman, or
; else they have to go through a special program. Before they can go

4
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to work in the project they are tested out there. They are not all at4

the same level, but the tests that they are given, they weld to that
qualification. So I do believe that the people out there are properly
trained.

Mr. Suissauwo. How do you explain these mistakes? What is
your understanding of what caused these deficient welds? Do you
have any knowledge of thet?

Mr. Sucu. 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 difTerence between a nearly per-.

feet weld and a good weld. This is the distinction that should be
made.

Mr. Sarasauwo. Do you feel that quality control is adequate?
Mr.CalsasN. At Midland?
Mr. Ssissauwo. The company's quality control program?
Mr. Sucu. I really don't have that much to do with the quality,

i control program, the way it is set up. With our dealings with qual-
4 ity control people there, we always had a good relationship; and

anything that they said was not up to standard, we fixed.
Mr. Sanssauwo. That's reassuring.
Mr. Hicks, do u feel that the emphasis on quality control by

the company is unte?
' Mr. Hicus. I thi k 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-

; signed to test operate the system and make sure that it is ade-
quately installed or constructed, as the case may be. In those in-

| stances where they find anything that is not to their satisfaction,
the project is returned to the contractor, the repair is made, it is4

1.
retested until they are satisfled that it is proper.

Mr. SsissauNo. I see.*

Mr. Hicas. It is not really part of the formalized quality assur-
: ance program but at least when those systems are finally accepted

as operational, they are fully tested by people who are quahfiedi

and know what they are doing.
Mr. Ssissauwo. Is there a zero-defects philosophy in the compa-'

ny?
Mr. Hicus. It is now. I can't say that it has always been there,

but it is there now,Mr. Such this is more to Mr. Cribben. I thoughtMr. Sanssauwo. yes.
' you made an excellent statement. Are you familiar with the record4

in the Zimmer plant?
Mr. CaisssN. I have read some of the testimony before your com.

mittee on Zimmer, but not in any great detall.
Mr. Suissauwo. That's really a horror story.
Mr. Caissaw. Yes: in some ways.4

Mr. Sassamuno. Quite a few ways, I'm sorry to say. There were
stories about fudged records and fudged X-rays and deficient welds.

i- How do you account for that?
Mr. Caissan. I can't account for it. Part of it is not in our juris-

diction, so to speak, the ins ions themselves.
Mr. Sanssauwo. The wel rs were highly criticised..

Mr. Cassasw. The judge partia'ly answered that
Mr. Suissauwo. I'm not talking about the Midland plant.

.
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Mr. Caiana. Zimmer, where there was a greater number of
welds. ~

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

Mr. Carnaux. I'm sure that didn't involve our members.
Mr. SatsanuNo. It did. Since you are here, I just wondered how

familiar you are with that situation, since it is certainly at odds
with the picture you have presented, which I'm sure represents the
vast majority of your members. But obviously something is radical-
ly wrong at the Zimmer plant, presumably with the welds. They
Cre having to go through every single pipe and check them out all
over again.

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

Mr. SarasauNo. 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. CaranaN. That's one of the reasons we wanted to be here
today, because of the that kind of charge that wasn't answered ade-
quately.

Mr. SarasauNo. If you can give us any enlightenment on that,
while it has no direct bearing on this hearing today, it certainly f
has a bearing on our feel' about the safety of these plants. *

Mr. Catamax. We'll e sure that we get back to you on |
Zimmer. ,

i

Mr. Sarasmuxo. Thank you very much. I think your testimony '

has been helpful. At this point I'm going to let everybody heave a
sigh of relief and declare that this hearing is now adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 2:20 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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JOHN D. SEIJY
Chairman, President and CE3 Consumers Power Company

before
The $'abcommittee on Energy and the Environment

of the
House Committee on Interior and tasular Affaire

June 16, 1983

..

1. fatroduction

Mr. Chairsas and members of the Committee, my name is John D. Selby.

I as Chairman of the Isard, President and Chief Executive Officer of Consumers

Power Ceepany. I as pleased _o have the opportunity to speak to you about

Consumers Power Company's Midland Muslear Cogeneratica Plant.
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Conseners Power Company is a public utt11ty that supplies electricity
r

or gas, or both, to a service area in the State of Michigan with more than

5.3 million residents, includias suburban Detroit and most other metropolttaa

t.reas in Michigan's lawer Peninsula eacept Detroit itself. ladustries in the
{

ttrritory served by Cessumers Power Ceepany include automobiles and automotive
|

.
'

- equipment, primary metals, chemicals, fabricated metal products,

pharmaceuticals, nachinery, oil refining, paper and paper products, food

products, and a large agricultural segment.

Consumers Power Company has been one of the nation's leaders in '

developing commercial nuclear power. The Company's Big Rock Point Plant e 43

segawatt boiling water reactor located near Charlevoix, Michigan has been

operating safely and reliably since 1942. The Palisades Nuclear Plant, a 737

segawatt pressurised water reactor, achieved commercial operation in 19*1.

Duttag 1981. Palisades and 113 Rock Point accounted for 18.7*. of the Company's

41setric generation. f

.
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Ceesumere Peter Ceepany's Midland Plant seastste of two pressortaed

j user reesters presently under senetrussten just south of sne city of Midland.

Michigan. The suelear steen supply system vender is Betseek and W114est the

enstaeor/sonstruster te lechtel Power Cerperettoa. The plaat is 43*. 4:splete.

h%en flatened. ,the Midland Plant utL1 provide a total of 133f '!W of rettable.

'

elastrtetty for seesumers ta the State of Mathigen et a theaper produsstaa

seet than that avattable from any of our feest1= fueled plaats. The Midland

flest to unique la that it to e aseleet asseneretted fe4111tyr the heat

generated sea be used met emir te produce electraset energy but atee to

produce large assunte of protees steen for the adjesent low Cheats 41 Ceepaar
l
i- Fleet. Deseuse of the aegeneraetoa feature, the Midland Flaat will be one of
i

| the meet effistent auslear please la the l'atted States tf met the wer14.
I
l

| The State of Nishleen to just emergtag free the oest severe perted of

esonante distrese state the Great Desteesten. Its lees tore etenee14 health.,

1the that of the rest of the Ladustrial Midweet, depende se tte evallehility
, of a sempetittee eed stante energy supply.. The M&dlead Plaat to e vital part
l

! et the State's energ/ future.
!

j n. nidlead timi to et.. . ta,ettai part of een..ere re.et

- Ceepony's future. bbe completed, the Plant to espected to eset appresteetely,

4.43 tilltaa dellers..-- Thte emessous sue to greater then the tessi value (et

ertata41 estutettlea sent) of all of the Ceepaey's other slettrae assete put

together.

With se such et stake la e saastruetten ptejest no respeasnie,

I

serperate seasseeens seu14 peesthly be tadtfferent te desass and seastruettee

politys after elle the result we are stelvtag for La e iteeressie plant tatsh
,

till operate rettahty at high tapeetty fastere. Severtheless, there have been,

anastruetten problees, peettssterly the taedequate toepeitten at the i&11

1
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motst441 spea thash several eefety related estuttures are ,ewteed, either

thelly et pettially.

,,-,u,b....see,thesens,,ebi.the=tatestice.,e, ore
me . ittee . . eve.be, i.et ideett,ted miend .e .e e, ,,,e a.1a.

eenstruetten pr'e[este bettes setteus queltty seestease problees with breed

project repereuestone. Easteriselly, east of the sometruettes probleme et the

Nadlead plant have been totested as e teeult of Ceneumere* eed Sethtel's sua

quality seestease progrese. Moreover, the prettees we have selected have been

properly reported to the W C. la edditten, ever the poet few yeare we beve

estively seltetted tafermettee senseratad any pesettle tenettvettee

deftstonetee free este wethese threweh our quality seestenee progree, which

taeludes precedutee for preteettag the 14eetsty of ear Laforeente who regeest

toefedentiality.

Cemeen.re power Ceepony's reopense to .he quality esentense prettees

whten have been ideettfled hee been peettive and temprehenstre. la e settee ;

Et stepe we have seessed diteet roepenethitty fet eest geelity seeerence and

quality eesttet fuastiene for the projoet. We base scattamed to taettese the

senegeneat etteetten end other resoureee devoted to the project. We beve

hired Ladopendent, teehaleelly qwellited thttdapetty poviewere to seeees the

adequeer of seasstwetten te date and to prevnee emethet layer of endit end.

overvtam fee fetate eenetruettoa. The NRC see hoe notatetaed essanf teent

everstahs and esattel over plaat design end eenettwetten. All of these

estivittee are betas estesettvely litteeted befeto ea 20 Ateele Safety and

Lisonetag Deerd entan to wortully revie= Lag the e4eguesy of tene.nere , ewer

Ceepsay's protesed tenedsel selle seeseres, ate gaelity seestenee prestes and

ns pre,ee.4 C.eeir..itea C.e,ientea ,l'n la tesie.ied ets.dteeierr heartese.o

p
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n. t.i..netag seerd is e8 petted to Leone its partial tatttal dettetoa en these

matters this year.

Quite staply, every ef fert to betag tekoa te ensure that the Midland

plant when soepleted will meet all regulatory requireeents.,

..

I ease to Ceaemmers Power Company la 19?$ se president and shief

.perettag of fiser ef ter e sateer ta eacLaeorias and management at General

Electria Ceepany, e major Us nesleet voador. State 1930. I have attended bi-

weetly brief tage et the Midland ette through which ! e . hept tafereed ee all

espette of the project, taaludias queltty soeurasse. Based en of fastliatity

with the project and my beakground la the meelset Ladustry, I haow that a

tetel temattoons to tapteving regulatory perfereense at Midland ese be

ausseesful. Cemeumers Power Company hee proved this et Pelteedee. la the

early and etd 1970's that plant wee one of the first pressertsed water

reesters to saperteese steen gesetater terresten. Through shassee ta

operettag prosedures and 4411 gent atteattee la water sheetstry limate we have

been ehle to statetae forther sorteeten and poetpone and perhape evea,

[

[
elaatsete the need for eattly and d!!fisult steam generator topleteneet. la

the late 1970's and early 1960's, Polisadee wee troubled by a settee of

reestatory aer.aoepliances and perseasel errete which led the Nhc Regtes !!! to

|
easeteer shutting the plant erte. Isotead. we propeeed and the NGC teamed an

! erder esefireas costata settene destaned to Lepteve togstatory perfereasse.

Theee taaleded ergenteettenel and eenegement sheagee, dedicattee of more

esepesy resourtoe, leproved tretates ead diestplane for plaat employees, and
|
, sa independent thttdaperty review of serperate end plant seassement. The

reestte have been gratifytag. After two veers of sleee review

Mr. James Repplet Diretter of h1tC Restes !!!, seesented La January of this

Feet that for the perted Jely 1, till to Jene H.1941, "the taprovosent ta.
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ths Palisades regulatory performance represented the largest single

improvement by a utility in Region 111" Subsequently, on March *3. 1953

fir. Keppler stated

%e have concluded that your programs to improve regulatory

performance have bees. tuccessful, and thers is reasonable

assurance that safety related activities will continue to

be conducted in accordance with applicable regulatory '

requirements."

My testimony describes the specific steps which Consumers Power
.

' Company is taking to achieve similar success in meeting regulatory

requirements at the Midland Plant. I also descaibe the independent, third

party reviews which will confirm the safety of construction completed to date

and provide additional assurance that future construction meets all regulatory

. requiremets , linally, sy testimony includes a brief de'scription of the major f,.,

remedial seasures being carried ou to correct the soils-related problems at {'
- the Midland site.

II. . Consumers Power Company's Constructice Concletiot Prorree for the Midland

E19E1
.

On December 2,1982, Consumers Power Company initiated a,

comprehensive program, the Construction Completion Program (CCP), which is

rpplicable to sost remaining construction work at the Midland Plant. 'The

ovirall objectives of the progrw ares (1) to improve project information'

ttttus, (C) to improve implementation cf the qualit'y assurance pr: gram, and

(3) to assure effective and orderly conduct of the remaining project werk.

Bryond these three general goals, we have formulated more detailed objectives

which directly and'compreher.sively address the underlyti.3 or root causes of

.
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the problems experienced by the project. The plan entails a number of major

changes in the conduct of the final stages of the construction pro:ess.

The Company initiated the CCP by halting most safety-rela:ed work

, being performed by Bechtel (necessitating the lay-off of approxima:ely 1,100

workers). ne 's&jor elements in the C.;,nstruction Completion Plan are:

1. Consumers Power Company's quality assurance organization has

j taken over the managemest of the engineer / constructor's quality
I

control function at the site. As part of this change-over, the

quality control inspectors are being retrained and recertified

and the inspection process itself is being strengthened.

2. We are performing a thorousia review to verify, through

reinspections and other means, that the quality of work completedt

and inspected prior to December 2. 1982 is acceptable.

3. We are reorganising construction production forces into teams

with responsibilities for designated systems or areas of the

plant. As a first step, these teams will completely survey the

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

construction status. h e same teams will then direct the
* 1

completion of construction of those systems or areas for which

they prepared status reports.

4. Consumers Power Company has established a cesprehensive system of

independent third-party reviews which will prov11e additional

assurance of construction design and quality.'

Consume.s Power Company's' decision to undertake the * ? was proepted

by two major f actors: - (1) an awareness on our part that some areas were not --

-
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is117 meeting our own and NRC espectations for the appropriate level of

distiplined adherence to procedures and requirements, and (2) an increasing

1: vel of emphasis and expectation regarding quality assurance on the part of

the NRC as a result of events in the industry in the last 18 months. De

Nuclear Regulat,ory Commission's scrutiny of nuclear plant construction quality

has sivays been substantial, but the emphasis and expectations of the

Commission regarding quality assurance at construction sites has increased in
.

the last 18 months. Consumers Power has responded to the challenge put forth

by Chairman Palladino in his testimony before this Subcommittee in October

1981 and in his December 1981 speech before the Atomic Industrial Forum by

improving our quality assurance organization and adopting the CCP.

D e details of the Construction Completion Plan can be summiarized as

fillows. All remaining work will be done in two conceptual steps, which are

rif;rred to as Phase 1 and Phase 2. The objective of Phase 1 is to obtain a

definitive picture of the current status and condition of construction work

and quality inspections conducted prior to December 2,1982. In this step.,

Consumers Power will do a complete construction and inspection status

asiosement of all work covered by the program and will verify the adequacy of

completed inspections on prior work. We will do this through a combination of

rtinspections and documentation reviews. The objective of Phase 2 is simply

te sAacute the remaining work. The plant will be divided into many distinct

modules and the CCP sequence will be applied to each module.

To carry out the remaining work more efficiently, we have created a ' r

. t;as structure for production work on a system or area basis. The Quality

Assurance Department will be directly represented oc the various teams through

- a tIam quality representative. The program is designed to ensure that the

. proper independence betseen production and qaality f=stions is maintained.

.
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Some activities' that have demonstrated effectiveness in quality program

implementation have been exempted from the Construction Completion Program and

will continue during the CCP. Nse ' activities include, for example, the

soils resedial work and the remaining nuclear steam supply systee, work being

performed by R&W. Construction Company.*

Since the CCP execution takes place in two phases, there is specific

planning for each phase. The Phase 1 planning, which is essentially complete,

- consista primarily of t (1) planning a team organisation to assess the
!

inatallation and inspection status of Q-Systems and other components within

major safety related structures as previously noted, and (2) planning for the

program to verify the adequacy of previously completed inspections. During

Phase 1 planning, project construction has established team organizations

ready to inspect and assess particular systees for installation status. Alse.
.

the Quality Assurance Department has developed the process and procedures

necessary to ascertain inspection and status and implement the quality

verification program.

Aa part of Phase 1 planning activity, Consumers Power has also

developed a plan to verify that quality inspections previously performed on

completed work were done correctly. The first step was to review the Project

Quality Control Instructions, which are the inspection plans, in order to

improve the total inspection performance and support the verification program.

This effort is targeted on improving the clarity and specificity of the

inspection plans. The second step is to initiate a 10C*. reinspection of -
' accessible attributes and a review of documentation for inaccessible

attributes within the plant. At some future date, once the quality level of ;

corpleted work has been established Consumers Power Company will make a

-

t

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

'_)
-

en

;; .**

ki -
,

. . _ . .



..

i

1
,

J

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

74

raommendation to the NRO as to whether er not further verification efferts

can appropriately be based on a statistical sampitas plan. -

.

The Phase 2 planning effort develops the work procedures that will be

used by the team organizations to complete work on systems and areas. *

*

Procedures have been established to integrate the quality program and

requirements into the on-going completion work. Training of team sesbers will

be expanded to cover systees completion work and teams will be assigned to a

specific scope of work and held accountable for the overall completion within

this scope. In this effort, Consumers Power will increase emphasis on
,

implementation 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 quality assurance / quality control effort necessary to inspect the

senstruction activities planned for Phase 2. A new in process inspection

program is being established. This program requires that inspections be
.

directly integrated with future installation schedules to ensure that2

inzpection points are integrated with the construction process.

The results of each planning phase will be the subject of management
a

riviews before execution of that phase's work on a designated systes or area
a

will be allowed to proceed. In a similar manner, the key site managers will L

review and release each new piece of Phase 2 work caly after having assured

themselves that Phase 1 requirements have been met and that a proper -

disposition of any findings has been inittsted. *

As .part of the Construttien Comp 1'etion Plan, Cor.surers Power Company

has formulated an extensi*e Independent Third-Party Review Pregram. One of

tha third-party reviews will consist of an Independent tesign Verification

.
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1

(ICV). A second third party review will involve a Constructics Ie;1ezentation

Overview (CIC). iie also utilized third party consultants to revies the entire

job in the fall of 1982 as part of the INPO-supervised constrsction project

evaluation program. In addition, as described in the next section of this

, statement. . a third-party review is currently being performed to independently

assess the soils remedial work for the auxiliary building and service water

pump structure underpinning. This assessment provides additional quality

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

The ICV will consist of an evaluation of historical and current

aspects of the design and construction of the Midland Unit 2 Auxiliary

_. Feedwater Systee, the emergency electric power system and the habitability

aspects of the control room heating, ventilation, and air conditioning. Any

ICV findings with generic implications will be given full consideration.

*

Consumers Power Company has rotatned TERA Corporation, a well respected

engineering consulting fire, to perfore this independent design verification.

The NRC staff has reviewed and approved TERA's technical qualifications and

their independence.

The Construction Implementation Overview will consist of an

independent third party observing and evaluating the construction activities

being performed at the Midland jobsite. The purpose of the CIO is to ensure

the site work is being performed in accordance with appropriate procedures and .

requirements and that the comettaents made in the CCP.are bei:3 fulfilledr

The independent contractor will field a site tese to sanitor the effectiveness

of the CCP and other site activities. The tese will assess the adequacy cf .

and compliance with CCP procedures and inspections plans and revies aspects of

construction activities which relate to the perforsance of the quanty control
~

inspection program. Audits of the management revtews of the :*P will also be

na s--..~. - - - .-n- --.m. .
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covtred by the C10. Consumers Power Company has propose: Stone & Webster, an

engineering and construction company with extensive experience in nuclear -

powsr plant construction projects, for this work. Stone & Webster has

participated in other third party reviews, including the design verification

fir Diablo Canyon. In addition, with NRC approval Stone & Webster is

pratently performing an independent assessment of the auxiliary building

und:rpinning work at the ".idland site. We hope to receive ATC approval of

Stone & Webster for the CIO role shortly.

The CCP is a comprehensive response by my company to the problems

. Thich have been encountered in completing the Midland Plant. Many of the
.

-

provisions of this plan, particularly the independent third party reviews, so
.

ws11 beyond the requirements of current NRC policy. I as confident that the -

Construction Completion Plan, which incorporates many of the same concepts
1

which have been effective in allowing the soils remedial work on the auxiliaryi-

'
building to proceed without major problems, is a sound and practicable

typroach to completing the plant. I-
.

III. Summarv of soils-Related Issues at the widland Nuclear Plant

Soils-related probleme were first identified in August 1978 when the

sittlement monitoring program carried out by the Company detetted excessive

ssstlement of the diesel generator building (DGB). The I33 is a reinforced

cor. crete structure which houses four diesel generators which supply electric

f powIt needed to shut down the plant if the normal sources of electric power
a -

ars lost. The building had settled 3.3 inches at the point of greatest

- asttlement, compared to design predictions of 3 inches fer the 40 years of
{

cxpected plant operation. Shortly thereaf ter, the Company orally reported the -

mattar to the NTC site inspector, and formally reported it under
*

10 CTR 30.35(e) in September 1973.

.
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The plant design called for the placement of foundations for certain

structures and portions of others on approximately 3C feet of compacted fill
>

seterial overlying the natural soils at the site. Soil placement activities

were conducted largely free 1975 to 1977. Specifications governing the

placement tad coepaction of fill material required typical controls overs

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

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

in the areas of both placement and testing were deficient.

! The foundation construction of the DGE, for which construction was

started in October 1977, rests entirely on plant fill satorial. The Company's

_
initial response after discovering the settlement problem in 1978 was to halt

DG3 censtruction, pending investigation. Drs. R 3 Peck and A. J.

Hendron, Jr., two of the nation's leading experts in soils engineering, were

retained. Dr. Peck has worked on a variety of nuclear and non nuclear soils

and foundation engineering matters over a 45 year career. In 1974 the

, President of the United States awarded him the National !!adal of Science "for

i his development of the science and art of subsurf ace engineering."
;

Dr. Hendron is a professor of civil engineering at one of this country's

finest engineering schools, the University of Illinois. In addition he is a
a

nationally * recognized consultant in soils engineering. Both the NRC and the

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

Based en results of soil boring semples taken free under the CG3, the

Company concluded that the soil beneath the CG3 was inadequrtely cospected.'*

The consultants recommended in November 1978 that we "preload" or " surcharge"
,

the structare. This involved placing a 20-foot layer of sand arouco the
a

perimeter of and within the structure to accelerate settlement, or more
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t

tecurately, to .* consolidate" the fill material. The surcharge began in:

January 1979.

In August 1979, results from the preload indicated to our

satisfaction and to the satisfaction of our consultants Dr. Peck and

Dr. Hendron thal *the fill beneath the DGB had toen adequately consolidates.

Th;s !GtC 5taff was fully informed of this conclusion. We began removing the

surcharge in August 1979. The removal operation was completed within a month.
-

Th3 NRC Staff and Consumera have subsequently reached agreement on the amount

of future settlement which the DGB can be expected to experience. Subject to,

4 monitoring program, the NRC Staff's position is that the DGB is acceptable.

Meanwhile in 1979, while the surcharge was in place, the results of

an sztensive boring program elsewhere on the site showed inadequately

compacted soil under the electrical penetration areas of the auxiliary

building and under the overhang portion of the service water pump structure

(SWPS) which rests on plant fill. The auxiliary building houses electrical

and mechanical equipment necessary to operate the Midland reactors. The$NS

is located at the edge of the cooling pond and contains pumps which supply

| emergency cooling water. Both buildings are safety related.. Neither building

- hrs undergone greater than expected settlement. Nevertheless, we decided to

undirpin portions of both structures to obtain adequate predictability of

structural behavior under the unlikely conditions which must be postulated for- -

disign and licensing of nuclear power plants, such as the occurrence of an

j' strthquake in central Michigan.
i

The NRO staff review of Consumers'. soils proposals was delayed by the '
,

Three Mile Island accident. 1.are in 1979, the NR staff retained the U.S.

Arsty Corps of Engineers as its consultant. On Oetes'er 4, 1979, the $taff.:

issued an order halting all " remedial construction until such time as he could
.
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prove to the staff that our proposed and completed renadial actions were

technically sound and would file an application fcr an amendment to the

construction permits. As provided fcrr in the Crder, Consumers requested a

hearing. The legal ef fect of this request was to suspend the effectiveness of

the NR0 Staff's, December 6, 1979 Order. Nevertheless, we voluntarily agreeda

not to undertake further remedial construction without concurrence of the NRC

staff. On April 30, 1982 the NRC Atomic Safety and I.icensing Board, which has

been hearing soils-related issues since July 1981, made this agreement formal

by ordering that Consumers Power Company obtain explicit NRC staff approval '

I before undertaking further remedial work.
I

On October 14, 1980, the NRC staff changed its position concerning

the maximum earthquake which should be postulated for the Midland site. The

new Staff position was that a significantly larger earthquake should be

considered than the one approved by the NRC as a design basis for the plant

when construction permits were issued in 1972. The NRC staff and Consumers

Power Compacy have since reached agreement on the size of the earthquake to be

considered. As a result, Consumers Power Company agreed to revise its design '

basis for the underpinning for the SVPS and auxiliary building in order to

incorporate this larger earthquake, this revision has significantly increased

the magnitude and complexity of the remedial work. Consumers Power Company

has also retained Structural Mechar.ics Associates, one of the leading

e
~

structural engineering firms in the country, to perfore a Seismic Margin

Review of the entire Midland Plar. to determine the safety margins in

essential plant structures and equipment if this larger than design basis

earthquake should occur.'

In the spring of 1982, we presented car completed and prt;osed

remedial soils activities at a meeting of an ad hoc subcommittee of the t
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Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards. h e ACRS subcommittee was chaired

by Dr. Chester $1ess, an AOR$ member who very highly regarded in the field of

civil easineering. Based upon our submissions and that of the NRC staff. the e

subcommittee determined that the basic approach we have adopted, and the NRO

staff's review of remedial actions, are acceptable; and in f act. the,

transcript of that meeting illustratss the thoroughness and conservatises that

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

In October 1982, the NRC staff issued a Supplemental Safety

E7cluation Report (SSEE) documenting its detailed review and approval of the

wrious design proposals relating to soils remedial activities. his approval *'

was issued only after a thorough audit by the NRO Staff of 3echtal's

structural design calculations in Ann Arb r. Nevertheless. pursuant to the

Lirensing Board's April 30, 1982 Order, the NRO staff (Region !!!) is still

reviewing and approving, on a step by step basis, each remedial work activity

before any construction can take place.

,

The most significant soils reeedial work at the Midland site is the I

underpinning of portions of the auxiliary buildias. Such underpinning, while

unique for a nuclear power plant, is a widely used, well understood technique i

ef building support while foundation or other subsurface changes are made.

h3 underpinning is being performed by experienced consultants and contractors
! vbo have worked on many such projects, including the underpinning of the U.S.

Capitol during construction of the Rayburn Office Building subway.

|

) he auxiliary building at Midland is a large romforced concrete

structure with foundations on several different levels. It has not undergone

any unexpected settlement or experienced any structural distress to date. One
i

af the technical challenges et Midland arises because the auxiliary building
{|

.is almost completely surrounded by other structures, induding the reactor
.
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containments and the turbine building. To carry out the underpinning, a

tunnel must be dug from two access shaf ts to the es t and west of the

building. The total length of the tunnel free east to west will be about

600 feet. It will proceed underneath the Turbine Building (a non'* safety

related structu,re) along the south f ace of the auxiliary building, which rests

on plant fill. Tras this access tunnel reinforced concrete piers will be

constructed down through the plant fill to competent glacial till satorial.

| These piers will have a cross section of about 3 ft by 6 f t at the top (they
' are belled out at the bottee to provide a larger bearing surface) and will be

up to 45 feet deep. Steel beams will run horizontally from some of these

piers underneath the underpinned portions of the auxiliary building to the

reactor containment buildingr. The weight of the underpinned portion of the

sumiliary building will be carried by these piers and beams while the

remaining plant fill beneath the auxiliary building (about 32,000 ' ons) ist

removed and replaced with a continuous reinforced concrete well. k'han

completed the permanent continous underpinning wall (i.e. the new foundation)

will transfer the structural loads free the underpinned portions of the

auxiliary building to the same competent glacial till material on which the
I

sais portion of the anziliary building is founded.

The other technical challenge is to do the underpinning without

. disturbing the auxiliary building and adjacent safety related structures. The

underpinning process has been planned so that at each step a minimum of soil

is removed from beneath the buildings. Underpinning piers are created to*

corpensate for the loss of soil support, and then the underpinning piers are

,

tested and shown to be adequate before further excavation is allowed to

proceed. Instrumentatio.s capable of detecting structural movement of a few

thousands of an inch has been sounted on the structures and is continuously .

sonitored. This instrumentation is so sensitive that se can see the buildings
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r u ct to temperature changes during the day. Stringent acceptance criteria

h ve been proposed by Conshmers and approved by the KRC Staff to protect the

buildings. *

Work will proceed slowly because of the constracted work space and

because of the ine*asures taken to minimize stresses to the structures. Only
*.our or five people can work at one time on a single pier. The entire work

crew at each access shaft may be only twenty to twenty-five people. The

) underpinning work began in December 1982 and will take about two years from

then to complete.

e
Because of the importance and complexity of the underpinning work

and to obtain NRC authorisation to proceed. Consumers has taken extraordinary

measures to ensure design and construction quality. Virtually every aspect of

the work has been brought under the quality assurance program, even
i

construction related items which have no demonstrable rela'tionship to the safe

operation of the !!idland Plant once the underpinning is accomplished. Other
a

melsures include:
j

1. Taking over the quality control function for auxiliary building
and SVPF underpinning work by integrating soils-related QC into
.1PQC;*

2. Creating a " Soils" project organization with dedicated employees
and single-point accountability to accomplish all remedial soils
work;

3. Establishing new and upgraded training activities including a'
special quality indoctrination program, specific training in -
underpinning activities, and the use of a mock-up test pit for
underpinning cor.struction traini.ig; and

4. | Ketaining tPe firms of Stone & Webster Inc and Parsons.
Irinkerhoff. Wade and Douglas to conduct an independent suilt of,

'

design, construction, and quality assurance for the auxiliary -
huilding and S'.'PS underpinning. The NA; staff has carefully

'

| reviewed the independence and technical compe*ence of these third
|

party reviewers and also the scope of their centract. This ?.
. independent assesseent effort 6as underway by September 30, 1982
| and continues. The assessment incorporates reviews of the

a
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physical work La progress, as mell as both construction ard
anality assurance implementing procedures.

In recember 1982, h1C Region !!! specifically approved the excavation

and tastallation of a portion of the auxiliary building underpinalas. Frier

to that date, the only work which had proceeded was preparatory in nature.

8 tate that time the underpinning work has progressed in installments under the*
*

close scrutiny of both the NRC Regica III staff and the stone 6

Webster /Farsons Independent Assesseest Team. At the completian of the first

90 days the stone & Webster /Farsons Independent Assessment Team found that:

"(U)nderpinning work at the Midland Nuclear Flaat was
i
i performed La accordance with design intent. During this
(

period, four access pits, approxiestely 60 feet of access

drifts, and excavation and concrete placement for two

33. foot deep pists was comple.ed In addition, load

transfer at one of the piers was near completice and

escavation of two additional piers was well underway.

Construction procedures and practices were La accordance

with project documents, and with the exception of a few

instances * described below, in accordance with good .

industry practices. The quality of the final products was

also La keeping with the standards defined by prefect

documents. Instrumentation scattering of the structures

* * Dese instances relate to delays in completing a portion of the work and ta
the spacing of leggias, used to frame excavations. The report concludes that
the underpinatags to date are "La compliance bath design decisents and are of
high quality." According to the report. " minor modifications to the
efl future tagging . .. sould improve the overall quality of the wort.{specingThis has
been accesplished. The report aise concludes that the delays have met tapacted the
quality of the herk te date.

.
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being uderpinned has shown that there has been no

detrimental structural movement...

The Assessment Team is satisfied with the qualifications,

training, and ability of the Midland Plant Quality

Assura' ace Department (MPQAD)-soils personnel. "his group

has a good understanding and appreciation of the intent and

philosophy of quality assurance rad quality control. la

addition. taplementation of the MPQAD inspection plans and

reports has been satisf actority accomplished."

e)
N report also concludes:4

.

"The Midland Plant Quality Assa' ance Department (MPCAD) hasr

deseastrated its ability to perform as an effective quality

organiaation..."
.

So far the NRC has also concluded that the work has been carried out without

major quality assurance problems. As a result.' the NRC is allowing the work -

ta continue.

We believe that the process of step by step NRC staff approval of

g underpinning work is administratively cumbersome and can eventually be
#

dispensed with as underpinning progresses successfully. The extraordinary

level of attention being devoted by Consumers Power Ccepany, the independent

third party auditors, and the NRC will continue to guarantee that this soils

remedial work will be carried out in accordance with all regulatory
.

requirements. Moreover, we believe that the acceptable ;erformance to date in

thi underpinning effort shows that the Construction Comy*. etic. Plan, which

.
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.

tacorporates many of the same concepts, is sound and will ensure design and

construction quality in the remainder of plant construction t.ork.

IV. Conclusions

I as epgfident that the Midland Plant, when completed, will confors*

to Nuclear Aegulatory Commission requirements. The construction probless
4

which have arisen are manageable and are being dealt with responsibly. We at

Consumers Power Company are responsible for and directing all aspects of the

job. We and our contractors have brousint in the best managers we could find

i as well as some of the world's leading consultants and most esperienced

subcontractors to help complete the plant. We have stopped work and taken

1 other significant steps to ensure that construction is completed in an orderly
3 and satisfactory manner. We have undertaken a comprehensive systee of third-

1
party reviews by independent, technically qualified fires to confire andi

docuneat the adequacy of past and future design and construction. The b1C is

closely soaitoring our performance. Therefore, there is reasonable assurance
,

that the plaat will be completed properly and, when completed. will be safe to

operate.

Thank you. Mr Chairman, for this opportunity to testify before you.
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TTSfDONY &
PWtY P. SIN 3 AIR

IEFG E 19B
StBCMCTITI CW ENERN AIC "|EE DNINNENT

& 'DE
CDMIT:12 CN DCERIGt AT I!GZAR Af7A2nB
LNIT33 STEES ICU!E & IETIESENDCIVgS

lASHINGKSI, D.C.

Jt2E 16,1903

introduction

My name is Mary Staclair. I have partic! pated in the Midland licensing pro-

seedings since the construction !! cense was announced in 1970 I appreciste the

honor of appearing before this distingutsbed committee and I applaud your taktag

an interest in the grave problems at the Endland nuclear plants which one tospector

h:s described es " unprecedented at any other fact!!ty.
eSummary

The testimonies that Billie Carde, of the Government Accountabt!!ty Project,

who represents the concerned ettirens and thistleblowers of the Midland ares in

Washington. and of Barbara Stamtrts and myself as citizen participants in the

Elidland operating licensing hearingg are latended to provide this Committee with

a historical perspective of the severe quality control problems at Midland which

have become worse with time lastead of showing improvement.

Our information mili demonstrate how various practices of the Nuclear Regu-

12ry Commission (NRC) contribute to quality control breakdowns, and how their
,

race!!!ation and accommodation of ut!!!tles dimtatsbes their "overridtog respons-

ibt!!ty to protect the public health and safety.

Through our experience in the Midland Itcensing proceedings, me have discovered

serious denciencies in NRC's licensing process that foster quality assurance (QA)

breakdowns and lack el safety. We also have arrived at recommendations for

post!ble remedies for these dencienctee which een be valuable to this Committee. '

Our experience has gained insight into other problems with the NRC as follows:
_

-- The Ccamission's answers to spec!Re questions by members of

Congress uhich best on safety quality control, aM risk assess-

ment are often not only treated carelessly or ignored, but are

actually contradleted in practice by the Staff 3.4

-- The concerns and recommendations of Reid inspectors are over.

ruled by NRC management. Instead. NBC management performance

.

9

3, .,...4*., ***'P*"- **' - '* '

..

-



. --- -_ . . _ .. , _ . . . ___. _ _ _ _ . . _ . .. _.._

87

demonstrates that utility interea .s are too often placed sheed of

ptb!!c health and safety, and that this contributes to QA breakdowns.

- NRC's praettee of sllowing a uttttty "to proceed at its own risk"

results in unacceptable, unsafe situations that the NRt' then tolerates '

because of the huge ar.ounts of money that have been spent. se in

the esse of the diesel generator bmlding st Midland.*

-- The defects of ee present qustity control "get well" plan at Midland

make it as ruinerable to fatture sa all other plans have been in the

past.

When NItC taapectors !!ad serious QA deftelencies on site sud write--

a confirmatory action letter to the utility, they can be overruled by

NRC massgement which sitows the utility to write an identical

" reverse conSrmstory action letter" on their letterhead which Ic

then sent to the NBC regional office. This proves enbarrassing L3

the NRC tospectors in the field who are deprived of a QA dis 4plinary

measure. This can only wesken the ettention to QA on the part of

the utility.'
-- A recent deelston by the Office ofInvestigation of the NRC to conduct

criminal lavestigations without allowing any conclusions or recornmends-

tions to be drama on the facts, emasculates the procedure and weakene

the regula*ory functions of the people in the field.

Very recently, on May 6.1993, the chtet soils engineer at Midland.--

Dr. Ross Landamen, testifled to the feet that attempting to force e

a naturs! Good plain ares fato a nuclear plant site had resulted in

poor and unacceptable solle engineering in the inttial design at Mtdised.

Safety rahted buiL11ngs were designed to set on both natural glacial till
and artificially compacted rott which would inevitably reset to differ-

ential settlement and cracking. With the poorly compacted soll on

site, this has manifested itself very quickly. Dr. Landamas was

asked by a Consumers Power Co. attorney "tf fill meterist had

been placed property sad compacted property and all proper quality

esseroscos had been followed. the Midland foollity co'u'Id be operstod !'

|w"h due regard to public health sad safety?" Dr. Landomsa's

- answer was " Personal opinion as a solis engineer, no."'"

But esastruction had costs continue at MLJiand with no resolution

. of such a fundamentalissue that affects Inub!!c hestth and safety.
.

b
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HISTORY OF QUALITY CONTROL PROBLERS
AT THE MIDLAND NtCLE AR PLANTS I & 2

i
'

Midland has a long history of quality control problems.

An ortsteel contention in the construction lleense proceedtags at &ndland stated.

that Consumers Power Co. 'is tacapable of, and cannot be rolled upon to perform2

adequate quality assurance and quality control." Tbst contention, b'ased on the
_

. poor record in quality assurance of the Consurners Power Co. sad the architect-
1

' engineer, Bechtel, at the Pallendes nuclear plant, and construction work at Midland
.

-. that had game on as allowed prior to the constructica license hearings, remotes as

. true today as when it was Srst writtaa in 1970.4

i Consumers Power Co. Sled a $300,000 tow salt against Bechtel and others for
1

|. negligence in construction at Pollsa$se os August 28,1974 In spite of this. *
.

j. Consumers Power Co., inexplicably, hired that Srm se architeet-engtaser for

Midland aler.
'

In the atting of the &ndland nuclear plants, the Atomic Energy Commission

beat its own rules in 1968 by approving the location of the Midland nuclear pbute

I one mile f%m Mala Street of Midland surrounded by a populated ares, with am
i
i Elementary school close to its entrance gate, sad across the s'asil Tittabowesseee^
'

River from b Dow Chemical Company for which the plaats were to supply steen
! and power. I
,

. ;
Stace it begna construction at Midland la 1944,, Consumers Power Co. has failed j

'

to implement its owe quality,sesursace (QA) program. $
'

| When h constreettaa permit woe appealed la 1972, the Appeale Bosed esseted

a promise from Consumers Power Co. to improve its quality com'rol performance -

| as a condition of reofGrming the license hoesuse of the " deplorable GA performanos -
I whlek the s.w.J ....aled had obtained during the construction work under the

j esemptice."'(Enhibit A) ' ~
r

Subsequent taspection reports ofter constructica was resussed la April,1973 -

thowed that hae prosaises were lenored by Consenere Power Co. -

- Reglos IR did not act on these reports of violations, but the attorney for the ..

,

! eittaen latervenors, Myron Cherry, read the inspeettom reports sad breight them .

.' to the attenties of the Appeals Board, poestleg out that Consumere Power Co. wee
.

'

- act honortag its prosaises for improved quality control.

i
.

;
'
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On November 2g,1973. the Appeale Board Gas!!y wrote en Irate letter to

L. Manning Kntaing, who was then the Director of Licensing, and said they

felt " constrained to record their extreme dismay respecting this latest develop-

meet. "

The 'opeele Board emohastaed the poor ' track record" of Consumere Power

Co. even et that early date, as followet*

"A few weeks ago, two of the members of this Board requested
and obtained a meeting wl'h you and severs! other regulatory officlete
to explore the question of the extent to which the QA "treck record"
of an applicant or architect-engineer to taken into account by the staff
to its appraisal of appliesthas for constriaction permite, While that

. discussion wee who!!y generto and totentionally wse not addressed
to any specifte reactor, it obylously has a special significance to the
present ettuation regarding SDoland. If we recall correctly, we
were told that the point might be reached where the staff would be
compe!!ed to conclude that incorrigibt!!ty was lavolved, and then to
act accordingly. Whether or not we would agree that a bed ' track
record" should come into ptsy only in such entreme circumstances,
this esse would seem to meet your own test. What we have here le
a potters of repeated, fisgrant and elsnificent OA violations of a
non-routine chsrector - coupled with an unredeemed promtee of
reformattoo." (Exhibit A)

The Staff subsequently tasued an Order to suspeed constructica until Consumere

Power Co. could demonstrate why their Itcense shouldn't be suspended, la e short

time, the Order to helt cometruction was llRed because of political prosaure. ARer

an uncontested hearing, approval of the Itcense was renewed.
~

Quality control problems have continued throughed the construction of these

plante.
~

Iteber omissione la concrete, a bulge to the L41t 2 contatnmeet, fatture to

compact soll paupenly altewide resulting to cracking and sinking of butidinge,

besting med ventilating lasts!!sttoo defletenetes, piping suspenelos and welding

dencienctee, errore la installation of electrical cables,-these are some of the

major breakdowne that have occurred at Midland la the poet 10 years.

Of special sign 16cance is the fact that the reactor vessel of l'ait I wee
.

toetsited with e insjor bad weld which both Consumere Power Co. and the NItC

knew would shorten its useful !!fetime to 15-1g years sad would make it suscept-

lble to pressurtred thermal shock." More recently, erecke have been found to*

the IInit I costalament but! ding.

.
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Because of the increastag problems at Midland which wotneided with the '

special problems found at Zimmer. Festoa !!! formed se Of5ce of special Cases

tuonduct indepth lospections at both 2tmeer and Edland. la October and

Nrvember,1982. this NBC tospection team found such eatenstre and widespread

; design and construction defletencies as well as serious quality control break-

downs that the Staff recommended shutdown and a civil penalty.Sa

Subsequently. Str. James Keppler's enforcement letter of February 8.1983,

stated to the Applicant- "The breakdown was caused by personnel who failed to

follow procedures, drawings, and specifications:by Srst llae egervisore and

Seld engineers who fatted to identify and correct unacceptable workt by construe-

tion management who failed to call for quality control inspections in a timely

; manner, allowing a backlog of almost 16.000 laspectices to develops and by

quality assurance personnel who failed to identify the problems and ensure that

; eserrective actione were taken. As a result. you failed to fulnl1 your primary

rssponsibility under Criterton I of Appeadtz B to 10 CMt 50 to assure the easeu-

tion of a quality assurance program. In addition, of particular concern to the$

NRC la the fact that quality control (QC) supervisors lastructed QC inspectors

to suspend inspections if excessive denciencies were found during the performance

ef hspections. Consequently, not all observed deRelencies were reported, and;

)' complete inspections were not performed by all QC taspectors after the reported - i
dettelenetes were corrected."

As a result, to December 1992. Consumers Power Co. halted most of the

safety-related work in the diesel generator building, the auxillary building and

the two reactors, reduced the work force by !.100 people atti butiding clenog

and system Ivup 's completed and all safety-related systems are retaspected.

Over 150,wou reinspecticos of poteattet safety, design and constreetion deficien-

siis must be made.

The Dow Chemteal Co. Conesettos
>

In 1976. Joseph Temple, who was then general manager of the &!!chtgen Dirt-

ston of the Dow Chemical Co., wrote a memo to Paul Orrefice. President of Dow.

that he had conne to the conclueton, because of escalettag costs and construction

uneIrtainties and problems ''that the nuclear project will be enoot likely to be

dieadvantageous to Dow to the afidland Plant (Dow) and to our employees la this
carmmatty."

|
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When Dow Management met with Consumers Power Co., the utility said they

would sue Dow for $600 million if they broke the contract, in his notes. Lee Nute,

the Dow attorney, reporting on the meeting called this " pretty dama close to black-

mett." He also reported that Consumers Power Co. believed that ilt. Cherry,

attorney for the laterrenors, would not show up for the hearings because the intet-
* renors had no funds, and that they could "Snesse* the Dow-Consumers continuing

dispute post the Licenstag Board.

Mr. Cherry did show up, however, and among the key documents in his dis.

covery request were the memo of Joe Temple and Lee Nure's reporting notes,

tMder the prevetting circumstances, the Dow Chemical Co. renewed its con-

tract but recently in a newspaper interview, Dow has stated that they have

alternative ptans if the nuclear plants don't go on line.,

NRC Places Cost snd Ccestruetton Schedule Ahead of Safety

Cost and construction schedule pressores which have been major factors

bebted the quality control problems et Mldisad include the Dow Chesteal Co.

steam contract desdLine, December,1984, and the Public Service Commission's

polley that "not until a plant is deemed used and useful to its beste purpose can

its construction costs be passed on to the ratepsyers."

While the NRC claims that they are concerned only with safety-not costs--

. the fact is that the record shows that their efforts to accommodate cost and con-

etruction schedules has led them to accept many questionable praettees that have

compromised asfety.
For example, in July 12,1981 Joseph Kane, NBC's chief geotechnical engineer,

to answering a question as to shether in retrospect removal and replacernent of

the diesel gaaer*r MfIdtog in 1978 would have been a better option than preloading

sold 'The an.evr uepenas on the facts that must be addressed. When you are
. .

considering it from the standpotal of asfety alone, it is my opinion that removal

and replacernent la a better solution. If you are considering the other facets--

that is, the cost, the impact on schedule, and these are facets that engineers

must address-then it may not be the superior option.J But, of course, the

diesel generator buttdtog was not removed or replaced.

.
DarlIfood, Midland Projed manager has also testined under oath that absent

cost and schedule considerations thil removal and replacement wse a superior

option for the diesel generator building.12

.
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Mr. James Keppler. Director of Region m of the NRC, permitted soils work

to go ahead in Decemhtr.1982, even thogh the special taspection tearn had just

#1scovered in October and November 1982, the extraordinary extent of quality

sontr'ol breakdowns and quality control practices used sitewide that were seriously

defective.

Mr. Keppler testified that soils work was a!! owed to go ahead because he had

confidence la the third party review and the fact that Dr. Poss Landsman, his solla

expert, had urged him to let it go forward. However. Dr. Landsman. in his
testimony, denied be had ever urged management to go forward with the so!!s

w"rk. In fact, he stated that he had urged the project be shut down la September.

1982, because ofits long history of serious problems.

On two occasions. In recent licensing hearings at Midland, it was demonstrated

that what the Commission has stated la reeponse to specific questions from Congress

on matters important to public health and safety, were in one came reversed by
the Staff, and in the other instance, the Staff tgeored what the Commission had

= pledged would be done in their communications to members of Congrees.

In one case the question of risk assessment and probabilities of serious

secidents which ta being raised in numerous licensing proceedings, was also ,

rotsed in Midland. In a letter dated December 27.1982, the Commission repted |

to questions raised with Congressman Udallby Myer Bender of the Adytoory

Ctmmittee on Resetor Safeguards (ACRS), on h use of WASH 4400 as b bests

I;r risk assessment. The Lewis Committee Review had found dettetencies in

UASH4400 which mere accepted by the Commission on January 18.1979. with

the specific direction that. ain light of the Review Group concleaton on accident

probab!!!ty. the Commission does not regard as reliable h Reactor Safety Study's

earnerleal estimate of M overall risk of reactor uccident.M
la their letter to Congressman Udell, the Commisalon reamrmed hir decl+

sien of January IB 1979, on the use of WASH 4400 as subject to the findings of f
*the f ewis Deport.

However, contrary to this position, the NRC Staff testimony on Midland,

gr*ad. "Thus the Beactor Safety 8tudy (WASH.1400) is more accu * ate today than

wi believe it to have been for the '70's in its assessment of accident likelihood.

.
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a

Another Staff member who testined. Lewis Itu! man, who is none other than the

Chief of the Accident Evaluation Branch of the NRC eres questioned whether the

letter from the Commission to Congressman t'dall signed by John Ahearne se

seting chairman was indeed the pasition of the Commlaston. That letter contalaad

the statement of the Commisstoo resfntming their support of the 14wis Report

and was approved by all the Commissioners' OfEcos. 8
,

*

In the second ease, the Commission was asked to denne the criterta for third

party review at a caostructico site in response to e letter from Congressmes

Ottinger and Dingell following the seismic design errors found at Diablo Canyon.

Subsequent cross examination Indicated that the selection process for third party

review did act follow the criteria and wt- enadequate.
'

Defletencies in the Lleensing of Nuclese Power Plants

We have IdenttRed serious defletencies in the licensing process in the Midland

proceedings which we believe apply generically to the 11 censing process. This

| taformation should be of great interest to this Committee.

These discovertes may explain why signtiteent problems have been discovered

et other nuclear plants after Itcensing hearings and an ACRS restew have been

completed. Three embstrassing examples for the NRC are the Three Mlle

taland #2. Browns Terry, and the Diablo Canyon nuclear plants,

la additior., the ACRS operating license review and virtustly all of the operating

Itcense proceedings were completed at Elmmer before a multitude of serious

quality control breakdowns were disclosed by a whistleblower through the work

of the Government Accountabt!!!y Project.

In Midland, we have a good example as to how this can come about. The

extenstre dettetencies that were found through the inspection by the OfSco of

Spects1 Cases in October and November,1982, demonstrated that the Safety

Evaluation Ecport *1cd for Midland la May,1982, was mythology. Yet, the

$sfety Evaluation Peport is the basis for the NRC's operating Itcense recommende-

tion according to standard NRC 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

to Washington headquarters by persons who relled primertly on paper descriptione

of design and constructica. These sanne Washington-based poorJe see also betag

sent to testify in support of the NRC Stoff position at the public hearings gittag

assurance that all is built as stated in their reports when, in fact, they have no

knowledge of what actually has been but!L st all.

as-est 0--88-7
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In other words, the Safety Eyslaatton Report issued for the operating Itcense

of a nuclear plant which is supposed to reflect the state of the completed plant does

not.'in fact, reRect the "as bu!!!" conditions of the plant, but is merely a design

review of a theoretical pleet. 'the Licensing noord has acknitted this is so.

The Licensing Board at afidland refused tc acknowledge the sig.!!!cance of the

major inspection by the Omce of Special Cases, that halted most of the safety-

related work at the Midland plant in December 1982. They lastated on going sheed

with the operating license scheduled to begin la Tabruary,1983. even though much

of the construction of the plant is now in question as far as its safety systema are

concerned. NRC Washington-based witnesses at the February bearings gave bland

assurances as to the safety of each part of the plant being questioned on the assump-

tion that it had been bu11t properly as designed. Therefore, we asked each witness

ct the conclusion of his testimony whether he had conSrmed that what he had testi-

fled to under oath was in fact what was constructed at the nuclest plant. Not one

witness could attest to that fact. Yet, the central mission of the operating Incense

herrings la to determine what is actually out there is the plants and whether it is

liiensable as built.
,

When we protested to the Board about going forward in this manner, we were

told that the operating license hearings were held to determine adequacy of the

firal design, and that Region III would make sure that the plant was constructed

property. Yet, the Board also stated that the evidentiary record of the hearings

woi the basis for making a decision on granting a license. When Mr. James Keppler

t?sttRed and was aske'd about how operating Ilcense approval was made, he said

that Harold Denton, the Director of Nuclear Regulation, makes the final decision

on a license.

There is uuuvudy a great deal of confusion and ' buck-passing" to the process

af approving an operattog Ilconse for a nuclear pleet. If the operating license

herring record is to have say credibility, the only persons to testify should be
f '

those who can personally vouch for how the plant has actually been constructed.

The Safety Evaluation Report should stao be reviewed by those persons who have

Crect personal knowledge of wbst is setually at the nuclear plant alte. Drs Ross

* Landsman. for esseple, stated that he had not commented on the Midland Safety

Evaluation Report even though he is the chtet sotts engineer for Region !!!.20

.

I

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

| - .- ~



I

|

-. . . _ -

95

When the NRC taspectors teettGed la recent weeks (May and June 1963),

their testimony was most revealtrg about the actual conditions at the plant.

This testimony coattrms our position and recommendation that only those persons

should testify at the operating license hearings of nuclear plaats who have direct.

personal knowledge of s hat is actually constructed at the atte. Otherwise the
*

'

record is misleading to the utility management. Licensing Board, and the pub!!c.

Another deficiency la the licensing process is the manner la which the ACBS

conducts their redew for the operating !! cense of plaats.

In conducting their review, the ACBS sub-committee holds a hearing where

the nuclear plant is located and listens to a summary of the plaats' construction

by the Staff and the App!! cant. The Ntte and the Applicant are thus able to sum-

marise and present to the ACBS their verston of the facts to order to obtata the

necessary letter of approval. While many tasues are explored by members of

the Committee, there is also much of grave importoce that can be and is omitted

from the presentattoes of both the Staff and Licensee.

In the hDdland esse. this is exactly what happened when the ACBS sub-committee

met la Midland on May 21.1982. la order to overcome this limt?ed and controlled

taformation base. I decided to provide se objective third party review for the

ACR$ when the full committee met to Washington to consider Midland for se

operating license. I compiled various statements of NRC Inspectors, raade under

oath, copied from the transcripts of hearings and attached them se exhibits to

docuanent a statement that I presented to the ACR$ Committee la Washtagton

on June 4.1942. This demonstrated to the ACR8 how seriously the summertes

of both the Staff and the Applicant had misrepresented the real state of affette

at Midland during their presentations to the sub-comunattee.

Among the examples broght to the atteattom of the ACRS woe the testimony

la July 1941. during the sotte heartags of regene Gallagher, a Region I!! taspee.

tor, who said under oath. "You're tathtag about a plant 70% complete that is

crippled." I He also said the problems at Midtsad were unprecedented at any

other site. I,

As noted earlier. Joseph Kane. NRC's geotechatcat espert, said that if safety

wee the prime camelderetton, the diesel generator buttJing would have to be removed
*3and reptoced/

--- - . . . , . . _ _ . . _ , . . __. . .
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I brought numerous other eartous safety probleme et &Bdlead to the atteatten

tf the ACRS. Lecteding the underground stresetag of piples due to uneven settle.

; sment, and b estatence of some unusual corrossen problems, nome of which had

been disclosed by the Stoff or the Applicant,

I have been worktag on the problema et httdlead for fourteen years. beesumej

' I recognised how oortoes they were from the start. I wee la e positten to lesw
i

'
b many problesse which the NItC Staff and Consumere Power Co. summertoe

I had concealed or mierepressated.

The outelde concern of teterveeore wee e forter la the ACRS not girtog approval *

I for se operating license se they have la the past with few exceptione lestead.

they took the unprecedented step of requeettag "a report which discusses design.

and constructtee problems. their dispoettloa, med the everall effsettveness of the

(flert to escure appropriate quality.

. Clearly the ACR8 review ee it to presently structured without some third
9

; party overview, la leherently Oswed. It rettee on a controlled and limited inter.

matten beoe. It gives the pubite a telee seestenee of escurity which to worse than

no escurence et all. As it le now conducted, the ACRS review te atmply emether

promettonal teel for the nuclear todustry made et public esposes. Its reviews and

! Its directione shout. be changed.

A body of egerte such as the ACDs could be e usehnt agency te serve thet

' pihito if its members, who beve esperttee In areas being litigated at speetRe

plamte ettee, served es comeuttants to the Lieemetag poord and cittsens when these

leemse are sensedered. They should spend less time la Weehtesten and should be
t enere levolved le doetstene on destes and esastreetten problema et the constreetten

l ot'tes where they are red. sed resolved.

j If these ch:::ges tre made, them the ACBS Rael sovlew letter eeund be beesd

on Bret hand esseunte of setual"as built"esadittees that their owe membere see
I

vouch for, it weeld be e credible and relid letter that they ces send to the Consels.

I sten.

The pressees of entleen latervenere et a site would eles guerentee se objoettve ii

third party overview Ger the ACBS. CItleene la the vielutty of a mueleer plant beer

the greatest rtok to their homes and property values and their feellies tresa e'

i

meesby sueleer plant. They are your best watchdogs der nuoleer estety. They
1 a

are aeshtag a boote essetttutiesel right.-equel preteetten under the law and it

j sheidd not be damled them by Congrees se le now the ease. Both the Regeste and
N -

Messemy Reporte have advoested handlag of attermeye and espart waneeses Any,

ottleen latervenere. This revlow of the de8elemetes la the presamt liesneleg

prosess demienstrates how the presseee of oute4de third party leformat.as freena

whistleblowere er ettleem lotorvenere een sentribute to entsey.

. _ . . _. _ _.. - . . ,.4.- -
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i
Midland M & 3. Dee.1.1974
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II
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I
Tr.160e1-3J
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4. . s 3 um tru :.a A1CS
. o* \* ATOMIC ENC!st.Y coa Mt:stCN EXHIBIT A -

t- . ween. .. .- n -

g, C wasmuc. sus. o 4. mes

#
Novceber 26, 1973 %.

c. A

1.. Manning Muntaing .

Director of Regulation

OUALITY ASSU!Uccc DEFICItt:Cir:S DiCCU'!TCPID
AT MIDLhKD FACILITY .

.

The Appeal panel recently rcecived a copy * of the
November 13, 1973 Natification of an incident or occur-
rence issued by the Directosato of Regulatory Operations-

in connection with the Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2.
This notification relates to a Region III inspection of
the Midland facility which toof; place on Novenbcr 6-8,
1973 and " identified serious deficiencies associated with
Cadwold splicing of concrete rainforcing bars". It is ,

stated that *[t]hese deficioneics involved insdcquato pro-
cadures for installing Cadwcld splices, for raterial
control, and for documenting required quality parameters".

' In addition, tho' notification reveals that the inspectors
datermined that " inspection techniques were inadequate
and acceptance criteria used for quality requirements wore
being misapplied". t:* e**ws that Ibis == it' tended te
he a diplomatic vay of reporting that the first lir.e
quality assuranco inspectors were allowing items to pass

- their inspection which, in f act, did not meet applicable
CA standards.

The notification points out that Consumers Pcescr has &
suspended all Cad.ic1d r711cing operations at the site and
that thoto operations would not, be resumed until certain
cpecified corrective action had bcon taken. It is
further indicated, however, that "[o]ther unrelated work
will continuo at the site".

=
.

The rtioland construction permit proceeding is, of course, .8

no longer before the Appeal courd which had been assigned
to it. Indeed, the period of tirw.- allotted for consission .
review of tha 1 cut 1.ppeal gonrJ Cacision in the procecting
has nors clansed. with the resG1t that there has been final
agency action (whic: is subject, of coury, to the outcome -
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of the judicial review which is now in progrenc) . Acco rd-
ingly, tho Midland Appeal noard cicarly lachs jurisdiction
to tako of fIiiiWcognizanco of the irregularition disclosed

_ by the inspection, let alonc issue any orders with respect
thoroto. ,

Nonethc1 css, in view of the record that was adduccd during
the course of the adjudicatory procccaing as voli as of

3*

i certain rulings which were mado thoroin, the nemberc of
the Midland Appeal Board feel constrained.to record 3),
their cr:treme dicmay respecting this intest developecnts
and (2) their.firn belief that moro drastic action against
Consumers Powcr and its architect-engineer should be
promptly considered. In this connection, had the construc-
tion pernit procceding still been hofore our Board at the
time that the results of the Novenbcr 6-8 inspection were
announced, it is a virtual cortainty that we vould have
ordered forthwith a cessation of all construction activitics

.

-- to continuo in offect.at least until such time as -
properly trained quality assuranco inspectors, fully inde- ),

. ] pendent of the construction organization, woro availabic on i

Isite.M We shall briofly outlino the reasons why we would4

have taken that action. |

l

1. As you will recall, in ALAB-106, F.AI-73-3 ' 102
(March 26, 1973), we dealt specifically with the contention
of ene of tha intervonor groups (the Saginaw Intnrvenors)
that the evidence of record established that the applicant
in " incapable of, and cannst ha relied upon to. perform
adequato quality assurance and quality control". Based.
upon our review of the evidenco relating to the work at the
Midland sito performod under an exception, we made the
express finding that "ncither the appliennt nor the,

*

architect-cngineer has provided reasonable assurance that
the QA program will be impleeonted properly * * * . They
have in this project not demonstrated their concern with
maintaining QA programs in synchronization with their con-*

struction programs, nor havo thoy der.onstrated that they
will havo proporly trained people on site to implement the
OA program". 76. at 185. ' one of the considerations which -> . led to this fiEUing was the disclosure in one inspection-
report of record that "the QA and QC inspection porconnel

,
presen+ ** +ha concrete pour location did not pronptly
identity and correct apparent duviations from the ACI-301

, Standard regarding consolidation of concreto". Ibid.*

r. ,
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Desause of the "no reasonabic accuranen". detcrmination
found to be compo11cd by the record, we gavn scrious
thought to revoking the construction permits which had
been issued under the Licensing Eoard's authorization.

*

H2 did not do nn only bceauno (1) the prior failures.of
thy applicant and the architect-engincor to observo re *
quired CA practices'and procedurce had occured in 1970
(before the construction eork under the exception had
tirminated): and (2) we had the solemn assurance of tho
applicant that all of those prior deficiencies worc being
rictified as construction uns being resumed under the
permits. In the circumstanecs, wo thought it would be
enough to imponc specific reporting conditions which were
d3 signed to make certain that the applicant was making
good on its promise and that there would be an adequato
DA program for the resumed construction.

Cn the basis of one of the reports called for by ALAD-106,
and a number of inspection reports supplied by the staf f
in responso to a later order of the Board (and a request
cf one of its members), we denied in ALAB-147, RAl-73-9 G36
(Srptember 18, 1973), the nntion of the Saginaw Inter-
vinors to revoke, or stay the effect of, the construction
permits pending a definitive dotcrmination that the
applic:nt :nd the archite;t-~gh aar vero comp 1; ' .vy and .

vould continuo to comply with the GA regulatic.v in con-
structing the Midland facility. wo found thas "there is
now a reasonable assurance that appropriato QA action is
bsing taken by the applicant * and also that, apart from a
d3ficiency which we paracived in its OA organization, there
w:s no CA probica pertaining to the architoct-engineer
requiring a direction of corrective action. Id,. at G,37,
640 (rn. 10).

2. Against this bachground, our present concern
thould not be difficult to understands _The only reason ~able"
cInclusion which we can draw from the disclosures of the
tarvombol a-o inspection is that the assurancer, which we
hid received from the applicant were falso and that, in
point of fact, it and the architect-engineer still have
nit manifceted both an ability and a willingness to take
the etcps necccuery to inruro proper GA activities. Indeed,
the OA deficiency referred to in -the notification bears a
startling rescoblance to the deficiency referred to in .

ALAD-10G respecting tho CA and 00 personnel present at the

.
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concreto pour location (which in mentioned abova). It
would thus appear, with the benefit of bindsight, that
it was not enough for un sinply to imposo reporting .

conditions in alt.u-106. It alno scens evident that, con-,
trary to our fir.dtng in Alan-147 (which necessarily was
founded on the patcrials then beforc ue), thoro is not a
rcaconablo assurance that appropriate OA action is Ko7
being taken. If anything, there is a solid assurance*

- that exactly the opposito is tha case. 3
*

3. A.few weeks ago, two of the mcmbers of this Doard'

requested and obtained a meeting with you and soveral .

Other regulatory of ficials to exploro the qucation of the
extent to which the CA " track record" of an applicant or
architect-engincor is taken into account by the staff in
its appraisal of cpplications for construction pcroits.
While that discussion was wholly generic and intentionally
was not addrenced to any specific reactor, it obviously
has a special significanco to tho precent situation
regarding Hidland. If we recall ccrrectly, wo were told
that the point might be reached whero the staff.uould be'

compo11cd to conclude that incorrigibility wan involved,
and then to act accordingly. Whether or not we would
agree that a bad ' track rceerd" should co*e inta play
vuly in muda cxLauwe cirwu- tensw., this case wot.1d sawa'

to reet your o.en test. tthat wo have here is a pattern of
repeated, flagrant and significant GA violations of a non-
routins charactor -- coupled with an ,unredeemcd promise *
of reformation. .

The staff has dealt affirmatively with this.most recently-
detected serious OA shortcczing by requiring the prompt
suspension of all Cadwald splicing.pending the taking of
ncco:sary corrective action. But there remains the
unresolved question as to whether the same or equally *

scricus CA shortcomings may-be infecting other aspects
of the construction work. It is difficult to understand
how any construction activity can pe allowed to proceed-

* "*
until That question is settled. ,

4. l?o would make only thin onc further observation.
We expressly noted in ALAD-106 that thu *staf f's enforco-
ment responsibilitics are in no way limited by the
[ reporting) conditions heroin prcncriberl,' and the staff' * .
is free to taka ar.y renodial action over and nbnvo theco
conditions which it mcy deem acccssary". RAI-73-3 at 186.
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Wo did not (and, of courne, could not appropriately)
Cttempt to direct that, if a particular situation were to
criso, the staff should pursue a specific course. Once
the adjudicatory proceedinej is over, the on-going super-
vicion of construction activition is your function and -

~

nrt ours. But implicit in that statement -- and in the
ch31co wc ainde not to revoko the construction permit -
WMs' the assumption that the staf f would not codntenance
fir long a continu.ation of the deplornble OA perfornance
.which the record revealed had obtained during the con-
Etruction work under the exception.

(((is.. 414 tw NM'.
Alan S. Rosenthal
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I c
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d. /#~ was oren e.e. ase.s
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMI5SloN

.

1 E
, *

December 3.1973' '

Decket Nos. 50-329
50-330

.

Alan S. Rosenthal. Esq.. Chairman' JohnII. Euck. Esq.
Atomis Safety and Licensing Appeal Atomic Safety and Licensing*

Board AppeanBoard
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission U. S. Atomis Energy Commission
Washington. D. C. 20545 Washington. D. C. 20545

W111 tam C. Parler. Esq.
Atomis Safety sadt.icensing Appeal

Board
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D. C. 20545

RE: QUALITY ASSURANCE DEFICIENCIES ENCOUNTERED AT
h2DLAND TACILITY .

s
Centlemen

This is la response 'e yourinemorandum en this subject dated November
26. 1973. We are also concerned as es quali:y assursaca implemer.tation
at the kildiana tactitty. It was ter this reasen that we lattiated the action
which led to the shutdown of cadwelding at that facility byCensumers
Power Company. As a practical matter, the shutdown of cadwelding at
this site severety limits Class I constructsen et the site in that cadwelding
must be completed before addittenal Class I structural work can proceed.

A reinspection of November 20-21, 1973 reveale'd that that which the
j lisensee believed to be suf$cient with regard to cadwelding proceduree
j still was inadequate. This raised doubts about the licensee's evertu imple=

smentation of its quality assurance progrant

t We are today issuing to this licensee an order confirming the continuing
suspension of the cadwelding and ordering the licenses to show cause why
an activities under the construction permits should nM be suspended.

j It,,

L.> als*
Director of Regulation

'
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- 1ESTIMatY W BARSARA C. STAMSIS
5795 5. 31W3

FMEIAm. M 48623

Ms MDIAE NUC12AR FLANT.14f!T31 & 2

Sefore the Ceemittee en Interior and Insular Affairs
P'arris E. tMall, Chatruma

June it.1983

l'erutuction -

Ny nam is Barbara Stamiris. I have been intervening in the "seil settleneat*

hawing at the Mdland nuclear plant for the past three years. I welecom the opper-

tunity to share my assesa:ent of the regulatory process at Moland because I believe

it les implications for nuclear power regulation nattaavide.

The RC is the sole body capable of preventina rather than r9 acting to a nuclear,

safity disaster. Congress has provided the MC with the necessary regulatwy tools

to enforce their mandate of Tretecting the public health and safety, but these

regulations are not being implemented properly. The grave safety probi as at Ed*t

1and today are the result of 10 years of resslatery lenia,mee in the face of utti-
i ity incompetence, mismanagement, and abuse of trust.

History of set 1s Probleme

J

From the beginning, the BC has been uneilling to place public health aos

safity ahead of financial consideraties of the utility. la 1969, the Edland

plant was exempted from the MC's usual siting standards in order to be located

ne3r its steam customer.the Dow Chesteal Co. As a result, we have a nuclear plant ;

j situated in a floodplain whose foundation had to be built up with 35 feet of fill *

.
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soils. Consumers Power Company's disregard of quality assurance principles cauend

the improper placesant and compaction of these fill sotts. But, when the Adata1+

stration Building settled and Consumers own follow up audit revealed sitevide

fill soit d4ficiencies La 1977, Consuurs still chose to proceed with constructism

,

on these ook18 and began the neighboring Diesel Generator Building.

Today all the plants major safety struuures, including two beam after the8

first settlement problems, have cracked and settled unevenly. Most recently the

Containment itself, always thought to be exempt from the settlenunt probleen , has

teen food to be cracked OSC repet 83-01). But, evea more critical than the ob-

servable settlement problems is the damage to the underground cooling pipes, requir-

ing complex monitoring (.evices. An extersive system of permanent dewatering

wetla mst operate over the life of the plant in order to control ground saturatim

seeping from the plant's cooling pond.

Seits flewdtal ' assures

As complex and tstusual as the soil settlement problems are at MLdland, so

too are the repudtal fines they require. And the " fixes * themselves are beginning

to cause further damage and complications.

1. The Dieset Odnerator Buildine, whose excessive differential settlement

has ersched its three foot thick concrete walle, was leaded with 37,000 tcma of

; sand La en attempt to consolidate its subsoils. Consuers chose this experimental

solutico because la their words "it was the leest costly feasible alternative"

which would allow cestNtion to continue and "minimise impact on the construe =

tion schedule" (30.54f q. 23). Initiated by Consumere prior to the first tec

seating cm the soils problems in 1978, the preload fix was allowed by the lac with

the explicit warning that it was tedertaken entirely at Consumers own risk and
* would. have to demonstrate in the end "that the original requirements of the construe-

tion pereit had been set or exceeded."

.
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f.ut five years later with the Diesel Generator BuildLng complete, the MCi

to unwilling to overlook the sunk costs and is compromistas the original require-

mots. Further cracking,and stress to the buildir.3 and to the piping below resulted

from the sand preload and the adequacy of the consolidatica effort remains la ques *

, tion. The integrity of the Diesel Cenerator Building is contested among the MC

| technical experts, but the official MC position is one of acceptance.

2. The worlds lareest undereinntna emeration is required to shore up the

foundations of the Auxilliary Building and Service lister Su11 ding (attachsent 1). *

- Mr. Reppler. MC's Region it! Director has called this job in which rows of 50=

foot deep concrete piers, and sessive concrete walls are poured benest' the completed

structures. "the equivalent of building a third reactor onsite."

the MC Insgeetor closest to the original soils problems expressed doubts *

in 1981 that these " highly sophisticated and in some cases tanprecedented remedial

actions" could te successfully accomplished by a campany that" simply could met

tika soil material from one part of the site and place it la a sufficient manner

t3 support the structures"on another"(tr. 2441)*.

and La 19g2.1.icensing Board Jud e Barbour cautioned that the intricate um(ar=d

pinning operations which must hold building movesent to invier 1/8 of an inch, had !
t

"the potential for producing irreversible damage to safety class structures" and I,

said "this board does not want to be hearing the remedial measures on the remedial

me:Jures at some future date" (tr. 7124).

1st, af ter miy six of the 57 underpinning piers have been placed. these

fxts seem to b= ee-Lv.s true. The yeedvater isolation Valvepits have cracked

during a jacking ogeration, one of the piers (11 m) has f ailed to accept the load

gs anticipated, the Aux 1111ary Building wings are ismaxpectedly ristage the soil

enti transcript pages refer to 50-329. 50-330 OtecL sella proceedias.
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bearing capacity has been found to be 1/2 that espected, and groundwater seepage

threatens the integrity of the concrete piers.

3. The oermnent devatorina system is expected to reverse gromuhrater fiew

patterne surrounding the site (fSAR), and recent reports indicate that nearby

residential wells are drying up. Extra dewatering edertaken to control groad-
.

water in the mderpinning shafts say be affecting the fomdation soils of the

nearby containment and causing the cracking there. And chemical wastes stored

f ar years in atendoned wells and mderground cavities by Dow ChenLeal Co. are sub-

joet to migration associated with 40 years of constant dewataring.

The soit settlewnt Mearinas

On December 6.1979, the NBC iseund an order Modifying Construction Ibruits

which sought to suspnd the soils related work at MLotarsi "mtil the related safety

isows (vers) resolved." But. Consumers requested a hearing to contest that ceder.

So the quality assurance deficiencise trut cost / schedule priorities which caused the

original soit problems and continue to cause the soils remedial work problaas remain

eresolved today--but the work goes on.

Quality assurance hearings and 1stC assurances that quality assurance improve-

sont would follow have been a part of this project from the beginning. As early

as 1973, en appeals board at Edland considered revoking the construction permits.
J

4 but "did not do se only because of the solean assurances of Censumers that their
1

prior QA deficiencies were being rectified." they later concluded thath assurances
&

we received were falso because neither Consusers nor nachtsi have " manifested as.

ability or willingness to insure proper QA activities * (A1Aa 106 p.185 and 11-23-73

letter). The impcet of these words in 1933 is a chilling indicator of the fa11tse

of both the utility and the regulators to resolve the problems at Midland over
*

the past ten years.

But in the soit settlement hearing, the 1ste went one step further than they
' had before. For this time the BBC not only repeated their reasonable assurance

1
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|
that QA would be appropriately implemented is the future, but they did so as part

et a pre-hearing agreement designed to resolve the veTy issue the hearing was about.

The Aan 3.1981. @ stipulation enchanged the MC's * reasonable assurmase" ceaele-

stan for Co'amore agreemnt not to contest the soils @ breabdown, thereby elimLast.n

ing the need to litigate what the MC and Censumers considered past QA prob 1sas

(;ttachment 2). (htly favorable testimony about the revised QA program was to be

submitted.,

4 FotA requests for the confidential taras of this QA Stipulatico sent to

the BC hy Consusers have been denied on the grounds that the doewest contalase

" commercial inforantion" and "Wasaging and unevaluated information which any threatee
* t3 distort an administrative judgement * (701A 81-227. 82-477). - Yet, the planning

for this stipulation involved both Conswers and Region III top mannsensat. ,.

lavited by Censumer's James Cook to personally visit the site to inspect >

the nevised QA program. Mr. Reppler came with a team of BC inspecters in May of
,

1981. Despite citing aancompliances in eight of the eishteen areas inspected (Report*

81-12). Mr. Fappler formed a judgement of improved @ implementation en which the:

]
QA stipulation was based, Mr. Esppler later testified that the QA Stipulation did |

not represent a lawyer's bargain, and 1ad by Censwers' attorney, denied that he

was even aware of its existance when he forme his reasonable assurance judgement

(7-13-81 tr. 2057 ). Mr. Neppler changed that testiaany the folla ing day theea

reminded of a eenversation with me about his involvement la the QA stipulation

(7-16-81 tr. 21181 and it was later deters &ned that even the BC inspectors can-

ducting the Mov incometten had copies of the propoemd QA Stipulation with then

Idwing the inspection (tr. 2223, 2445)

As a twoult of the QA agreement, the MC uns now arguias in essence that thstr

own Order should not be upheld, and en the first day of the hearire allowed the
i
'

first setta reendial work to begia. Based as a single, well-anticipated inspee- .
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.

tian, the MC uns willing to wipe the slate clean and forget about the five years

of 44 bewahdeva which caused the se11e problems. The MC esce again predicteS

that QA implesentation was en the road to recovery.

1932 Ouality Assurance Assesswate

* Sut as seen as the ederpinning preparatione begas, se tee did the 41/ " ;

probiden.. ilhea Midland's second Systematic Appraisal of Licensee Ibtformosos

(SALP) Deport was issued la April of 1982, the SALp toast drew a very different

cenclustaa of QA deficioney, for the same 1980-81 time fraan as Mr. Rappler's faver=

able testianay (attachment 3).' Troubled by this conflict and saying that he wee

afraid he had deled the Licenatas Board la 1901. Mr. Esppler sought to have the

QA record reopered is the soil settlemmat hearing. . Empressing his entreme dio-

- appointment at another negative SALp toport, especially the 1sw rating La selle.

Mr. Feppler said he guessed his inspectors were trying to tell his somethias.

His inspectors were trying to tell his somethias again with the Deisel Cerere=

ter tuilding inspectica (82-22) of late 1982 (attachment 4). thdettakes as es

in-depth look at the mest tecent constructica work, the inspectore found problems
' everydiere they loehad in this inspectica. Internal metes revealed that the Ed-

Imed inspectica team manimously supported as MC ebutadams as a result of their

f1Mings. But this time Comeusers agreed to stop meet safety related werk, so

that the critical soils ederpinning work could begia.

The quality assuranse breakdown involving deliberate vietations of Q4/QC

principles, ans oldai'icant discrepancies tatvoes the design and as-built condition -

of the plaat resulted La a $120.000 civil penalty flee. But, en Decenter 9. If 32

la the midst of MC enforseunt delitersticas regarding the latest QA breakdeus.
,

Censumste peuer Co. was givna the long awaited and desperately needed grees light

to bogia the two year ederpinning operetten.

, _ 1he soil settlement hearias established to decide whether the 6eita remedial

work should be permitted, wouta new continue well after the work in guestian was

.
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trzeversibly meerway. Despite cantinuing and escalattag Q4 deficiencies, the

MC has allased what is gethaps the moet difficult work over edertaken at a

nuclear plant to go forward at Edises.
.

The Licensina Process

Both the MC and the Licensing Board defend this course of action by maintala=

ing that the plant will not be granted an operattag license in the end unless all

original design requirements are amt. Therefore, construction is allowed to pro-

coed "at the utility's own risk.* while regulatory judgements avait plant easyle-

tien. The public is asked to believe that ulttante asfety jus ements about thes

adequacy of the plant will be made without regard for the utilities financial inter * j

tats. But in the real world of billian dollar sunk costs and completed plaats,

it is the original safety requirements which are modified in an effort to license

the plant--not the completed satuctures.

Knowing that a complated plant is likely to le licensed by the WC, and knor=

tag that only by completing the plaat will Michigan law allau ecastruction toets

t1 be passed en to the ratepayers. Consmers Power Co. is unable to objectively .

I
weigh cost wreus safety decisions. The only real risk remaining at the end of !

these * proceed at your own risk" arrangenants is that to the public who aust bear
g

both the cost and safety burden of this insafd * plant.

The MC has the regulatory tools to ensure the safe constructica of a nuclear

plant. But, at Midland these tools have not been used. Licensing proceedings are

res;1ved en prW. ret F reformation, not perforsenace records--en words not actions.

Orders modifying construction permits are made, then ignored. Material falso state-

ments are established, then owrlooked. 0.1. investigattom are conducted with

instructier.s to avoid conclusions. Design docuumats are modified after the fact

ta match as-built eenstruction,and sceepted by the WC. And quality assuramos

deficiency is tolerated while construction proceeds.

.
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1983 BC Testinear

There are see within the IEtC uhe seem to have finally reached the last stras.

There are inspectors an$ technical esports who are trying to make their voLces haast.

In the recent soil settlemat hearings, the MLdland team of inspectors testified

that they lached conft$ence and trust ta Consurers power Company managesant, eat

their ability to implemat QA properly.

Yet, the 1993 QA improvement plan (CCF), the retaspectica of past safety warh,

sat the thrid party reviews La watch fer. Reppler places his eenfidence are still

totas forward wider Consusars' control. And the rettance placed on revieve which

ase truly independent er on increased WC contrets to get the job done, mise the

es11ent point. It is Consurers Fcuer alone who aust 'on evaluated, for they alema

vitt operate the Itcensed pleet. If they cannot be trusted to construct the plant

safely. how can they be trusted te operate it safelyf

ths SC can ne langer avoid their responsittlity tJ decide whether this utilityi
;

' has the capability and reliability necessary to safety eerplete and operate a austear
I

i power plant. For only the RC can rake this judgemat before it to toe late.

I
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(1837ED STAft$ OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR ptGULATORY COMMIS$10N

tefore the Atoste Safety and 1,1eensing Boerd

)
In the natter of 3

)
ColiSUMERS POWER CNPANY ) * Dockst Eos. 50-329-0M

) 50-330-ON.

(Midland plant, Unita 1 and 2) ) 50-329-OL
I 50-330-OL
I

wuettAR azovtatent CoMMrssion 37Arr/consuMzas
Powst coMPauY ccALITY AssetAnet STIPULATION

1. Prior'to December, 1979, there vers goality
,

assuranee defleiencies related to soit construction activittee
under and around safety-related structures and system: et the

Cons. sere Power Midland plant constreetion site t'Midlan6') in
that til certain design and constreettoa specifientient related

to foundation-type material properties and compaction require-

ments were not followeds (ii) there was a lack of eteer
direction and support between the contractor's engineering

efflee and construetten site as well as within the con- g
tractor's engineering offices (iii) there was a lack of f

control gM supervision of plant fill placement activittee

which contributed to inadequate cogaetton of foundation

materials and (iv) corteet,1ve setion regarding nonconformances
related to plant fill wee insuffielent or inadequate ao
evideneed by repeated deviations from specification require.

-
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2. Corsumers Power agrees not to contest the

NRC Staf f's conclusions that the events referred to in para-

graph I constituted a breakdown in quality assurance with '

respect to solls placement at Midland and constituted an -

adequate basis for issuance of the order of December 6, 1979.*

3. The quality assurance program satisfies all

requisite NRC criteria. Further, as a result of revisions in
the quality assurance program, the improved implementation of

that program, and other f actors discussed _ingmony submitted'

by J.ames.G...Feppler, the NRC),aMeasonable assgitace._that

quality assurance and quality.contro) programs,will be
appropriately irplemented with respect to future soils con-
struction activities including remedial actions taken as a

*

result of inadequate soil placement.

-

.
-

one of the Attorneys for
i consumers Power company
i

d-991
One of the Attorneys for the Staff
of the Nuclear Regulatory Cc.-s.ission.

Date: Jun, 5, 1981
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[ATTACIDENT 31

SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMElrf CP LICENSEE PERFORMANCE [$ ALP)

1. INTacouCTies

The h1tC has established a program for Systematic Assessment of
Licensee Performance (SALP).- The SA17 is an integrated E Staff
effort to cellect available observations and data on a periodic
baats and evaluate licenses perfereance based upon these observa-
tions . SALP is supplemental to normal regulatory processes used
to lasure compliance to the rules and regulations. SALP is intended
f ree a historical point to be sufficiently diagnostic to provide a
rational bestas -(1) for allocating future NRC regulatory resources,
and (2) to provide meanlagful guidance to licensee management to
promote gus11ty and safety of plant construction and operattoa.

A h1tc SALP leard composed of managers and inspectors who are know-
ledgeable of the licensee activities, met on October 23,1981 and
March 23.1982, to review the collection of performance observations
and data to assess the liceasse performance sa selected functiemal
areas .

This SALP Report is the Seard's assessment of the licensee safety
performance at Consumers Power Company's Midland leuclear Power Plant,
for the period July 1.1980 to June 30, 1981.

The results of the SALP Seard assessments in the selected functional
areas were presented to the licensee at e meeting held April 24, 1982.
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11. CRITERi&

The licensee performance is assessed in selected functional areas
depending whether the facility le in a construction, pre-operational

! or operating phase. Each functional area normally represents areas
significant to nuclear safety and the environment, and are normal
progreematic areas. some functional areas may not be assessed because
of little or no licensee activities or lack of meaningful observatione.

Special areas may be added to highlight significant observaties.

One or more of the following evaluation eriteria were used to essene
each functional area.

1. Management involvement in assuring pality.

2. Approach to resolution of technical issues free safety standpoint.

3. Responsiveness to NRC initiatives.

4. Enforcement history.

3. Reporting and analysis of reportable events.

6. Staffing (including management).

7. Training effectiveness and qualification.

However, the SALp loard is not limited to these criteria and others may
have been used there appropriate.

Based upon the gALp loard assessment each functional area evaluated is
classified into one of three performance categottee. The definition of
these performance categories ist

Catemorv 1. Seduced NRC attention may be appropriate.' Licensee mesa
egement ettention and involvement are aggressive and oriested toward
nuclear safetys licensee resources are ample and effectively used such
that a high level of performance with respect to operational safety or
construction is being achieved.

Catemory 1. NRC attention should be maintained at moreal levels.
Licensee management attentioe and involvement are evident and are
concerned with musteer safetyg lisensee resourses are adequate and
are reasoneAly ef fective such that satisf actory performance with
respect to operattomat safety or construction is being achieved.

Catemory 3. Seth NRC and licensee attention should be increased.
Licensee management attention or involvement is acceptable and censidere
nuclear safety, but weaknesses are evident licensee resources appear
to be strataed or not effectively used such that sintoally satisfactory
performaase with respost to operational safety or construstian is belas
achieved.
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!!!. StWfARY OF RESULT 5

!' Tunctionel Area assessment Catemore 1 Catener,2 Cateaorv 3

1. thnality Assuranse 2
4

2. Boils and Teundations 3

3. C mtainment and other
Safety-Related Structures I

4. . Piptas Systems and Supports X

3. Safety Belated Componesta X

6. Support Systems X

. 7. Electrical Power Supply and,

Distribution I

8. Instrumentaties and Centrel ICT HATED
Systems

9. 18 censing Activities I

10. Fire Protecties I

11. Preservice taspecties I

12. Design Centrol and
' Design Changes 3

13. Reporting Sep trements and
Corrective Attles I

'
!
.
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/* UNITED STATES

[ +h NUCLEAE REGULATORY COMMISSION}
Of FICs OF PUGUC AFPAIRs. REGION til

79e Reseeven Reed. Cien (Nrn. iemme 30137e...e

i

NEWS ANNOUNCEMENT 83-00
' .

CuMTACTs Jan Strasse 312/W32*2674
Russ war.htte 312/v32-2447

.

NRC STAFF FROPOSES $120.000 FINE FOR QUALITY ASSURANCE VIOLATIONS
AT NIDIAND NUCLLaA POWER STAT 10M

The Nuclear Regulatory Coussission's Region 111 Off tee has eroposed
e $120.000 fine against Consumere Pe ee Company for en alleged breakdown
in the t aality assurance program at the Midland Nuclear Power Station
construetten ette in Midland. Michigan.

An NRC inseestion of equipment installation in the plant's diesel
generator butidles between cetober 12 and November 25. tr82. identtited
numerous items of noneospitance with NRC Quality Assurance requiremente.

The propcsed fine consiste of two alleged vietations, each carrying
a 440.000 eenalty.

The fires vietation la for multiple esemples of slant personnel
fatitna to follow precedures, drawings and spectiteatlens in the insta11a.
tien of equipment. In one instance. an inspeetten progree was not
established to ensure the segregation of eteetriest sables in sesordance
tettone were made without proper authertaation.ges in drawings er speetf1*with design requiremente. In other essee, chan

The second vietetten was the result of the NRC's deterstaatten that
quattty control supervisore instructed quality control (QC) inspectore to
suspend inspections when excesetve numbers of defistenstes were observed.

The eenstruetten being taspected was then turned back to the
construetten staff for rework. The intent of this raattee was to improve
construetton quality prior to the QC inspeettene. n some essee. however,
the follow-up QC inspections focused only on the previevely identif tee
deftetenetes. instead of conductina a full reinspeetton. thte ptasttee.
thereforeg provided ne assurance that unreported deftetenstes were later
identifies er repetted. Retnesections will be required for these areas
where thte QC praettee was utilised.

This inspeetten praettee slee reeutted in incorrest date being fed
into the 11eensee's Trend Analysis Frostam, thereby inhibiting the utility's
ability to determine the rest causes of defittenstes and to prevent their
recurrente.
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in a letter to Consumere announcing the proposed fine Regional
Administrator James C. Keppler said the violations demonstrate the company,a
*f.:11ure to esercase adequate oversight and control" of its principal
contractor (Seehtel Power Corporation), which had the responsibility for
esecuting the QA program.

Reppler added that the QA breakdown, in part. caused Consusere to halt
some safety related construction work at the plant test December. and to
take " ether significant actions to provide assurance that safety-related
(tructures and systems are constructed as designed."

As part of its corree*tve action. Consumere has proposed a "Constructiet
Completten Program." outlining the stepe it will take to complete the Mid-
lead plant. It includes a reinspection of safety-related systems. third.
Party reviews to monitor project performance, and QA/QC organtaationalthanges, among other thinae

Consumers ales will 5e required by the WRC to determine the estent
tD which QC supervisors instructed inspectsrs to limit their findinasi

af defictonetes and to infore the NRC of what corrective action wi1I betaken to prevent this from occurring in the future.
the licensee has untt! March 10. 1903 to either pay the fine or

Ifthefineleprotestedandsubsequentlyimposedformallyta protest it.

by the NRC staff. Consumere power may request a hearing.

HH

February 4. 1903
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IEstinggi

1

of

Billie Pirner Garde'

Director,

citizens Clinic

cmstraunt Accountability Project,

Institute for Policy Studies
,

.

.

! ! Washington, D.C.
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MR. OthDNMI Ate peMints Cr DE G3ecTuta

Dfm32JCTIGt

On behalf of the Govertsunt Acacantability Project (GAP) of the

Institute fcr iblicy Studies, it is a hcriar and a privilege to agpear

before you today. I am especially planned by your invitaticm because

this ccrmittee has rweined standfast in its annitment to insuring the health

and safety of the knerican pecple throagh its vigilance in providing rease-
.

able regulation of the raclear power industry.

Your persistence in mcrdtcring Quality Assarance prelems at nuclaer
'

power plants thras#s: mat the natim is indicative of your &siication to

emintaining the gcarrenant's --itability to its citizens. It is car

hcpe that this hearing m the Midland leuclear Power Plant will begin to

aMress acum of the grave strei- et this sericmasly trahlad rprimar

cmstructim site - a si+.e recoydsed trf the Raclear Regulatory crnissim

00C) as eno of the soot problematic plants in the nothm.

It is m1y fitting that this panel should crzuence with the testinonies

) of two women dio are here not W= it is their j@ to testify, but

because they believe it is their esty. Mrs. Barbara stamiris and lers.

Mary Sinclair have volmtarily devoted a large part of their parsonal lives

to participating in the Atanic Safety and 1.ioensing kaard pre-Aig

m the Midland plant. These women are neither lawyers nce engineers: ,

rather, they are czmccrned citisans of a eccetmity uto are esercising ttair I

scral duties and legal rights in agasing the Midland fa-411ty's dosip,

constructica ard management deficiencies. They have been objected to

mtold ard yAamarved criticise by Omasers Ptner Company (CPCo), they

have opent thousands of their com Mlars to present sd diaeloon controversial

.
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inmas, and they have achieved results. If and Muri the Midland Insinar

Peer Plant opens, it will be a far safer facility than is wuld have been.
i without their par + M .w i = .

Ms. Sinclair's and Ms. Stamitis' emperiences shsu14 he of interest
,

to this comittee. Certainly they can testify first hand about the

queetians that were raiand Aring the rebruary oversight Raarings of the

tec's bu& pet roguest for 1984 and 1HS. As you recall, me of the tasume .

that m brought up in the hearing was the p 11c's lack of czmflamme la

the ruetaar ptasar inaast.ry and the 18C itself. This creedtten petianed

Midland as me of the plante uder ctmetructicri that had Oselity

Amarance brw% or design prelare that want tmdatected for years
4

by the WC. Certainly the probless at the Midland facility are not new

to Ms. Six, lair, Ms. Stauntris or the GhP.

In further hosping with the ejectives of or organlaatim, Ghr isI t
ar&cting a sejer indepardant investigation of the Midland facility.

Mn have intervimed raserous workers and oncerned citisma, analysed

auditing proposals that Cbnesers Peer Capany has sede to the tec staff

(in response to the . haly,1942 Advisory Ctsmittee m Remeter Safapaarde

; letter to Osireen Priladinal, and scrutinised Casiseurs' plans to resolve
'

rueercus efeWe that remain manesered regarding the *as built" ceditian

of the Midlard plant. With ese new piece of infbeestica that Gh? gathere,

we h increasingly concerned about the plant's estety and pure shoptical

abcut Cummsers' ability to identify and rectify the plant's blatant doeign,

conetzuctica, and renagment deficiencies. He are tastifying today with.

the hess,of etaatng ane. ors to air enamens - anmere that the seC
,

has not yet toen able to proride.

.
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1his testimary will amenine tw major laasses first, it will deten

the IsC's failise to recopise cr deal effectively with the empitzste of ' .

tfm prelaus at Midlands ad smaced, it will esq>1ain that tre solutim

prv==d by tJim utility a the eve of acamptance by the tsc canrot restore

} Pblic confidence in the safety of the Midland plat.
I Cemeurs' anmer to the pletkers of flees is the Cbnetructim

Qupletim Plan (G|P), die is intandse to remedy the prerious abuses

at the Midland plant. It la QAP's belief that althmgh t)u CCF identifies

pretano, it is interently arut spyirically inaA=re and it omrmat

=-fally mitigate or solve the omrious canamemnome of WU: deficiencias.

the plan is fedanentally flased at the meet because it calls for Ocmasure

to weluste itself and to identify its em prelame through a Gality

verificatim Progre. the legit.imacy of sucti a progra te ocapreised by

emflicts of interest. As chaiman uenti stated at the septaster 14, 1981

Oversight Hearinte en the is1111m N. timer Pcuar Statim in Ohios !
4

It spans unrealistic that the ccusaittee er the pblic would
have confidence that the acryery that negiacted Dan 11ty

, Assurance for so many years will, en its cam, fully uremer
3 deficiencias reedting fram its neglast.;

Ow 1ack of czmfidence in a esif evaluation is further diminished by

proeident of OCo Mr. Jctri D. Selby's rement haimi that the Midlandi

plant's failure will signal the finmeia' co11apon of his omqusy. In g

GhP's cyinim, N m1y my to samme adagante Mficatlan of the facility's

fle,e le to eliminata structwal conflicte of Antarest by creatig a'

1ssitimmte, L ^ 1..;, tWty revise.

Mr. Fappler acknowledgme that he intents to alkar the utility to identify

tie om pretes thrmoh sett "-en. nis resemig is cxmtusig -

he claise that g the Isc cemet trwt tem utility to identify its em'

;

*
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problaus the it cenot be trusted to cyerate a rmaclear pauer plant. Det

sisters of the Midlard staff do not trust Qawa' Midland unagement taan.

The goesurdag of Mr. Easylar is the ultimte in gtimian, but it is

not realistic. The p411c's health and safety derend cr. the actsaal

oceditim of the plant - not cut the maestantiated hspes and dreams of.

Mr. Emppler.

WOGDUC

A briat description is in wder ~~ia= who we are, how to

h involved with the Midland plant, and the sejw events landing g

to this hearing to better identify and illuminate the i== se believe

the OJumittee might wish to address.

The Goverwent Acacetability Project is a project of the Institute for

Policy studies, umahington, D.C. The parpose of its progree is to brf.edom
,

the uderstanding of tte vital role of the p4114 explayas in peuventing

mete armi corrwtien, to offer legal and strategic comael to 41stleb1cuore,

to bring seerdngful and migrdficet refama to the goverment workplace, and

to esgoes toetsful a repuseelve goverrount acticme that pose a therest to

the health ant safety of the Apurionn public. Preamtly, the Project pwides

a progree of sulti-level assistasman tw goverreent asplayees ido repart

111egel or improper actions by their agencise. Ghr regularly reni'are

goverwurital retcrne, offere angerties to Executive arends offices and agencima,
i ant reaperule to repasets by Oangrees and state legislatures !be analysis

of legislation to puhe goverment sore accomtable to the p411c.

tte Goverment Acountability Project also includes a Citiaane Clinic.a

for Acomantele doverwunt. The clinical progree assists and instruota

citlaans grows ant individuals idio emak to uncover goverwent adeomaset,

sumitar goverrount investigatione or fbrce repdatcry agnetes to recopilas

$Het 0.a0-9
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significant pblic health ard safety dangers. It is the citizens Clinic,

with GAP investigetcre, that has a&pted the Midlard case.

In Jaranary,1982, (RP was czmtacted by the Inne Tree Ctarcil of Midland,

Michigan. They infaned us that wtrkers - scue ancaiynous, amo neumi -

had been acr.tacting their cr-i=*4m ard disclosing serious guttless

at the Midland site. They alleged that the citize intervencrs had similar

emeriences and that as the allegaticne becse arre serious they Mdad

t3 seek help in directing these werkers. They were refened to the Goverraent

Accramtability Project by other mahingtcrobesed pblic interest gttags.

In March,1982, aftne intarviering rasserous werkers ard cmcarned

citiaans and preparing an extensive review and analysis of the history of

prtblans at Midlard, two CAP investigators went to Michigan. They reviedad
h-**i- fzcza the nuclear Regulatory Ctsmia=W, court transcripts,

and testinory tztza ptlic hearings. GAP regreamtatives made a secrrd

investigative trip in May,19s2 during insich they questioned witnesses, '

conducted serificatica swiaa, and reemarched tactnical in . S M -+1y,

GAP mtnitted workers' affidavits to the Regica III Inspectica and
*

Intercenent Office of W NRC. Fram those greliminary investigations ttm

Clinic identifies nine majcr areas of conoorn about the Midland Nuclear

Power Plant. 10 mannarias:

1) The coat of the plants At the time of the study, the plant
was 12m over its criginal cost projectims - now reachirsy
4.43 bil11cm &s11ars. That cost will be passed on to Ccmasuers'
customers only than the plant is W " useable and useful."
Attansy General estimates the electric bills fcr conssuers
will go e 47% - acd the electricity in't neede5 ansmy.

.

2) The soil settlanant issues Majur safety rwlated bddinge
have literally sunk and shouquently cracked as a resalt of,

pactly czrpacted soil. Scne builfings have omk w to - p
eight inches. The doisel-generatcr M41 ding has resumrors
wide cradcs that pose critical safety gattleus. The Mc '
tactnical agerts are divided about the safety of the DLS
during a seismic event. One empart testified the r2 wee

! - SiI ~ '
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a " pile of cxmcrete held together by metal robars."
,

3)~ Se location of the plants The Midland lev 1=ar Power Plant
is located within the city limits of a town of 51,400. Tfuera
are 2,000 irdustrial workers within % mile of the site, the
coolire pond getwerty border an elementary schcx21, and
unmarous temas surtotrd the plant.

4) %e envircrrental irmact: The plant will emit extracudinary.

arounts of donee fog fzum the coolim pcmd in whids the routine I

ard accidental radinactive releases will be entrasped. Sis |
fog will *rainaut" and "ionout" heavily sepulated areas. Also |

incitdod is the mressived issues of high lewil weste storage
cri site and the wasta discharge into the alree@ overly
ccmtaninatal Titthm==9 River.

5) no allegatims of pl. int workare: Midlard raaclear site workers
have ccme forward trd W rasnerous defects in the facility.
Ittker affidavits that GAP stianitted to the IUC reveal dozens
of allegations regardire plant safety and mismanageant. Yet
the most serious allegatione are yet mreacrded because of the
intecan Bechtal/ union ocmtrol over its workers. j

i 6) Inadoesete Nuclear Regulatory Ctrenisalon oversicht: NC acticns I

have been charactarized by a d=cada of giving the " benefit of the
dotet" to the utility even in the faan of repeated failures of
the utility to live tp to its promises of reformatica. Ih
a&!1 tim, the NC Region III director has failed to ackncwledge
his staff's recomendations and @=a=+4-= concerning design,
ocmstructicri and rarW deficiencies.

7) A Quality Assurance br%: An intense tsc irnestigatim
in the fall of 1982 cmfirmed the ongoing Quality Amourance
yrchlaras on the site. Bapented WQ: program deficiencias
have lad to fines, investigations, and audits since 1973.
Se QA progran ocmtinues to have major structural flaws that
rely m decisica makers seio have a built-in conflict of interest.

8) Intimidation and reprisals a7ainst wri ers: Stirkers are beingt
fired and/cr threaterad for =yraig site problems and pt.reulas;

i tMir allegations. All of Bechtel's employees are required
*a air m intimidating statement of ncm-disclosure and CICo
reconcly is: posed a " gag order * cm its empicymes for ta1xing to
to lec.

9) - Omtracts Cbnstaters Pcher Ccupony is under contract to prrwhen
stems by Decerter,1984 for the Dcw Chemical Cbspany.

~~* Q2ndtrars row cannot meet that s h=CM obligation.

Furthermore, GhP discovered that a rnzter of systems in the plant are

virtually in shseless smqualified welders have been working since 1980;

l'
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t2ere is a mejor patarials traceability br==hA==tr electrical cable traya

are overloaded ard tightly spacuds docanntation ses diarmored back-logged for

scnther the plant's paper woric is cut of controls and the "as built *

umdition of the plant is, at best, indeterminant.

As a resalt of our investigation and our failtre to acrwince the lac to.

take asequate rem 5ial measurse about the Midland plant we have turned to

this Cannittee and the t'rantamim directly. Ch staday se requested

that tM Qamniasicru

1) Modify the Omstructicra Penuit Otidland Nuclear poser Plant, thits4

1 and 2) to include mandatczy * hold pointa* cn the balance-of-plant
(nor) work ans incorycrate t). current Atanic safety and Licensing
soard (Ana er scard) ceduced " hold pointa" cm the soils rendial
work $_nto the Midland construction penuit.

2) Require a management madit of Cbnswers 7taser Qupany (Q00) by
an L4.: a. ccupatent sanagement auditing finn that will
de+=rmine t% causer of the sanageant faibaus that have readted
in the soils settlement disaster anS the recently discovered
Oaality Asmarance br=ah*==-

i 3) Reject th Omstrwtion Qaupletion Plan (CEP) as czarrently prupcend, (
including a rejection of Stone and Webster to ccrukact the thiad I
party audit of the plant. Instead a truly inompanSant, -T*='it,

-

and cr=dth1= third party maditor should be selected with pealic,

par +4d F i- in the process.

4) Remove the Oaality Assurano#Daality Omtzel functimi fram the
Midland Project Quality Assurance Department (MFORD) and replans
than with an indepanosnt team of WG: persersial that repor*.s ;
sindtaneously to the IEC and QCo managment. '

5) Increase the assigrument of IEC pararviel to include a&litianal
todmical and 9-i-+i= perscruel as requestad by the Midland
Section of t). Office of eraM=1 Casas (Osc) and,

6) Require a de*=i1=d revier of the soils esttlement resoluticri as,

outlined in the SLgplemental Esfety Evaluation Report,1-m=i.ing
a tednical analysis of the implapuntaticra of the 'Mi=i-*2

project at the current stage of ccupleticn.

t Mrs. sinclair and nre. stantris have testified about the prd>1ams en

tre plant sits - a Quality Asmarmion br=abh==1, skncan harthere puttalems,

and serious design deficiamcies. (RP has concentrated on evaluating the '

,
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ma=guacY of the solutim to those 3:41ame.

On April 8,1981 Regim III managanent over-ruled its investigative

staff's rootreandations to suspend constructicn at the itillima H. Zipuur

thaclear Power station naar Cincimati, Chio. Instead, the Isc issued an

2s=,di=*= Actim Intter thich, inter alia, required the Cincimati Gas

and Electric Ompany to devole a Qaality 0:mfirmatica Progre (G|P). On

lemmber 12, D82 the utter failure of the GP forced the Ccsonissionare to

maspend all safety-related constructicra at 21amur. thfactunately QWs

Cbnstruction ompletion Plan (CN) prW tw Midland bears a striking

rM1= rice to the key fims that dccaned the Q2. In scne casme, the 0:P

W t2e painful mistakes of 21 amer.

Mxe specifically, the Cbnstructica Ccepletion Plan is &xsud to failure

if the fo11 cuing specific probleum are not resolved gricr to the remaptim

of ocmstruction on the sites

1. Inharent Omflict of Interest

If tle CCP adagantaly recogniaod that it is the amus Cbnamers Ptaar

; Ozynsqr management that has failed to mapervise and control the lhginmar/

Ccmtractor M----f--{ the life of the Midland Project perhaps the CCP

teuld have a ctance to resolve the quality pr*1 . But the "CMIC Organi-

sation Changes * cutlined by the CEP sisply legi+M*== the very structure

that has failed to inplement the past QW recra-i=*i- plans.

2. Failure to Specify Inspecticri Proce&res and Evaluation Criteria
;

The QWC Boorganization fails to include or esplain the critiemi
4 --Qaality Cbntrol iaMi- plans. The tacerdcal ocntant arut 7-.-*

of mach plans are prMand at semin moiela==d futize tism, although G: will
i

be responsible for ipplaustting thmes 1sikncess, tsissplained 61cg2as

.
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which told the key to future quality at the Midland plant.

MESD even plans to etntirne to une Bacttal's Quality centrol Notices

Manual (CDt0 and 02ality Assuranz Manual (RyM) "as a;ptwed for use

on the Midland Plant." (6-3-83, at 12) The salutim my be convenient,

but it fails to explain tow a CNC: system that pNmA the DrProcess

Inspecticn Notificaticn (IPD0 and Deficiency Reput 03t) system could be

adczraata for a new Midland -iw to quality. -

3) Pro 7re irrlerwtaticn weaknesses
.

Histzically it has been the inplerwtatien of any CNQC gregram that

has been CKb's kiilles heel at the Midlard Plant. Similarly it is the

*
irplacentaticn of the current edition of the CEP that acncerns GP staff

wcrking cm the Midland greject. Under bplerentatien the following statanent

raines serious ccncarn about the CR.o cxrmitant to follo<ing its cun

pcofessed wrk plan
'Cbrrecti:n of identified pntisms will be given gricrity over

initiaticn of new wadt, as aprtTriate, and the cxrpleticn
teams will acM1a their wrk based on these priorities,
(erphasis a*ded).

There is to diamasicn of We will decide what is and seat is rot approgriate

to cor: set befwe ner tock is started, ncr how that de+=mia=+4= will be

male. nose critical ^=-4aions sinply sust be made by scracne other than

CKb ard their Bechtel EngineerAkntractcr.

4) Lacia M *=u.*dutional Freeden for the omlity Assurance Departant
!

The organizaticnal premise of the CEP is a "taan" concept that integretas :

fcxmstruction, engineering and quality assurance perscrnal. GP reserves

judpnent cn the cperatirn of the " team cxmospt" as an apgrgriate

ccmstructica concept fcr nuclear power plants mtil art ti:= as a utility i
,

can derrmstrata that there can be ceganizaticnal freahn fm CE faicticns.

!
t
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5) Lack of Ctswehensivenese

CIP rei_nWN will ccrvr.: crtly " accessible" otrpletal constructim.

The Regicnal staff has iniicated that this is acomptable to them, alticugh

there is no id*i- in any of the submittals of the percentage of wxk

that is rot accessible. Purther the CCP ccntinues to define mt fztse CCP

coverage the soils wrk, the ifVRC wak, the electrical cable reinspection,

the HSSS work, and other prelem areas that have ruraired indivi&aal prograse

to resolve deficiencise.

This piacensal aggrcech effectively surrenders any gretentions that

the CEP will pttwide a definitive anaser to the Midland E 3 21 ens, even

if the program were otherwise legitimate. The necessity for reinWi=

results frcus the ireoc aracy of currwit quality records in the first place.

Paperwrk revies are einply not dependable at the Midland Project.

6) T's TP Fails to Require the MinLssa of a Credible Reinopoetim

of the As-Duilt (bndition of the Plant

The meat of the reinspection progree is the Quality Verifi*iewt

Program. Our analysis is cngoing, however, there are a raster of ctwicus

f2me. These include, but are not limited to:

- Exclusion of 31,890 M "Is cln==9 TP_im Records (Ime)i

for tsc and soils work, cable routing and identification and ASE
hanger program, '

4

- WW review by the IOC of the Project Oaality Cbntrol Ihstructkre
C3:I's) to be used fx reinspectim,

~ Non-coglianon with the loot reinspection request, abstituting a
loot rei&_im effect based m a "systenvarea mientation,"
and aqplemented by a "randcan plant-wide iaWie" to provide a
valid quality h===11ne on an expeditious buis. (In other w rde
-4:='t= the rapiirusent to get boycrui thn loot hardware inspection
as gaickly as pn==ih1=.),

- Ni- fe ruber, crsecnents, and other anterials that are
inam===ih1= but indetensinate becease of meterials tran==hility
ggnh1mma.

!
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- Excessive r====S*11ty for the Docutive Manager of MP@c to how
overall resporathillty fcr the QVP,

- Critical PQCIs to be verifies by Revise of ex:Launtation only.

Inm5 equate I.2,J.,a Auditrr

At the February 8,1983 pblic nesting Mr. Esppler said that the IOC

* told CICo that me b ive progres neede$ to be dev=1 rpm and put into

place in order to (1) Provide assurance that azpleted w-Lmuon work

was exrd, and (2) Provide assurance that future work iould be effectively

controlled.'

i Evidently Regica III's assurance will can fran CICo's cnet audit of the
!

plant. Since February GhP staff marbare have tried every roammabla *

approach to cmvince Regien III that their ?"Wia=1 view of industry

snif-exarnination has failed at Midland. Although Mr. Resplar boldly

enintains that his " reasonable assuranon' of the Midland plant con m1y ncar

be ==ia+=M with adegante third-party Imh, in fact, the third party ,

=h -Ms to nine professionals ow.rviewing the werk of over 5,000

constructicm aglovens.

To date the 15C has anncnroel that there will be no response to PAlic

czmcerns about CPCo's selecticn of Set as t2e third party auditor. Nor will

there be an cpportmity to reviet the nothc Sology by whida SEW is to perform

its ftriction. Instead, acxnzding to an Agril 5,1983 3atter tzm Mr. Espplar

to Billie Garde, the S6w work will be 1MM at caly after a setblem is fourd:

No have not reviedad set met 2xxblogies atS & not plan to mises
we find sigrtificant grobleas idtich they have mi= mad.

The letter crmfirms that there will be no ptblic meeting to consider pblic
.

connants about either Set er to revier the adequacy of their plan. This
( cxmtimes the icng history of ~ a=*i- by default at Midland. Dtfcrtmately,

I
,
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*
for the public this theoretion1 apstoach to goverrrental regulat*7 as

both dangemas ard expansive. At this stage Regicn III is as guilty as

CIO2 of failing to remgnian the cmceptual flaws that will 3revent any

realistic soluticn tr '_% prtblems at Midland.

These srchlans are at least as serious as Diablo Canyen ard tisseur.

They toia:h cm every area of design and ccmstrh Fcr almost 14 years
.

there has been a total ladt of cxrmitment to a @ program which has left

the plant 851 cxsplete in an indeterminate state. 11m Icng trail of

ccatinuing revelations, potential safety settlams, harthere settlaus,

desigs flaws, major crnstruction defects, astroncaical price increases,

and broken promises have totally arcond the Emblic confidence in 003

and in the IGC to anare the quality of the plant's ccmstructica.

Only a truly 1.J r..:-4 cxzprehersive audit will assuage the pblic's

well-fotridad fears that Midland is rot safely e.he

1. Evaluation of the Stmo and Mster Pregoani

The czmcarns about 56M's independance w3uld be arishhat =ehia if

S&W had presented a minisally adecpate audit proposal to addreas the

i occpe of the m braa%. Dat it di&n't. Although the plan la too
i

{
sketdy to evaluate - a trief three page cutline - the ameer of perscrumi

piarinmi Sor the aulit rencwes any dcabt about cr=N14ty or dependability.

Ssw groposes nh asiitors fcr the Midlands project!

At a minisan, the emc shouh1 recoptise that any trP sust be basal cm

the results of ccupleted third-party fiMings, as well as a carmitment to stay fcr the

duration of the project. The third party Scogram nust provide aw.;- ive

viant of the as built crrditian of the plant by an 4- '
4 - autitor, as

.

well as an i * . 1 cd all future ccmstruction -- the 002,' -
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c:P, ard set plan abes rot do either. Like the soils aulit the SEN

progree will only run mtil CKb and the IOC have confidence in the .

adequacy of t2e irq1=+**i= cf the m Program for the Midland plant.

This is g a third party audit by ary stretcts of the 4W=+4=-

2. Iade of Irdspendence

Midland needs, and the Regian has ccmittat to a verificatica grogree

by a truly inasHndant ocuparty with re stake in the n*mma of its audit.

His l'%t third party naast serve rot cnly CPCb, but also the,pblic
interest by ensuring the quality of construction at the plant.

.
Stme ad Webstar fails under both a literal and realistic reading

of the Ctmisalon's primary financial critaria, that the third party ret

have ary direct previous involvement with the Ctzpuny. Sof directly fails

this tast. In September 1982 S&W was hired by CPCb to be the overvissur

| cn the soils m iny'Maticn. If the Ccuniisolan's independanos criteria

a o to be taken seriously they sat be arplian

Irwir=11y, it is the independanos criteria that IER uses as a basis

to reject the other CPCo ==i*i=; the THE Cbrporatica.

3. Lack of Pslie Participatie in the Selectim Prcomes

Even if the independence criteria could be est fcr Set the lack of

pelic per+i-4Pi- in the selection process destmye its W+im.
Although the February 8,1983 meeting attracted several inmored

Midland x-was there was no di-4= or irsue from the pelic about

the third party naditor, cr the whi~:y by thicts the audit would be
,

arducted. Instead Mr. Neppler and Mr. Eissima strenuously asserted that

an im audit sculd detsumine the =4=ry*y of the Midland plant
.

but failed to disclose enough of the elsunts of the audit to setjafy

emoon=4 citiser=.
l

.
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.

Within days the tec ard CIco were in *c2cand door" amaskms over the

acomptabilitar of the 02, the auliter, ard tra various scopes ad

m M 1ar4==.

13ntess Mr. Faggder ard the h==taa hame retaritten the policies of

the agencyf the Diablo Carrym model - tedch est the pr==d=* for increasmo

. pblic par +4%a*4= in resolvire the isans of hcne the h==4m

dioames indepardant auditetJ - should be used.

At Midland, by ccatrast, Region III has chosen to igroco the seria-

of tre situation by eliminating surqr of the most useful manns of pedic

participatica employed at oistao Carvan. man Ghr protested tte series

of *e2eemd axx* meetings pertaining to the ied p-wi=+ adit we inre told

that there would be no pelic meetings about S6W, but that all written

crmments would be considered. Instead of the IEC acting to allay the fears

of the p@lic Mr. Foppler's position of " resisting shared dar 4=irm seking"
,

has only served to reinforce the fears of an already Ye=1 pblic

in contral Midiiqun.
.

I
Stone ard War may be capatde of addressing the prddams at Midland, but

neither seu nce Cxb have bothered to acknowledge the L - of pelic

trast in a third party aditor. The selectica of S6w would M =tely1

| indensine the let's credibility b Midlard.

CDEIUSnes

In the fall of 1982 arn last staff person recorded On a log recently

4tained by GhP through 7023L rart=*=1 the following samary of the JCRB
.

request - fonnalized through timir Jure 8,1982 letter to Omirmert Palladinos

and leWL annagement roeptman.

The acns asked for a report of design gaality and construcelan adequaer.
they are ta*i o for amarance that with an the m prelans at Midland

,
' in specific areas that we have retover1rw*=d pechlane in other areas

theit have not yet reared their head. Is CRb addressing this ordy
truough the arw revievi,

L
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j

,

hr. the 300 effort addresses "wxk in progress" ggg,8

mif men amovem wm tua mour, a aar v s . - ->
Only fcr the AFw systen!

SERES AS A "$MPL2" (ALDIt)

But it doom't anser Oakrent's ptblem with hidden problans. 300 goes
fmn today anS dcas m1y address fanard fit. They e rue. investients
what hassenso h.

TDE LOCKS BACN8dC 5tD.

But m1y for the Arw systemt Dee've cxpo full circ 3a).

- . Dr. Oekrant's prhl== with hidaan problems is the seus as GAP's cancarn

about hidden pr+1 . In the past M both CPOD and the tec have managed
, .
1 to avoid the key questim about the Midland Plant - met is really cut

tiere? tkitil that questim is anaerut cer91stely, cxxgatently, and

credibly there can be to assurance about the safety of the Midland p1mt.

k

.

._ .

*

Midland Investigation Staff ocritributing to this Project: Lyrre Bernabei,
ttra Devine, touis Clark, Mana Yctag, Paul Pelapin, Jotui Richards,
Debbie anolover. Debbie Kringle, kbart Does, Johnatlust Smith
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Statement of Victor Gilinsky
Cosuaissioner, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Connaission

before the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs
Subconnaittee on Energy and the Environment

on the Midland Nuclear Project
June 16, 1983

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee,

i -
d Thank you for the opportunity to participate in your hearing

ca the 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. Keppler.

_

t

In preparation for this hearing, I visited the plant about a
, week ago, in the company of many of the witnesses scheduled

to appear todays our resident and regional inspectors: the
various intervenors; and the Chairman of Consumers Power and

i n ebers of the Consumers Power organization. I came away

with a number of impressions, some, of which I would like to
1

share with you.

History of Problems

The Midland project has a troubled history. It was begun in
1969, and for the next fourteen years encountered one

difficulty after another. Some were beyond the control of

the owneras 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 decisionf work was stopped again for over a year
because the company was short of money; and certain areas of

work have been stopped on a number cf occasions because of

construction quality deficiencies. Most recently, after an
' ERC inspection which turned up numerous quality assurance

deficiencies, the capany halted much of the safety-related
-work in 1982. Following this, Consumers Power developed an

, elaborate inspection program including third-party reviews,
,

to check the safety-related work that has been done, and to
,

(nrure that future work is done correctly.

, Foundation Proble.ms

What se'_s Midland apart from the other half-dozen or so

trtuble-plagued projects with which this Cocnittee is

familiar, ie that Midland was discovered, in the late 1970's

to be sited on inadequately mixed and compacted fill. Among

other things, this requires excavating under the reactor,

structures, while supporting them on tes:porary supports, and

rsbuilding 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 soil problens, the NRC staff
|

istued 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 our staff lawyers in

those days was that construction problems did not justify

immediate enforcement action. This meant the li:en.ee could
prevent the order from becoming effective, a d thus continue

construction, by requesting a hearing. This the company '

* dida the plant continued construction, and has been in

hearing ever since. It is a useful reminder that it isn't

just intervenors who taka advantage of hearings.

.
*

Ongoing Hearing
;. ,

I should mention that the NRC staff's formal p.articipation
,

.--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 uti4ity. At the same tire, the

involvement of the staff in a formal adjudication greatly

, complicates staff-Commission communication on the important

issues. I think this argues again for ending the NRC

staff's role as a formal party ir these 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 Courission oversight

It is unfortunate that the Cossaission itself has had so
- little to do with NRC action on this prcblem plagued

.
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pr$ ject. . So far as I could tell, the Comission had never

had a meeting on safety problems at Midland. Until

yeiterday, the last meeting of any kind on Midland was in

1978, and that was on a personal dispute between the staff

r.nd intervenor lawyers. Upon my return, I reconmended to
,

the Chairman and Commissioners that the Commission address

itself to the safety problems at Midland.

We had the first meeting on this subject yesterday. It

thows that the prospect of a Ccenittee hearing is a very.

untful way of concentrating Commission attention. My own

i feeling is that given the scale of the problens, the

(nirmous suas involved (sums which are ultimately paid for

by consumers) the complex interaction of the project with

- the NRC through a 1.icensing Board and headcuarters and

Regional staff s, it is essential that the Cornission be

es.nfident that the agency is dealing properly with Midland.

We need to be,sure the company is complying with our

ragulations, and that we are assuring such ccepliance in a

s asible manner.

In reviewing this record I am troubled that our systems for

amuring safety -- both the utility's and the NRC's -- turn

up very serious problems so late in the construction process

Ond that the solutions are so slow in coming. There has got

to be a way of spotting pschless earlier and dealing with

them more promptly.

That is all I have to say et the moment, except to introduce

Mr. Reppler, thd Administrator of dur Region III. *

. . _ . .
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MIDLAND PROJECT
SITE PLAN
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1

MAJOR PEATURES OF THE MIOLANO CONSTRUCTION PERMIT,
CONSTRUCTION PERMf7 MODIFICATION. AND QPERATING UCENSE PROCEEDINGS
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Construction Permit Proceeding

Appeal Board Actions
i

,@ Merch 28,1973
. ALA8-106 leaued m,oefying LD. with roepect to quadty- andconioi.

. 2 May 18,1973 . ALAS-123 issued affirmmg rememder of LD.
3 June 3,1973 - ALA8-132 directing the stoff to take certain actions and

report to the Appeal Board on quality amourence metters.
I@ Seneember 18,1973 - ALAS-147 issued following stafra recott pursuant to ALAB.

132. Staff directed to insure revision of QA %

| Intervenor motion to stay or revone CP ommed.
' {@ Ossober 5,1973 . ALAS-182 'eaued denying aconcent's and stoffs motion to

resonador ALAB-147. Renet ordered in ALAS-147 mosfled.
, @ Novameer 28,1973 . ALAB tm issued: intervonor's motion for cierofloseon of

ALAS-123 in eght of Commason's ruling in Nme Awe Aset
2 on energy conservouon referred to Commmeon,

. Appeal Soard memo to Director of Regh noong CA
deficiences and uripng ngoroue enforcement

@ December 3,1973 - Staff leeuse Order to Show Cause on CA deficensee,
auseeneng cenan acevame.

@ December 4,1973 . ALA8182 leeued denying intervenor's monon to enforce
_ ALAS-152, nonag met me Appesi soord no longer had

@ July 30,1975 - ALAS-25 issued affirming LEP-74 71.

...

Commission Actions

~ December 17, 1973 . Stem permite resumpoon of suspended activiese.

December 20,1973 - CU 713 loeued denying Imervenore' motion to set ende
staff accon of Decemoer 17.

- @ January M 1974 . CU 763 issued denying Econsee's moenn to dismiss the
Creer to Snow Cause, rtervenor's monon to revone the
permho, and granting intervenor's reouest for a hearing.

@ _ p 34,1974 . CU-765 issued denying intervanors monon to reopen the
hearing on energy w

@ Petruary 6,1974 - CU 7671 sound denying intervenor's monon to roosen the
homing on snenged circumesonese reanng to the cost of the
prefect and Dow Chemsers intent to purchsee sesem from
the plant.

[14 February 3D,1974 . CU 74 4 leaued denying .a . - - - ,of CU 767.
' 15 Apre 11,1974 . CU-7615 issued reviewing Dow Chemicere contractusi

otWigsman to purchase steem and electricity from the piant
,

and refusing to reopen es rowd.

Licensing Board Actions

@ sensembera,1s74 . Lap-7671 issue,d ter. meso,ng Show Cause proceeding and
'

ano. g CP to eme e fact.
h March 5,1975

. LSP-754.u.eue,d denying inearvonor's. mot.iona d r.open the
le to reSho. C ep oceseng . sentofic e ge eu,t

egenet orchrtect-engmeer, edeqpng that the suit remed
qualny ammarance.ienuse.
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Construction Permit Proceeding
,

Table S-3 - Fuel Cycle Impacts

. - @ .hdv 21,1sM . D.C. Carade issues Aeschenen v. NAC romanene onse
I to NRC h Sent of ha ;4 of pornons of

Tames S-3 lenvwonmanimi eMec. of the has cyme). for
-J- - . of Moorvosor's energy conserveden'

cornensons. Dow Chammers othgedone to purchame
ensom. and for ciereceoon of the ACRS lener concom-
he the sient.

@ August 18,1m . CU 411 issued dresting that a heartne board be con.
vened to essermire wnsiner tne CP shound me con-
unued. medmed. or suspensed pendne senseen of an
inamnm Tasse S 3

@ September 14.19M CU-7014 lesund denyin0 Econome's monen to reson-
east CU-7411, eenving interwenors monon to timet
- -- . and dueceng the hearing board to son.
seer as immuns romanned try the O.C. Cinast.

@ Neverraser 5,1SM CU-7019 imm.d dresehe heerte board to esser con-
meuronen of fuel cyase enenere pencing the messmen
of an treenm Tatte M heonn0 of oWier lemune to con-

!"

@ Aort 3,1971 . AM hound, pursuant to Carrenamen endogeman, I
Iearryme toeneme's moenn to sesy prosesskig in eght

of Seereme Court's grant of enrewwf. enst eenweg h-
!'

s,e,rve.ne,,rs enomens a haft consrussen and for. fin.anstal. .es se.
I

@ See.mns, a 1m . Larm s7 is d rwu.ine. .n r e h he, m m ;

eend CP penskne sesolueen of issues romanded try D.C.
Cneum

@ February 14,19M . ALAF4 issued eferming LBPM-57.

@ Apre 3,1m . Suoreme Court issues Wrment vaname musiner poner Corp.
v. NAOC re.same D.C. Oreult's.' ' ~ _ _ opinen.

Construction Permit Modification and *

Operating License Proceedings
,

@ August si, tm . otass nneenseiesesa

@ No e,M.im .=a e.nor, dos d.
-

@ = c1= . N e of e.,or v te, f ,b. . ot a e.non
,u d.

@ Desammer 8,1s7s
f

. NRC lesues omie.r m.eGMne conswuce.a.n so,s.das. Can ,
m

-re r a me .or s of or.

e.yed pendne ounceme of .

'

@ Ociober 24,1980 . C.an.esedseen of sea.s im.mase in a proceeding w8th Onlur fora o ae.non resos .

@ Aort 30,1 m . Lice.nsme Board Order resultin0 NRC seeff appsevel for emAp.
|re. d _ _ - - -

. C._.e, .,.m .m.n.ed t.o - ,.
.
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TESTIMONY OF

JAMES G. KEPPLER

REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR

REGION III (CHICAGO) 0FFICE

BEFORE THE-

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND THE ENVIRONMENT -

0F THE

j COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES '

.

I

WASHINGTON, D.C.

I

; JUNE 16, 1983
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Good morning Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee. My

name is James Keppler and I am Regional Administrator of the

Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Region I!! (Chicago) office. I

as appearing before this Subcommittee today in response to your

May 6,1983 request to present testimony on behalf of the NRC

i staff concerning remedial soils problems and the Quality

Assurance program at the Midland Nuclear Power Plant.

You have requested in your letter that we address the NRC's

procedures for handling construction quality issues at Midland,

and the NRC's regulatory actions relating to the remedial soils

problems and the Quality Assurance program. Let me state at the

beginning that we recognize that there have been significant

problems at Midland. Before the NRC wi1* issue Operating

Licenses for Midland, we will be satisfied' that the plant has

been properly constructed an'd can be safely operated.

I

You will recall . Mr. Chairman, that at this Subcommittee's

; Hearing of November 19, 1981, on the subject of quality

a s s'u ra n c e . Chairman Palladino identified 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

quality assurance problems. The most significant of these have,

* been:
.
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,

1. inadequate control of concrete work in 1970,

2. inadequate control of design and procurement activities in

1973,

3. inadequacies in welding of concrete reinforcing steel in

1973,
-

.

4. inadequate control of concrete rebar installation in

safety-related structures in 1976,

5. omission of containment tendon sheathes in 1977,
,

.

6. failure to properly compact soil under safety-related

structures, identified in 1978, and

' eating, ventilating and air7. deficiencies in the h

conditioning system in 1979.

t

Fulthermore, as recently as l'982, a comprehensive NRC inspection

of systems and components within the Olesel Generator Building

idIntified many construction problems which resulted from a
7

-bteakdown in the implementation of the quality assurance program. b

C3ntrary to the'Zimmer case where the NRC staff did not recognize
{

th3 quality assurance problems as they unfolded, the NRC staff

*
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attempted to deal with the QA problems as they occurred at

|
Midland. In this regard, many licensee actions were initiated to

correct QA deficiencies and upgrade the QA program as a result of6

NRC's concerns regarding implementation of the Midland QA

program. Specifically. many enforcement related meetings took

place with top licensee management, stop work actions mere
initiated. civil penalty action was taken and hRC Orders were
issued. Perhaps the most significant of these was the 1979 Order

related to the settlement of safety related structures, which was

contested by the licensee. As a result, this matter is the
subject of a pending proceeding before an Atomic Safety and

Licensing Board (A5L8). That same Board has before it Consumers

Power Company's application for operating licenses for the
Midland plants and the breakdown of quality assurance, in

general, is also being considered in this pending proceeding.

In 1981 I provided testimony to the ASL8. I testified on the

more significant quality assurance problems that had been
experienced in connection with the Midland project and the

,

corrective actions taken by Consumers Power Company and its

contractors. I stated that. shile many significant quality
~

assurance deficiencies had been identified. it was the NRC
staff's conclusion that the problems experienced were not

indicative of a breakdown in the implementation of the overall
i

. quality assurance program. I also noted that while deficiencies
had occurred which should have been identified earlier, the

. . _ . _ _ . _ _ .. - _ _ . _ _ _ . . _

.
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licensee's quality assurap:e program had been generally effective !

- in the ultimate identification and subsequent correction of these

deficiencies. Furthermore. I discussed the results of Region
-III's special quality assurance inspection. of May 18-22, 1981

which I had initiated to determine whether modifications made to t.

the QA Program in August 1980. were effective. The results

reflected f avorably on the Midland Quality .issurance Department.

formed in August 1980 to improve QA performance. The thrust of .

,

my testimony was that I had confidence that the licensee's
quality assurance program, both for the remedial soils work and

for the remainder of construction, would 6e implemented
,

effectively. '

>

It was not until April 1982, that 1 was made aware that

additional significant quality assurance problems were being
encountered. This concerned me in dew of my.1981 testimony to
the ASLB. As a result I no'tified the ASLB that 'this previors
testimony would be modified, directed staff ev'sluations to.a'ssess.

the cause and correction of these problems. and created a special
(

Siction within the Region !!!'Cffice solely to handle the Midland
Facility. After reviewing the f acility status, this Section
recommended and then conducted the' Comprehenstre inspection of

systems and components within the Diesel Generator Building.
They also provided more intensive inspection of remedial soils
activities.

1
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As a result of the problems found in intensive inspection of the

components and systems within the Diesel Generator Building,
similar findings by the licensee in other areas. and our

evaluation' of the concerns id'entified to me in April 1982. -a

number of actions have been or are being taken:a

1. all safety related work was stopped on December 2. 1982 by

Consurers Power Company except the following: (1) nuclear

; steam supply system installation work, performed by Babcock
I & Witcong (2) heating, ventilating, and air conditioning
| installation work performed by Zack Company; (3) post system
f

turnover work; (4) hanger and cable reinspections (5) design

engineering: (6) system layup activities and (7) remedial
soils work.

2. .the A$L8 ordered in April, 1982 that safety related remedial

soils work must be reviewed and approved in advance by the

NRC staff.

3. all ongoing safety related remedial soils work is being
overviewed by an independent third party (Stone and Webster
Corporation).

-* 4. a Construction Completion Program (CCP) has been developed

by Consumers Power Company and is being 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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1

licensee's quality assurance program for future work.

Furthermore. 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 1RC will require an additional third party -
,

overview of the CCP until the NRC has determined that the

licensee's quality assurance program is effective on a

sustataed basis.

5. a civil penalty of $120.000 was proposed for two violations

related to the findings from the inspection of the systems

and components withinithe Diesei Generator Building

Fria the technical standpoint, the remedial- soils work required

ts correct the settlement of safety related structures at Midland

I - is complex and unix 0 in the nuclear industry. The design and ,

; construction methods for the necessary underpinning to properly

support the Safety Related Structures has been carefully reviewed

and evaluated by the NRC staff, and is provided in the Safety

Evaluation Report related to the operation of Midland Units 1 and

2. NUREG-07g3. Supplement No. 2. (copy enclosed).

-I have attempted to.be respo'nsive to the issues raised in your '

'

letter Mr.. Chairman. -It should be understood that I as speaking
,

on'[['on behalf of. the NRC staf f. not on behalf of the'A$LB
presiding over' the Midland procarding r0 * or behalf of the

LCommission insofar as they may ++ ses 4 ,y order in the
! .

-

proceeding. I will be happy 'S a r.) questions concerning

the Midlan'd project.

>-
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CITY Of tilOLAND, 202 A*MMAN STREET 48840
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' tar 311mG eenstreetaan geality at the utdland euelear Feuer Plant,

t. et oserse. saanet testify as to se quality of the aetgal seastgestice. I

cannet epose en the Laternal resources needed by the quailty esseresse
progree, t een egene to me percepetens of quality as wiseed by lesal

gewernmental leadore. I een efter er e atione se what the enc's

enfestives seght to me.

I'd Late to give a quiet sketch of my seemenity, spread over la aquete attee
of central niettgen egentryetee. Eteland La e etty of appreminately 37,000
containtag ammy of the anonittee of eittee far larget 14 sise. Nidiend has

thousanda of highly trained and setentifiaally erleated ,oeyte. The

estatandtag research laseratories and eneros of production plaats of the Dew

haaal Cageay and the thus Coreing Corporetten are a significant tesoures
not only for ser state tot for ser natten. The entieene of Midland, the

people I represente have gene to midland from threegftout the world. They are
generally preteestenals with a toes apprestaties for estence.

Proteettag the healta. estety and general welfare of City feeldente la er

seers responsibility. And is eennestles with the eenstrostien of the Midland
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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 estremely comples.
Thousands of skilled workers and engineers are applying theit knowledge in the
installation of millions of feet of cable, alles of' piping, thousands of .

esives, gauges, monitors and instruments. In addition, this plant has a

unique feature in the cogeneration of steam.

In any undertaking of this magnitude, errors will be found during the
construction process. Sound judgment dictates that after errors are

discovered that they be reviewed, that corrective action be metermined and
that corrections be completed in an orderly and timely fashion. Compounding
the foregoing, however, it is apparent that specifications and rules are being
changed on a continual basist and this has inevitably lead to some
sizinterpretation and confusion.

The safety record of the American nuclear power industry is a clear indication
g

j that the quality assurance which was appliwt in operating nuclear plants la !
i Euccessful. This industry has over 700 reactor years of operational

experience. Their safety record is outstanding, when compared to any other
,

industry. Even 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 trac over the past 30 years demonstrates that the nuclear power
industry has done an excellent job in prote= ting public safety and beelth.

~

In this context, is reasonableness currently being applied to the nuclear
power industry? My impression is that the regulatory agencies responsible kor

,

the Midland plant have been satremely responsive to any complaint made against
Consumers power Company or the contractors. They have ' bent over backwards *

to be fair. novever, multi levels of quality assurance personnel appears to
be a structure which promotes delay and confusion, particularly when they are
in disagreement with one another. Delays appear to have been longer than

j necesi ry to appropriately rectify these' problems. While the final result
( must be a system which provides appropriate and stringent enforcement of
! anfIty regulations within a reasonable time, it is an open question in my mind

as to whether this is being accomplished within a reasonable time.

.
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only and final arbitrator for the approval and continuance of work on
safety related systone.

Not withstanding the foregoing, we are convinced that.the problems that
have come up thua far are being taken care of conscientiously by the amC
and that the plant can be fintehed in accordance with the applicable
standarde, we also believe that it will be possible to operate this plant

; after it la licensed, with safety.

Confidence, character, and reputation are qualities that are earned.
Consumere power has been a re11thle provider of power and a quick
responder in emergencies to the City of Midland for most of this

century. 90 shake that confidence, tc, doubt that character, to tapugn
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 le essential to the economic escurity and well
being cf our nation and the State of Michigan. Industry in the hard-hit

] northeastern indoatrial agion of our nation needs long ters competitive
electric and steam power. Nuclear power mast be a part of that energy

'

supply. We must realistically recognise the limitatione cf our natural
resources and energy demande of not only ourselves but tAs world. Nuclear
power any represent the best hope for the abatement of acid rain, and a
etable energy source during the interruption of other energy sources. It
le essential that the Midland plant be compiered and completed safely and

? econ.
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only and final arbitaator for the approval and continuance of work on
safety related systems.

Not withstanding the foregoing, we are convinced that the problems that
have come up thus far are being taken care of conscientiously by the NRC
and that the plant can be finished in accordance with the applicable
standards. We also believe that it will be possible to operate this plant
af ter it is licensed, with safety.

Confidence, character, and reputation are qualities that are earned.
Consumers Power has been a reliable provider of power and a quick
responder in emergencies to the City of Midland for most of this

century. To shake that confidence, to doubt that character, to impugn
that reputation would requ!.re a lot mee evidence than the problems that
have surfaced up til now in connection with this construction project.

A diversified 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 needs long term competitive
electric and steam power. Nuclear power must be a part of that energy
supply. We must realistically recognise the limitations of our natural
resources and energy demands of not only ourselves but the world. Nuclear

power may represent the best hope for the abatement of acid rain, and a
stable energy source during the interruption of other energy sources. It

,

is essential that the Midland plant be completed and completed safely and
soon.
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Midland Dail.y News

- - , ,. p ,-d-.n. m .,_e

City officials meet with GAP
on nuclear plant testimony

87JAME8IsELER starand the counett as we pereeise it.*
Dady. ewestaff ariter he smed.%

After meeting with city feeders a Ms. Carde said she requested the
i

meetmg to put Mi
m porgeetis-o' dtend'e auci,4r ptensCovernment Accountability Propect

ith pmbieme at othereffetal asad Thurnday.*ee agmed mere
thee we disagreed * es wht should be planta ereund the Umtad hree. such
done aboutpree6emsatthe Midiaad nu. as the Zimmer plant neer Caecinnart
seerpiant - and DiableCanese in C4hforma.

GAPS Seitse Carde met Wednesday -tput waatee them to m.ke sure thy
*

nichtwith LynrJeesch IL hae and wereewareerthewhonettery, enesad
Csty Waager Clifford IL Malee to die. Befers the meetms. L C ree ese
cues Ana aopcomiegtsettmonybefer, prowed cessere that man intenced to
a congressionet subeemmittee een. tell the committee. chaired by Reo

,
dustteg hearings en proelems at the Merris Udall. D. Arts t%t etery.
plant thang a woneers4t. we meat the piant.

Las sesd Thiired4, ne spee.fle ar. == need the ptant*
taencemeeus4the meetingatCity H41 -His statemente se este to the paine
and that his presentaties witi be e , heee reflected the purey line.if the Catv
*eeseposite view"of the muncal and aty Couned and the Chameerer Commeres
assinistratsee, but it haen t retteered the re4htv er how

% dado t make any req 4eets thee bad things are at the geant ~ he e.de

we say saything steenfically.* Lan Wsin e statement ie being ent:en hv

esad.,"eWei of eeurse, were there te himed. % lee fity 4:tsence J. ann #
R4e and C.ty C:ert Dneid W u cchlissest e

& Ceres. esordinator af GAre in. LAe ***d at *ll 988 he eser==d Je the
weetasatene et the Midland sste. .sied ehe councihenateauncilmeanners erput
was seistsee abeist the tieetenes "#e MN

-Ther peestion. take on r armatine, se
e.e,tig,,, ,g ,, %g, ,,,,,,,,g ,,,,,,that if thee plant's peine be huut is s g,,g ,,,y t,,g g,, g,,,g , , , , ,

gotta he built sa." h Gaede.e4 .g
man aime amid that 4.thassen him tee. y,,,,,,e,,,,g,,,,,g,,,d

timony Defere the inue. Eeercy .e4 Deesea. W4 tlasmear. recenth roadEamement %bcommettee may con.
,,,,c,ounal Wan's,presen,tation .heuld
the

taun ibeitado egrened hv pla t uses.n ,,a,,,,,,,gg,,,
menta et profiably eall sones the CitF the plant, as wed et its supporters,
Couned esueeert ibetheprmw.t

Sut. Was esid. **t ll he seated 4p4 %tallthesepenatswillbemeludedia
^

thet a stJ' The LO msnute prweitation the seesch.Lan and
hhely will not cesitain lengthy ary4
menta se favoref the plant.he.did ,We fe net going te park eut diferent

Des #teMeNeene.'Maae med Buinstead. Wan saidL he will keep kne
viewpoim,aing to diffenes pee,i,t,,we re hetespeechan the aspiest'guaintyenntrad.
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Mayoralinput on N-plant sought -
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PRIPARED STATCIENT OF !!ARSHALL HICKS. SECRETARY-TREASt!RER.
UTILITY WORKERS UNION OF A'.! ERICA

i

| TE UTILITY HmKERS UNION OF # ERICA REPRESENTS

APPROXIMATELY 250 OERATING MD MAINTENMCE EffLOYEES OF TE

CONSIMRS PCER COWANY WHO ME CURRENTLY ASSIGNED TO TE MIDLAND

PUCLEAR GENERATING PLA1T. IN ADDITION, IT REPRtbENTS

APPROXIMATELY 5,000 OTHER OPERATING, MAINTENMCE AND CONSTRUCTION

EWLOYEES OF THIS EWLOYER, ALL OF WHICH ARE LOCATED WITHIN THE

i STATE OF MICHIGAN.

M UTILITY WORKERS UNION OF A & RICA HAS REPRESENTED

OPERATING MD MAINTENMCE EMPLOYEES OF NULLEAR GENERATING PLANTS
f

AT CONSUERS POWER COWANY AND AT OTHER COMPANIES LOCATED IN

VARIOUS PARTS OF TE C0tNTRY.

R LMUA E)eERS LOCATED AT THE MIDLAND PLANT ARE ELL

TRAIED AND EXPERIENCED IN TEIR PARTICULAR CRAFT OR ACTIVITY:

ALL HAVING BEEN TRANSFERRED FROM OTER OFcRATING NUCLEAR OR

FOSSIL FUEL PLMTS ONED MD OPERATED BY TE CONSUERS P0HER

COWANY, APO ALL HAVE BEEN IN TRAINING FOR THIS PARTICULAR PLANT

FGt A CONSIDERABLE PERIOD OF TIE.
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I

.TE ERKERS REPRESENTED BY THE UTILITY WORKERS UNION OF

# ERICA ARE NOT INVOLVED DIRECTLY IN TrE CONSTRUCTION OF THE

PLANT OR Tit INSTALLATION OF TE EQUIPENT, TEY #tE HOEVER,

VERY CONCERNED WITH TE QJM.lTY OF THE WORK AS IT WILL BE TESE

ERNERS WHO WILL REMAIN ON TE SITE AFTER TE CONSTRUCTION IS

CarLETE TO OPERATE AND MAINTAIN TE FACILITY, AS VARIOUS

SYSTEMS AND COWONENTS OF TE PLANT ARE COMPLETtD AND TUHNtD OVER
-

TO CONSUERS POER COWANY LNUA EEERS TAKE OVER #0 PARTICIPATE

IN TE OPERATION AND TESTING OF THOSE SYSTEMS A6D COWONENTS MO

ARE ACTIVELY INVOLVED IN TE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THOSE;
*

SYSTEMS AND COWONENTS FROM THAT TIE FORMARD. A NUpeER OF T E

SYSTEMS 70 CCWONENTS HAVE BEEN TURNED OVER TO CONSUERS POER

COWANY AND ARE CURRENILY BEING OPERATED AND MAINTAINED BY Tit

IMR EEERS mille TEY CONTIN.E TRAINING FOR EVENTUAL FtLL

OPtRATION OF TE PLANT.

!

! AS E PREVIOUSLY STATED, TE WORKERS AT Tit M10 LAND PLANT

M10 ARE REPRESENTED BY TE UTILITY WORKERS HAVE MORE THAN A ;

i PASSING CONCERN FOR fHE QUALITY OF TE CONSTRUCTION AND1t.

SAFETY OF TE PLANT ONCE IT IS PLACED IN FlLL OPERATION AS IT IS

Tit!R LIVELY 000 AND PERSOM. SAFETY milch IS AT STAKE.

TIEREFORE, OlR EEERS HAVE NOT BEEN AND ARE NOT RELUCTANT TO

REPORT TO THE MANAGEENT ANY POSSIBLE DEFICIENCIES DISCOVERtD IN I

'

TE CONTRUCTION OF TE PLANT OR TE INSTALLATION OF ANY OF TE

EGJIPENT.
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TE MMAGE!ENT OF CONSUERS POER COWMY HAS BEEN VERY OPEN

A10 CANDID WITH THE LOCAL UNION OFFICERS MD THE WORKERS ASSIGNED

TO TE MIDLAND PLMT. THE PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED lli IE |

CONSTRUCTION PROCESS HAVE BEEN EXPLAINED MD TE MNMT HAS

ENCOURAGED TE UNION MD THE EWLOYEES !!.*iOLVED TO REPORT MY

DEFICIENCIES OBSERVED SO THAT CCRRECTIONS CAN BE MADE. WE

CONSlUER IT TO BE MOST SIGNIFICANT WEN TE CHAIRMM OF THE BOARD

OF CONSlMRS POER COWMY EETS WITH TE UNION LEADERSHIP TO

MAKE SURE TE UNION Uf0ERSTANDS MANAGE &NT'S C0m! TENT TO

IMEDIATELY RESPOND TO, AND MAKE CORRECTIONS MERE NECESSARY

I MtNS SUCH REPORTS ARE MADE.

ON APRIL 26 0F THIS YEAR I WAS PRESENTFOR A FULL DAYS

EETING AT WHICH TIE TE PLANS FOR TE COWLETION OF TE PLMT

CDNSTRUCTION ERE DISCUSSED IN FULL DETAIL WITH TE LMUA LOCAL

UNION LEADERSHIP, INCLUDING TE INCREASED EMPHASIS ON TE QUALITY

ASSLRANCE PROGRAM. E FEEL COWL 0ENT AND OUR EleERS AT THE

M10L#0 PALNT ARE ECLIALLY COWIDENT, TE MANAGEENT'S CamlTENT

TO COWLETING THE Pl>NT COSTRUCTION AND ITS DEDICATION TO TFE

EXCELLENT-QUALITY OF THE WORK WILL ENSURE A SAFE AND SECURE WORK

PLACE MEN THE DELAYS ARE ELIMINATED AND TE FACILITY IS

EVENTUALLY PLACED INTO FlLL OPERATION.
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TESTIMONY
,

or

JOSEPH 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
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I AM JOSEPH M. CRIBBEN, DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH AND LEGISLATION
i

|
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 BUIIDING

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 THIS PANEL IS MR. GEORGE SUCH, BUSINESS

MANAGER--THE TOP ELECTED OFFICER--OF THE UNITED ASSOCIATION I4 CAL

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
i

COIrtROL INSPECTORS AND OTHER MATTERS CONCERNING THE MIDLAND PROJMCT,

PER SE.

BEFORE YOU HEAR FROM HIM, BOTH PRESIDENT BORDE AND PRESIDENT

GEORGIIEE FREL IT WILL BE HELPFUL FOR THE COaetITTEE TO HEAR A BRIEF

OVERVIIII OF CONSTRUCTION IABOR'S GENERAL ROLE AND POLICIES WITH

RESPECT TO NUCLEAR POWER PLANT CONSTRUCTICII.

PRESENTLY THERE ARE 62 NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS UNDER COtfSTUCTION

OR 006 ORDER IN THE UNITED STATES.
I

WHII2 THE MANNOURS OF WORK WILL DIFFER FROM PLANT TO PLANT,

ON TER AVERAGE A 1,000 MEGAMATT WUCLEAR POWER PLANT PROVIDES

A30tFF 8,400,000 MANIIOURS OF WORK FOR THE CRAFTS REPRESENTED BY

TER BUILDING AND COIISTRUCTION TRADES DFPARTMENT.
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.
TEE MEMERS OF TEE UIIION I REPRESENT BERE, THE UNITED ASSOCI-

ATION, TYPICALLY PERFORK ABOUT 28 PERCE3rf OF THOSE MANNOURS OF NORE.

THOSE CONSTRUCTION NOREERS REPRESENTED BY THE LABORER'S INTER-

NATIONAL UNION ARE NEET WITE 17 PERCENT OF THE MANBOURS, FOLLONED

BY ELECTRICIANS AT 12 PERCENT, CARPENTERS AT 9 PERCENT, IRON NORKERS

AT S.5 PERCENT, OPERATING ENGINEERS AT ABOUT S PERCENT AND BOILER-

MAKERS AT AaOM 6.5 PERCENT. NO MRER CRAFTS PERFORM AS MUCH AS

5 PERCENT OF TME MANNOURS OF NORE.
4

SY NAY OF COMPARISON, CONSTRUCTION OF A 1,000 MEGANATT COAL- ,

FIRED ELECTRICITY GENERATING FONER PLANT NOULD REQUIRE ABOUT
.,

6,800,000 MANaOURS OF NORE AND 30Tvrannarene TOP THE MANBOURS LIST
*

AT 18.7 PERCENT. THE UNITED ASSOCIATION IS NEXT AT ABOUT 184

PERCENT.'

i SINCE YOU ARE CONCERNED BERE TODAY ABOUT QUALITY CONTROL,

i

! AND SINCE TEE QUALITY OF M LDS IS OF PRIME IMPORTANCE IT MAY BE

USEFUL TO POINT OUT TRAT NUCI2AR QUALIFIED NELDERS COMPRISE ABOUT

17 PERCENT OF TER TOTAL WORKFORCE ON NUCLEAR FIJufTS.*

ON UNION PRMBCTS, MOST OF TWOSE NUCLEAR-QUALIFIED NELDERS f

ARE FIPEFITTERS AND MBIBERS OF TER UNITED ASSOCIATION, ALTHOUGE

MHER CRAFTS, PARTICULARLY IRON NORKERS AND DOILERMiytERS ALSO

PERPOISE NUCLEAR-QUALIFIED M LDING PROCESSES.

NON, I RAVE COMPARED WUCI2AR CONSTRUCTION MANNOURS WITH COAL-'

~

i- FIRED PLAllTS. BUT I MANT TO ASSURE THE COIStITTEE THAT NEITRER NY

UNICII NOR ANY OTERR SUILDING TRADLJ UKIOIt ADYOCATES CNE METNOD

OF PRODUCING ELECTRICITY OVER TER OTMER.

NE SELIEVE TEAT BOTE NUCLEAR AIID COAL EAVE A ROLE TO PLAY IN

i

t

i *
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i ENSURING ADEQUATE ELECTRICAL ENERGY NON AND IN THE FUTURE. NE
I

BELIEVE WE RAVE A RESPONSIBILITY TO PROVIDE THE SKILLED CRAFTS .

MEN, MECHANICS AND LABORERS FOR THESE PROJECTS REGARDLESS OF THE

FUELING METHOD CMOSEN BY THE UTILITY.

TRAINING OUR PEOPLE IN THE SKILLS NECESSARY TO QUALIFY THEN

FOR THEIR NORK IS ONE OF THE PRINCIPAL OSLIGATIONS 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
,

NELL AS AN ESTIMATED 50,000 JOURNEYMEN IN SPECIAL TRAINING PRO-,

GRAMS TO FEEP 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 SY MANAGEMENT AND LABOR, UNDER THE CAREFUL SCRUTINY OF THE

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR'S BUREAU OF APPRENTICESNIP TRAINING.

MITEIN TEE PLtDSING AND PIPE FITIING INDUSTRY, BOTE THE

CONTRACIORS AND THE UNION TAKE GREAT PRIDE IN TNE TRAINING PROGRAMS

WE MAVE DEVIIDPED AND CONSIDER IT TO BE THE BEST, MOST COMPRE-

RENSIVE AND MOST NIDELY RECOGNIEED TRAINING PROGRAM OF ITS RIND

! ANYNEERE IN THE WORLD.

| NE nave A MorIO TmAT GOES 1, IRE THIS: *TnERE IS NO SUnSTIturE

FOR A SKILI20 CRAFTSMAN OF THE TME UNITED ASSOCIATION."

ZT IS NOT AN EMPTY SIDGAN. IT IS A CONSTANT REMINDER OF THE

FACT * EAT OUR SUCCESS AS WORKING MEN AND WOMEN AND AS A TRADE

UNION RESTS FUNDAMENTALLY UPON THE SKILLS OF OUR 35858R8.

_ _ _ _ , . . _ - - , ._ _ . , . . . . . _ . _ . , . . -
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IACAL UIIIONS ORIGINALLY TIED IN TREIR TRAINING Pmma wgrg

THE VOCATICIIAL TRAINING PEOGRANS IN TME RIGN SC300LS IN THEIR ARRAS.

BONEVER, AS THE LOCAL UNIONS GAINED STREMOTN, BOTE Frost A MEMBERSMIP

AND A FINANCIAL STANDPOINT, TERY WERE ASLE TO BRING THE FORMAL

APPRENTICE TRAINING PROGRAN UNDER THEIR OWN ROOF.- NITE THE ESTAS-

LISIBIENT OF A tal10N-INDUSTRY TRAINING TRUST FUND IN TIIE LATE 1950's,

TIIE IOCAL UNIONS WERE PROVIDED WITE FtNEOS Ott A NATICIIAL BASIS TO

' ENABLE TIIEll TO PROPERLY SQUIP TRAINING FACILITIES, PROVIDE SUPPLE-

MENTS FOR SALARIES FOR APPRENTICE INSTRUCTORS, AllD PURCHASE TRAINING

MhTERIALS. THIS FUNDING MAS IIIABLED THE IACAL UNICIBS TO PROVIDE

TRAINIIBG IN ADEQUATE FACILITIES WITN A MINIMupt OF OUTSIDE INTER-

FERENCE. TODAY, TWEREPOstE, TIEE UI8ITED ASSOCIATI01814 CAL U1810118

IIAVE APPIIOXDIATELY 300 TRAINING SCIIOOLS 14CATED IN THE VARIOUS

AFFILIATED 14 CAL UNIONS.

THE TRAINDIG PROGRAllS ARE FIISANCED BY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

AGREEMBfTS TIIAT ar. tar ATE A CERTAIN ABIOUNT OF MOISEY POR EACN IIOUR

NOREED BY DA MEMBERS. IF TIIERE WEltB 100 TRAINING PROGRAll, THIS

MOISEY WOULD 00 IIrrO TIIB PAY ENVIIAPES OF Tile CRAFTSNEII INVOLVED. k

TIREREFORE, NE NAVE A UIIIQUE SITUATION IN WHICH TIIE JOUIDIEYMAll

IIIMSELF C00fTRIBUTES FRolt Test TO TMEIITY-FIVE CENTS AN IIOUR TO TRAIN

All APPItENTICE 18100 NILL EVEIITUALLY C00EPETE WITNIN TME SAIE AltEA

0F WORE AS THE JOURNEYHAll.
.

THEREFORE, TIIE UA TRAINIIBG EFFOItT'REPRESBITS A DESP CosetIT-

MENT TO TEE FUTURE OF OUR COIISTRUCTICII INDt,STRY AllD OUR NATICIt.

TEIS DEEP C001CERII IS NATCHED BY TER C003EITIBIIT OF UIII005 CONTRACTORS

IMO ALSD RECOSIBIER TER NEED TO TitAIN POR TOeIORRolf'S NEEDS.
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FOR THE PAST 30 YEARS, THE UNITED ASSOCIATION HAS OPERATED A
.

SUpssR PROGRAM AT PURDUE UNIVERSITY TO PROVIDE INTENSIVE TRAINING

FOR OUR JOURNEYMEN AND APPRENTICE INSTRUCTORS. AFTER FIVE YEARS OF '

ATTENDANCE AT PURDUE INSTRUCTORS ARE ANARDED A CERTIFICATE BY THE

UNIVERSITY AS QUALIFIED INSTRUCTORS IN THE PLUMBING AND PIPEFITTING

INDUSTRY.

OVER 1,200 INSTRUCTORS ATTENDED LAST SUP9tER'S INSTRUCTORS
*

PROGRA88 AND OVER 2,000 MAVE RECEIVED THEIR $-YEAR COMPLETION

CERTIFICATES. MANY OTRERS HAVE ATTENDED SPECIALIZED PROGRANS

SUCE AS FOR HIGH-TOLERANCE NELDING OPERATIONS.

MITR ALL OF OUR $15 LOCAL UNIONS AND THEIR LOCAL CONTRACTORS,

INVESTING SO MUCH IN THEIR TRAINING PROGRAMS AND MITH OUR BIG

| NATIONAL CONTRACTORS SUPPORTING THESE PROGRAMS THROUGH OUR NATIONAL

AGREEMENTS, I THINE YOU NILL SEE THAT OUR INVESTMENT IN TRAINING

IS ENORMOUS. I C.VI'T CIVE YOU A PRECISE DOLLAR FIGURE SUT YOU CAN

BE SURE IT AMOUNTS TO MANY MAllY MILLIONS *0F DOLIJuts OVER THE YEARS.

AND OTHER BUILDING TRADES RAVE SIMIIAR PROGRAMS.

NE FEEL Tite C00NIITTER SNOULD BE GIVEN THIS BACRC ^ SO THAT-

YOU NAY UNDERSTAND TilAT TERRE IS NO FLYahY-NIGNT APPROACH TO SKILL

TRAINING IN THE UllIONIERO CotBSTit0CTION INDUSTRY.
'

OUR MRISERS RNON TMAT THEIR SKILL IS THEIR STOCK IN-TRADE.

TIERY TARE GREAT PRIDE IN TitEIR NORK AND, ON THE PRACTICAL LEVEL,

TWEY RNON TMAT TOP QUALITY PERFORMANCE 000 THE JOB NILL NEAN .

INCREASED JOS OPPORTUNITIES IN TMEIR NORKING LIVES.
' } IN VIElf OF TME SOOGETIMES SCATWING AllD SBOT-Gulf ATTACES OII

NOT ONLY INSPECTIONS a0T ON TmE QUALITY OF TME CRArrSMAN'S NORE

4
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ITSELF AT MIDLAND AND AT OTHER NUCLEAR CONSTRUCTION SITES, WE

FEEL OUR PRESENCE AT THIS HEARING MAY HELP TO PUT OUR CONCERN
,

ABOUT TOP QUALITY TRAINING PROGRAMS IN SHARPER FOCUS FOR THE

BENEFIT OF THE COMMITTEE AND, PERHAPS TO PROVIDE A CERTAIN AMOUNT

OF REASSURANCE FOR THE GENERAL PUBLIC.

FINALLY,LETMESAYTHATMYUNIONANDTHE80kLDINGTRADES

DEPARTMENT OF THE AFL-CIO FULLY APPRECIATES THE NORE OF THIS

ColmITTEE IN EXERCISING ITS OVERSIGHT RESPONSIBILITIES WHERE

NUCLEAR POWER PLANT CONSTRUCTION IS CONCERNED.

WE BELIEVE THIS NATION NEEDS TO MAKE MAXIMUM SAFE USE OF ITS

TNO MAJOR ENERGY RESOURCES--NUCLEAR AND COAL TO ENSURE AN ADEQUATE

SUPPLY OF ELECTRICAL ENERGY IN THE FUTURE.

WITHOUT THAT SURE SUPPLY OF ENERGY WE FEAR FOR THE NATION'S

ECONOMIC FUTURE. MANY OF OUR MEMBERS ARE INCLUDED AMONG THE MILLIONS

WHO ARE JOBLESS TODAY.

ONLY SUSTAINED ECONoel2C RECOVERY WILL PUr THOSE MEN AND WOMEN
,

BACK TO WORE.

AND RECOVERY WILL INEVITABLY BRING WITH IT INCREASED DEMAND FOR

ELECTRICAL ENERGY. WE DO NOT WANT TO SEE ECONOMIC GROWTH STIFLED

13 THE NEAR FUTURE BY OUR FAILURE TO MEET THAT DEMAND.

NOBODY IS MORE CONCERNID ABOUT SAFETY AT NUCLEAR POWER PIANTS

THAN THE PEOPLE WHO ARE SUILDING TERM. ;

WE RELIEVE THAT SAFETY RECORD HAS BEEN OUTSTANDING AND WEe

APPLAUD THE WORE OF THIS COSMITTEE IN MAEING SURE THAT THE NIGEEST

OF SAFETY STANDARDS WILL PREVAIL AT MIDLAND AND ELSEWNERE.
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TESTIMONY

OF

MR. GEORGE R. SUCH

BUSINESS MANAGER

UNITED ASSOCIATION LOCAL UNION 85

SAGINAW, MICHIGAN

TO THE
.,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WASHINGTON, D.C.,
,

JUNE 16, 1983
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TEANK YOU VERY IWCH FOR CIVING ME TEE OPPORTUNITY TODAY TO

' SPEAK BEFORE THIS COsetITTEE AND SEARE WITH YOU THE VIEWS CF TEE

. T.UILDING TRADESMEN AND WOMEN WBO ARE CONSTRUCTING THE MIDLAND

EtX1 EAR PLANT.

I AM SPEAKING ON BEHALF OF THE VAST MAJORITY OF NEARLY 2,000
,

CONSTRUCTION CRAFT WORKERS EMPLOYED AT THE MIDIAND WORESITE WEEN
*

I SAY THAT THERE IS A GREAT DEAL OF PRIDE, COMMITMENT AND DETERMI-

NATION TO 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 MIDIAND

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 APPROEIMATELY

600 PIPEFITTERS AND WELDERS FROM MY LOCAL LABOR UNION CUlULENTLY

WORKING AT THE PLANT.

CUR HIGHEST PRIORITY AND RESPONSIBILITY IS TO FOLLOW REGUIA-

TIONS AND PROCEDURES PROPERLY TO ENSURE THAT WE ARE BUILDING A

SAFE PLANT; MOST OF OUR CONSTRUCTION FORCE AT MIDLAND ARE IOCAL

! RESIDENTS. THEY ARE NOT GOING TO TARE SHORTCUTS IN BUILDING THE
1

PLANT THAT COULD IMPACT ON THEIR SAFETY AND THE SAFETY OF THEIR

FAMILIES. THE CONSTRUCTION CODES AND REOCLATIONS FOR BUILDING A
1

NUCLEAR PLANT ARE STRICTER AND MORE DETAILED THAN FOR SUILDING

ANY OTHER TYPE OF ELECTRIC GENERATION PLANT.. WE SEE THIS DAILY

IN THE PERFORMANCE OF OUR JOBS.

LIREWISE THE TRAINING PROGRAM, CERTIFICATION PROCESS AND

INSPECTION REQUIARMENTS FOR OUR CONSTRUCTION WORKERS AT MIDLAND

.

t
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, ARE IWCE GREATER TEAN FOR ANY 0755R EIND OF WORE. THE WELDING
'

f.

i' AND T R FIPEFITTING I MAVE SEEN IN THAT PLANT IS OF THE BIGHEST

j QUALITY. TEE 3EN AllD WOMEN WBO ARE PERFORNING TEIS WORE ARE
t-
' SEILIED, TRADED AND CONSCIENTIQUS.

THE CRAFTSMEN FOLLOW STRICT QUALITY CONTROL AND CUALITY r

ASSURANCE RULES AND REGUIATIONS AT TWE MIDIAND FIANT TO DSURE

TEAT SAFETY IS NOT ComTenn. WE EAVE IN PLACE AT TER LOCAL,

:. ~ !'

| UNICII A PROGRAN FOR OUR NORRERS TO TELL TERIR UNION tmmEIP IF '
f

*
TERY BELIEVE TRAT SAFETY AND QUALITY ARE SEING COMPROMISED. THE

*
,

2
; SUSINESS AGENT OR LOCAL PRESIDElrF IN TURN CAN MEET WITE TER CON-

TRACTOR OR UTILITY TO MARE SURE TEAT ANY PROSLENS ARE CORRECTED.,

!

Tits OVERNEELMING ATTITUDE OF QUR WOREERS IS TEAT TERY SELIEVE THAT i

TEE QUALITY OF THE MIDLAND JOS IS FIRST-RATE AND TEE MOST ColeION
1

STATEMENT REARD FROIt QUR WELDERS AND FITTERS IS THAT TERRE PROS- f
. ,

j ABLY IS All EECESS OF REGUIATIONS AND OVERINSPECTIONS AT A NUCLEAR._

; POWER PLANT C0188TRUCTION SITE.

CUR WORRERS IIION TRAT ON SITE PROGRAMS ARE IN PLACE. TRAT [

TERY CAN GO DIltECTLY TO THE PROJECT QUALITY ASSURAIICE DEPARTMI31T,

OR TO TEE COIIStRERS POWER SITE MAllAGER OR CCIISTRUCTICII SUPERIN.:

t

TENDENT IF TERY BELIEVE TEAT QUALITY PROGRANS OR SAFETY PROGRA8IS
'

ARE BRING CCIWROIt! SED. T ERE ARE PROGRAftS IN PLACE MEERE OURy

j LOCAL UNION STElgutDS 8EET REGUIARLY WITE TER PROJECT alhilAGEElrf

} TO ENSURE TEAT COISIUIIICATION BETWEEN TEE ORGAIIIIATIONS ON SITE IS
;

,
EFFECTIVE AlfD TilAT NO COVER-UPS EXIST. TER CRAFTSNEN ARE ISLL,

j j AMidtB 0F INTERIIAL UNICW MECMANISISS AND CII SITE DIRECT COISIUNICATION

- CEAaEIELS TO MAIS SURE TEAT TERY UNDERSTAalD TERIA Joa, EAVE PROPER
1

;''
"

- TRAIllING AalD EQUIP 91ENT 07 Pear 0RIE TERIA JOS, ARE AIIERE OF CODES AND,

RBOUIATICIBS TO FOLLOW IN COIIPLETIII4 TERIA JOSS AaID UNDFRSTAND
6

THE 113308 AIID ColetITIsrFS FOR TEE OVERIESPBCTICII 0F TERIA IIORE.
I '

I WhirF TO REASSURE TEIS CCIERITTER TEAT TER MIDLAIID NUCLEAR

FIANT 18 RSING BUILT SAFELY. TEE CRAFTlWI AND IICIEN AT TER JOS-,

SITE WOULD EAVE IT IBO OTERE Mt. , TER UIIICII t.manaamate CF NE IACAL
'

AIID OTERR 302381386 TRADES IACAL UI810158 IIOREIIIG AT 8tIDIANF ALSOi
! NILL EAVE IT 100 OTER II4Y.
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| NRC Participants
I

! Darl Hood
!

Tom Novak
i

'Jaf, Harrison

- ' Bruce Burgess
,

Ron Cook

Ross Landsman,

Ron Gardner
,

' Wayne Shafer

Bert Davis

- James Sniezek

Jim Keppler

Darrel Eisenhut

Bob Warnick
.

NRC Attendees

Jim Stone

Mike Wilcove

Bill Paton

Steve Ledis;

i
3 Russ Marabito
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CPCo/NRC Meeting - February 8, 1983 - 9:00 a.m.
i

,

Keppler's opening remarks and introductions.

.

.l.
*

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.
[

,

l

!

J. Cook - Soils work not covered in 1/10/83 letter. Treated separately..
i The program today excludes soils. Third party review will be discussed.
i

D. Miller - CCP Sources of Inout (See attached sheet)-
1. Evaluation of Systems

2. Transfer of QC to CPCo QA (MPQAD)

3. ,1NPO 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

l ,

Eisenhut - What is problem you are addressing?,

Miller - Novak letter to ACRS - validate past QC inspections, improve

understanding of acceptance criteria.

i

QA/QC Implementation Improvement

1. Recertify QC inspectors

2.1 ' Integration of' construction and inspection planning
)'

_g ,, e . e 4 * ''
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Figure 1-1 - Schematic CCP

Davis /Shafer - Craft training questions

i

! .

' Miller - QC needs to be pushed down to craf t personnel from supervisory
*

personnel.

Eisenhut - Where is QC breakdown? Does the design say 3/8" or 1/2", etc.
I

i

Selby - insufficient clarity, improper interpretation are the problems.

Miller - Figure 1-1

Cardner - Any rework during Phase 27

Miller - No. No systems completion work.

Shafer - How will inspector know if room has been 100% inspected?

i
i

Miller - Rooms will be marked. Most critical systems will be done first, etc.

.

Eisenhut - Specs and drawings inspected to be accurate.

I

!

J. Cook - NRC never said CPCo had design problems.
.

4

Davis - Physical inspection fine - what about record verification?

Miller - Yes. You're right.

\.
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Keppler - Are you into Step 5 anywhere? (See schematic.)

1

I

Miller - No.'

{ ..

Miller - Section 2.0 Preparation of Plant

.

Roy Wells - Section 3.0

Shafer - How many inspectors are certified? When PQCI procedures chen)e will30r- -

'

inspectors be retrained?

Wells - Yes. Procedures are being simplified. Inspectors will be

recertified to new procedures. A Level III will make that decision.

Landsman - Will'old manuals be used at all?

Wells - They are being rewritten to incorporate Bechtel's/CPCo's .

|
I

Sniezek - When these procedures are complete will there be any questions

in the inspectors' minds?'

i

r

hells - None.
,

i

Shafer - What measures provide that once you get past systen QC it
wen t
ee .it be " business as usual"?<

Figure 3.0 - MPQAD Organization Cnart

. - 4
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Wells - Fine tuning being done now. There have been 200 additions since

September.

.

; Eisanhut/Keppler - Where have changes been made?
'

I
< <

Wells - W. Bird, Ma' nager. QA. Bird has offsite responsibilities. Wells has

onsite responsibilities.

i

Eisenhut - Why is this change going to work? We need confidence. The

leader sets tempo. What makes you qualified?'

;

Selby - QC reported through Bechtd. Now QC does not. It is integrated,

e

with QA.,

!

J. Cook - We looked at overall' picture. Wells is the best man for the job.
1
i He has direct control over QC.

l

i Selby - PQCI's being changed. Recertifications of inspectors, etc. All

of these changes have been Wells' decisions.,

<

:
*

; f

; ' Eisenhut - Are you going to.have enough scheduling flexibility?
,

I-

}
,

Wells - Naturally,

I

| |

|

} Keppler - Clarify statistics on behind inspections.

Rutgers, Bechtel - 16,000 still open.,

i

!
l'

.
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Eisenhut - What is a desirable number?

!

| Rutgers - No backlog in ideal world.
.

' Eisenhut - How far behind are you?

Selby - 3100 behind. That seems a little high.
4

|
Figure 3.1

Landsman - Elaborate on reorganization.

Shafer - What measures have been or will be established to assure new

organization will work?

| Wells - Close supervision, continued monitoring. He'll (the supervisor) will review

performances. . We are revising trending program.

Kepple,r - One problem - timeliness of QC inspections. Personnel performance
,

reifects supervision.

Wells - My people are voll qualified. I'm keeping them,

I

i System Team Organtastion - (See sheet)

Eisenhut - Make sure employee's concerns don't get lost in shuffle.

o

, .

*

i 0
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'- '.

Gardner - Where are people going to come from?
i

Wells - Either CPCo. Bechtel or contract help.

j ..

i

Burgess - Will team supervisor be Bechtel employee?

Wells - Maybe.

BREAK

!

Wells - QC racertification

Eisenhut - Why did you need to go to a racert?

Wells - Written closed book exams now vs. old oral exams.
;

!

Sniezek - Did all inspectors pass new exam?

|

f -

; Wells - Not yet. 235 people have been tested. 24 have failed. Of

~

the 24 who took the test a second time, 2 failed again.
.,

'
!

Eisonnut - 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.

..

- /

e
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Cardner - PQCI exams?
,

Wells - About 500 - 30 failed once. 3 failed twice.
; ..

Shafer - What abou't the three who failed tw' ice?

.

Wells - They've been removed.

2

Sniezek - What is 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.
i

Shafer - Performance demonstration - given by whom?

Wells -

D |
.

4 e f
9
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Section 4.2 and 4.4

Don ' Miller - Benefita of Completion Team Approach (See sheet)

.,

*

Eisenhut - Single point - who?
,

Miller - Quality representative.

,

Eisenhut - Same on last 2 bullets?
.

t

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?
I

-

Miller - Yes. ,

'} s

!

Shafer - How many team'?a

Miller - About 25. No commitments. 850 total systems. Most of

the systems _ turned over are electrical.
:

1-

.

N

4,
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'
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i

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..
S

.,

Burgess - System d'one? 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.
,

i

Landsman - What is safety-ralated?.

t Miller - We live to FSAR.
i

i

Eisenhut - FSAR may be amended.

Keppler - We're taking issue with the FSAR.
.

O

_ _ , m e + .+ * *'
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1

System Team Development - (See attached)

.

Keppler - Project time frame?
-i

..

Miller - Sometime mid-March

Keppler - Management reviews by March?

Miller - Yes.

:
?

Cardner - Status activities and quality verification parallel . . . . .

Now does team process identified nonconformances?

Miller - Working out details.

i

Shafer - Team not responsible for Appendix B7

!
i

Miller - Inspection of records done by QC

System Taam Operations - (See attached)
,

,

Shafer - Can anyone write an NCRT

|
'

l

Miller - Yes. !
I

i
|

;f7~~.
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Section 4.3 - Roy Wells

i

j R. Cook - Does that include PQCl inspections?

!'

! .

j Miller - Yes.
I

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".:

,

4

Wells - CPCo will look into Q-ness.

Gardner - No inspection due to backlog ever. Not a reinspection.

'

Vells - The team will do that.
!

!

Verification Program Concepts - (See attached)

Novak - System turned over - example.

.

i Miller -
!,

!

Sniezek - Rebar, anchor bolt not accessible for direct inspection - why

not UT/

-l
!

:.

.

_ . _ _ . . . . . . . . , .... . . , - Il .
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Wells - They are addressing. Not committing yet.
I

I

i

j Shafer - QC inadequate in past. 153.000 inspections closed by those

f personnel.

; .

.

Miller - They will' continue. If can't document

Warnick - Problem with sampling - 100%.

.

A

Wells - We'll reinspect. We'll go 100% unless statistically can't be proven.
,

,

Davis - What confidence level?

Wells /Norris (MAC) -
t

f
;

Section 4.5 - Phase 2 - System Completion - (See attached)

.

Eiser. hut - 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 27
\

t

'

. Wells - No. We haven't identified,significant' programmatic problems.
,

'No predetermined hold points.

, ._ _ _ . . - . . . . ., .... . t
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' '

Sniezek - Are you looking at simply diesel generators?

Wells -

.

4

Shafer - Quality v.erification 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 coils work

being done.

!

I
'

'
Third Party Independent Review - Keeley - (Sec attached)

Keeley - Scif-initiated evaluation will be submitted to NRC by end of
|

February. Items from MAC being factored into corrective action implementation.i

f
.

S
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,

I
!Eisenhut - Characterize findings in report.

Keeley - Gave insight into how to improve implementation to have a
k

.

I better program.

Novak - HVAC system findings?

f

Keeley - Positive. CPCo took aggressive action. 14 people were henc4 weeks.
1

I 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)

4

Keeley - Status so far. Talking to TERA and Stone and Webster, drafting specs.,

I
,

!

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.

.

e - -m
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Program Status - Tera Corporation - (See attached)

Eisenhut - Program plan has been submitted to CPCO, but not NRC.

j ..

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.
;
.

Tara - Three years for auxiliary feedwater

Novak - Control aspect of AFW went to Bechtel?
.1

Tera - Yes.

.

- Review of supplier documentation and-review of storage and

maintenance of documentation ongoing.
l
|

.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?

- i

Tara - Yes.

I

Eisenhut - Are they basically measurement-checks?--.No independent NDE.yet.

It looks necessary. Schedule for AFW late March /early April.L
~

l

. _ .
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: '.

J. Cook - Complete entire project, not just NRC concerns or QA concerns.

{ CPCo is committed to completing the plan,
'

k .

'

Keppler - Meeting was helpful. A lot to deal with. Steps are being

taken in right direction, but NRC has been let down 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

- it.ientive . If they make a mistake let them bring it to their supervisor,,

inspectors don't need to find.

.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

i

Wendell Marshall
i

Unnamed speaker
{
l

Oswald Anders'(See attached).,

*
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AGENDA

i Ope'ning Remarks JWCook

Constructi,on Completion Program
,

Introduction DBMiller,

.

Detailed Description RAWells

Third Party Review GSKeeley/ TERA

Bechtel Comments JARutgers.

Closure JWCook
.

\.
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|

|
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CONSTRilCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM
.

: SOURCES OF INPilT
~

4

4 .

.

1. EVALUATION OF SYSTEMS COMPLETION
*

. .

2. TRANSFER OF QC To CPCo DA (MP0 AID

I 3. INP0 SELF-INITIATED F.VAlllATION
;

fi . 1981 SALP REPORT ann SHRSEQllENT DISCilSSIONS

: -

5. THE OcTonER/ NOVEMBER IIIESEL-6ENERATop RUILDING INSPECTIONe,

:

j 6. NOVEMBER NRC LETTER TO THE ACRS

' ''

7. NEED TO PLACE MORE EMPHASIS ON SOILS START

i

'
.

>

.

t

+
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'

CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRA_M_
'

.

ORJECTIVES.

, ,

; -

.

.

IMPROVE PROJECT INFORMATION STATils RY:

f -PREPARING AN ACCURATE LIST OF To-GO MORK AGAINST A DEFINED BASELINE.
!

-BRINGING INSPECTIONS UP-TO-DATE AND VERIFYING THAT PAST GUALITY ISSUES HAVE BEEN OR
"ARE BEING BROUGHT TO RESOLUTION.

.c
^

-MAINTAINING A CURRENT STATUS OF WORK AND QUALITY INSPECTIONS AS THE PROJECT PROCEEDS.
.

IMPROVE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE QA PROGRAM RY:

| -EXPANDING AND CONSOLIDATING CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY CONTROL OF THE QUALITY FUNCTIONS.

.
-lMPROVING THE PRIMARY INSPECTION PROCESS.

,

i

-PROVIDING A UNIFORM UNDERSTANDING OF THE QUALITY REQUIREMENTS AMONG ALL PARTIES.
,

!

, -

6

:
i
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'

.

. . .

4

CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM dCoNTD)
. .

-
. .

ASSURE EFFICIENT ann ORDERLY CONDUCT _0F_-THE-PROJECF-RY:-

.

-ESTABLISHING AN ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE CONSISTENT WITH THE REMAINING WORK'.
'

,

.

-PRovIDING SUFFICIENT NUMBERS OF QUALIFIED PERSONNEL TO CARRY OUT THE PROGRAM.'

-MAINTAINING FLEXIRILITY TO MODIFY THE PLAN AS EXPERIENCE DICTATES."

9

8

o

1

4

1

- .

V

e

i

f

e

|
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FIGURE 1-1
'

,
, CONSTRUCTION COMPLET|ON PROGRAM 8CHEMATip

,,

* PHASE 1 PHABE 2
.

SECTION PLANNING IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING IMPLEMENTATION
.

PREPARATION .,
OF THE PLANT

. .

I
.

'
CA/OC ' *

RE'ORGANIZATlON -

.

PHASE 1 PHASE 24
PLANNING PLANNING

'MANAGEMENT p
_

REVIEW
_

COMPLETED
INSPECTIONS EVALUATION SYSTEMS

5 AND COMPLETION- -

i ^ REVIEW WORK
'

MANAGEMENT AN __

REVIEW BNSPECTION
; 8TATUS JL ;L -

i .

.

.

8 OUALITY PROGRAM REVIEW
7 TlilRD PARTY REVIEWS

8 SYSTEM LAY UP
e CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES .

. .

. . . .I'

~.
8

i

I.i

,
-

= = = = = - . .

3 - __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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SECTl0N 2.0 .-
"

PREPARATION OF THE PLANT.

.

.

ORJECTIVES: TO ALLOW. IMPROVED ACCESS TO SYSTEMS FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITIES
~

IIESCRIPTION: REDUCE THE WORKFORCE AND LIMIT Q ACTIVITIES

REMOVE THE CONSTRilCTION EolilPMENT AND CLEAR AREAS

INSPECT, STORE AND SALVAGE E0u!PMENT

RESIR.TS: PLANT IS IN A CONDITION TO FACILITATE INSTALLATION AND INSPECTinN
STATilS AND VERIFICATION OF COMPLETED WORK

STATilS: REDUCTION IN FORCE STARTED 12/.l/82 WITH CLEANilP COMPLETED ON
1/31/83.

,

.

.

4
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'

SECTION 3.0 ",
'

i 0A/0C ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES -

. , .

i
'

| '0BJECTIVE: . ESTABLISH INTEGRATED QA/QC ORGANIZATION UNDER CPCO CONTROL -

- ,' . TRAIN AND RE-CERTIFY QC INSPECTION PERSONNEL
.

y. {%
- ** e. * '

.) ? g *

DESCRIPTION: . QC ORGANIZATION REPORTS DIRECTLY AND SOLELY TO CPCO MPQAD

. QA AND QC RESPONSIBILITIES REDEFINED AS AN INTEGRATED TEAM:.

! . QA DEVELOPS INSPECTION PLANS - QC IMPLEMENTS PLANS - QA MONITORS'

BECHTEL'S QC AND QA MANUALS USED AS APPROVED F,0R MIDLAND.

ASME REQUIREMENTS REMAIN IMPOSED ON CONTRACTOR AS N-STAMP HOLDER -.

QA MONITORS
'

QC INSPECTORS RECERTIFIED '* ;., ..
4

. h.IhhbED: FULLY INTEGRATED QUALITY ORGANIZATION UNDER CPCO CONTROL.

! UNIFORM UNDERSTANDING OF QUALITY REQUIREMENTS AMONG ALL PART ES.

; -

IMPROVED 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 ft/1/R3

,

|. ,,
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OC RECERTIFICATION --

,

.

. ..

PROGRAM: COVERS ALL QC INSPECTORS INTEGRATED WITH MPQAD.
.

, ,

CLASS ROOM TRAINING;,,0N PROGRAMMATIC AND INSPECTION PLANS
.

,

.

WRITTEN CLOSED BOOK EXAMINATIONS WITH 80% ACHIEVEMENT. -

REQUIREMENT ON PROGRAMMATIC AND. INSPECTION PLANS ;-

i -,

'

,

ON THE JOB TRAINING AND PERFORMANCE DEMONSTRATION EXAMINATIONS.
,

WITH 100% ACHIEVEMENT REQUIREMENT ON INSPECTION PLANSJ
'

.

FINAL CERTIFICATION GIVEN BY MPQAD PERSONNEL QUALIFIED AS.

ANSI LEVEL III *

i -

: TRAINING STAFF: UNDER HPQAD DIRECTION.
* *

DEDICATED STAFF WITH. SUPPORT BY EXPERIENCED MPQAD STAFF.

.

EXPERIENCED TRAINING SUPERVISION AND SELECTED INSTRUCTORS.-
. . . .

; .PRESENT COMPLEMENT.
, -

.

. SUPERVISORS
INSTRUCTORS- *

.

i PROGRAM SUPPORT (LESSON PLANS - EXAMS).
.

;
.

'

STATUS: ALL PERSONNEL RECERTIFIED TO QC PROGRAM.

(AS OF 2/4/83)- -

NEARLY 500 INSPECTOR - POCI TESTS..

OVER .100 PERFORMANCE DEMONSTRATIONS, .

~

. APPROXIMATELY 75 INSPECTOR - PQCI CERTIFICATIONS
'

i

, .
,

j --
.,

,

'

,

i
~
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SECTION II.2 AND fl .Il
,,

PROGRAM PLANNING
.-

TEAM ORGANIZATION

.

OBJECTIVE: ORGANIZE AND TRAIN TEAM AND PREPARE PROCEDURES FOR INSTALLATION AND ~

'

INSPECTION STATUS ASSESSMENT AND FOR SYSTEMS COMPLETION.

DESCRIPTION: . DEVELOP TEAM CONCEPT

. SELECT PILOT TEAM TO TEST PROCESSES AND PROCEDURES

.PRF. PARE JOR RESPONSIBILITIliS AND PROCEDilRES

. PROVIDE TEAM TRAINING F'OR STATUS ASSESSMENT AND SYSTEMS COMPLETION

RESULTS . IMPROVED INSPECTION AND INSTALLATION PLANNING AND EXECllTION

EXPECTED:- .IMPR0veD DIRECTIONS TO CRAFTS

. IMPROVED COMMUNICATION RETWEEN CONSTRUCTION, QC, ENGINEERING ann TESTING

STATUS ESTABLISH TEAM CONCEPT AND DESIGNATE PILOT TEAM 1/21/83

.

m

'
.

4
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,

BENEFITS OF " COMPLETION TEAM" APPROACH.
' '

.

i
:

i
i

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*

; i
'

IMPROVED INTEGRATION OF QUALITY INSPECTION PLANS WITH THEi *

|
'
.

INSTALLATION PLANS
I

| SINGLE POINT CONTACT FOR ENGINEERING / DESIGN REQUIREMENTS
*.

| * 8 INGLE POINT CONTACT FOR TESTING REQUIREMENTS

,

-
;.

,,

3 . , . . ..,_,
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'

.
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i SYSTEM TEAM DEVELOPMENT ~

,

! -

i
-

i ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS & PROCEDURE DEVELOPMENT
'

i

I'

VISIT OTHER DEVELOP SELECT PILOT TEAM PREPARE TEAM !-

PROJECTS * TEAM * PILOT TEAM * * FINAL * TRAINING | |
~

* Review of-

CONCEPT & ISSUE Charter CHARTER. FOR '

PRELIMINARY PROCESSES, STATUS
TEAM e Test the & PROCE- ASSESS-

Processes & DURES MENTi CHARTER Procedures
' * Team -

Training
-

.

REVIEWS AND APPROVALS'

i

[,

e .

! MGMTm ~
REVIEW-

1

!

! COMMENCE WORK _ - -

, .
|

TEAMS-

(' + Commence
Status 1.

Assessment I

;

i& *
:O
@ |

; g e m m er-.
,

:D O
~ e-

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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SYSTEM TEAM OPERATIONS i 8,

j
.M

! QUALITY
'

CPCo TEST'& :'

REPRESENTATIVE N 7 CONSTR. ENGR.'S.

'

TEAM SUPERVISORI .
r

i * FIELD ENGINEERS
i * SUPERINTENDENTS .

f * PLANNER
w;

_ %
BECHTEL SUPPORT PROJECT ENGR.

4

:'

GROUPS REPRESENTATIVE
-

1

!)+ j
.,

! PHASEI
'

* REVIEW DOCUMENTS TO DESCRIBE THE SYSTEM SCOPE
| * COMPARE PHYSICAL STATUS TO THE DOCUMENTS
| * PERFORM QUALITY VERIFICATION ACTIVITIES AS ASSIGNED*

i- * IDENTIFY REMAINING WORK
; ,

i PHASE || '

| E
DEVELOP DETAll SYSTEM COMPLETION SCHEDULES !

! * DIRECT & ACCOMPLISH THE WORK
.

t; * MONITOR & REPORT STATUS / PROGRESS
j' * IDENTIFY PROBLEMS FOR RESOLUTION & MGMT. REVIEW
; * COMPLETE THE SYSTEMS FOR FUNCTIONAL TURNOVER
,

,

. O/M-0447-2
i, e

I

.-
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SECTION 11.3 -

PROGRAM PLANNING - PHASE 1 ~

OllALITY VERIFICATION
-

-

1

OBJECTIVES: DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A QUALITY VERIFICATION PROGRAM FOR COMPLETED.

INSPECTIONS
,

DESCRIPTION: REVIEW EXISTING INSPECTION PLANS (PQCI) AND REVISE AS NECESSARY.

a

WRITE NEW INSPECTION PLANS (PQCI) IF REQUIRED.,

VALIDATE PAST COMPLETED INSPECTION
-

a

i
. t

bbED: . ESTABLISH THE VALIDITY OF COMPLETED INSPECTIONS AND INSTALLATION
' QUALITY STATUS

~

;.; . DOCUMENT AND CORRECT ANY NONCONFORMING CONDITIONS
~

STATUS:4 1

.
. -

! PQCI REVISION TO DEVELOP VERIFI- DEVELOP DETAILED
! SUPPORT START OF CATION PROGRAM PLANS FOR'VERIFI-'

REINSPECTION CONCEPT CATION EFFORT
u 4-

' - 2/22/83- - 2/15/83 2/28/R3
-

: -
i

j |' -
1

!
.

~

.

,

e

1
|;

+
-

.__--------_------__j
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.

-
. .

*
. .

,

INSPECTION PLAN (POCI) REVIEW AND REVISION-

,

*

. .

.. . ..

EXISTING PQCI'S REVIEWED AND REVISED, AS NECESSARY, BY MPOAD-QA
,

.

! NEW PQCI'S WILL BE WRITTEN IF REQUIRED
'

1
PQCI'S MUST MEET RELEVANT CRITERIA INCLUDING:.

.

CONFIRM THAT ATTRIBUTES IMPORTANT TO SAFETY'

ARE INCLUDED
,

ACCEPT / REJECT CRITERIA CLEARLY STATED
'

.

INFORMATION NECESSARY FOR INSPECTION CONTAINED.

'

IN PQCI

INSPECTION POINTS CLEARLY NOTED.

PROCEDURE FOR DOCUMENTATION UNDER REVIEW AND REVISION.

INSPECTIONPLANSREVIEWEDBYPROJECTENGINEERINGASANOhERVIEW.

TO INSURE ALL TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS INCLUDED

REVISED /NEW PQCI PILOT TESTED BEFORE IMPLEMENTATION
.

.

QC INSPECTORS RETRAINED .TO REVISED PQCI.

-

. .
.

'

.

,

I

\ '

, .

'

.-

|
.

-

.
,

# .
, ,

8
.

j
-

...
.

- - -

,

, -. , , -
*
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o|

VERIFICATION PROGRAM CONCEPTS'

i ;

}
'

.

{ 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"0F PROGRAM INCLUDES ALL COMPLETED INSPECTION REPORTS.

INSPECTION REPORTS CATEGORIZED BY PQCI.

VERIFY THE QUALITY OF COMPLETED WORK USING AN ACCEPTABLE.

" '' ~

/
3 JAMPLING PLAN WHERE APPROPRIATED ''

Q
i . [ / / . --

'
~

'~ V VERIFICATION PLAN BASED UPON SPECIFIC INSPECTION REPORT
-

.

'' '
POPULATIONS:

ITEM ACCESSIBLE FOR REINSPECTION.

DOCUMENTATION ONLY IS AVAILABLE.

UNIQUE AREAS OF CONCERN.

'

LOT SIZES NOT APPROPRIATE FOR STATISTICAL' SAMPLE.
'

CONTINUATION OF REINSPECTIONS ALREADY EDHHY1i6-~.

^

CABLE ROUTING AND IDENTIFICATION.

HANGERS.

!
'

DETAILS OF PLAN STILL UNDER DEVELOPMENT.

4

e

.

0

.

- .- ,. , a

w 9 9 wh w - ---- --- - -w - - - - -v,,,9- .-1TF* N' --**'v - - -* ww-Ww- w-e p--e-- w-- inv 'We--'-''*w'**'r- fe'-*-'
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'
"

SECTinN fl.5 ,
.

,

'

'.[x QA/QC SYSTEMS COMPLETION PLANNING (PHASE 2)
- : -

.:

GBJECTIVE:
~ '

FORMALLY INTEGRATE INSPECTION PLANNING WITH CONSTRilCTION
*-

j _. . SEQUENCE -

l . VERIFY THAT PQCI'S ARE FULLY ACCEPTABLE FOR NEW INSPECTIONS
.

..

.

DESCRIPTION: . ESTABLISH AN IN PROCESS INSPECTION PROGRAM
'

CLEARLY DEFINE INSPECTION POINTS IN PQCI.

. UTILIZE QUALITY REPRESENTATIVE ON SYSTEM COMPLETION TEAM)
$' ~

. MPQAD-QA CONDUCT FINAL R5 VIEW OF PQCI
,

.
. - . .

! RESULT
'

.

EXPECTED: . TIMELY COMPLETION OF QC INSPECTIONS ON SYSTEM COMPLETION WORK;
_

<

; CLEAR AND DETAILED INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS.

3 . . -

'
. TIMELY DOCUMENTATION AND CORRECTION OF NONCONFORMANCES

i'
_ STATUS::

'

DEVELOP CONCEPTUAL DEVELOP PROCEDURES
'

PROCEDURES FOR IN- FOR INTEGRATED IN- FINAL REVIEW OF
TEGRATED INSPEC- SPECTION WITH PILOT PQCI,

TION TEAM
'

, ,

I .' 2/22/83
!,

j- .

:
'

.

;.
"

i-
. _ __ - - . - - - . - - - - - - -

'
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. . .

1

. .

; -
.

CONCEPTS OF IN PROCESS INSPECTION PROGRAM .

,

I
,

. . .

MPQAD-QA ISSUES FINAL FOCI WITH IDENTIFIED INSPECTION POINTS| .

| . INSPECTION POINTS INTEGRATED INTO CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE.

'

QUALITY REPRESENTATIVE ON SYSTEM COMPLETION TEAM RESPONSIBLE.
'

FOR OVERALL QUALITY:
.

INSURE THE TEAM PRO'PERLY PLANS FOR INSPECTION.

INSURE PROPER PQCI'S IDENTIFIED FOR TEAM.

INSUR5 AVAILABILITY OF QUALIFIED INSPECTORS.

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 PILd7 TEAM.
_,,

__

.

5

.
. S

4

i

* *

j .

*
.

,

.

S

|
-

. . .
.

. ... ..

u ~ <v - e,,. . 3- . ..
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y.

-
.

,

SIGNIFICANT INSPECTION PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS
.

i
'

s

.

~
'

IMPROVED QUAL;ITY CONTROL INSPECTIONS AND INSPECTION REPORTS.,

, REVIEWED AND MODIFIED TO:*
.

,

-
. c

. MINIMIZE INSPECTOR INTERPRETATIONS BY
'

'

IDENTIFYING SPECIFIC ACCEPT / REJECT
'

CRITERIA IN SELF CONTAINED PQCI

' INSURE CLARITY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF PQCI BY.

PILOT TESTS

INSURE ALL INSPECTION ATTRIBUTES AND ACCEPTANCE.

CRITERIA ARE INCLUDED BY MPQAD-QA PREPARATION,

AND FROJECT ENGINEERING OVERVIEW

.

ABSOLUTCANDTIMELYREPORTINGOFNONdONFORMANCES
:. .~

PROCEDURES' REVISED TO:
< s

i ' ' . RdQUI'RE'ALL NONCONFORMANCES ARE IDENTIFIED AND
'

RECORgEDFORANALYSISANDDISPOSITION
<

., IMPROVE TREND'ING'AND IDENTIFICATION OF PROCESS,

; -DEFICIENCIE'S FOR TIMELY MANAGEMENT ACTION
'

a.

.'. ;. . ELIMINATE,DUPL.ICATIVE,NONCONFORMANCE' REPORTING'
'

.

'
Sr,TEMS X>.

-
.i.

,3 QUALITY REPRESENTATIVE ON SYSTEM COMPLETION TEAM REPRESENTS
-

; y >
.. .

rMPQAD-QA/QCi ' i

%,
.e |

. - -

.e ,
- z, .

i
~

'!. ')' 3; , 9;/ ,.\ ,
, t,->

3 .

_

'MTEGR_EED CONSTRUCT'Ott/ INSPECTION PROCESS
;. , - y t.

-

i,<
.

IMPROVEDINTELRITKAND'TIMELINESSOF:INSPECTIONSBY:_

' ,
,,e .p :,1 'JSE 6F , ; \ -

DE71NED HOLD PCslitTS FOR INSP' CTION 'IN-E

CGNSTRijCTION SEQhdNCES [|' .f:
'

. , .

_
j, -(L.

(j|. FORMAL DOCUMENTATION OFjnLL', OBSERVED NONCONFORMANCES
* AT. Ad. NISPECTION POINTS ~ -

.
..

. .s ,
,

.; ,
*

, ,o -5 r .- N- ~* ' ' '

; n . + .- -
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,

SIGNIFICANT INSPECil0U PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS.

(CONT'D)

|.. . .

.
. .

,

. DEDICATED QUALITY REPRESENTATIVE FOR SYSTEMS AS-

| ,
MEMBER OF TEAM .

'

INTE. GRATED PLANNING FOR INSPECTIONS BY TEAM.

INTEGRATED QUALITY ' PROCEDURES DUE TO QA/QC INTEGRATION

.. ELIMINATION OF REDUNDANT OR DUPLICATIVE PROCEDURES

| . FOCUS ON SINGLE MISSION FOR QUALITY ORGANIZATIONS
'

ELIMINATION OF POTENTIAL INSPECTOR HISINTERPRETATION.

.

, 69.

ee.

.

1

4 .

.

.

e .

.

t

!

.\. |
- .

.
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\
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*
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|
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SECTION 5.0
.

-

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
.

-0BJECTIVE: . PROVIDE A PROCESS FOR CONTROL, REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF EACH MAJOR TASK

AS THE PROGRAM PROCEEDS.

.

.

DESCRIPTION: . ESTABLISH COMPLETION AND QUALITY STATUS-
,

. INTEGRATE CONSTRUCTION AND QUALITY ACTIVITIES

.lMPROVE ON-GOING QUALITY PERFORMANCE |j

:

'
.

RESULT . COMPLETE SYSTEMS FOR TURNOVER TO CPCO TESTINGm

EXPECTED ,

'

.PR0 vine; CONTINUING DEMONSTRATION OF QUALITY AS WORK PROCEEDS
|

. PROVIDE VERIFICATION OF onALITY IN COMPLETED WORK
'

|
<

,

.Mgt Review Commence Mgt Commence
of Reinspection Review Completion' Verification of
Plan Results

,

Mgt Review Commence'

of Status
Status Plan Assessment' '

,

'
.

2

. _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ .___ ._ _ _
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,

'

SECTION 6.0 .

QUALITY PROGRAM REVIEW- .
-

'

.

"

0BJECTIVE:I REVIEW THE ADEQUACY AND COMPLETENESS OF THE QUALITY PROGRAM p

.

AND MAKE REVISIONS AS kECESSARY: *

'

ON AN ONGOING BASIS FOR GENERAL IMPROVEMENTS. ,.,

. .

.-IN RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC CONCERNS (D/G INSPECTION)
'

IN RESPONSE TO THIRD PARTY REVIEWS.

^

L DESCRIPTIONS: REVIEW SPECIFIC PROCEDURES.FOR COMPLIANCE TO PROGRAM REVIEW.

'

,
REVIEW ACTUAL IMPLEMENTATION OF PPOCEDURES

'

'O COORDINATE REVIEWS WITH OTHER PROJECT AREAS.

s.

. PROVIDE INPUT AND RECOMMENDATION TO MA'NAGEMENT
4

RESilLT
'

EXPECTED: . CONTINUED OVERALL IMPROVEMENT IN THE QUALITY PROGRAM CONTENT AND'
.

~

.
- IMPLEMENTATION *

-
.

,

.

.

. .

STATUS:,

ONGOING- COMPLETE PRE- . ..

SENT SPECIFICREVIEWS EFFORTS
*

.

! .

, -

> 2

i.

*

.

- - _ - - _ _ _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ .
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. . .

. .

'

. .

'
i

CURRENT SPECIFIC PROGRAMMATIC REVIEWS
'

,

.

.. ,.
,

EFFORTS PRESEflTLY UNDERWAY TO REVIEW PROGRAMMATIC REQUIREMENTS
AND IMPLEMENTATIOil FOR:

'

'. MATERIAL TRACEABILITY:

. REVIEW'0F ALL PROJECT COMMITMENTS.

. REVIEW OF IMPLEMENTING PROCEDURES
,

. REVIEW OF PRIOR AUDITS4

! . REVISION OF RECEIPT INSPECTION PQCI
I

.

! Q-SYSTEM RELATED REQUIREMENTS

VERIFICATION OF PROJECT COMMITMENTS BY ENGINEERING*

AND LICENSING

DESIGN DOCUMENT CONTROL

. FLOW CHART OF EXISTING PROCEDURES -

. CHECK.0F ACTUAL IMPLEMENTATION,

. COMPARISON WITH PROGRAMMATIC REQUIREMENTS
. .

; RECE!PT INSPECTION

. REVIEW OF SOURCE INSPECTION / RECEIPT INSPECTION SYSTEMS
'

. PQCI REVISED.
~ '

. RECERTIFICATION OF INSPECTORS
4

. CONSIDERATION OF SELECTED OVERINSPECTION-

'|

.

I -
.

,

.
..

.

_

;- .

.I '

.

3 .

.}
"

. -

,,

! -
. .*'

. . . - . - . - . . .. - -

T
. _ , .. ..



- ._ _ .. . .- . _.

.

_ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . . . . _ - - - -

.

-

.

SECTinN R 0
.

SYSTEM LAYUP
*

.-
_, -

,

ORJECTIVE: PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION FOR PLANT' SYSTEMS AND COMPONENTS UNTIL,

PLANT STARTUP .

,

DESCRIPTION: . IDENTIFY AND PROTECT SYSTEMS WETTED DUE TO HYDRO TESTING OR FLUSHING

. PROVIDE SCHEDULES FOR WALKDOWN TO ENSURE CLEANLINESS AND ADEQUATE
PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE-

.

. CARRY OUT WALKDOWNS TO ENSURE COMPLETENESS OF SYSTEM LAYUP ACTIVITIES

RESULTS IMMEDIATE PROTECTION OF WETTED SYSTEMS
:

PROVIDE CONTINUED CARE FOR ALL COMPONENTS UNTIL SYSTEM TURNOVER
~ - -

,

'
.

t

- STATUS:. COMPLETE LAYllP OF ALL WETTED SYSTEMS 1/15/83

ISSUED SCHEDULES FOR WALKDOWNS 1/15/83,

!'

!

|

|

i
~

r -

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

.

-

.

'

, ,

.

SECTION 9.0 ,.

CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES
.

.

. 1 .

' -
ORJECTIVES: . MEET PREVIOUS NRC REQUIREMENTS AND

~

CONTINilE WITH ACTIVITIES WHICH DO NOT
IMPEDE THE EXECIITION OF THE PROGRAM4

. PROVIDE DFiSIGN SUPPORT FOR ORDERLY

SYSTEM COMPLETION WORK AND RESOLLITION OF

IDENTIFIED ISSUES4

.

. ESTABLISH A MANAGEMENT CONTROL TO
-

INITIATE ADDITIONAL SPECIFIED WORK THAT CAN

PROCEED OllTSIDE OF THE SYSTEMS COMPLETION
ACTIVITIES

I
l

|

|

|

: |-

.
|: . '

1
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SECTION 9.0
.

CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES -

,

.-
_.

/

'

!I ilESCRIPTION: THOSE ACTIVITIES THAT HAVE DEMONSTRATED EFFECTIVENESS IN THE QUALITY PROGRAM
g - IMPLEMENTATION WILL CONTINUE DilRING IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONSTRilCTION

'

COMPLETION PROGRAM.
*

'

.

c.

i
. THESE ARE:

1. NSSS INSTALLATION OF SYSTEMS AND COMPONENTS BEING CARRIED OUT BY 88W
. CONSTRUCTION COMPANY

,

1

.: .

'

' 2. HVAC INSTALLATION WORK BEING PERFORMED BY ZACK COMPANY. WELDING ACTIVITIES

CURRENTLY ON HOLD WILL DE RESUMED AS THE IDENTIFIED PROBLEMS ARE RESOLVED

:
'

3. POST SYSTEM Tl!RNOVER WORK, WHICH IS IINDER THE DIRECT CONTROL OF CONSUMERS
'

i POWER COMPANY, WILL BE RELEASED AS APPROPRIATE IISING ESTABLISHED WORK
i AUTHOR 17.ATION PROCEDilRES

<._.,,.i

4 HANGElIAND CABLE RE-INSPECTIONS, WHICil WILL PROCEED ACCORDING TO SEPARATELY
'

! ESTABLISHED COMMITMENTS TO NRC

.5. REMEDIAL SOILS WORK WHICH IS PROCEEDING AS AUTHORIZED BY THE NRC

6. IIESIGN ENGINEERING WILL CONTINilE AS WILL ENGINEERING
SUPPORT OF OTHER PROJECT ACTIVITIES

.

-_ ___ - - _ - _ --
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SECTION 9.0

CONTINilING WORK ACTIVITIES

. .

STATUS: THESE ACTIVITIES ARE PROCEEDING.

WITH SCHEDULES THAT ARE

INDEPENDENT OF THIS PLAN.
,

,

e

e

!
:

4

9

I

e

: -
,

.

9
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. _ ____ ___ __ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ -_ __ _ -_--



.

.
.

.

> .

i

THIRD PARTY REVIEWS,

'
*

. ,

I '. '

-INPO Self-initiated Evaluation by MAC
.

-Independent Design Verification of

Auxiliary Feedwater and one Other

System

"

-Independent Installation Implementation
I overview (Soils Work being performed

by Stone & Webster)

*
.

.

9

i
i

0

b

4

.

)

'
t

.

!

i

1

i .

- -

3. .

:

, _ . . . .. . . . _ . - ~. -

- ._ 9
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e

i
<

SELF-INITIATED EVALUATION
t
i .

l -
. .

,' -INPO Received Report January 31, 1983,

-Submission to NRC
'

-Corrective Action Implementation
.

"

', ,

h

i

| ._

;

.
e

!
4

h 1 9

*
4

* .

i -
|

|

e

,

d

.

I

b

{ '$@
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i
t-
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.

i
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L
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INDEPENDENT INSTALLATION IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW

'

-Status.,

.

-Scope

1 - Familiarization With Procedures, Drawings,

Specs, Organizations, . Interfsces

i
i 2 - Evaluate adequacy of the above

. ,-
-

.

3 - Evaluate compliance with above for

cons'truction activities and QC activities

4 - Submit observations and reports to Consumers
Power wi h copies to NRC *

.,

t *

| -Schedule

1 - Award Contract February 15, 1983
I

.

2 - Activities 1 through 5 February 15 to

August 15, 1983

3 - Final Report, . Evaluation and Decision on

Need to Extend Overview Schedule 9/1/83,

.

Y ,

e-

i

: .

i
*

-

t *
.
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MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN

VERIFICATION PROGRAM

FOR THE AN SYSTEM AND ANOTHER SYSTEM

| TO BE DETERMINED
:

. _ -

'

i
'9 -~ kg.n [a

Jf

i 'i 4,: : , ,,.

l

n c .

.l. ;'

- -
. .

, j __ _ c ), - -
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i

PRESENTATION OUTLINE

I
-

t

e PROGRAM STATUS

e INTER-RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE DESIGN AND

CONSTRUCTION PROCESS AND THE MIDLAND IDV
i
i

j e PHILOSOPHY OF REVIEW
i

.;

e BASES FOR SAMPLE SELECTION
.

* SCOPE OF DESIGN VERIFICATION
4

!
SCOPE OF CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATIONe

e REPORTING PROCESS -.

!

: .

* SCHEDULE

-

.

O

,
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; PROGRAM STATUS

e PROJECT GUALITY ASSURANCE PLAN
-

.

'

DEVELOPED, APPROVED, AND UNDER IMPLEMENTATION-

.

INCLUDES PROJECT CONTROL PROCEDURES, INSTRUCTIONSi -

AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

! e ENGINEERING PROGRAM PLAN

!:

DEVELOPED, APPROVED, AND UNDER IMPLEMENTATION-
,

! 44 DESIGN TOPICS /5 CATEGORIES OF REVIEW-

15 CONSTRUCTION TOPICS /5 CATEGORIES OF REVIEW-

e DESIGN VERIFICATION

IN PROGRESS FOR AFW SYSTEMj' -

:

| DESIGN CHAIN IDENTIFIED-

:

PROJECT EXPERIENCE UNDER REVIEW TO ASSIST IN FOCUSING-

THE DESIGN VERIFICATION
i

e CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION
t

4

'

RECENTLY INITIATED-

INITIAL AS-BUILT CONFIGURATION VERIFICATION - FOR-

PIPING / SUPPORTS NEARING COMPLETION

|
1

! <

l

'

!
j. .

.

|- ] g-,

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

(. ' * .
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INTER-RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE MIDLAND DESIGN AND

CONSTRUCT!0N PROCESS AND THE MIDLAND IDV PROGRAM |

| 40 CFR 50, aPPEN3ix A |

+-
., e 5RP .
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* PROVIDE AN INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF THE
QUALITY OF THE MIDLAND PLANT DESIGN AND CON-
STRUCTION

'
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PHILOSOPHY OF REVIEW,

* '

.
.,

I

SELECT A ' REPRESENTATIVE SAMPLE OF ENGINEERED SYSTEMS,e

COMPONENTS, AND STRUCTURES WHICH WILL FACILITATE:

AN INTEGRATED ASSESSMENT OF IMPORTANT PARA-|
-

!- METERS AFFECTING THE FUNCTIONAL CAPABILITY
'

'

OF THE TWO SYSTEMS, AND,

.

THE ABILITY TO EXTRAPOLATE FINDINGS TO SIMI--

'

LARLY DESIGNED FEATURES WITH A HIGH DEGREE
OF CONFIDENCE

CONSIDER POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE FINDINGS WHICH WILL ALLOW. A
e.

BALANCED VIEW OF OVERALL QUALITY

$ =

i ASSESS ROOT CAUSE AND EXTENT OF IDENTIFIED FINDINGSe
: .

i

REVIEW CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO ADDRESS FINDINGSe

I

,

e

.

I

d

'

|
.

.

-,
,

-
.

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

.

- .

, , , _ - - -+,s-
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I

BASES FOR SAMPLE SELECTION |>

? !
i
l .

.

o' SIMILAR TO SYSTEM SELECTION CRITERIA
,

IMPORTANCE TO SAFETY-

|NCLUSION OF DESIGN / CONSTRUCTION INTERFACES-
,

'

ABILITY TO EXTRAPOLATE RESULTS-

'

DIVERSE IN CONTENT-

SENSITIVE TO PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE4 4 -

ABILITY TO TEST AS-BUILT INSTALLATION-
,

e STRONG RELIANCE UPON ENGINEERING JUDGMENT

4

e POTENTIAL USE OF STATISTICAL TECHNIQUES TO ESTABLISH
<

SAMPLE SIZE FOR REPETITIVE PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES (E.G., CON-

| CRETE AND STEEL PROPERTIES, WELDING RECORDS, ETC.)

i
j e INDUSTRY DESIGN / CONSTRUCTION EXPERIENCE,

!

o INDUSTRY OPERATING EXPERIENCE,

;

i

e PROJECT DESIGN / CONSTRUCTION EXPERIENCE
i

.

AREAS EXPERIENCING REPEATED PROBLEMS-

i

'

AREAS- WHICH MAY NOT HAVE RECEIVED EXTENSIVE PRIOR-

i REVIEW

e AREAS WHERE FINDINGS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED

i

e

t P

i
'

. .

%
.

*
y _ . . , e.
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INITIAL SAMPLE REVIEW MATRIX FOR THE AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM
MIDLAFO INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAMi

f SCOPE OF REVIEW
.

,

,

i i ! !
'

e 4" Ye *a;

A
DE51CN AREA

'B' 6 6 66|!|l'/"1-

;

1. AFW SYSTEM PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS

$YSTEM OPERATING LIMITS X X X
,

i ACCIDENT ANALYSIS CONSIDERATIONS X
:

$1NGLE FAILURE X X X

j TECHNICAL $PECIFICATIONS X X

:
5YSTEM ALIGNMENT /5WITCHOVER X X'

REMOTE OPERATION AND SHUTDOWN X

X XSYSTEM 150LATION/ INTERLOCKS
*

.

j OVERPRE55URE PROTECTION X -

COMPONENT FUNCTIONAL REQUIREMENTS X X X X

SYSTEM HYDRAULIC DE51CN X X X

f SYSTEM MEAT REMOVAL CAPABILITY X X X

| COOLING REQUIREMENTS X

WATER $bPPLIES X X
-

PRESERVICE TESTINC/CAPA81LITY FOR
OPERATIONAL TESTING X

POWER SUPPLIES X X

ELECTRICAL CHARACTERISTICS X

i PROTECTIVE DEVICES / SETTINGS X X X

JNSTRUMENTATION X X X X

CONTROL 5YSTEMS X X X

ACTUATION 5YSTEMS X

NDE COMMITMENTS X

MATERIALS $ ELECTION X X
,

l.

*
*
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INITIAL SAMPLE REVIEW MATRIX FOR THE AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM'

MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAM (CONTINUED)
'

SCOPE OF REVIEW , ;

Igf ;
is pg .

-

,
.

a .g.
[Ad"" &DE$lCN AREA %

6 & 6 &~

f i l'f l-

,
!

i 11. Arw $YSTEM PROTECTION FE ATURES

SEISMIC DE51CN X

e PRES $URE BOUNDARY X X X X X

PlPE/ EQUIPMENT $UPPORT X X X X X
,

e
! e EQUIPMENT GUALIFICATION X X X X

HICH ENERGY LINE BREAK ACCOENTS X

e PIPE WHIP X X X X

e JET IMPANCEMENT X

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION X

e ENVIRONN. ENTAL ENVELOPES X X X X X'
,

* e EOUlPMENT OUALIFiCATION X X X X'

e HVAC DESIGN X

,

FIRE PROTECTION X X X

MISSILE PROTECTION X

SYSTEMS INTERACTION X X X

lit. STRUCTURES THAT HOUSE THE AFW SYSTEM

! SEISMIC DESIGN /lNPUT TO EOUlPMENT X X X X
'

WIND & TORNADO DESIGN /MI5$lLE PROTECTION X

FLOOO PROTECTION X
*

HELBA LOADS X

| CIVIL / STRUCTURAL DE51CN CON 510ERATIONS X.

e FOUNDATION 5 'X X X'

i e CONCRETE /5 TEEL DESIGN X X X X

| e TAPK5 X X X

l

! .

1 .
.

.
. .. . -- - .
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INITIAL SAMPLE REVIEW MATRIX FOR THE AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM

MIDLAto INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAM

SCOPE OF REVIEW |
'

,
.

8SYSTEM / COMPONENT 4-

s ,,, ,

I Ei

1. MECHANICAL

e EQUIPMENT X X X X X

e PIPING X X X X
j j

; e PIPE SUPPORTS X X X X
.

'

11. ELECTRICAL

e EOUlPMENT X X X X X
j

.
.

e TRAYS APC SUPPORT 5 X X
4

! e CONDuti AND SUPPORT 5 X X

e CABLE X X X X X

111. INSTRUMENTATION AND CONTROL .

e INSTRUMENTS X X X X X

e PIPING / TUBING X X
'

e CABLE X X

"

IV. HVAC

! e EQUIPMENT X X X X X

e DUCT 5 AND SUPPORT 5 x X

V. STRUCTURAL
*

e FOUNDATIONS X X.

e CONCRETE X X X

e STRUCTURAL $ TEEL X X X
,

!

'l
,

'
*

. .
,
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; SCOPE OF CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION REVIEW
i
I

|
'

e REVIEW OF SUPPLIER DOCUMENTATION
-

.

~

SAMPLING CHECK AGAINST DESIGN SPECS AND DRAWINGS;-
,

REVIEW OF

DRAWINGS-

j TEST REPORTS-

CERTIFIED MATERIAL PROPERTY REPORTS-

4

STORAGE AND INSTALLATION REQUIREMENTS: -

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS-

I
. !

'
e REVIEW OF STORAGE AND MAINTENANCE DOCUMENTATION

|

t

'

RECEIPT INSPECTION DOCUMENTATlON-

STORAGE, INCLUDING IN-STORAGE AND IN-PLACE MAINTE--
, ,

,

I NANCE
, ,

;

j { REQUIREMENTS INCLUDING PARAMETERS SUCH AS TEM--

j PERATURE, HUMIDITY, CLEANLINESS, LUBRICATION,
I

ENERGlZATION, ETC.
:

OBSERVATION OF ON-GOING ACTIVITIES-

, REVIEW OF CONSTRUCTION / INSTALLATION DOCUMENTATIONe

#

IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPER REQUIREMENTS SUCH AS EREC--

TlON 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.
,

,

.

.- - . -

i

* , 4
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; ; SCOPE OF CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION REVIEW

j (continued)
,

! !

OBSERVATION OF ON-GOING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES. -
,

,
,

'

I
! e REVIEW OF SELECTED VERIFICATION ACTIVITIES

i
'

CABLE SEPARATION, PIPE SUPPORT, AND BOLTING OVER--

INSPECTION PROGRAMS, ETC.<

g

;,

OBSERVATION OF VARIOUS WALKDOWN ACTIVITIES (E.G.,-

; SYSTEMS INTERACTION - SEISMIC ll/l)
!

COLD HYOROS-
,

:

1 COMPONENT AND SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TESTING PROGRAMS-

i
'
,

i

CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM-

f_ |
'

e VERIFICATON OF PHYSICAL CONFIGURATION
a .

: i

INSTALLATION OF SYSTEM IN ACCORDANCE WITH PIPING AND-

f 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-

i
DESIGN DETAILS (APPROXIMATE DIMENSIONS) i

l

VERIFICATION OF IDENTITY (EQUIPMENT PART NUMBERS, ETC.)-
,

l IN ACCORDNACE WITH DRAWINGS, SPECIFICATIONS, OR SCHE-

! MATICS

f. QUALITY OF WORKMANSHIP --

! g .. .
=-

-

.._ . -. _ , - _ . , _ . . _.s -- TCOA ('AODAOATV%1 .

/
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Eisenhut - FEMA responsible for evacuation plan. NRC must assure onsite

plan.

t

Brown - Will that plan be submitted to their board for approval?

Eisenhut - Certainly. Sniezek takes certification from FEMA. Covernment
,

'

of State is authority who responds to that issue..

i
.

Keppler - Closing - Serious consideration to another public meeting.
...
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NRC Participants

,

4

Tom Novak
F

Darrel Eisenhut

Jim Sniczek

Jim Keppler

Wayne Shafer

Bob Warnick

Ron Cook
.

Bill Paton

Steve Lewis

Mike Wilcove

i
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Public Meeting - February 8, 1983 7:00 p.m.

'

| Opening - Kepplcr briefing on morning meeting. Asked that comments and

! questions be restricted to five minutes.

| !
!

i
'

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.
i

| party audit, vill 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 on independent program by private contractor to oversee
|

| total program. Contract not yet named.

i
|
| :

Sister - Would NRC name the third party?

| <

| | |
'

i
Eisenhut - Haven't reached a decision on that yet. .,

'
|

| Sister - The community wants NRC to choose the independent monitor.

,

!

Eisenhut - No oaa can guarantee safety. Sufficiently low possibility of

| accident.

s

Sister - Whose responsibility is it to people of our community?

\.

t
*

1

''

j%. . , ,
,
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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

I penalty fine is a " slap on the hand".

Eisenhut - Safety-related work terminated. Want two assurances - (1) previous

work adequate, (2) future work addquately 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 adetuate . . .

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,

t

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 civ'il penalty.

fine is a " slap on the hand" and will have to eventually be paid by the

I
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.
,

I

|
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."

-i-
,
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James Cook - In no c.ase would 'rar.'epayers be charged for the Civil Per.alty.
e,

,
>, .

,

t

/ e

[ Castillacos - Resident N Midland County *. 1.ives 2 1/2 miles fsom the plant.

| Building in violation now (hotel meeting room). All exits blocked, etc.
,

,,

If NRC acknowledges this fact and doce.,ncthing about it, how can they be
<

4 ,

heldresponsiblefortinsp3ctinhanucle,arpowerplantfordeficiencies?'.' i ! ,

Dewatering problem . . . well water in# the area. Impact of icing and cooling
y -

,

pond. Called tiis insurance ccE[any to inkuire about nuclear policy - no
.r

such, policy. After revie.tving the CCP, he realized he needs to know what>

REk. EASE .1:EPORT.!was in the repcd v
!

~

a 1

l', a .|! {
. f r ';j / *

, ,

' , I ;<

t ,

,
^

| Kepplet <-iT.te report was/ rehas1td today. The NRC has completed work on
{' i'

' ' * ~' *
, , , , , ; #

2 allegatter.s.~ Have 8 morca
*

'j,,,.
{>>,',/

~

.

/ 3,
~

. !,

Tom Devinc.g Recgived .afddd2vit today from a construction employee that
u- f,;

,

allemployjesknowwhereandwhentheNRCwillbeinspecting. NRC inspection
,

; reports don'tsvean anyphing.1Mr. Keppler said today that he was tired of " cheap
, .

. . . ' t ,

'
>,

shots". GAP has'been monitoring RIII. When are the games going to stop?
t

Why should GAF have confidence in NRC7

i

Keppler - Hard to retpond. He knows of no instances where the' licensee

I has been inforned of an NRC inspector coming. Inspectors choose places and

times to inspect themselves..

w
4

| Devine - Shafer's team report good.
I

.KepplerL .Go to 01A.,g
.j-
'l

- c
,

.
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Devine - I did two years ago and OIA agreed with me.'

,

Sniezek - Policy is for unannounced inspections. If an NRC needs to
L

i 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.
4

Shafer - Thanked Devine. Our (Midland Team) effort no different than
I

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(esee 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 efficienty of the public hearing. ' ire

code not adhered to..-He has now seen an example of the way NRC deals

! with safety. How indicative is that of how NRC inspectsrnuclear plants?
~

I l

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.

i

.. 4
. - _ .
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Keppler - Appreciate problems. We did not expect such a big crowd. We

j will reserve a bigger room next time. The fire code is not in the NRC's

'

purvue. Eisenhut takes heat for meeting change.

!
.

) .

t

Hammler - Schedule additional meetings.

Christopher Harts, Gilbert-Commonwealth employee - The problems with

- nuclear h s are not insurmountable. CPCo is en the right track. He worked
,

with Bechtel on South Texas. He has never known of an NRC inspector

I coming. Is the NRC responsible for policies? With all these policy
i

questions, I suggest that the next meeting you have you put a stack of

them outside the door 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.
! tr1 ihtI A
|

These meetings should be eina: not destructive. Please decide,

' don't procrastinate. Good that you allow the public to comment.
I

p$ e Timmons 4- There are only 3 intervenors in whole petition because ofB

the~ difficult process to become an intervenor.. When the plant was

| proposed the_ community was happy. Now their bubble has burst. Construction
i

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.

.

t I

. . - ..
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Quinter Bernet, M.D. Forensic Medicit.e - Not all nuclear problems are

solvable. He was in Washington to discuss nuclear waste with the head

of storage safety. Have enough in cribs to blow hole in the earth.

f Reprocessing plant in NY the liquid waste has solidified and can't be

pumped out. Must now be removed by rob b s. Encasements for waste

I used in France are ma'de of ceramic and glass. They are only good for ten

j years. Every ten years the material must be removed. There is no government
!

plan for long range waste. Who will guard in case of an earthquake?

Radioactivity found 3 miles from a plant - became sterile deserts. Community
1

has no credibility in CPCo or NRC. Where are ethics and morality? Selling
' future lives. Future be damned.

? - What led to fine being levied?
;

1

[ ,

I
l

) Keppler - 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.

; IIXgunnXXXME30GIXIEXIIgynnnnn

Charles Hoker - 29 years in reactor business. Vital part of national-

Can be operated with a positive contribution to Midlandiin-resources.

that it creates energy, jobs, etc.

t

\^
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Barbara Stamiris - Soils settlement hearing. Hearing called for at end of

j 1979. Be:ause 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?'

*

i
i

! 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.
4 .,

i
-.

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. New a $120,000 penalty is issued. She is

Enot' assured by Keppler's reasonable ~ assurances.
-

,-
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; 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.

i.

John Knocchi - Third, party reviewer important. Someone who can be believed.

If it is done - how will it be done? Every part, certain parts?

a

i

Eisenhut - CCP proposal not approved. Discussion today - 3 pieces - Tera,
,

! CCP aspects, independent instrumentation implementation overview - effort

I 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
i

{. to select third party - spouses, relatives, no one related to employees
t

of CPCo.
,

i

Knocchi - Looking back, make distinction between letter of the law and -
1.

.
.

forcing something that makes a difference,

t

L

Keppler - Review of all' safety-related structures in plant. NCR

evaluated. Must~be addressed.

r -

- - . . _ _ ..
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Krause - Resident of Midland for past 6 years. Anxious to have plant

; operating. Reagan wants licensing streamlined.

Eisenhut-PostTMIrem3 arc: inefficienty in licensing. Most licensing
is held up for about 1 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 indicjatedearlier'inevening. This is a family issue. The

intervenors did not cause dalay, the soils compaction issue is the cause.

Shafer'sinspectioncausa{anotherdelay. Today's meeting is a direct

,

result of that inspection. How can the NRC propose to begin operating
i
'

licensing with 150,000 back inspections? I have 18 contentions, Stamiris

has 3. They should be litigated. I hope that the growing awareness in

'l the community continues.
I

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 ae implemented properly. Wants secret FOIA document
a

between Keppler and CPCo. . Allegations received by CAP'from whistleblowers
1

-ar a. fact. Just as one . bad apple can spoil the . barrel, one bad weld can '
_

spoil a nuclear plant.

Gf|
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Paton - As for the " secret document" - QA stipulations and agreements

between NRC and CPCo. The licensing board attorneys are resisting because
> ,

{ if the discussion were open, no agreement will ever be reached. This;_

t '

-- ! shortened the hearing considerably.
;

'

-

7 7 - Original estimate in cost - what will it cost by the time it is compl_ce?
=__

Eisenhut - Cost is not in the purvue of the NRC.'

_

k

-

Novak - In area of cost - numbers quoted at beginning of construction were

;[ what other plants were costing at that time.
-=

'

=
'

Albert Savage - No faith in CPCo becausc of Big Rock Point and Palisades.-

-

When cathedrals were built in year 1000, they knew enough to drive piles

.[- under them. CPCo didn't. Thousands of heat exchanger tubes needing to

[h be replaced. Stainless steel reactor will corrode.,

I-a
a Savage - Incorrect welding rod. What is NRC doing about that?

si ;
ge 4

E d5
Eisenhut - Steam generator s historically have corrosion problems. Extensive

i I

k { programs for monitoring this problem. Also working on issuance of new
r_ i

requirements.

=_

_

Ph Frederick L. Brown - Lives 10 miles from plant and concerned about
a

gp evacuation planning. Member of MI Environmental Review Board. Board has

talked with the NRC for emergency plan 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 approvira

L- is needed,

s ._ _
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Eisenhut - FEMA responsible for evacuation plan. NRC must assure onsite
,

i

plan.,

I

I

'

Brown - Will that plan be submitted to their board for approval? |

fl- '

r i

Eisenhut - Certainly'. Sniezek takes certification from FEMA. Government

of State is authority who responds to that issua.

. Keppler - Closing - Serious consideration to another public meeting.
t
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Meeting between NRC and Consumers Power Company
(2/8/83)

Opening Remarks

!

! Good morning ladies and gentlemen. We are meeting here today to review
1 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
i 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.tng. 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 Powet 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
i 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 membersi
I"

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

i program resulted in a' number of problems. While we were unable to pinpoint
I 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.i

i
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! On September 17, 1982, CPCo submitted two letters to the NRC --- one dealing
i i 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 CPCo 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

i quality assurance problems and led Consumers Power Company to conduct similar
! inspections of other plant areas. Those inspections by CPCo disclosed similart

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 beenr

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 to Mr. Selby,

'

s

t

I.

4

:

,

!

it
i

i

-

c.-

,

* ~ = m -s w.'.., - g . %%,.,,... 4
, . ,. .

.

. . - . _ _


