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September 22, 1982

MEMORANDUM FOR: Stephen G. Burmns, Office of the Executive Legal Director

FROM: A. Bert Davis, Deputy Regional Administrator, Region III

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY, MIDLAND NUCLEAR POWER PLANT.
POSSIBLE MATERIAL FALSE STATEMENT

SUBJECT:

During a telephone contact on September 21, 1982, Bill Schultz, Region III
Enforcement Coordinator, discussed with you our concerns related to a

possible material false statement made by a licensee representative during
a meeting on March 10 and a telephone call on March 12, 1982.
concerned the installation of underpinning instrumentation at the Midland

Nuclear Power Plant and dealt with the state of completion of the instrumen-
An investigatior was conducted during the period April 6~ Junme 17,

tation.
1982 and resulted in the enclosed investigation reports 50-329/82-13;

50-330/82-13; and 16 exhibits.

We request that you review the enclosures and give us an opinion as to
whether we could support the issuance of a civil penalty for a material
false statement based solely on the information contained in the enclosure.

K F el

A. Bert Davis
Deputy Regional Administrator
Enclosures: As stated

w/enclosures:
Axelrad, 1IE

cc
Je
cc w/o enclosures: “
R.
R. B. Landsman, RIII .

\E<H. Weil, OI, RIII {

8406130092 840517 »
e '
R /DR

The statemant

F. Warnick, RIII ' -
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4§ proceeds with this work beyond their own stopwork dircctives) these inci-

donts are terred miscormunications or misunderstandings caused by varying inter-

»
pretations of agreerents.,

Two invesrigations have been launched by Region III on the subject of Consurer's
“possible misleading state.ents’” and "possible violations of the Board's April
30, 1982 Order" inJolv{nk soils remedial work,?2?

At some time we must at least consider the possibility that all these events

weren't really m15under§tandings at all, but were conscious violations of agree-

ments and calculated ri%ﬁg undertaken because of pressure to push ahead and because
of an expectation that néthing would be done a?out it anyway. ‘
If these possibilities are not even considered, or the results of the Region
I11 or Office of Investigation probes are not considered by this Board before the
underpinning excavations are premitted to begin, then they might as well be dis-
missed altogether, For once again inaction or failure to intercede would be inter-
preted by Consumer's as apptov;} of the status quo and the soils remedial work
will continuve in the same manner as it has thus far proceeded.
The Aconcernl of the Region III staff, Mr, Keppler, and this Board (in their
April 3_0th Order) about Consumer's ability or willingness to carry out proper
QA on their own initiative in the soils remedial work must be addressed now as
it becomes increasingly apparant from the course of recent cvents26 that the "Staff
consultation and approval”™ method of handling soils remedial work which the Board
set forth in their April 30th Order, is not succeeding in attaining the proper
care and conservatism in the soils remedial work, .,

The ranner in which the soils remecdial events?? took place and whether these

2vents Go or do not constitute viclations oi Consumer's own, the NRC, or Board

254/15/82 Spessard memo; 3/20/82 Landsman memo,

“seo attachnent A,

271pia,
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Docket No., 50-329

Docket No. 5N-330

Consumers Power Company
ATTN: Mr. James W. Cook

Vice President Midland Project
1945 West Parnall Road

Jackson, MI 49201
Gentlemen:

This refers to the investigation conducted by Mr. C. H. Weil of this
office, during the period April é = June 17, 1982, of activities at the
Midland Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2, authorized by NRC Construction
Permits No. CPPR-81 and CPPR-82 and to the discussion of our findings with

you on June 10, 1982.

The investigation was conducted to determine the facts concerning alleged
misleading information provided to the NRC about the status of soils monitor=-
ing instrumentation installation. The enclosed copy of our investigation
report identifies areas examined, records reviewed, observations made, and

personnel interviewed.

The investiation lead us to conclude that there was not a deliberate attempt

to mislead the NRC; rather, that the statement made was intorpr;jcd differently

by parties %o the conversation. M M_’_ EW) f YA#

(rble Pw“i/f‘fy"?



8. P, 6 - substitute investigation for inspection

As a result of the investigation, it is apparent that you and I have a
different opinion 2f our discussions in mid-March. Although the handling of
problems in non-safety=-related activities was discussed, no agreement wac

made. If you wish to discuss the handling of non-safety-related activities

e -
——

— , o
further, please iiiiii:diﬂﬁL*&,ﬂtTﬂNbrpLibs’ Region III Director of Engvneer'~\\\\\

(ing and Technical Programs.

R i "'"‘”“““‘“3&;1‘("‘7‘13‘5@‘* ‘ 3};{}?{}‘(/)

This investigation serves to emphasize the importance of unambiguous com-

munications and the significance the NRC attaches to possible misleading

or material false statements. We hope your employees understard our position

in these matters.

B.P. 8a (substitute investigation for inspection)

We appreciate your cooperation with our investigator. We will gladly discuss

any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

James G. Keppler,

Regional Administrator




Enclosure:

Investigation Report No.

50-329/82-13; 50-330.82-13

Standard Distribution

Weil Warnick Norelius Spessard

Davis

Keppler

#3
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-Report No. 50-329/82-13 (EIS)
Report No. 50-330/82-13 (EIS)
Docket No. 50-329; 50-330 License No. CPPR-81; (CPPR-82
Licensee: C(onsumers Power Company

1945 West Parnall Road

Jackson, MI 49201
Facility Name: Midland Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2
Investigation Conducted: April 6 - June 17, 1982

Investigation at: Bethesda, MD, Glen Ellyn, IL, Jackson and Midland, MI

Investigator:

Charles H. Weil Date

Reviewed by:

Robert F. Warnick, Director Date

Er.forcement and Investigation Staff

Invutigu‘{ﬂm Sume ary

Investigation on April 6-June 17, 1982 (Report No. 50-329/82-13(EIS);

50-330/82-13(E1S)

Aress Investigated:
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Areas Investigated: Unannounced investigation of alleged misleading

information provided to NRC Region III inspectors on March 10 and 12, 1982,
concerning the installation of underpinning instrumentation at the Midland
Nuclear Power Plant. This investigation involved 97 nours, both on and

offsite, by one NRC investigator.

Results: NRC Region III inspectors were told “instrumentation is essentially

well underway. Wiring has been pulled-raceway has been installed,"” which
meant to the inspectors all uirin3 had been installed. Instrumentation

system was reviewed and 3 ofb rS; les had been pulled. Person making
statement said, he had "no intent to mislead anyone. No reason to lie.”

Five NRR and nineteen licensee representatives were interviewed, and felt

the statement meant work had begun without giving a report on the status of

completion.
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| REASON FOR INVESTIGATIOﬁ:l

This investigation was initiated to determine the fa:ts surrounding alleged
misleading information provided on March 10 and 12, 1982, to NRC Region III
(RIII) staff members by Alan J. Boos, the Bechtel Power Corporation

Assistant Project Manager at the Midland Nuclear Power Plant.

(";UHHARY OF FACTS -7
s e
Investigation conducted into the circumstances surrounding alleged misleading
information, concerning underpinning instrumentation, provided on March 10 and
12, 1982, to RIII inspectors by Alan J. Boos. Region III personnel stated
they were informed by Boos of the ~ompletion status of underpinning instru-
mentation on March 10 and 12. In a transcript of a telephone conversation

on March 12th, Boos stated, "our instrumentation 15 essentially well underway.
Wiring has been oulled - raceway has been installed."” To the Region III
inspectors, this meant all wiring had been installed. On March 17-18, 1982,
the inspectors found anproximately 10X of the wiring had been installed, and

were informed the cable pulling had not begun until 982. The

instrumentation system was reviewed and 32 of 159 cables had been pulled&‘o?a

Mh)éf"‘ 20%

'
Boos explained his statements as informing the Region III inspectors that

underpinning instrumentation work had begun, but was not completed. Boos

stated he had "no intent to mislead anyone. No reason to lie.” Interviews
of five NRR and nineteen licenses representatives in attendance on March 10
and 12 did not disclose any inaccurate information in Boos' statements; and

those interviewed felt Boos was saying work had begun without giving a status

A
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.0of completion report to the Regior'\ III inspectors.
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[:fETAILS 1

1. _Persons Contacted

1% Consumers Power Company

*J, W. Cook, Vice President - Midland Project
W. R. Bird, Manager, Midland Project Quality Assurance Depart-
ment (MPQAD)
*J., E. Brunner, Attorr.ey
D. M. Budzik, Head, Midland Project Licensing Section
R. C. Hirzel, QA Engineer, M~QAD Remiedial Soils Group
D. E. Horn, MPQAD Civil Section Head
R. W. Huston, Licensing Engineer
E. L. Jones, MPQAD Electrical Group Supervisor
B. W. Marguglio, Director, MPQAD
D. W. Miller, Midland Site Manager
; J. A. Mooney, Midland Project Executive Manager
G. L. Rogers Scheduler,
D. F. Ronk, Midland Project Planning and Scheduling Section Head
1 M. J. Schaeffer, MPQAD Electrical/Instrumentation and Ccntrols
Section Head
} J. R. Schaub, Engineer

i D. E. Sibbald, Technical Section Engineer
i R. M. Wheeler, Technical Section Supervisor

(* senotes attendance at Exit Meeting on June 9, 1982)
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. 1.2. isham, Lincoln & Beale, Counselors-at-Law

P. P.

F. c.

Steptoe, III, Attorney

Williams, Attorney

1.3. Bechtel Power Corporation

1.4, Wiss,

Boos, Assistant Project Manager

Black, Field Engineer

Dietrich, Project QA Engineer

Fisher, Remedial Soils Group Manager

Sevo, Civil/Soils QA Engineering Supervisor
Simpson, Jr., Scheduling Engineer

Swanberg, Assistant Project Engineer

Janney, Elstner and Associated, Inc.

G. H.

Comer, Supervisor

1.5. _Mergintine Corporation

R. F.

K‘ A.

Obleitner, Project Manager

VanderJagt, Scheduler

1.6. Nuclear R ry Commi

J. G. Keppler, Regional Administrator
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1.7.

d. C. Boyd, Section Chief, Division of Project and Resident Progr;ms

R. J. Cook, Senior Resident Inspector - Midland

R. N. Gardner, Reactor Inspector

R. B. Landsman, Reactor Inspector

C. E. Norelius, Director, Division of Engineering and Technical
Programs

C. C. Williams, Section Chief, Division of Engineering and Technical

Programs

Nuclear Regulatory Commission Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

E. G. Adensam, Chief Licensing Branch 4

J. W. Gilray, Principal QA Engineer

D. S. Hood, Midland Project Licensing Manager
J. D. Kane, Principal Geotechnical Engineer

F. P. Rinaldi, Structural Reviewer

Yo
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Introduction

On December 15, 1972, the Atomic Energy Commission issued construction
permits to the Consumers Power Company CPCO) to build the Midland Nuclear
Power Plant, Units 1 and 2 at Midland, Michigan. CPCO retained Bechtel
Power Corporation (BPC) as the architect-engineer and constructor of the
plant. The facilities utilize Pressurized Water Reactors (PWR) supplied

by the Babcock and Wilcox Company.

From 1975 through 1977 approximately thirty feet of compacted fill material
was placed overlying the natural soils on the site. During August 1977,
some settlement was detected in an Administration Building foundation beam.
(The Administration Building houses plant offices and is a non=nuclear-
safety-related structure.) CPCO conducted an investigation into the
settling of the Administration Building during August and September 1977.
CPCO concluded the soil beneath the building had been adeguately compacted,

except for the soil directly beneath the one foundation beam.

In October 1977 work began on the Diesel Generator Building foundation.
During July 1978, the CPCO monitcring program detected excessive settle-
ment of the Diesel Generator Building. The building had settled 3.5
inches at the pont of greatest solilolont. This is compared to the
design prediction of three inches for the expected plant operating Llife
of forty years. CPCO took soil boiring samples from under the Diesel
Generator Building and concluded the soil beneath the Diesel Generator
Building and concluded the soil beneath the Diesel Generator Building had

been inadequately compacted.

P
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3.

4.

During 1979 CPCO conducted soil borings throughout the plant site. The
borings indicated soil was inadequately compacted beneath the electrical
penetrations of tne Auxiliary Building and a portion of thc-Service

Water Pump Structure. CPCO decided to underpin portions of the Auxiliary

Building and the Service Water Pump Sturcture.

The NRC has conducted inspections and investigations of the soil settle~-
ment issues at the Midland Nuclear Power Plant. Numerous meetings,
telephone conversations and correspondence have ensued. On March 10, 1982
CPCO, BPC and the NRC met at NRC Headyuarters, Bethesda, MD, to discuss
issues relating to the underpining of the structures. A telephone con~
versation between the same parties was held on March 12, 1982, to clarify

the issues of the March 10 meeting.

Jcope

This investigation was conducted to determine the circumstances under
which RIII personnel were provided with alleged misleading information
concerning the installation status of instrumentation to monitor the
underpinning activities at the Midland Plant. ALL facets of this inves~
tigation, except those listed in paragraphs 4, 7, 11.4, 11.5 and 11.6,

were conducted in the presence of Mr., James E. Brunner, CPCO attorney.

Interview of RIII Personnel

4.1 Interview of RIII Civil Engineer

f12
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: During the period April 6=19, 1982, Ross B. Landeman, Region III

Reactor Inspector (Civil Engineer), provided the following:

On March 10, 1982, he attended a meeting with CPCO and BPC at

NRC Headquarters, Bethesda, MD, to discuss the application of
auality assurance criteria to the r2medial foundation work at the
Midland site. The NRC and CPE0 agreed remedial foundation work
started before March 10, 1982, would not be included in the CPCO

quality assurance program, but work beginning after that date

would be within the quality assurance program. During the meeting

B,

—

Alan J. Boos (BPC Assistant Project Manager for the Midland site)
made statements that led La dsman to believe the installation of

instrumentation for the remedial soils monitoring progam had been
completed. In view of Boos' statement the instrumentation was

excluded from the quality assurance program.

On March 12, 1982, Landsman, Boos, et al participated in a con-
ference telephone call to identify the areas that were excluded

from the quality assurance program. During this telephone call,

Boos made the following statement, ""Gauges, backup gauges, have

been procured as non-@, but would be calibrated under a Q program.
These are existing dial gauges. Our instrumentation is essentially
well underway. Wiring has been pulled = raceway has been installed.”
The telephone call had been recoreded by BPC. A copy of the trans-

cript of the call is attached (Exhibit 1).

NOTE: 'Q' refers to work falling within the Quality Assurance
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4.2

program. 'Non-Q'refers to work outside of that program),

On March 17, 1982, Landsman and Region I1II Electrical Inspector
Ron Gardner arrived at the Midland plant to observe the remedial
foundation work. During the course of their inspection, Gardner
reviewed the instrumentation for the underninning monitoring.
Gardner learned from CPCO employee Mike Schaeffer that the under-
pinning instrumentation cable pulling had begun on Marcnh 11, 1982,
and quality assurance criteria for the cable pulling had not

been developec.

Landsman provided a written statement (Exhibit II). A copy of
Landsman's inspection renar. (No. 50-329/82-05 (DETP); 50-330/82-05

-

(DETP)) is attached (Exhibit I1I).

Interview of RIII Electrical Inspector

On April 12, 1982, Ronald N. Gardner, Region III Reactor Inspector

(Electrical) provided the following:

Region 1II Inspector Ross Landsman asked his (Gardner's) assist=-
ance in reviewing the instrumentaiton installations for the remedial
soils monitoring program at the Midland Nuclear P- er Plant. He
accompanied Landsman to the Midland site, and on March 17, 1982,

he reviewed the instrumentation.

He found quality assurance criteria had not been developed or
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implemented for the remedial soils instrumentation. Mark Schaeffer
of CPCO informed Gardner that cable pulling had not begun until
March 11, 1982. Through observation on March 17, 198?, Gardner
found that 10X of the remedial soils monitoring instrumentat on

cables had been pulled to the Data Acquisition Room,
Gardner provided a written statemert (Exhibit IV). A con, of
Gardner's inspection report (No. 50-329/82-06 (DETP; 50-330/82-06

(DETP)) is attached (Exhibit V).

4.3 Interview of Region III1 Senior Resident Inspector = Midland

On April 8-9, 1982, Ronald J. Cookk Region III Senior Resident

Inspector at the Midland site, provided the following information:

On March 10, 1982, he attended a meeting in Bethesds, MD, along with
Landsman and representatives of CPCO and BPC. The purpose of the
meeting was to review the CPCO quality assurance program under
consideration for the remedial soils work at the Midland site.
During the meeting CPCO and the NRC reached an agreement that

all remedial soils work beginning after March 10, 1982, wculd be

——

done under the CPCO quality Assurance program. Further, all work

begun before March 10 would be excluded from the program. During
the course cf the meeting Boos stated the settlement monitoring
instrumentation was completed. Because of Boos' statements that
the instrumentation was completed, it was agreed the instrumen~

tation would be excluded from the quality assurance program.
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& On March 12, 1982, CPCO requested Cook participate in a conference
telephone cal. to Ross Landsman and Dwane Boyd in the Region III
office. BPC employees, including Boos, participated in the tele-
phone call. BPC rezorded the call and provided a transcript
(Exhibit I). Boos stated during the March 12th telephone call,
"our instrumentation is essentially well underway. Wiring has
been pulled, raceway has been installed." Boos statements
meant to Cook that all instruments had been installed and wires had
been pulled. Coock expected all work to be completed, except for

a few terminations and the calibration of the instruments.

On Marcn 17, 1982, Region III Inspectors Ross Lanasman and Ron
Gardner inspected the underpinning instrumentation and found a
few cables had been pulled, but quality assurance criteria had
not been developed for the instrumentation installation, including
cable pulling. CPCO's Mike Schaeffer informed Gardner and Landsman

that underpinning instrumentation had not begun until March 11, 1982.

On March 18, 1982, Schaeffer-, Gardner, Landsman, CPCO's Ed Jones,
and Cook visited the underpinning i .strumentation Data Acquisition
Room, We found about 10X (8 or 10 of 80 cables required for the

instrumentation) of the cables had been pulled to the Data Acqui-

sition Room,
Subsequently, Landsman, Gardner and Cook telerhoned their super-

visors (Dwane Boyd and Cordell Williams) in the Region IIIl office

to apprise them of the status of the underpinning instrumentation

£l
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installation and the lack of quality assurance criteria for the

underpinning instrumentation installation.

Cook provided a written statement (Exhibit VI).

Interview of Region 1II Section Chiefs

4.4.1

Interview of Region III Division qf Project and Resident

Programs Section Chief

On April 30, 1982, Dwane C. Boyd, Section Chief, Region III
Division of Project and Resident Programs, provided the

following information:

Boyd recalled participating with Landsman in the tele~
phone call from CPCO and BPC. Prior to the telephone

call, the NRC and CPCO had agreed that any work begun

on the underpinning activities before March 10, 1982 would not<<<

on the underpinning activities before March 10, 1982
would not be included in the CPCO auality assurance
program. ALl work begun after March 10th would be fully

covered by the cuolity assurance program,

During the March 10th telephone call, Boos stated the
underpinning instrumentation installations were complete.
A representative of CPCO stated that since the instrumen~

tation installation was complete, then the instrumentation

n



installation would be excluded from the quality assurance

program. Landsman and Boyd agreed the installed instrumen-
tation would not have to be re-done, as long as the instru-
mentation functional testing was conducted under the quality

assurance program.

Several days after the above telephone call, Landsman and
Gardner went to the Midland site. They telephoned and in-
formed Boyd only four of the instrumentation cabies had
been pulled and none of the instruments had been installed.

Boyd provided a written statement (Exhibit VI).

4.4.2 Interview of Region III Division of Engineering and Tech-

nical Programs Section Chief

Cordell C. Williams, Section Chie’, Division of Engineering
and Technical Programs, stated he could not recall any
information surrounding the March 18, 1982, telephone con-

versation with Cook, Gardner and Landsman.

X
S. Review of Status of Ingalled Instrumentation Cables

5.1 Interview of CPCO Electrical/Instrumentation and Control Section

Head

———

On May 26-27, 1982, Michael J. Schaeffer, Section Head, Electrical/

Instrumentation and Controls, Midland Project Quality Assurance

1t
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D-.artment (MPQAD), provided the following:

On March 17, 1982, Region 1I1 Inspector Ron Gardner asked

to review the procedures and drawings for the underpinning
monitoring instrumentation. Schaeffer informed Gardner

that he (Schaeffer) was not aware this system was within

the gqualitv assurance program. On March 18, 1982, Schaeffer
went to the field and observed that approximately 20X of

the instrumentation system had been installed. Schaeffer
recalled some conduits and cables had been installed.
(Schaeffer could not recall the amounts of cable or conduit).
No instrumentation was installed. Schaeffer could not
recall the date either the conduit installation or cable
pulling had begun. On March 19, 1982, work was stopped

on the installation of the underpinning monitoring system

until quality assurance procedures were developed.

Schaeffer provided a written statement (Exhibit VIII).

5.2 Interview of CPCO Inspection Supervisor, Electrical/Instrumentation

and Control Section=MPQAD

On June 2, 1982, Edgar L. Jones, Supervisor, Inspection, Examination

and Test Verification Group, MPQAD Electrical/Instrumentation and

Control Section, provided the following:

On March 17, 1982, Region III Inspector Ron Gardner asked to see

£19



the drawings and procedures for the underpinning instrumentation
installations. Jones believed the underpinning instrumentation was
considered to be non-nuclear-safety-related; therefore, Jones was
not aware of the status of the drawings and procedures. Jones
accompanied Gardner, Landsman and others to the field. He

recalled seeing conduits, pull boxes, terminal block panels

and some instrumentation installed. He remembered about ten

cables having been pulled to the Data Acquisition Room.

Jones provided a written statement (Exhibit IX).

|
\
\
|
5.3 Interview of BPC Project Quality Assurance Engineer

On June 3, 1982, Marion Dietrich, BPC Project Quality Assuronc;

Engineer, advised he had not accompanied Jones, Schaeffer, Lands-

man and Gardner to the field on March 18, 1982; rather, Dietrich

made the arrangements for their inspection tour. Dietrich could

not recall if any engineers accompanied the tour group on |

March 18th.

| 5.4 Interview of BPC Field Engineer

During the period May 27-June 3, 1982, Richard T. Black, BPC

Field Engineer, provided the following:

He was the field engineer responsible for the installation of the

underpinnirg monitoring conduit and cable.

a4
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5.5

His work assignment in February 1982 was to determine the Location;
of the instrumentation from the 'C' Series Project Drawings (civil
drawings), the location of the Data Acquisition Room, and decide
on the quantitites of cable and conduit for the run. The conduits
and cables were field routed, as this was consicered to me a

temporary installation.

During the third week of February 1982 the installation of the
conduits began. From that point, until work was stopped on
March 19, 1982, 2400' of conduit was installed. On May 27, 1982,
Black "walked-down" the conduit routes and found 2657' of conduit
had been installed and thirty=two cables had been pulled to the
Data Acquisition Room. Sixteen cables remained in the Data
Acquisition Room and sixteen had been removed and scraped. No

gdditionll cables had been pulled since Mar:h 19, 1982.

Black reviewed the current drawing tor the underpinning instrumen=
tation installation (BPC Drawing No. 7220-C198-11-1, Instrument
Cable Installation, approved March 30, 1982, and determined this
drawing specified 213 cables would be installed in order to comp lete

the system.

Interview of Assistant Project Engineer

On June 9, 1982, Neal W. Swanberg, BPC Assistant Project Engineer=

Midland, provided the following:

7@4 !
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As of March 17, 1982, the design of the underpinning instrumentation
system was not finalized as only preliminary drawings had been pro-

duced. The drawings were:

Drawing No. Drawing Title

C=14%90 Auxiliary Building Instrument Locations for Underpinning
C=1491 Auxiliary Building Instrument Locations for Underpinning
C=1492-1 Instrument Location at Underpinning Piers

C=1493 Auxiliary Building and Feedwater Isolation Valve

Pit Instrumentation System Monitoring Matrix

From the review of these drawings, Swanberg concluded 159 cables
were needed to complete the instrumentation on March 17, 1982. The
drawings specified one cable for each gauge or instrument. The 159

cables were:

61 cables for Linear Variable Differential Transducers (LVDT) and

Differential Movement Devices (DMD),

50 cables for Carlsen stress meters for piers

48 cables for strain gauges on temporary steel columns

159 cables




We// A gﬂﬂ,{ﬁnl -

6.

5.6 Observation of Installed Instrumentation

On May 20 and 27, 1982, direct observation of the installed underpin=

ning instrumentation disclosed the following:

The Data Acquisition Room was visited with G. Matt Comer of Wiss,
Janney, Elstner and Associates (the instrumentation subcontractor).
The monitor, data disc storage and printer were installed. The
terminal board was available, but no terminations had been made.

Eighteen cables entered the room.

Nine deepseated benchmarks (DSB) were examined with the assist~
ance of Donald E. Sibbald of CPCO's Technical Section. Only two
0SBs (DSB-2E and DSB-2W) had conduit and instrument brackets
installed. Cables had been pulled to DSB-2E and DSB-2W. Conduits,
cables and brackets were not found at the remaining benchmarks

(DSB-AN, DSB-3E, DSB-3W, DSB-AS1, DSB-AS2, DSB-1E and DSB-1W).

Interview of afE.’!fi!E'"f Projg;t Manager

On May 27-28, 1982, Alan J. Boos, BPC Assistant Project Manager-Midland,

provided the following:
He was in attendance at both the March 10, 1982, meeting in Bethesda, MD,
with the NRC and CPCO and at the March 12th converence telephone call to

Region III.

The March 10th meeting was to clarify the areas of the underpinning work
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to be "Q" listed (under the CPCO Quality Assurance Program). Much
discussion, confusion and disagreement ensued. At the conclusion of

the meeting, NRC's Darl Hood stated that all work boginning‘uith Phase 2
of the underpinning activities would be included in the guality assurance

program.

The discussions of the components of the underpinning work, except wood
lagging and steel beams, were not discussed in detail, dealing only in
the terms of the "general schedule" of work. Only wood laaging and
steel beams, as components of the underpinning work, received detailed

attention during the meeting.

Boos stated he could not recall making any specific statements pertaining
to the status of completion of the instrumentation. Instrumentation was
discussed in terms of CPCO's desire to have procurement and installation
of the instruments excluded from the quality assurance program, but to
have calibration, check-out frequency of reading and data usage falling

within the quality assurance guidelines.

After the March 10th meeting, Boos discussed with CPCO's Jim Mooney
the necessity to come to an immediate resolution of what was, and what
was not, to be included in the underpinning quality assurance program.

For that reason Region 1II was telephoned on March 12th.

On March 12, 1982, Boos, along with representatives of CPCO and BPC,
placed a conference telephone call to Landsman and Boyd in Region III.

The purpose of the call was to outline the areas CPCO and BPC considered
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to be within the guality assurance program, "Q listed", and those areas
excluded, "non=@". A matrix was prepared by CPCO and BPC and used during
the call. The matrix outlined the "Q@" and "non=-Q" areas. A copy of the
matrix was telefaxed (Exhibit X) to Landsman at the Region III office

at the conclusion of the telephone call. BPC recorded the telephone

call of March 12th and provided a copy to Region III (Exhibit I). Boos

reviewed the transcript during the interview.

Boos stated the points he was trying to make during the telephone ca'l
were: Work on the instrumentation system had begun. The prozurement of
system components and the installation of cable and conduit were being
done "non=@" The reasons for the statements were to inform Landsman

not to be surprised during his next inspectin that work had begun.

From weekly status of meetings, Boos knew "some of the raceway had been
installed,” and he "felt raceway was pretty well underway." Boos knew
the instrumentation was not installed, as it had not arrived onsite.
But based upon the information presented by his staff at their weekly
(Friday) status meeting, he knew work was underway for the installation
of the underpinning instrumentation. Boos could not give an exact
percentage of completion, and he could not recall which member of his

staff informed him that instrumentation work had begun.

Boos stated he "was trying to say work was underway, but not complete."”
Additionally, Boos stated he had “no intent to mislead anyone. No

reason to lie." Boos provided a written statement (Exhibit XI)
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7. Interviews of NRC Employees in Attendance at Meeting and Telephone Call

7.1 _Interviews of Region III Personnel

The interviews of the Region III staff members attending the March 10,
1982, meeting in Bethesda, MD, and those present for the March 12,
1782, telephone call were reported in parajraph four and Exhibits

11, VI, and VII of this report.

7.2 _Interviews of Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) Staff

Members

7.2.1 Interview of NRR Licensing Manager

On April 14-16, 1982, Darl S. Hood, the NRR Licensing

Manager for the Midland Project, provided the following:

On March 10, 1982, Hood and other members of the NRR

staff attended a meeting with CPCO and BPC. The purpose
of the meeting was to identify the areas of the Midland
remedial soils program to be included, or escluded, from

the CPCO Quality Assurance Program.

CPCO with Boos' assistance made a presentation which
included a new quality assurance category. This new cate-
gory, which CPCO termed "QA", would incorporate the quality

assurance criteria for areas which were not nuclear-safety~

2
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realted and would be excluded from the NRC's regulatory
purview. One such area was the wocd lLagging for the

underpinning access shafts.,

After much debate a Luncheon recess was called. During
the recess the NRC staff members caucussed on the CPCO
proposal. Afterwards Hood informed the reassembled

meeting, "from this point forward" all underpi ning activi=-

—

ties would be "Q listed" within the scope of the CPCO

—

guality assurance program and the regulatory jurisdiction
of the NRC. After discussions with Boos and CPCO's

Jim Mooney, Hood clarified this point as all work beginning
with Phase 2, unless CPCO requested relief from the commit=

ment for a specific problem,

Hood recognized Phase 1 of the underpinning work had been
accepted by the NRC as being non-nuclear-safety-related.
Phase 1 of the underpinning consisted of digging the vertical
access shaft before commencing with the tunnel beneath

the Turbine Building (Phase 2). Hood stated the under-
pinning instrumentation was Phase 2 work which had to be
completed during Phase 1. Hood continued, the instrumen=
tation had to be installed and operational prior to
commencing the tunnel beneath the Turbine Building, and

the instrumentation was always considered to be nuclear-
safety-related since the purpose of the instrumentation was

to measure any movement of the structure while tunnelling.
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7.2.2

Hood did not recall any statements by Boos regarding the

status of installation of instrumentation.

Hood provided a written statement (Exhibit XII) and a copy
of a letter, dated March 22, 1982, which he had referenced
in his statement (Exhibit XIII). Hood also provided the

NRR report of the meeting of March 10, 1982 (Exhibit X(V).

Interview of Geotechnical Engineer

On April 14, 1982, Joseph D. Kane, Principal Geotechnical

Engineer, NRR, provided the following information:

He attended the March 10, 1982 with CPCO and BPC concerning
the quality assurance program to be applied to the under-
pinning work at the Midland plant. During the course of
the meeting, Alan Boos of BPC stated, "a Lot of instrumen~

tation was installed.”

Kane advised that Boos statement came during the discussion
of applying the quality assurance program to all under~
pinning phases. Kane felt Boos was attempting tc point

out that instrumentation installation had begun and the
adverse impact upon the completion of the work if the
quality assurance criteria were applied at the current
point of construction., Kane felt Boos was trying to add

to the major aiscussion of "G Listing"” and was not giving
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a report on the status of instrumentation installation.

Kane provided a written statement (Exhibit XV),

Interview of Principal Quality Assurance Engineer

On April 16, 1982, John W. Gilray, Principal Quality Assurance

Engineer, NRR, provided the following:

He attended the March 10, 1982, meeting with CPCO and BPC
in Bethesda, MD. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
the application of the CPCO Quality Assurance Program to
the underpiriiing work at the Midland site. Ouring the
meeting, Mood stated, "all work associated with the under~
pinning would be under the quality sssurance program,

unless CPCO specifically requested otherwise."

Gilray did not recall any discussions about instrumentation

or instrumentation installation during the March 10 meeting.

Interview of Structural Reviewer

On April 14, 1982, Frank P, Rinaldi, Structural Reviewer,
NRR, provided the following:

Me attended the March 10, 1982, meeting with CPCO and BPC
where the applicetion of quality sssurance criterias to the
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7.2.5

underpinning was discussed. During the meeting, someone
from BPC, possibly Boos, made a statement that instrumen~
tation installation was underway. Rinaldi could not

recall the specific statement or 1 Boos was actually the

person making the statement, The meeting ended with NRR's

Darl Mood stating, [everything install

\d be under the gquality assurance program.”

/
Interview of Licensing Branch Chief

On April 14, 1982, Elinor G. Adensam, Chief, Licensing
Branch &, advised she only attended the morning session of
the March 10, 1982 meeting with CPCO and BPC. The mesting
concerned the application of quality assurence requirements
to the remedial soils program at the Fidland Plant, She
did not ettend the afterncon session of that meeting.

She did not recall anyone, ‘ncluding Boos, making any
statements pertaining to the installation of underpinning

instrumentation,

8. 1 tatd ) \ L {
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Joterview of Executive Manager of the Midiand Project,

On June B, 1982, James F, Mooney, Executive Manager of the Midiand

Project, provided the following:
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He attended the March '10, 1982 meeting in Bethesda, MD, with the
NRC staff and he participated in the March 12th telephone call teo
Landsman and Beyd at the Region 111 office.

The March 10th meeting was to discuss the application of gquality
sssurance criteria to the underpinning work at the Midiand plant,
The focus of the meeting was to consider what areas were to be

"G Uisted” and the areas that were exempt. At the March 10th
meeting CPCO introduced & new category, "GA", The "GA" category
included areas that CPCO knew were non=nuclear=safety=related,

but for CPCO's commercial interest should be of high quality and
therefore covered ty the quality assurance program. CPCO pointed
out that the "GA" category would be outside of the NRC's regulatory
resim, a8 the ares was not related to safeguarding the public
health and safety since 1t did not have any effect upon the safe
shut=down and maintaining safe shut=down of the reactor., The
tunnel beneath the Turbine Building was considered to be non=nuclear=
safety related. The tunnel underneath the Turbine Bullding was
considered to be in the "GA" category. In order to sssure high
Quality work was done. The assurance of high auality werk, by
having auality assurance reviews was In the best financial Interest
of the company,

A statement was made th NRR's Darl Mood during the March 10th
meating that, "Menceforth everything s G." Which meant that
everything dealing with the underpinning would be done under the
quality sssursnce program, After much discussion of this statement,

s/
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Hood restated the position as, "AlLlL work beginning with Phase 2

would be G Llisted."

Mooney felt a clear understanding did not exist between CPCO and
the NRC as to the differences between Phase 1 and Phase 2. The
instrumentation was never defined as being a part of the Phase 1
work or a part of Phase 2. Mooney believed the instrumentation
was clearly a part of the Phase 1 work since the instrumentation
would have to be installed and functioning before beginning

Phase 2. Mooney did not consider the installation of conduit

and cable pulling to be 2 "Q Listed" because any effect of the
cable or conduit upon data collect (i.e., erratic signals) would
be readily detected. However, Mooney considered the "chock-outf

of the system, including instrument calibration, and the collection
of the data to be "Q listed." Since he believed the instrumenta-
tion was subject to Hood's statement of March 10<<<

tion installation including cable and conduit to be part of Phase 1
work; the installation of underpinning instrumentation was subject
to Hood's statement of March 10 exempting Phase 1 work from the

quality assurance program.

Mconey did not recal! Al Boos, or anyone else, making a statement
during the March 10th meeting conterning the installation status

of the instrumentation.

CFCO and BPC placed the telephone call to Landsman and Boyd on

March 12, 1982 in order to clarify which items were "Q Listed"

; F3z
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which were not. A matrix (Exhibit X) was prepared for use during

the telephone call. The matrix showed the status of items, in-
cluding instrumentation, and whether, or not, an item'uas "Q Llisted".
On March 12th. He explained to Ron Cook, ths NRC Resident Inspector
at Midland whe was also participating in the telephone call, that

the ma*trix preparation was rushed and it was somewhat confusing.
Mooney also recalled informing Cook at the conclusion of the tele-
phone call that a large amount of instrumentation werk remained to

be done.

Mooney stated the information presented by CPCO and BPC during the

March 12, 1982, (elephone call to Region III was accurate.

Interview of MPQAD Civil Section Head

On June 3, 1982, Donald E. Horn, MPQAD Civil Section, provided the

following:

He was present for both the March 10, 1982 meeting in Bethesda,

MD, ana for the March 12, conference telephone call to Region III.

At the March 10th meeting CPCO outlined the underpinning areas to
be included, or excluded, from the quality assurance program.

The NRC rebutted the CPCO position with the statement that all of
the underpinning activities would be included within the quality
assurance program, unless CPCO made application for a specific

exclusion. Horn did not recall any statements by Al Boos, or

P23
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anyone else, concerning the installation scatus of the underpinning

instrumentation.

The March 12th telephone call concerned the specific areas which
were either "Q listed" or excluded from the "Q@" Llisting. Most of
the discussion dea,t with specific sreas and stating whether or not
the procurement, installation and checkout were "Q listed.”

Horn was shown a copy of the transcript of the March 12th telephone

call (Exhibit I).

Horn stated the final check-out of the instrumentaiton was always
meant to be "Q listed.” Horn believed Boos statements about instru-
mentation in the transcript were meant to inform Landsman that work

had started and Boos was not trying to say "what stage of completion."”

9. Interviews of CPCO and BPC Representatives at March 10th Meeting

9.1 Intervew of Midland P

On June 8, 1982, Walter R. Bird, Manager, Midland Project Quality

Assurance Department (MPQAD) provided the following:

He recalled being present at the meeting on March 10, 1982, in
Bethesda, MD, where CPCO proposed a new Quality Assurance
category, "QA" for the underpinning work at the Midland Plant.
The new category covered items that were non-nuclear safety-

related, but were important to CPCO for various reasons to be
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included in the quality assurance program. The NRC objected to this
proposition, stating it was too general and CPCO should develop a

more specific plan.

Part of the CPCO proposal was underpinning instrumentation. The
installation would not be "Q listed." However, the calibration,
check=out and data taking would be included in the CPCO quality
assurance program. The principle was to insure the final

product, the data, was as good as possible.

Bird did not recall AL Boos, or anyone else, making any state-
ments pertaining to the installation status of the underpinning

instrumentation.

Bird stated he had a perception the instrumentation installation

was farther along than the actual condition. Bird was aware the
underpinning instrumentation system was incomplete, as the

brackets had not been fabricated and the instruments had not arrived
onsite. However, from the information he had been given during
status meetings, he was surprised to learn the few number of cables

pul led.

Bird provided a written statement (Exhibit XVI).

Interview of Midland Project Licensing Section Head

On June 9, 1982, Dennis M. Budzik, Licensing Section Head for the

P Vol
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Midland Project, provided the follok Ag:

He attended the meeting in Bethesda, MD, on March 10,.1982. He
was present for the entire morning session, but missed most of

the afternoon sess on.

The purpose of the meeting was to come to an understanding with

the NRC on which portions of the remedial soils work at the

Midland plant would be subjected to the quality assurance program.
CPCO presented three positions. The first position was to have
none of the remedial soils work under the quality assurance program.

The second position was called "QA".

The "QA" category would be applied to components of design ard
construction which were not related to nuclear safety, but com=
ponents which CPCO felt should be done under the quality assurance
program in order toc minimize CPCO's financial risk. An example

was the piers underneath the Turbine Building. The Turbine Build-
ing, being non-nuclear-safety-related, was not required to be
inspected under the quality assurance criteria. However, the
tunnelling beneath the building could cause significant damage to
the structure and to minimize the risk CPCO would apply the quality
assurance program. CPCO wanted the NRC to recognize the "QA"
category as an area where the CPCO Quality Assurance Program had
been applied, but was outside of the NRC's regulatory jurisdiction.

CPCO emphasized the items under the "QA" category were not related

to nuclear safety and would not endanger the public health and safety.

Fal
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Underpinning instrumen;ation was discussed in the context that
monitoring and assuring the data was correct were safety related.
This included calibration, recording, and using the iﬁformation.
However, the instruments and associated hardware (i.e., cable and
conduit) would not be "safety grade."” Rather, CPCO would insure
that high quality materials were used to assure a good product.
The underpinning instrumentation does not affect the public health
and safety, but shows the stress, or lack of stress, placed on a

non=-nuclear structure.

Budznik was aware on March 10, 1982, that some work had begun on

the underpinning instrumentation and thought the system was less

than 50X complete. Budzik did not recall any statements by Boos,

or anyone else, &t that meeting concerning the completion status

of the underpinning instrumentation. Budzik recalled some discussion
of work underway, but did not recall if the underpinning instrumen=-

tation had been discussed.

The portions of the afternoon sess &ns of the March 10th meeting
that Budzik attended were spend in clarifying NRR's position

on the CPCO proposals. NRR's position, that all underpinning

work would be under the quality assurance program, started when
Phase 2 work began. On March 10, 1982, Phase 2 of the underpinning

had not begun.

Interview of BPC Assistant Project Engineer

On-June-9,-1982 , Neal-W. Swanberg, BPL Assistant Project Engineer=—

Pk
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On June 9, 1982, Neal W. Swanberg, BPC Assistant Project Engineer=-

Midland, provided the following:

He was present for the meeting on March 10, 1982, at NRC Head-
quarters in Bethesda, MD. The purpose of the meeting was to
clairfy the extent of underpinning work at the Midland plant that

would be included in the quality assurance program.

CPCO presented a plan of the underpinning areas to be included

in the quality assurance program. The NRC disagreet with CPCO's
plan and stated that all underpinning activities would be included
in the quality assurance program. Swanberg did not recall if a
point=-in-time was established to have all underpinning work
included in the quality assurance program. Swanberg recalled gke
vertical access shaft and the dewatering wells were excluded from
the quality assurance program, and thought the beginning of the
Phase 2 work, the drift beneath the Turbine Building, was the

beginning point where all work would be governed by the guality

assurance program.

Instrumentation was discussed at thke March 10th meeting, and an
attempt was made to define the portions of the underpinning instru-
mentation included in the quality assurance program. The purpose
of the instrumentation was to show the structures were not

harmed during the underpinning. Swanberg did not recall any
statements by Al Boos, or anyone else, concerning the completion

status of the underpinning instrumentation.
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Swanberg felt the NRC's mandate that all underpinning work was
included in the quality assurance program was wide sweeping and
ambigious. Since the mandate was so broad, Swanberg assumed

the underpinning instrumentation was included. He made his
assumption based upon his knowledge that the instrumentation would
have to be installed and operating prior to Phase 2. Swanberg

did not recall any conversations as to which phase, Phase 1 or 2,
included the instrumentation. From a technical standpoing Swanberg
considered the instrumentation to be required for Phase 2 work, but
did not know if instrumentation was included in Phase 1 or the begin-

ning of Phase 2.

Interview of Licensing Engineer

On June 8, 1982, Roger W. Huston, CPCO Licensing Engineer for the

Midland Project, provided the following information:

He attended the March 10, 1982, meeting where CPCO presented a

plan for the application of quality assurance criteria to the
underpinning work at the Midland plant. The discussions surrounded
the areas to be "Q listed"” and the areas excluded from the quality
assurance program. Instrumentaiton was discussed to the extent
that a monitoring program would be used to detect settlement of

the structures (the Auxiliary Building in relation to the Turbine
Building). He did not remember any discussion pertaining to the

completion status of the instrumentation.

32
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Interview of RemedialVSoild Quality Assurance Engineer

On May 28, 1982, Rudolph C. Hirzel, a quality assurance engineer
under contract to CPCO MPQAD through Science Applications, Inc.,

provided the following:

He was at the March 10, 1982, meeting at NRC Headquarters where
CPCO presented a quality assurance program for underpinning at

the Midland site. The NRC rejected the CPCO program and a formal
agreement between CPCO and the NRC was never completed. The CPCO
and BPC representatives advised the NRC that they would have to
discuss the position with their respective managements. On

their return trip to Michigan, CPCO's Don Horn asked for a listing
of areas to be excluded from the guality assurance plan. This was
to be included in a composite Llisting of "non Q" items to be

presented to the NRC at a later date.

Hirzel recalled benchaarks were the only specific component of
the instrumentation discussed during the March 10th meeting. He
did not recall anyone, including Al Boos, discussing the completion

status of the instrumentation.

Interview of CPCO Attorneys

9.6.1 Interview of Corporate Attorney

On May 26, 1982, James E. Brunner, Attorney in CPCO's

fiHt
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Corporate Legal Department, provided the following:

He attended the meeting in BRethesda, MD, on March 10, 1982.
He was in-and-out of the sessions and did not recall anyone,
including Boos, discussing the completion status of the

underpinning instrumentation.

9.6.2 Interview of Retained Attorney

On June 10, 1982, Frederick C. Williams, an attorney with
the firm of Isham, Lincoln and Beale under CPCO retainer,
was telephonically interviewed from Las Vegas, NV. Williams

provided the following:

He attended the meeting in Bethesda, MD, on March 10, 1982,
where CPCO presented a program describing the Midland
underpinning work to be included and excluded from the
quality assurance program. He described the meeting as
difficult with vast differences between CPCO's position

and that of the NRC.

CPCO's position was to have some, but not all, underpinning
work included in the quality assurance program. For the
most part the underpinning would be in a new category, "QA,"
in the quality assurance program. The "QA" category would
be non-nuclear-safety-related areas covered by the quality

assurnace plan, but would be excluded from NRC review.
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The NRC rebutted the CPCO position by stating that all
underpinning work would be under the quality assurance

program.

The discussions included the major categories of work (i.e.
monitoring, tunnelling) to be "Q listed.” There was some
discussicn of sub-components being subjected to quality
assurance review, but "not every turn of a bolt." The
general consensus was all work underway would be excluded
from the quality assurance program. The application of the
quality assurance program to the entire underpinning pro -
gram would begin with Phase 2. The NRC agreed that work

underway was ''grandfathered out of the program."

Williams recalled during the general discuss of instrumenta-
tion that Boos made a statement that instrumentation cable

had been pulled. Boos' statement was made during the
discussion of the phases of the instrumentation to be included
in the quality assurance program. Boos did not indicate an

amount of cable pulled.

10. Interviews of CPCO and BPC Personnel Present for Telephone Call

10.1 Interview of BPC Remedial Soils Group Manager

On May 27, 1982, John F. Fisher, BPC Remedial Soils Group Manager,

provided the following:
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He was present for the March 12, 1982, telephone call to Regien III.
The purpose of the call was to identify the areas of the under-

pinning work to be excluded from the quality assurance program.

Al Boos did most of the talking during the call and was speaking
about the work ar~as that CPCO and BPC considered to be '"non=Q".
Boos' statements were not meant as a status of work report, but

to show that work had begun and that the work had been done "non-Q".

Fisher was aware the installation of instrumentation had begun,

and was not complete. Fisher believed Boos' statement "our instru-
mentation is essentially well underway. Wiring has been pulled.
Raceway has been installed," was accurate in that Fisher considered
the instrumentation to be underway in preparation for the next

work phase. Fisher thought Boos intended to communicate to the
Region III personnel that instrumentation wiring and conduit had

been installed "non @',

Interview of BPC Scheduling Engineer

On May 27, 1982, John E. Simpson, Jr., BPC Scheduling Engineer,

provided the following:

He was present for the conference telephone call to Region III on
March 12, 1982, where CPCO and BPC sought the concurrence of Region
III in the underpinning areas to be excluded from the qualit

assurance program. The conversation dealv with the "non Q@ Listed"
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areas and instrumentation was discussed in that context by Al Boos.
The procurement and installation of the instrumentation was to be

"non-Q", while the calibration and monitoring were " Listed".

Prior to the conversation with Region III, Boos had requested
Simpson to determine the status of the underpinning instalation.
Simpson did not retain any notes, but recalled he had asked a field
engineer to get the installation status for him. The engineer
returned with the information that four deep-seated benchmarks were
completely installed. Other benchmark holes had been drilled, the
pipe casing had been grouted, and conduit had been installed for
eight benchmarks. Simpson stated he did not understand the technical
significance of the field engineers information, as he was Looking
at the information from a scheduler's viewpoint. He knew eiqh;
benchmarks had to be installed before work could proceed and thought
the installation work was about completed. The field engineer never
gave him a specific percentage of completed work. He informed

Boos the instrumentaiton was "essentially complete”. Simpson never

personally observed any portion of the instrumentation system.

To Simpson, all of the informa.ion that Boos provided to Region III
during the telephone call on March 12th was accurate. Had Boos

said something inaccurate during the telephone call, Simpson

stated he would have interjected into the conversation and corrected

Boos.
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10.4

Interview of CPCO Engineer

On May 28, 1982, John R. Schaub, CPCO Engineer, provided the following:

He was present for a conference telephone call on March 12, 1982, :o

Landsman and Boyd in the Region III office. The call was placed
to explain the areas CPCO and BPC wanted to remain "non-@". A

matrix (Exhibit X) was used to explain the status of the "non-Q@"
items beginning with procurement. The call was meant to discuss

work that was underway and was not meant to be a status report.

Schaub was aware that some benchmarks had arrived onsite, but none
of the instruments. It seemed logical to Schaub that without all
of the benchmarks and with none of the instruments, it would not
be possible to route the cable and conduit. Schaub thought Lands-
man was aware that none of the instruments were onsite. It also
seemed to Schaub that Landsman was '‘not tracking" with the conver~

sation, even though Boos had clarified his points.

Additionally, Schaub advised that all of Boos' comments during

the telephone call on March 12th were accurate and had they not been

accurate he would have corrected Boos.

Inter - ¢ew of Planning and Scheduling Section Head

On June 8, 1982, David F. Ronk, Planning and Scheduling Section

Head for the Midland Project, provided the following:
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The March 12, 1982 telephone call started without him. After
reveiweing the BPC transcript of the telephone call (Exhibit I),
he recalled entering the room at the point in the discussion of

wood lLagging.

The comments about instrumentation were to inform Region III that
design and procurement of the instrumentation had been done "non-@"
Further, some raceway had been installed and cables pulled as
“non=Q". Also, that the instrument reading would be considered

|l°ll
-

To the best of his knowledge none of Boos' comments during the

telephone call were inaccurate.

10.5 Interview of MPQAD Civil Rcledialhﬂuality‘Agggfggfgnﬁnq{pgef Eg?gr-

visor

e ——

On May 28, 1982, Robert E. Sevo, BPC MPQAD Remedial Civil Quality

Assurance Engineer Supervisor, provided the following:

He was present for the Marfh 12, 1982 conference telephone call
to Region II1I. However, he did not participate in the conversa-

tion and did not remember any of the details of the call.

Sevo was shown a copy of the BPC transcript of the telephone call
(Cxhibit I). Sevo stated that to the best of his knowledge all

of the comments were accurate.
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. 10.6 Interview of Mergintine Corp. Employees

10.6.1

Interview of Mergintine Corp. Project Hanager.

On May 27, 1982, Raymond E. Oberleitner, Mergintine Corp.
Project Manager, was interviewed. Overleitner stated his
firm was contracted to do the underpinning work at Midland.
Oberleitner advised he was present during the opening
remarks of the telephone call to Region III on March 12,
1982, but left the ~oom early in the conversation. He
recalled some discussion about underpinning work to be
excluded from the quality assurance program, but did not
pay much attention as he was not directly involved. He

did not remember any discussion of instrumentation.

Oberleitner was shown a copy of the transcript of the
March 12th celephone conversation (Exhibit I). He
stated he could not comment on the accuracy of the infor-

mation as it did not involve his company or work area.

10.6.2 _Interview of Mergintine Scheduling Consultant

On May 27, 1982, Kenneth A Vander Jagt, Mergintine
Scheduling Consultant, was interviewed. Vander Jagt
advised he attended only a small portion of the March 12,
1982 telephone call to Region III. He did not recall

the discussion on instrumentation. VanderJesqt was shown
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a copy of the telephone call transcript (Exhibit I) and
advised he could not comment on the accuracy of the
information as it did not pertain to his company's

T
awivities.

Interview of CPCO §cheduler

On June 14, 1982, Gary L. Rogers, Planning and Scheduling
Consultant to CPCO, was telephonically interviewed from Los Angeles,

CA, and provided the following:

He recalled being present for the telephone call to Region III

on March 12, 1982, but did not contribute to the discussions.

He recalled the discussion surrounded potential changes to

various phases of the underpinning work. There was a general
discussion about instrumentation and what had been done in design
and status in the field. Various topics concerning instrumentation
were discussed, including system design, conduit placement and
benchmark installation. However, he could not recall any speci-
fics of the conversation. He did not recall hearing anything during

the telephone call which was inaccurate.

Interview of Quality Assurance Department Director

On June 8, 1982, Benjamin W. Marguglio, Director of the Midland

Quality Assurance Department, provided the following:

2
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He was present for the conference telephone call on March 12, 1982,

to the Region III office. The purpose of the call was to inform
Region III of the underpinning activities that were "' or "non=-Q"

listed, and not to report the status of installation .

He was presnet for the conference telephone call on March 12
1982, to the Region III office. The purpose of the call was

to inform Region III of the underpinning activities that were

"Q" or "non-Q" listed, and not to report the status of installatio.

Al Boos did most of the talking during the call and had used

a matrix (Exhibit X) in his discussion. Boos w2nt down the
matrix as he spoke and provided the project's desination, "@" or
“"non=Q" for an area and the reason(s) the area was not considered

to be within the quality assurance progranm,

Marguglio was confused by the Matrix's format, as he had been
asked to join the conference call "at the eleventh hour" and had
not had the opportunity to consult with Don Horn. (The Head of
the MPQAD Civil Section). He was "new to the discussion area”

and had not attended the March 1Cth meeting in Bethesda, MD.

Aten; 4t was the project —potiey—

1/o
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Also, it was the project policy for project management, not
MPQAD, to determine the areas covered by the quality assurance

program.

Marguglio was shown a copy of the BPC transcript of the March 12th
telephone conversation (Exhibit I). He advised his participation
in the conference call was Limited to clarification of the matrix
as it was used for the instrumentation. Marguglio advised he
injected into the conversation to clarify the instrumentation
comments, as he did not have the background of the March 10th
meeting to fully understand the instrumentation matrix. Marguglio
stated he was focusing on the communication of the information in

the matrix and not on what Boos was actually saying.

At the time of the conversation the transcript (Exhibit I)

was correct. In retrospect Marguglio felt "wiring has been pul led"
could be misconstrued as, "all wiring was pulled," when in fact
only some wiring had been pulled. Marguglio also felt that Boos'
statement, "our instruscntation is essentially well underway,"”
referred to procurement of the instrumentation. Marguglio believed
that Boos could have been more specific during his conversation

with Region III on March 12, 1982.

11. Review of Additional Information

1.1

Interview of Region III Personnel
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During the interviews of the Region III staff members (Ross B.
Landsman, paragraph 4.1, Exhibit II; Ronald N. Gardnef, paragraph 4.2,
Exhibit IV; and, Ronald J. Cook, paragraph 4.3, Exhibit VI), each
advised Ben Marguglio had apprised them (Landsman, Gardner and

Cook) of an agreement between James W. Cook, CPCO Vice President-
Midland Project and James G. Keppler, Region III Adminsitrator,

that the NRC would treat Items of Noncompliance involving the

Midland remedial soils program differently from other noncompliances

with NRC requirements.

Interview of Quality Assurance Department Director

The folléE:EE intormation was obtained from Benjamin W. Marguglio,

Director, Midland Quality Assurance Department, during an interview

on June 8, 1982:

About the time of the March 10, 1982 meeting, Marguglic was
informed by James Cook of a conversation between Cook and Keppler
about the remedial soils program. The conversation dealt with
CPCO's position of including non-nuclear-safety~related areas

of the underpinning work into the quality assurance program.

Cock informed Marguglio that Keppler had agreed that any problems
arising in a nonynuclear-safety-related underpinning activity,
CPCO in the qua{?z:/assuranco program and agreed to by the NRC
that the activity was not related to nuclear safety, would not

be treated as noncompliance with NRC requirements. Marguglio

informed Landsman, Ron Cook, and Gardner of the James Cook-

fs1
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James Keppler conversation only to illustrate to the Region III

staff the installation of underpinning instrumentation was not
related to nuclear safety; although the calibration of instrumen-

tation and use of the information was.

11.3 Interview of CPCO Vice President
N——

On June 9, 1982, James W. Cook, Vice President-Midland Project,

provided the following:

Cook reviewed CPCO's position with Marguglio prior to the March 10,
1982 meeting at NRC Headguarters. Cook wanted a single quality
assurance program for the underpinning. He recognized if all
underpinning work came within the scope of the gquality assurance
program, then CPCO could be held in noncompliance with NRC
requirements for areas not related to nuclear safety. He told
Marguglio that he (Cook) would telephone Keppler to discuss this

concern.

Cook telephoned Keppler after hearing the results of the March 10th
meeting. Cook was concerned the NRC had too broad a definition

of the underpinning areas to be included in the Quality Assurance
Program. Cook "felt it was necessary to go to Region IlI

management for resolution' of the problems, and t- lephoned Keppler.
He told Keppler, CPCO was willing to have a single quality assurance
program for the underpinning work, but felt CPCO should nut be

penalized for underpinning worg not associated with nuclezr safety.

fsa
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Keppler agreed CPCO should not be held in noncompliance by the MRC
for non=-nuclear-safety-related work. Keppler told Cook that before
making a final decision he (Keppler) would discuss this matter with

the Region III staff.

Interview of Region III Administrator

On June 11, 1982, James G. Keppler, Region III Administrator,

provided the following:

He had several telephne calles with CPCO's James Cook during
mid-March. The calls dealt with several areas, including the
application of 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, to the soils problems at the

Midland plant.

Cook's question dealt with the NRC staff's poisition of applying

10 CFR 50 Appendix B to the soils problems. Cook was willing

to have Region III inspect all of the underpinning work at Midland,
but felt it would be unfair to CPCO to have citations written
against 10 CFR 50 Appendix B criteria for areas which were not
reiated to nuclear safety. Rather, Cook felt the NRC could

inspect the non-nuclcar-saf;ty areas, and if deficiencies were
found they could be written in the body of the Region III report
without making a citation against 10 CFR S50 Appendix B. Cook

wanted the problems to be reviewed by the NRC. Keppler did not
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reach any agreement with Cook, and referred Cook to Charles Norelius,

Region III Director of Engineering and Technical Programs.

Interview of Region III Division Director

On June 16, 1982, Charles E. Norelius, Region III Directur of

Engineering and Technical Programs, provided the following:

During March 1982, numerous discussions were held by his staff,
including Gardner and Landsman, concerning the underpinning
instrumentation cable pulling at the Midland site. The discussions
surrounded CPCO's pulling of underpinning instrumentation cable
without it being included in the CPCO Quality Assurance Program.
Based upon the discussions it was decided to issue a Confirmation
of Action L2tter to CPCO and to involve CPCO in a meeting at

the Region III offices in late March. Norelius was certain he had
spoken to Cook about the cable pulling and the meeting; however,

he could not recal! any details of the conversations.

Bill Little, Region III Engineering Inspection Branch Chief, was
responsible for the details of the meeting and Little had spoken

ro Cook to arrange the meeting. Cook advised Little that CPCO

had been doing some remedial soils work which had not been included
in the quality assurance program, and Cook and Keppler had agreed
that non=nuclear-safety-related underpinning work would not be

subject to NRC regulatory review.

At
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Norelius spoke to Kepdler about the conversation between Cook and
Little. Keppler advised Norelius that Cook had telephoned. Cook
had apprised Keppler that CPCO wanted to have a singté quality
assurance program for the underpinning work and the quality assur-
ance program would include nuclear-safety-related and non-safety-
related work alike in the program. Cook had said that CPCO

should not be held in noncompliance with NRC reguirements for

the non-safety-related areas of the underpinning quality assurance
program. Keppler acknowledge to Cook that this seemed reasonable,

but wanted to speak to his staff before maxing a final decision.

Interview of Region III Branch Chief

On June 17, 1982, William S. Little, Region III Engineering Inspec~

tion Branch Chief, provided the following:

Du~ing March 1982, Region III Inspectors Ross Landsman and

Ronald Gardner inspected the underpinning instrumentation cable
at the Midland project. They learned that cables had been
pulled, but quality assurance criteria had not been developed for
those cables pulled. CPCO agreed to stop the underpinning
instrumentation cable pulling until the necessary quality assur-
ance procedures were developed. Region III decided to issue a

Confirmation of Action Letter to CPCO for stopping the cable pulls.

Little and James Cook, CPCO Vice President, discussed the Confir-

mation of Action Letter by telephone. Cook told Little of an

bes™
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. agreement between Cook and Keppler that the NRC would not take
regulatory action for non-nuclear-safety-related work included in
the underpinning quality assurance program. Cook said certain
areas of the underpinning werk were not related to nuclear safety,
but were included in the quality assurance program to insure high
quality u&rkmanship. These areas were included in the program
for CPCO's benefit and were not related to nuclear safety; there-

fore, the areas were not subject to the NRC's regulatory process.

Little informed Cook he did not know of any agreement between Cook
and Keppler. Little also told Cook that the underpinning instrumen-
tation was definitely safety related as the instrumentation would
determine if any damage had been caused to safety related structures

-~

during the tunnelling process.

Little advised Norelius of Cook's comments about an agreement with

Keppler. MNorelius spoke to Keppler and learned Cook had telephoned.

Cook had explained to Keppler the CPCO position to have non-nuclear

safety-related areas included in the underpinning quality

| assurance program and that these areas would be excluded from the
NRC's regulatory review. Keppler told Norelius he never had

an agreement with Cook.

| 12. Exit Meeting

1 ——————

On %:ro 0, 1982, the results of the investigation to date were discussed
@

with s W. Cook, CPCO Vice President-Midland Project, and James E. Brunner,
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CPCO attorney.

Exhibits:

I
II
111

Iv

V1
VII
viIl
IX

XI
XI1I
X111

XIv

XVI

Transcript of March 12, 1982, telephone call

Statement of Ross B. Landsman

NRC Inspection Rpt. No. 50-329/82-05.DETP); 50-330/82-05(DETP)
Statement of Ronald N, Gardner

NRC Inspection Rpt. No. 50-329/82-06(DETP); 50-330/82-06(DETP)
Statement of Ronald J. Cook

Statement of Dwane C. Boyd

Statement of Michael J. Schaeffer

Statement of Edgar L. Jones

Telefax Copy of Matrix used in March 12th telephone call
Statement of Alan J. Boos

Statement of Darl S. Hood

Ltr, March 22, 1982, Tedesco to J. W. Cook

NRR Summary Rpt of March 10, 1982 meeting

Statement of Joseph D. Kane

Statement of Walter R, Bird

&.
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March 12, 1982 2:08 p.m.
Conference telephone call between Bechtel/Consumers and NRC.
Call initiated by Don Horn/Al Boos to Dr. Ross Landsman, NRC, Region 3.
In attendance:

BECHTEL /CPCo NRC-Region III -Chicago

Al Boos Ross Landsman {

J. Fisher M:. Boyd e

R. Cook (NRC - Site) /

D. Horn -

J. Schaub ) x
Jim Moore e ‘ v
Ben Marguglio z AL/ g A

R AN 07, W
Dave Ronk '

Gary Rogers xr,.f /% /Rl
Ray Oberleitner (Mergentime) J /
Ken Vander jack .

Boos: Hello, Ross, this is Al Boos, with Don Horn.
Who is there with you? '

Ross: Laudsman and Boyd.

Boos: Who else?

j:.Y'D: That is it.
Were you able to get through to the NKR or not?
Couldn't raise anybody - will handle without Then.

Boos: (Brief introductory ro-aik) With respect to remedial
soils work, it was the staff's position that all items
were Q unless applicant could demonstrate that certain
activities should be non-Q data. When I came back to
Michigan, we have a weekly coordination meeting and one of
the first things we did this morning was to draw up a list
of those items which either have been completed or in
process or are proposed vhlch we feel can, in fact, be

treated as non-Q items. Since we are working under the

- Exuzézr T



business ags usual concept of. you making audits, we felt
it was prudent to review with you this list prior to
making inspection so that we would have a very clear
dialogue in terms of those items remaining Q, primarily
because in some respects we elect to bid it may not be
phylical}y po;aiblo to replace that item - like removing
or drift. Since we don't want to be cited,
we are going to attempt to identify items we feel are
non-Q. We feel it is essentially a'conplcto list. May
be a need from time to time to offer other items. “We will
try to do it before we undertake tho‘work. I will ask
Don to take us through this.

Boos: Access shafts below 609 -~ drifts, the piers and instrumenta“ion.
(Ron Cook has a copy of it. If necessary for 1n£orprotltion,
he can hcfp me). -

1. Access shafts below 609 - Soldier Piles.

It may help you if ycu have a clean sheet of paper to

put down four column headings. I will try and summarize.
With respect to soldier piles, we have procured those piles
and have installed them as non-Q as you are aware.

With respect to access ohaitl below 609. 1In this case,

in general, other than just access shafts at 609, we feel
that the purchase of tools and equipment like torque
wrenches, jacks, gauges and threading machines should be
non-Q. Our rationale is that there is sither provision for
calibration or an end inspection of the fabrication, like
the reinforcing steel that is threaded by the threading
machine. Again, tools and equipment is intended to be

a generic comment.



Question: Is this construction equipment?

Answer: Yes, tools and equipment.

(This is being transcribed for purposes of preparing a telephone

summary. QA required it.)

3. Access shat.> relow 60%. Purchaseof steel and
wood sregoemg and I believe we talked about that the other
day in Bethesda.

J. Fisher: T differentiate - steel shape = whalers in wood

Ross: When we talked ;n the Washington, we were talking about
the no certs. i

Al: That is what makes it a Q purchase. We would not be buying
this with mill certs because this steel doesn't stay
in - it is temporary and non permanent. Standard
manufactured item.

Ross: We are ju;t tilkinq about the millhcert?

Al: We are not talking about buying it Q.

Cook: The tons of concrete that you pour around here - did you
have mill certs on the wood forms you usfd before? Why
on this particular job? 1Isn't wood steel shapes?

Al: That is right - We didn't think it needs to be bought Q.

Cosk: You didn‘t talk about this before.

Al: Thi. *s a whnle new thing.

Cook: NRC - what is the meaning of all this?

Al: We were directed that everything was to be Q unless the
applizant could demonstrate that item could be classified
as non-0 - we feel that it is imperative for us to check
off with you even though you may say need not be
purchased Q. We want to leave a trail that is crystal

clear.



Cook: The point is that historicall§ we never have approved
anything. Our function is that you are obligated to
assure the world that you have done all things appropriate
and have invoked QA. ﬁ; cannot either agree or disagree.

Al: I am not asking for you ; I am making a statement of our
policy in advance. We will know in an audit what our
position is. If he is not in agreement with that
position it is in our mutual interests Eor us to know
now from a cost)schedule guality and personnel safety

/
standpoint.

Cock: Go ahead and revert back to the fact that you pour;d tons
of concrete.

Fisher: We are doing this because of what you told us
the other day.

Al: Last 1ten_under access shafts below 609 is purchase of
rock bolts.

Ross: Which rock bolts?

Al: Rock bolts Turbine Builcding and buttress access shaft.

m Again, purchue“?oi;stallrion would be handled as Q.
In all of these cgses, I have talked about you will note
I have talked about only procurement of material with
exception of soldier piles. Tools and eguipment, etc.
Installation would be Q.

Ross: Continue.

Al: New subject - drifts. We are planning to procure the
material for the steel sheets which are basically the
box-shaped frames that acccpt.ézzz;:z in the drift as non-Q.

Fabrication of those steel sheets would be Q and installation.



Al: The next item - the procurement of the wood #egging and
wood wedges for the drifts would also be non-Q. Procurement.
Procurement of the back packing materi;l for the @rifts
would be non-Q. And as a 4th item, the procurement of
the rock and earth anchors would be non-Q. Those are the
sets of items under the classification of drifts. Under
piers = -« =
Don has asked me to again reiterate that fabrication and
installation of the drifts classification items would be
Q. Under clasgification of piers, Ross, you ng b? aware
that there is Ethifoam to be put behind metal —eggrImg= as
back packing. May be gluing Ethifoam to steel . We will
propose to procure that glue as a non-Q commodity.
Verification that is in place would be a Q-listed activity.

That is the only entry I have under piers.

Last item is instrumentation. We are talking about the
settlement monitoring instrumentation, pier monitoring
instrumentation, etc.
Our peosition here is that the raceway, the wire ana the
brackets that would accept the instrumentation would be
procured and insta%lcd as non-Q. The checkout of the
system and the of the reading would be Q.
Ross: What would you say about the instrumentation in that area?
Al: Instrumentation has been purchased Q.
The inltrunontation system is in a data room - it has
been procured and installed with environmental controls

as non-Q.



Al: The last item which is essentially a repeat of that
above under access shafts auchjbackup gauges,

ve been procured as non-Q but would be calibrated
under a Q program. Tpcse are existing dial gauges.
Our instrumentation is essentially well under way.
Wiring has been pulled - raceway has been installed,
etc. Those are the only comments I have.

Ross: Okay. Let us talk here a minute and we will get back
with you in just a second. @

B. Marguglio: Didn't those dotted lines wn ag non Q7 -

Al: Yes, across the board.

BM: Did that come acgoss in the conversation?

Al: I will reiterate it. It becomes Q at the checkout of the
system.

Covk: I am here.

Ross: Feel free to make your own comment.

Boyd: We would like to digest this list and get back with your
designated person on Monday. We'd like to sit down and
look it over and get back with you, but not to say that we
approve or disapprove. If we have any problems or
= does not constitute approval - it means we don't have
any problems with what is here.

Al: We recognize that you are not going to sign anything as
co-approvers.

Boyd: But we can look over and make judgments whether we have
'any problems and identify ahythinq that does give us
problems. Who should we get back with on Monday?

Don Horn.

Al:
Boyd: Okay.
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éoyd: Ren, do you have any problems with that?

Cook: I thiank that can be gquite livable. We might appear not
.tc have any problems but later on we get into construction
2nd problem is created. I don't want to have relinguished
our right tc enforcement in that area.

Ross: That is exactly why we don't go ingo approval process.
My judgment is there will be very that will happen
that way but we want the door open.

Ross: Okay.

Al: Very gocod. The rest of us in the room will wait to hear
from you and your results on Monday.

BM: I have a question. Will it be both of you gentlemen
calling Don Horn Monday?

Boyd: Ron Cock and Ross and myself will get together aﬁd talk -
one of us will make the call. We will q?t pack with you
on Monday with our findings.

Al: To clarify one point, to make sure I didn't mislead the
people in Chicago - with respect to the raceway materizl

- the wire, the fabrication of brackets that,:gg:;s

instrumcntation,and termination of wire that we are talking
about that, with respect to procurement through installation.

Boyd: Could you give Ron Cock a copy of that so he can fax it to us?

Cook: I will try to fax'it to you right away.

Boyd: I think that is important.

Al: Thank you very much.
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Midland MPQAD

(LOCATION)
June 2, 1982
(DATE)
- 1, Bdgar L. Jones , hereby make the following
l.tate-ent to _Charles H. Weil , who has identified himself

to me as an Investigator of the United States Nuclear Regulatery Commission.
I make this statement freely with no threats or promises of reward having
been made to me.

94 am a self employed contractor with the Midland Project Quality Assfirance
Department (MPQAD). I have worked at Midland for MPQAD sipc 978,
except for six months in 1580 and two months in 1981. 1I e P g,(f
Supervisor of the Inspection, Examination and Test Verification groupy
Electrical and I&C (Instrumentation and Control) Section.

On or about March 17, 198 . Fon Gardner, Reactor Inspector Region III,
came intc Mr. Mike Sch er's office and asked whac the status of drawffigs
and procedures for the Underpinning Instrumentation was at #n-" th
Mr. Schaeffer and I indicated to Mr. Gardner that we belie trumentation
was Non Class 1E and that we were not aware of the status of the drawings

and procedures.

We did tour the Data Acquisition Room on top of the Auxiliary Building with
the following:

Mr. Marion Dietrich
Mr. Michael Schaeffer
Mr. Ron Gardner

Mr. Ross Landsman
Two engineers

B Junes

I found conduits, pull box, terminal block panel and some inct.rwnution-
installed. There were approximately ten cables that had been pulled into
the Data Acguisition Room.

Approximately two weeks ago, I toured the same Data Acquisition Room. I do not
recall observing any changes to the installed ﬂq\aip-nt betwean this visit

and the visit on or about March 17, 1”2.?’

A AR ey &xuzazr TX
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have read the foregoing statement consisting of z pages.
1 have made any necessary corrections, and I have initialed those
corrections. This statement is the truth to the best of my knowledge

and belief. I declare under the pcnnll g{ pcrju hu thc for ? g
is true and correct. Executed on

(Dnto) ’Tin)

v oo

(Address)

Subscribed and sworn to fore me
this A ’

CHIRUL W coa s, ZAVEIT. 5
wronne Ao B Goon Ccime, 2l ﬁ/"{"m M“'-)
4 : 1
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Ay - Y 2 UNITED STATES .- ,
A NUCLEAR REGULATORY CGMMISSION
i ﬁ WASHINGTON, D. C. 20558
‘ "‘» MAR 22 1982

L L 2 0

Docket Nos: 50-329/330 OM, OL

Mr. J. W. Cook

Vice President
Consumers Power Company
1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson, Michigan 49201

Dear Mr. Cook:

Subject: ! Compilation of Information Requested for Completion of Staff
Review of Phase 2 Underpinning of Midland Auxiliary Building

Pursuant ‘o the request of Mr. J. Mooney of your Company on March 11, 1982,
Enclosure 1 is a ccngﬂation of the information needed for completion of

the NRC's review of "phase 2" of the construction activities for underpinning
of the Midland Auxiliary Building. "Phase 2" is defined by the Construction
Sequence Logic Diagram provided the staff during a January 18-19, 1982 audit
meeting (Enclosure 1 of our meeting summary dated March 10, 1982), and generally
provides for further deepening of the vertical access shaft, construction of
limited drifts under the Feedwater lIsolation Valve Pits (FIVPs) and Turbine
Building, and installation of certain pfers. ‘

Your prompt attention to these matters should provide for staff concurrence
with minimal impact to your present construction schedule.

The reporting and/or recordkeeping requirements contained in this affect

;.nr”thgt‘\‘un respondents; therefore, OMB clearance is not required under
oLo - . .

Sincerely,

Robert L. Tedesco, Assistnni Director
for Licensing ,
Division of Licensing

Enclosure:
As stated

cc: See next page

e
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MIDLAND.
Mr. J. ¥. Cook

Vice President

Consumers Power Company

1945 West Parnall Road .
Jackson, Michigan 45201,

cc: Michael 1. Miller, Esq.
Ronald G. Zamarin, Esq.
Alan S, Farnell, Esq.
1sham, Lincoln & Beale
Suite 4200
1 First National Plaza
Chicago, I11linois 60603

James E. Brunner, Esq.
Consumers Power Company
212 West Michigan Avenue
Jackson, Michigan 49201

Ms. Mary Sinclair
5711 Summerset Drive
Midland, Michigan 48640

Stewart H. Freeman

Assistant Attorney General

State of Michigan Environmental
Protection Division

720 Law Building

Lansing, Michigan 48913

Mr. Wendell Marshall
Route 10
Midland, Michigan 48640

Mr. Roger W. Huston
Suite 220

7910 Woodmont Avenue
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Mr. R, B, Borsum

Nuclear Power Generation Division

"Babcock & Wilcox
7910 Woodmont Avenue, Suite 220
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Cherry & Flynn

Suite 3700 b

Three First National Plaza
Chicago, Hllinois 60602

Mr. Steve Gadler
2120 Carter Avenue
$t. Paul, Minnesota 55108

Mr. Don van Farrowe, Chief
Division of Radiological Health _
Department of Public Health

P.0. Box 33035

Lansing, Michigan 48909

William J. Scanlon, Esq.
2034 Pauline Boulevard
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48103

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Resident Inspectors Office

Route 7 ol

Midland, Michigan 48640

Ms. Barbara Stamiris
5785 N, River
Freeland, Michigan 48623

Mr. Paul A, Perry, Secretary
Consumers Power Company

212 W, Michigan Avenue
Jackson, Michigan 45201

Mr. Walt Apley

¢c/o Mr, Max Clausen '
Battelle Pacific North West Labs (PNWL)
Battelle Blvd.

SIGMA IV Building
Richland, Washington 99352

Mr. 1. Charak, Manages
NRC Assistance Project
Argonne National Laboratory

9700 South Cass Avenue

Argonne, 111inois 60439

James ﬁ. chplir. Regional Administrator

U.5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Region 111 :
799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, 1114nois 60137
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cc:

Commander, Naval Surface W2apons Center
ATTN: P. C. Huang

White Oak

S$ilver Spring, Maryland 20910

Mr. L. Je Au?c Manager
gn

Facility Des Enginuring

Energy Technology Engineering Center
P.0. Box 1449

Canoga Park, Californfa 91304

Mr. Neil Gehring

U.S. Corps of Engineers
NCEED - T

7th Floor

477 Michigan Avenue
Detroit, Michigan 48226

Charles Bechhoefer, Esq.

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Mr. Ralph S. Decker

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dr. Frederick P. Cowan
Apt' '0125

6125 N. Yerde Trail

Boca Raton, Florida 33433

Jerry Harbour, Esq.
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

. Washingten, D. C. 20555

Geotechnical Engineers, Inc.
ATTN: Dr. Steve J. Poulos

1017 Main Street

Winchester, Massachusetts 01890
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Identification of Review Concerns Prior to Initiating Phase 2
Underpinning Work Midland - Auxiliary Building

GEQTECHNICAL ENGINEERING

 Phase 2a*

—

10.

R

1

———————

Review Concern
_Submitt;l'of‘Updated Construction Sequence Drawing (1dentified
in Feb. 3-5 Audit and Feb. 26, 1982:M9gt1ng).

Letter documenting actual work to be performed under Phese 2a
(telephone record, March 8, 1982, Par. 3). Letter should provide
comitment not to proceed with 2b until the analyses using KRC
recommended stiffness valves are completed and results reviewed
by HRC Staff. )

Update drawing of "Monitoring Matrix", No. c-1453(Q) that will
;nc1u:e ;olerance criteria (Telephone record, Mar. 8, 1982,
ar. 4.b).

CPC commitment to have 6 deep seated bench marks with instruments
installed and operational pefore beginning Phase 2a work.
(Telephone record, March 8, 1682, Par. 4.B 2nd par. 5). Also
instruments DMD-1W, DMD-1E, DES-1W, pS8-1E are to be installed
and operational. (Feb 3-5 Design Audit).

submittal of strain gage installation details @ E1 659 with
limiting strain valves and basis (Feb. 26, 1982 meeting and
telephone record, Mar. 8, 1982, Par 4.4d).

Commi tment to perform test 1oad above design load (e.g., 1.30
times) ‘on installed pier to develop load-deflection curve

for verification of hard clay sofl modulus. ldentify pier.
(Feb. 3-5 Design Audit). : .

Sﬁbmitta\ of measures to be required during periods of work
shutdown to support faces of drifts and bottoms of pits
(Feb. 3-5 Design Audit). ‘

submittal of plans for dewatering localized water pockets
(e.g., placing wells in sand fill around reactor ‘perimeter) in
advance of pit construction (Feb. 3-5 Design Audit).

. -bhasc 2a items are thost not impacted by analyses of the change in-soil
modulus values peneath the main Auxiliary Building.



Phase 2b

- g

Review Concern

Provide instrumentation details and horizontal movement tolerance _
criteria with basis, for 3 instruments to be iastalled at top of
EPA's and Control Tower (Telephone record, March 8, 1982,

Par. 4.c and Par. 5).

Submittal of results from analysis that establishes induced
stresses at E1 659 assuming EPA is supported by first temporary
support (Pier W8) and using Existing Soil Springs under EPA and
Control Tower and Auxiliary Building (Feb. 3-5 Design Audit)

Commi tment by CPC to have installed and operational all of the
remaining instruments identified on Drwg C-1493(Q).



II. STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING (Phase 2a)

- Strain gauges or equivalent shall be provided at critical locations,
- including:

a.
b.
c.

d.

Elevation 659' slab

Control Tower shear wall

Slabs and walls near post-tensioning cables at the Control
Tower and Electrical Penetration Areas

Steel beams shall have strain gauges,.and not deflection
meters.

Information shall be provided for these gauges regarding:

1.
2.
3.
‘.
5.

Location

Monitoring frequency

Limits (initial and distress points)

Evaluations of results (method and acceptance criteria)
Commitment that instruments shall be 1n place and operational
before beginning Phase 2a.

111. MECHANICAL ENGINEERING BRANCH (Prior to drifting beneath FIVP)

1. Allowable movements shall be based upon total settlements sincc
the main feedwater piping was first installed in 1977.

2. A commitment that the 2" steam generator drain 1ines shall first

: be shown not to be Timiting for allowable structural movements in
the event a decision should be made to connect this piping prior
to completion of underpinning.

IV. QUALITY ASSURANCE

pplicant shall notify NRC that all underpinning construction
l be Q 1isted consistent with the NRC Staff's findings during

thc meeting of March 10, 1982,
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APPLICANT: Consumers Power Company
FACILITY: Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF MARCH 10, 1982 MEETING CONCERNING QUALITY
ASSURANCE TO BE APPLIED TO REMEDIAL FOUNDATION WORK

On March 10, 1982, the NRC Staff met in Bethesda, Maryland with Consumers Power
Company and Bechtel Power Corporation to discuss the application of quality
assurance to remedial foundation work. Specifically, applicability to work
related to underpinning of the electrical penetration areas of the Auxiliary
Building and of the Service Water Pump Structure and to construction of the new
Borated Water Storage Tenk foundation ring was discussed. A list of meeting
attendees is attached as Enclosure 1. Enclosure 2 is a compilation of the
materials handed out and discussed at this meeting.

SUMMARY

A draft of the Quality Plan for Underpinning Activities was submitted for NRC
review by Consumers Power Company letter dated January 7, 1982. During the
course of its review, the Staff had requested to be provided with a listing of
items and activities to which the plan would not apply (i.e., "non-Q"
activities). The meeting was held to allow the Applicant and his
Architect-Engineer to discuss in detail the applicability of this plan.

The Applicant informed the Staff that the Quality Plan has recently been fina-
lized as MPQP-l, It was transmitted by Bechtel by CPCo (WRBird) letter dated
March 3, 1982 (see Enclosure 2).

The Staff noted that the programmatic aspects of the quality plan submitted
January 7 appeared to be in full compliance with Appendix B of 10CFRS0 and are
acceptable. Issuance of formal acceptance is awaiting the discussion of the
extent of the program's applicability and specifically the items which it will
not cover. Due to the nature of this work, the Staff's initial consideration is
that essentially all construction activities related to the remedial work should
fall under this program.

CPCo and Bechtel sought to limit full program applicability to those items vhich
they considered safety~related., This term is defined in the accepted CPCo

, Quality Assurance Topical Report and in section 1.1.2.2.1 of the FSAR (see

\ Enclosure 2). From a technical design viewpoint, Bechtel proposed the following

’ clarifications as the logical application of these definitions to the remedial
work:

1. Only por-iicu: supports/structures need be Q listed.

2. Temporary (i.e., construction) uu"oru' need not be Q.

&\ p Exhibit XIV R



‘ Meeting Summary

Midland Plant 2

3. Support of non-Q structures (e.g., turbine building) is inherently non-Q.

4, rrocedures [or manipuletion ~# g eofery erruciuie (e.,., _+cking) are Q
vhen the manipulations produce final input loads. For example, jacking
from a temporary support is non-Q, not because it is not important but
because it i{s not relied on for the safety of the structure following fuel
load when the health and safety of the public could potentially be at risk.

5. A monitoring program to determine the effect on safety-related structures
of all work, including temporary (i.e., non-Q) loads will be in place. The
monitoring program will be Q.

6. Non safety-related buildings and supports which can affect safety-related
structure are non-Q. However, the evaluation of the effect of such struc-
tures on safety structures is Q.

7. Given the above points, the conclusion must be drawn that installation of
temporary underpinning where it will ultimately become a part of the
permanent underpinning (i.e., under the control tower) is Q. Temporary
support of the electrical penetration areas, not to be a part of the final
support, is non-Q, however the evaluation of its effect on the structure is

.

CPCo noted that the key point in the above items is that adverse impact on a
structure from the temporary work has a potential impact on plant licensability,
but not on health and safety. CPCo acknowledged, however, that quality conmtrol
on some work which would not be defined as Q in accordance with the above is
desirable considering the nature and extent of this work. CPCo therefore
proposed a new designation of "QA". Items and activities so designated would be
treated by CPCo, Bechtel, and their construction contractors exactly as Q items
except for reportability to the NRC. A portion of the Auxiliary Building i a
construction sequence drawing designating those piers to be Q and those to be QA
vas discussed (see Enclosure 2).

There are certain activities related to the undecpinning work which would fall
in neither of these categories. An example discussed at some length was excava-
tion of the drift (tunnel) under the turbine building (non-Q). Although final
construction drawings, preparation of which would involve a final
classification, are not complete, the Applicant agreed this work would probably
fall into neither category. The Staff noted that failure to properly install
the associated bracing could have an immediate effect »n the Auxiliary Building.
The Applicant contended that the monitoring program for the Auxiliary Building,
vhich is accorded Q status, would detact such an effect.

During the discussion, the Applicant expressed concern that a Q-listing automa-
tically required the imposition of numerous difficult requirements which might
not relate to the real concern. The Staff disagreed, noting that 10CFRSO
Appendix B provides that QA shall be implemented to the extent commensurate with
the impact on safety; for example, while it does not matter what implement is
used to remove soil when Jigging an access shaft, the location, size, and depth
of the shaft are important,



: Meeting Summary ;
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Following a private caucus, the Staff responded to the applicant's proposals as
follows:

The Staff did not accept the concept of tho'QA“ClAllification. The Staff

considers that all activities beginning with phase 2 work should be Q

listed except on very specific items whwich can be shown on a specific

basis to justify non-Q treatment. NRR concurrence in this justification

must be obtained prior to conducting any work efforts completely outside
 the quality plan.

The Region will continue the level of involvement of the recent past.
Every drawing and specification does not require Region III concurrence
before use, although they must be completed and available prior to commen-
cing the work they cover. In preparing and approving these documentn,
individual detailed activities which require or do rot require specific QA
controls shal! be specified in accordance with the quality plan and consi-
dering the flexibility inherent in 10CFRS50 Appendix B.

The Staff rejects the philosophy of reliance on the monitoring program as
the sole Q protection for safety structures. The process controls which
preclude the attainment of undesirable effects which the monitoring program
would detect must be subjected to the full rigor of the MPQAD program.

With respect to the items of design philosophy enumerated above, the Staff
disagrees with numbers 1, 2, 3 and 7. The Staff disagrees with the limita-
tion ¢f number 4 to final input loads. The Staff agrees that the
monitoring program of number 5 must be Q but rejects the concept of this as
the sole Q protection for safety-related structures. The Staff disagrees
with the aspects of number 6 which classify non safety-related buildinrgs
and supports as non-Q but agrees the evaluation of effects must be Q as
well as related construction and design work.

It vas agreed at the conclusion of the meeting that the applicant must sutmit a
letter, prior to beginning phase 2 work, which provides the information agreed
to in the Mazch 8, 1982 telephone call with Mr. J. D, Kane of the Staff (see
Enclosure 2). The NRC will take specific action on this submittal prior to the
start of phase 2 work.

T Hee 1>

Darl §. Hood, Pruject Manager
Licensing Branch No, 4
Division of Licensing

Enclosures:
As Stated

ce!
See Next Page
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LIST OF ATTENDEES

March 10, 1982 NRC Meeting, QA REMEDIAL FOUNDATION WORK
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Swanberg
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March 3, 1982

Mr A J Boos

Bechtel Power Corporation
PO Box 1000

Ann Arbor, MI 48106

MIDLAND PROJECT -
QUALITY PLAX FOR UNDERPINNING ACTIVITIES
FILE: 0.4%.9.20.6, 5.17 SERIAL: 16114

Attached is MPQP-1, "Quality Plan for Underpinning Activities," with an
effective date of March 2, 1982. It should be recognized that although
this plan is Just now getting its formal release vhile avaiting the policy
document for suthorization for us to utilize quality plans on the Midland
Project, that in-fact the plan has been in effect since early January vhen
the Project Tean members agreed to the contents of the plan. This formal
release of Revision 0 is changed from vhat was reviewed ana agreed upon in
early January as follows:

1. Words wvere added to specifically define the MPQAD role in reviewing
aon=-Q documents. These specific words vere reviewed with you on
February 19, 1982.

2. Reference to EDPI 4.25.1 vas revised to include the ney procedure
EDPT L.25.2.

3. EDPI's 2.1k.8 and L.1.L vere added to the list of applicable procedures.
These vere referenced in the body or the attachments to the plan.

L. EDPI L.62.1 was eliminated from the list of applicable procedures as that
specific EDPI has teen cancelled.

All elements of this quality plan must be in effect prior to Phase II of the
underpinning activities.

A Gnd

Manager of Quality Assurance
Midland Project

WRB/1r
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QUALITY PLAN FOR UNDERPINNING ACTIVITIES

GENERAL

All activities for the remedial soils work will be covered by the existing
Consumers Power Company and Bechtel Power Corporation Topical Reports CPC-1-A
and BQ-TOP-1, Revision 1A, respectively. This Quality Plan provides a more
detailed written description of the accomplishment of activities specific to

the soils remedial work.

The senior management co-sisting of J W Cook as Vice President of Projects,
Engineering and Construction (Consumers Power Company) and J A Rutgers,
Midland Project Manager for Bechtel Power Corporation (CPCo's comtractor for
the Midland Nuclear Plaat), will review and approve major decisions and design
concepts regarding remedial soils work. J A Mooney, CPCo Midland Project
Office Executive Manager, and A J Boos, Bechtel Assistant Froject Manager,
will manage the remedial soils work. J F Fisher, Bechtel Construction
Remedial Soils Group Supervisor, will coordinate the Bechtel and Subcontractor
field activities.

W R Bird (Manager of MPQAD) and D E Horm (Civil Section Head) will manage the
remedial work with the overview of B W Marguglio (Director of Eaviroomental
and Quality Assurance).

The specific Quality Plan and Q-list activities are defined in attachments to
the Technical Specifications for Underpinaning (7220-C-~194 and 7220-C-195).

Orgsnizations involved with the underpinning are defined in the Fuanctional
Matrix, Attachment 1 and as follows:
»i0382-4025a-66~27
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QUALITY PLAN FOR UNDERPINNING ACTIVITIES

Project Manzgement - Sets policy, coordinates licensing review, and

submittals to the NRC.

Safety and Licensing - Performs licensing reviews and coordinates FSAR

revisions.

Design Production ~ Provides client design input and performs reviews of

and comments on Bechtel Design Documents.

Site Management - Monitors remedial activities with respect to commercial

type items, construction activities such as equipmeat

care, labor and production.

Bechtel Project Management - Coordinates with client and sets policy for

Bechtel organizations.

Bechtel Project Engineering - Establishes design criteria and reviews ioput

from non-Bechtel sources. Originates and

controls design documents for comstructioa.

Bechtel Project Geotechnical Engineer - Functions as Project Engineering's
Geotechnical representative on
project. Performs geotechaical
reviews related to design criteria and
procedures. Interfaces with Geotech
Services and Resident Geotechnical

Engineer.

mi0382-4025a-66~27
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QUALITY PLAN FOR UNDERPINNING ACTIVITIES

Bechtel Construction Remedial Soils Group - Performs the overall on-site
management of all Remedial Soils
Group remedial underpinning
activities including comstruction
coordination between Bechtel, NRC,
CPCo and Subcontractor. Provides
direction over Subcontractor
activities, and shall be the
single point of comtact between
Subcontractor and Bechtel, NRC
CPCo and other agencies.

Geotech Services - Provides design and field geotechnical services as
requested by Project Engineering.

Resident Geotechanical Engineer - Performs foundation inspection and
seotechnical on-site monitoring of related
construction activities. Interfaces with the

Project Geotechaical Engineer.

Bechtel Quality Coatrol (QC) - Performs first-line inspection verification of
site Q-list activities. Reviews safety-related

construction procedures.

Midland Project Quality Assurance (MPQAD) « Provides the quality assurance for
; all remedial work inecluding vork

810382-4025a-66-27
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QUALITY PLAN FOR UNDERPINNING ACTIVITIES

done by Bechtel and Bechtel
Subcontractors. Develops quality
plans, reviews safety-related
devign documents and comstructioa
procedures. Performs over~
inspections and pre-planned audits
of Q-list activities as defined in
the quality plans.

Subcontractor - Perform construction activities as contracted for, within the

framevork of the Midland Project Quality Program.

Consultant - Provides advice to Bechtel Project Engineering or Bechtel
Counstruction (Remedial Soils Group) on construction methods,

desiya, instrumentation or geotech.

Design Control for the remedial underpiuning of the Auxiliary Building
(Electrical Pepetrations and Control Structure) and Feedwater Isolation Valve
Pit fill material replacement and Service Water Pump Structure will be
provided by Project Sugineering. Engineering Department Procedures (EDPs) and
Engineering Department Project Instructions (EDPIs) will provide the comtrols
for Engineering activities which are responsive to the Quality Program
requirements.

010382-40254-66-27
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QUALITY PLAN FOR UNDERPINNING ACTIVITIES

. Design criteria will be developed from design input from consultants, the
Midland Plant Safety Analysis Report, 50.54(f) responses submitted to the NRC
staff, meetings with and submittals to the NRC staff, and testimony during the
ASLBE Soils hearing.

Design documents, including specifications and dravings (as well as changes
and revisions to these documents), will be reviewed and checked for compliance
to design requirements by Pechtel Project Engineering. Design documents will
be reviewed by Quality Coatrel, MPQAD, Project Geotech and Construction.

The MPQAD reviev applies to design documents designated as either Q=listed
(safety related) or son Q-listed. For documents which are not safety related
the MPQAD reviev will be limited to assuring the document in fact does not
require safety related activities to protect Q-listed items, systems, or
structures. Subsequent revisions to documents concurred to be non Q-listed
seed not be submitted to MPQAD for reviev unless such a revision specifically
adds a safety related activity.

MPQAD will act as tha focal poiat for the assurance of the resolution of
quality related comments.

Technical specifications and revisions thereof will be generated, reviewved,
approved, and controlled by Bechtel Project Engineering ia accordance with
EDPF 4.49. lInitial specifications will also be revieved by CPCo Design
hﬁuuu.n‘ comments submitted to Bechtel Project Engineering.
Specification Change Notices (SCNs), used as interim change documents between

®10382-40250-66-27
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QUALITY PLAN FOR UNDERPINNING ACTIVITIES

revisions ol the specification, will receive the same level of review and
approval by Bechtel Project Engineering as the basic specificationms.

Specification Change Notices shall be administered and controlled in

- accordance with EDPI 4.49.1.

Project Sngineering will prepare, review, approve, issue and control desiga

i drawings in accordance with EDP 4.46. Changes to engineering drawings will

receive the same level of review and approval as the basic drawing and are

administered in accordance with EDP 4.47 and EDPI 4.47.1.

Bechtel design calculations shall be originated, checked, approved, controlled
and documented by Project Engineering in accordance with EDP 4.37. All design
calculations riubmitted by the coasultant will be checked, reviewed and

ayproved by Bechtel Project Eagineuriig.

Bechtel Construction Remedial Soils Group will request from or notify Project
Engineering of changes {95 design docusent: by Field Chauge Requests (FCRs) amd
Field Chauge Noticus (EFNs), tespectively. The FCXs will be reviewad,
evaluated, dispositioned, contreclled snd adainistered in accordance with EDP
6.61. FCNs will allow Field Constructicn to imitiate field changes in design
documents within the allowable guijelizes of Field Procedure FPD-2.000 as
provided by Project Engineering. FChs will be reviewed, evaluated,

dispos.tioned, controlled and administered according to EDPI 4.62.1.

The design interface for the underpinning activities between Project

Engineering, project groups, techmical support grohps and consultants will be

mi0382-40252~66-27
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administered as illustrated in Attachment 2, Design Documeat Interface
Flowchart. Geotech design and calculation reviews will be accomplished per
EDPI 4.25.2. The Subcontractor will receive design documents from Field

Document Control to be utilized for cemstruction.

Inspections will be performed by Bechtel QC to verify that comstruction is

being performed to the latest revisions of the design documents; audits and/or
overinspections will be conducted by MPQAD. Field geotechnical activities,

including subgrade acceptance, will be accomplished in accordance with

EDPI 2.14.8.

PROCUREMENT AND RECEIVING

All procuresment of Q-list items and services for thes remedial underpizning

work will be doae by Bechtel employing the technical and qualiity requirements
established in the specifications and drawiags. Q-material requisitioms will
be o:ijinated by fechtel Construction Remedial Soils Group in accordaace with

FPG~-8.000. Bechtel Construction Remedial Soils Group will be responsible for

assuring that applicable regulatory requirements, design bases, speci-

fications, procedures and drawings are included and rcforénced in the
procurement documents. The Field Procurement Department will initiate formal
purchase orders and will be responsib1§ for ensuring that the procurement
package is complete and includes all of the information required by the
supplier. MPQAD will review and approve procurement documents in accordance
with MPQAD Procedure M-5 to assure that necessary quality program requirements
are included.

2i0382-4025a~66-27
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Upon receipt of Q-material, inspections will be performed by Quality Coamtrol
in.accordance with PSP G-5.1 to verify items comply with the procurement
package requirements and quality verifications packages are complete. Quality
verification packages will be reviewed for availability, traceability and
legibility by Bechtel QC and audited by MPCAD (MPQAD Procedure F-14). In
addition, a techaical review will be performed by Bechtel QC for non-shop

inspected iteas.

PREPARATION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF PROCEDURES / INSTRUCTIONS

All Q-list activities performed by Bechtel or the Subcoantractor to support
construction will be controlled by approved procedures and/or instructioms.
Written instructions to the Subcontractor will be in the form of engineering

specifications, drawings, and approved changes thereto.

The 5‘32107f°tl (cont:olfcd by EDP 4.58) attached to the specifications
jdentify the procedures to be submitted by the Subcontractor prior to the
start of fabrication and construction. These procedures vill te logged,
controlled, and distributed by the Field Document Céntrol Center and will br
r?viewed by Project Ergineering, Bechtel QC, Bechtel Construction Remedial
Soils Group, MPQAD and Consultants as defined in Appendix A of the Quality
Plan and Q-listed activities for each technical specification. Project
Engineering will define the quality attributes of each procedure utilizing the
Q-listed activities called out in Section 4.3 of the Quality Plaas. The MPQAD
review applies to p:occdurcl/insttuctions designated as either Q-listed
(safety related) or non Q-listed. For 40cnlcn£| which are not safety related

210382-4025a-66-27
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_ the MPQAD review will be limited to assuring the documeat in fact does not

require safety related activities to protect Q-listed items, systems, or
structures. Subsequent revisions to documents concurred to be non Q-listed
need not be submitted to MPQAD for review unless such a revision specifically

adds a safety related activity.

These procedures, when approved by Bechtel Project Engineering, Bechtel QC and

MPQAD, will provide authorization for fabrication/comstruction to proceed.

INSPECTION, EXAMINATION, TEST AND CALIBRATION

Quality verification, inspection and testing of all Bechtel and Subcontractor
Q-list activities will be performed by Bechtel Quality Control, independent of
the Subcontractor and the Bechtel Construction Remedial Soils Group. Bechtel
QC will prepare inspection plans (ir accordance with PSP G-6.1 and G-1.1)
utilizing inputs from technical specifications, design drawings aad
Subcontractor procedures. Project Quality Coatrol Imstructionm (PQCIs) will be
prepared to cover all Bechtel and Sulcontractor Q-list activities. Existing
PQCIs will be adapted for standard construction activities such as concrete
batching, placement and testing, and reinforcing steel installation.
Additional PQCIs will be developed as necessary to verify new underpinning
activities such as temporary support i;ntallation, load transfer and threaded
reinforcing connectors. All PQCIs will be subject to MPQAD review according
to MPQAD Proceduras E-2M. In addition, inspection and test activities will be
monitored bi'uPQAD through the use of overinspection plans based on an
independent evaluation of design and procurement documents (MPQAD

mi0382-4025a-66-27
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Procedure E-1M). The Subcontractor will be indoctrinated to Bechtel QC and
MPQAD procedures and inspection planning to assure that hold and witness

inspection points included as an integral part of the Subcontractor's

- procedures, will be adbered to.

Test will be performed to qualify, demonstrate or assure that the quality of

-ptocuted items or completed comnstruction is as defined in applicable

engineering drawings and procurement documents.

Calibration, maintenance and control of measuring and test equipment will be
provided by an approved agency which will be pre-qualified by MPQAD. This
agency will provide for traceability to National Standards, the unique
identification of each instrument or equipment requiring calibratiom, the
establishment of calibration frequencies, and the identification of
calibration status. Calibration records will be maintained by the agency and
transaitted to Bechtel Construction Remedial Soils Group for review. At the
completion of the subcontract, these records will be turned over to Bechtel
Quality Control. Performance and gffectivenc:s of the agency will be verified

by MPQAD audits and/or overinspections in accordance with MPQAD Procedures F-

1M and E-1M.

HANDLING AND STORAGE

All Q-list materials will be stored and handled in accordance with general
Field Procedures FPG 4.000 and 5.000 and supplemented by the Subcontractor's

procedure. Storage and handling of material and equipaent will be subject to

mi0382-4025a-66-27
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Bechtel QC inspection and verification according to PSP G-5.1 and MPQAD

overinspections and/or audits. (MPQAD Procedures E-1M and F-1M).

DOCUMENT CONTROL AND QUALITY RECORDS

Subcontractor documents which are to be submitted for review and comment by
Bechtel Project Engineering, Bechtel QC and MPQAD will be controlled by the
Field Document Control Center (FDCC) in accordance with FPD 1.000. Prior to
the start of work, the Subcontractor will submit construction procedures as
required by the specifications, purchase orders and/or dt;wings to Bechtel
Coastruction Remedial Soils Group. Bechtel Construction Remedial Soils Group
and the FDCC will distrib?te the procedures for review and approval as defined
in the Quality Plans for the uaderpinning activities. Bechtel Project

Engineering will be responsible for resolving review comments.

All quality records will be controlled by EDPs 5.16 and 5.24, !echt;l QC

Procedure PSP G-7.1 and MPQAD Procedures F-11M and F-124. These procedures

will prescribe the requirement for preparation, coatrol, dist:ibuti;n and
transmittal of all Q-relate. procedures, specifications, drawings and

inspection records.

NONCONFORMING ITEMS AND CORRECTIVE ACTION

Nonconformances discovered during comstruction inspection activities will be
documented and controlled by‘Bechtel QC in accordance with PSP G-3.2 and MPQAD
in accordance with MPQAD Procedure F-2M. These procedures provide for the
identification and documentation of the nomconforming item, identify the
2i0382-4025a-66-27 '
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authority for and disposition of the nonconforming condition, and provide for

documenting the reinspection and closeout of the nonconformance.

Within the Midland Project Quality Program, the identification of significant
and reportable items will be accomplished by Bechtel QC and MPQAD through the
review of nonconformance reports, supplier suxveiilances and quality assurance
audits. Cerrective action for significant quality problems will be controlled

by Bechtel PSP G-3.2 and MPQAD Procedure F-3M.

In the design phase, investigation of cause and action taken to preclude
recurrance of design deficiencies will be accomplished through EDP 4.65.
Design deficiencies include those items which are not identified in the course

of design development and which ultimately require changes.
AUDITS

Audits will be performed by MPQAD to verify conformance of Q-list activities.
MPQAD Procedure F-1M includes provisions for the identifi-ation of
deficiencies, the determination of corrective action, and the necessary follow

up to verify that timely and effective action is taken.'
TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION

All inspectors and quality auditors will be trained znd certified in
accordance with PSP G-8.1 or MPQAD Procedures B-2M and/or B-3M. Subcontraétor
field supervisory and engineering personnel will be indoctrinated to the

Midland Project Quality Program. This will include an introduction to the

mi0382-40252-66-27
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quality system, inspection techniques, nonconformance control, NRC activities,
field and engineering design changes and site organizations and interfaces.
The indoctrination will be ccmpleted prior to any work proceeding. The
Subcontractor will be required to implement training for the procedures

covering the Subcontractors Q-listed activities.

mi0382-4025a-66-27
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MIDLAND PROJECT QUALITY ASSURANCE DEPARTMENT PROCEDURES

B-2M Personnel Training

B-3M Qualification and Certification of Imspection and
Test Personnel

E-1M Site Inspection Planning and Site Inmspection

E-2M Review of Site Inspection Planning Prepared by others
than MPQA

F-1M Audit

F-24 Nonconformance Reporting, Corrective Action and
Statusing

F-3M Resolution of Significant Quality Problems

F-11M Documentation Comtrol

F-12M Quality Records

M-5 QA Review of Bechtel Field-Originated Procurement
Documents -

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT PROCEDURES

EDP - 4.37 Design Calculations

EDP - 4.46 Project Drawings

EDP - 4.47 Drawing Cbange Notice

' EDP - 4.49 Project Specifications

EDP - 4.58 Specifying and Reviewing Supplier Engineering and
Quality Verification Documentation

EDP - 4.62 FCR/FCN

EDP - 4.65 Design Deficiency

EDP - 5.16 Supplier Document Control

EDP - 5.24 Document Distribution Control Ceanter

mi0382-4025b-66-27
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FIELD PROCEDURES

FPG-8.000
FPD-2.000
FPG-4.000

FPG-5.000

FFD-1.000

Page 17

FMRs
Field Change Request/Field Change Notice

Storage Maintenance/Ianspection of Equipment and
Materials

Maintenance 'Inspection of Material and Equipment
Released for Comstruction

Field Documentation of Correspondence Control

PROJECT SPECIAL PROVISIONS

PSP G-1.1

PSP G-3.2
PSP G-5.1
PSP G-6.1
PSP G-7.1
PSP G-8.1

Assignment of Responsibilities, Manual Application
and Control

Control of Nonconforming Items

Material Receiving and Storage Control

Inspection Planning

Document, Records and Correspondence Control
Qualification, Evaluation, Examination Training and

Certification >f Comstruction Quality Control
Personnel

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT PROJECT INSTRUCTIONS

EDPI - 2.14.8

EDPI - 4.1.1

EDPI - 4.25.2

EDPI - 4.47.1

EDPI - 4.49.1

mi0382-4025b~-66-27

Resident Geotechnical Engineer for Midland Remedial
Underpinning Operation.

Preparation of Design Requirements Verification
Checklist.

Interface Control Design Documents for Remedial Soils
Underpinning Operation.

Interim Drawing Change Notice for the Midland Project
7220

Specification Change Notification
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QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM POLICY Page x
Revision 11
Date 11/18/81

LIST OF DEFINITIONS
Consumers pawer

Safety-Related - The term applied to:

Structures, systems, components, materials, services or Operational Safety Actioni
or Activities named on the Q-List as necessary to assure:

1. The incegrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary.
2. The capability to shut down the reactor and maintain it in a safe condition.

3. The capability to preveat or mitigate the consequences of an accideat which
could result in potential off-site exposures to individuals in excess of
exposures specified in 10 CFR 100.

4. The operation of the facility within Technical Specificacions limits and Nuclear
Regulatory Requirements.

Secondary Standard - An item of measuring and test equipment (MSTE) used to cali-
brate other MSTE. They are periodically calibrated using Refereace Standards and
reserved for use in the calibratiom of working plant or field MATE.

Section - A subdivision of a department, usually made along lines of a technical
spacialty; eg, Nuclear Licensing, Health Physics, Nuclear Fuel, etc.

Services - Work performed by am orgarization or department having no deliverable
hardvare type end item other shan the results of comstructios, modificatiuns, repalirs,
inspections, audits, reviews, ate. ;

Source Inspectiom - _.spectiom of an itex at a Scpplier's facilicy during its

manufacture, Or at complietiom of manufacture, to verify {mplementation of the procure=
ment requirements.

Spare Part - An {tem available for replaces .at for an item in use.

Special Nuclear Material (SNM) -

1. Plutonium, Uranium 233; uranium enriched in the Isotope 233 or in the Isotope
235; s1d any other material which the NRC, pursuant to the provisions of
Section 51 of the Atomic Esergy Act of 1954 as amended, determines toO be
special nuclear material, but does not {nclude source material; or

2. Any material artificially enriched by any of the foregoing, but does not in=-
clude source material.

Special Process - Those metallurgical, chemical, or other processes where assurance
of the process activity is dependent on the use of qualified procedures, personnel,
or equipment; and vhere assurance of quality cannot be by direct inspection of the
in-process activity or final product. These {neclude, but are not limited to, welding,
heat-treating, NDE and environmental testing of the work process.

\J



MIDLAND 162-FSAR

regulations, guidelines, or other factors separate and distinct
from the components of the system itself. The system is
considered as a unit, with boundaries as defined by Regulatory
Guide 1.70 and must meet specific requirements. The design bases
describe all essential characteristics of th2 system with
sufficient clarity so that an experienced engineer, using these
design bases and material referenced in the design bases, can
‘understand the functions of the system with respect to the rest
of the plant. Itams implicit to contemporary design (e.g., use
of “he English system of weights and measures or the exercise of
good engineering practice) are not specified.

"1.1.2.2.1 safety Design Bases

Safety design bases directly establish cor increase nuclear
safety. Safety design bases provide for or assure the following:

a. The integrity of the reactcr ccolant pressure boundary

E. The capability to shut down the reactor and maintain it
in a safe shutdown conditicn

Ce The capability to prevent or mitigate the consequences
of accidents that could result in potential offsite
exposures comparable to the quideline exposures of
10 CFR 100

d. The accomplishment of specific structure, system, Or
component requiremernts which are important to safety

The control rcom operator action is considered as one of the
fundeamental means of achieving these criteria.

safety-related structures, systems, and compornents important to
safety are the portions of systems which are indispensable to
nuclear safety. Items which are associated with safety-related
egquipment but which do not perform a nuclear safety functicn are
not safety-related.

Redundancy requirements and system perfcrmance conditions are
considered a feature of the equigpment's capability to shut down
the reactor safely or to prevent or mitigate accidents.

1.1.2.2.2 Power Generation Design Bases

power generation design bases are those design bases which are
not related to nuclear plant safety. They need not relate
directly to the generation of power; however, they relate at
least indirectly to power generaticn in the sense that all
station requirements which are not imposed for safety reasons
support the major function of the station as a whole; i.e., the
generation of electrical power and process steam. An example of

‘o 1-4
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RECORD OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION

DATE: March 8, 1982, 3:30 pm PROJECT: Midland
RECORDED BY: Joseph D. Kane CLIENT:
TALKED WITH: Bechtel PC GEI NRC

J. Anderson T. Thruvengadam S. Poules J. Kane
M. Das Gupta K. Razdan

ROUTE TO: INFORMATION

G. Lear

L. Heller
vD. Hood

F. Rinaldi

S. Poulos

H. Singh

R. Landsman

J. Kane

MAIN SUBJECT OF CALL: ADOPTED SOIL SPRING STIFFNESSES USED IN DESIGN OF
AUXILIARY BUILDING UNDERPINNING AND START OF PHASE 2
CONSTRUCTION

ITEMS DISCUSSED:

1. Attachmerts 1 and 2 to this telephone record provide the design cases and
s0il spring stiffnesses adopted by Bechtel as soils input in their
structural analysis of the Auxiliary Buiiding. The values of stiffness
also on Attachment 2 under the column labeled NRC are the results of
extensive discussions between NRC Consuitants, S. Poulos, GEI, H. Singh,
COE and J. Kane, NRC and represent the staff and its Consultants
cdetermination of the range of reasonabie stiffness values which should be
considered in design. The NRC values had bzaen provided to Bechtel via
telephone on March 5, 1982 as committed to by the Staff in the meeting
of February 26, 1982 in Bethesda.

The NRC recommended value of 70 KCF for the Main Auxiliary Building
versus the Applicant's adopted 30 KCF for Case 2 is important bacause
this difference has the potential to affect settlements which are to be
tolerated during underpirning. Allowable settlements using the
stiffness of 30 KCF had been provided on February 26, 1982 by

M. DasGupta of Bechtel Corp.



Following considerable discussion on NRC recommended stiffness values

(in both March 5 and March 8 telephone calls), Consumers expressed a
willingness to use these values in their structural analysis but
indicated the time needed to complete the required computer runs would
impact their Phase 2 construction plans. As an alternative, J. Kane
suggested that Phase 2 work be subdivided into two parts, the initial

one beginniig with work which would not affect the EPA and Control

Tower area and the second part beginning after the analysis using the

NRC recommended stiffness values had been completed by CPC and the
results evaluated by the NRC staff. An acceptable line of demarcation
between these two portions of Phase 2 work was tentatively identified as
column lines 2.5 and 10.5 on the Construction Sequence drawing provided
for the underpinning work at the February 3-5 design audit, These lines,
respectively, are sufficiently west and east of the EPA and Control

Tower to conclude that these structures would be unaffected by underpinnir
operations permitted by this initial portion of Phase 2 work.

Consumers agreed to provide a letter to NRC giving details which would
permit the Staff.to fully understand what work would be performed under
this initial portion of Phase 2 work.

The following comments were given to Consumers concerning the monitoring
plans during underpinning of the Auxiliary Building.

a. Drawing C-1493(Q), "Monitoring Matrix," should be updated and values
provided in the toclerance criteria column for staff concurrence befor
any portion of Phase 2 work is started.

b. Cheel 8 ¢f M. DasGupta's presentation on February 26, 1982 dces not
agree with previous drawings provided (Drwgs. €-1420 (Q) and C-1491
(Q)). Corrections in proper labeling of the desp seated bench mark
Yocations on Sheet % and on Sheet 10 are needed and should be
provided to the NRC.

c. HR( expressed = concerr for measurement of horizontal movement betwec
the EPA and “he Turbine Building and between the Control Tuwer and ti
Turbine Building during underpinning operations and suggested three
monitoring gevices be inst21led. One device at the top of each wing
the EPA's and one at the top of the Control Tower was recommended.
Consumers responded that they were now planning to place instruments
at those locations in response to questions raised by ASLB but had nc
yet updated the monitoring locations on Drawings C-1490(Q), C-1491(Q
and C-1493(Q). The Staff indicated that criteria on tolerable relat
horizontal movement for these instruments should be established and
f::nis?:dion the Monitoring Matrix drawing along with the basis for
these Timits.

d. As previously discussed at the February 26, 1982 meeting in Bethesda
the Staff anticipates a submittal by Consumers identifying the
acceptance criteria for the strain gages to be placed at E1.659 on
the Auxiliary Building.



Consumers indicated that the six deep seated bench mark instruments
located on Sheet 8 of M. DasGupta's presentation will be in operation
before beginning Phase 2 work. Installation of the additional

instruments at top of the EPA's and Control Tower and the strain

gages at E1 659 and the results of the structural analysis using NRC
recommended stiffness valves are to be completed before the second portion
of Phase 2 work is started.

J. Kane indicated that subdivision of Phase 2 underpinning work into

two portions is subject to the approval of NRC Project Management

and Structural Engineering Branch. It was also indicated that other
conditions which could affect the start of Phase 2 work may be identified
by the Staff. The original intent of this telephone conference call was
to discuss soil spring stiffnesses but was not intended to address the
start of Phase 2 work.
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QUALITY PLAN AND
Q-LISTED ACTIVITIES FOR

SPECIFICATION C-194

QUALITY PLAY AND Q-LISTED ACTIVITIES

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of this QA Plan is to provide the means by which to gain
adequate confidence that the Service Water Pump Structuss underpinning
system is constructed according to design documents. This Plan describes
the minimum procedural interfacing between the sub-contractor,
contractor, consultant(s) and the Midland Project Quality Assuraace

Department. (MPQAD)

SUBMITTAL, REVIEW AND APPROVAL FOR Q-LISTED PROCEDURES

2.1 The procedures listed in Exhibit A will be submitted as a minimum

by the subcontractor as specified in the coantract documents.

2.2 The procedures will be routed for review, comment and approval

according to the flow disgram in Exhibit B.

2.2 The groups responsible for review, comment and approval cf

procedures will be as specified in Exhibit A.

CALIBRATION OF SUICONTRACTdR FURNISHED EQUIPMENT

3.1 All subcontractor-furnished jacks, gages, aad construction

equipment requiring calibration will be calibrated by an ageacy
approved and audited by MPQAD.

QUALITY ACTIVITIES

4.1 7 Section 4.3 provides the Q-List. All Q-Listed hardware and

installation will be performed in accordance with the Midland



4.2

6.3

ENCLOSURE 2
QUALIT™ PLAN AND

Q-LISTEw ACTIVITIES FOR

SPECIFICATION C-194

Project Quality Assurance Program, and will be inspected by the
Centractor’'s Quality Control organization and overinspected by the
MPQAD. All other Q-Listed activities will also be performed in
accordance with the Program and will be controlled by the

Contractor's QC organization and the MPQAD.

Within thirty days prior to the scheduled start of but not limited
to the following activities, meetings will be held bLetween
responsible personnel of Bechtel Construction Remedial Soils Group,
MPQAD, Contractor QC and the Subcontractor. The adequacy and
availability of technical criteria; Quality Control inspection
plans; Subcontractor's procedures; schedule of Comstruction
activites; the sequence and clarity of Q-List activities will be

discussed.

1. Start excavation below 620°'.

. 2. Start of final lcad transfer and lockoff.

For any work relating to the service watasr pump structure
underpinning, the following activities will be Q-Listed. This is
intended to de a complete Q-List for all -ctiiitcn unique to
underpinning other than design activities. Not all of these
activities, however, will be within the Subcontractor's scope of

work.
1. Document submittal, interface and control.
2. Procuring Q-Listed items and materials.

3. Storage, handling and control of Q-Listed materials.



ENCLOSURE 2

QUALITY PLAN AND
Q-LISTED ACTIVITIES FOR
SPECIFICATION C-194

4. Furnishing and installation of lagging and bracing under "Q"

structures.
5. Excavation limits, control and sequence under "Q" structures.
6. Crack mapping and evaluation.

7. Calibration, maintenance, control and installation of gages and

settlement monitoring instrumentation.

8. Monitoring ¢f building movemeat instrumentation and pier

pressure gages.

9. Fines monitoring cf dewatering wells in "Q" areas.
10. Location and protection "Q" utilities.

11. Geotechnical aceptance of rubgrade.

12. Fabrication and installation of reinforcing steel.
13. Certification of perscnnel performing splices.

14. Taread'rg of reintovring steel and installation of mechaanical

splices.

15. Drilling in 'Q" structures for the installation of anchor

bolts, rock anchc:rs aﬁd dewatering wells.
16. Installation and iaspection of anchor bolts and rock anchors.
~17. Compressible material configuration and installation.

18. Testing of reinforcing steel and mechanical splices.
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

ENCLOSURE 2

QUALITY PLAN AND
Q-LISTED ACTIVITIES FOR
SPECIFICATION C-194

Installation, inspection and testing of structural concrete,

lean concrete, grout and drypack.
Repair of concrete in "Q" structures.

Calibrating, maintaining, installing and controlling of

hydraulic jacks and pressure gages.
Load transfer activites.

Backfilling and acceptance testing for access shafts and

tunnels in "Q" areas.



Procedures To Be Submitted By The Subcontractor

Procedure for general underpinning - This procedure
suall include the overall concept of the work
involved, including the interface of all tue
operations listed below.

Procedure for load transfer.

Procedure for placement oi lean concrete backfill in
shafts and tunmnel.

Procedure for installation of (incleding mixing) and
pressure grouting.

Procedure for placement of pier concrete.

Procedure for acquiring and meintaining calibration
of jacks and gages.

Procedure for mechanical spliciang of reinforcement.
Procedure for threading of ceinforcing steel.

Procedure for installatior of sachor bolts and rock
anchors.

Procedure for installation of compressivle wmaterial.

Procedure for placing reinforcement includ ng
bending steel reinforcement (hot and cold)

Procedure for core drilling.

Organization Responsible For Procedure Review & Approval

&
b+ H§

o s 19
8 §5 <8 b 3

o e “w o ool N s
? 28 482 '5'“3‘ gg
£ oS3 359838 § &
X 0 0 X > 0
X 0 0 X X 0
X 0 X X
3 0 X X
X 0 X X
X 0 X X
X 0 X M
X 0 X X
X 0 X X

LEGEND
X 0 X X REVIEW & APPROVAL - X
X 0 X X REVIEW & COMMENT - 0
as applicable
X 0 X X
ENCLOSURE 2
EXHIBIT A
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Procedures To Be Submitted By The Subcontractor Organization Responsible For Procedure Review & Appr.mul'
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rocedure for concrete repairs. X 0 X X
Procedure for excavation "0" siructures and the - 0 0 B X
installation of lagging.
; Procedure for protection of underground utilities X 0 B X
Procedure for preparing, submitting, and .evising X o X X
Q procedures.
Procedure for handling, storing, and controlling X 0 - X
Contractor-firnished materials.
Procedure for design documeat countrel. X 0 0 X
Procedures for interfa.e and coordimation X 0 0 0 X
between the Subcontractor and the Contractor
for activities covered by the QA Program.
: Procedure for certifying Subcontractor Personnel X o X X
‘ specifically for AWS welding and mechanical splices.
LEGEND
Procedure for Traiuing Program of Subcomtractoer A 0 X X
Personnel for the Q-Procedures covering the REVIEW & APPROVAL - X

Subcontractors scope of work
: REVIEW & COMMENT - 0
| ; as applicalbe

ENCLOSURE 2
‘ EXMIBIT A
| PAGE 2 OF 2



PROCEDURE REVIEW/APPROVAL FLOWCHART ENCLOSURE 2
EXHIBIT B
BECHTEL FIEL PROJECT
CONSTRUCTIO™ ' PROJECT ENGINEERING® INTERFACING
REMEDIA! CONTROL EDPI 4250 GROUPS®
GROUP FiD 1900 EDP &N EOP 6.8
RECEIVES j— LONS LIS TAMPSI LOGS INISTAMPS/ REVIEW AND REVIEW AND
DISTRIBUTES AS DISTRIBUTES AS COORDINATION COMMENT (MPOA
_lﬁﬁ'“ SPECIFIED and QC aporovel)
L——
r
RESOLVE!
COMMENTS
ASSIGN APPROVAL
STATUS
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Bovas S J——V e @
RESUSMIT BEFORE
m 4
YES
STATUS 3/WORK MAY
“mm LOG OuY J——{E‘m
STATUS 2/WORK MAY a
\ As designaied in exhibit A
FiNg! DOCUMENT
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STATUS i NORK MAY
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1.0

2.0

3.0

ENCLOSURE 3

QUALITY PLAN AND
Q-LISTED ACTIVITES FOR
SPECIFICATION C-195

QUALITY PLAN AND Q-LISTED ACTIVITIES

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of this QA Plam is co provide the means by which to gain
adequate confident that the Auxiliary Building (Electrical Penetration
and control structure) underpinning system and Feedwater Isolation Valve
Pit fill matecial replacement is comstructed according to design
documents. This Plan describes the minimum procedural incerfacing
between the sub-contractor, contractor, consultant(s) and the Midland

Projest Qualiry Assurauce Department. (MPQAD)

SUBHITTAL, REVIEW ANL_APPROVAL FOR Q-LISTED PROCEDURES

2.1 The proceduxes listed in Exhibit A will be submitted as a minimum,

by the subcontractor as specified in the contract documents.

2.2 The procedures will be routed for review, comment and approval

. according (¢ the flow diagram in Exhibit B.

2.3 The groups responsible for review, comment and approval of

procedures will be as specified ia Exhibir A.

CALIBRATION OF SUBCONTRACTOR FURNISHED EQUIPMENT

3.1 . All subcontractor-furnished jacks, gages, and constructioa
equipment requiring calibration will be calibrated by an agency

appraved and audited by MPQAD.



4.0

ENCLOSURE 3

QUALITY PLAN AND
Q-LISTED ACTIVITES FOR
SPECIFICATION C-195

QUALITY ACTIVITIES

&
-

4.2

4.3

Section 4.3 provides the Q-List. All Q-Listed hardware and
installation will be performed in accordance with the Midland
Project Quality Assurance Program, and will be inspected by the
Contractor's Quality Control organization and overianspected by the
MPQAD. All other Q-Listed activities will also be performed in
accordance with the Program and will be controlled by the

Contractor's QC organization and the MPQAD.

Within thirty days prior to the scheduled start of but not limited
to the following activities, meetings will be held between
responsible personnel of Bechtel Comstruction Remedial Soils Group,
MPQAD, Contractor QC and the Subcomtractor. The adequacy and
availability of technical criteria; Quality Comtrol inspection
plans; Subcontractor’'s procedures; schedule of comstruction
activities; the sequence and clarity of Q-List activities will be

discussad.

1. Start construction of temporary underpinning.

2. Start const:;ction of permanent underpinning wall.
3. Start of final load transfer and lockoff.

For any work relating to the auxiliary building underpinning, the
following activities will be Q-Listed. This is intended to be a
complete Q-List for all activites nniqn.4to underpinning other than
design activities. Not all of these activities, however, will be

within the Subcontractor's scope of work.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

ENCLOSURE 3

QUALITY PLAN AND
Q-LISTED ACTIVITES FOR
SPECIFICATION C-195

Document submittal, interface and control.
Procuring Q-Listed items and materials.
Storage, handling and control of Q-Listed materials.

Furnishing and installation of lagging and bracing under "Q"

structures.
Excavation limits, control and sequence under "Q" structures.
Crack mapping and evaluation.

Calibration, maintenance, control and installation of gages and

settlement monitoring instrumentation.

Monitoring of building movement instrumentation and pier

pressure gages.

Fines monitoring of dewatering wells in ;Q” areas.
Location and protection "Q" utilities.
Geotechnical acceptance of subgrade.

Fabrication of steel grillaye for temporary supports for "Q"

structures.

Fabrications and installation of temporary supports for "Q"

structures.
Welding of temporary and permanent supports for "Q" structures.

Fabrication and installation of tcin!ércing steel.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

26.

ENCLOSURE 3

QUALITY PLAN AND
Q-LISTED ACTIVITES FOR
SPECIFICATION C-195

Certification of personnel performing splices.

Threading of reinforcing steel and installation of mechanical

splices.

Drilling in "Q" structures for the installation of anchor

bolts, rock anchors and dewatering wells.

Installation and inspection of anchor bolts and rock anchors.
Co-presliblc material configuration and installation.

Testing of reinforcing steel and mechanical splices.

Installation, inspection and testing of structural concrete,

lean concrete, grout and drypack.
Repair of comncrete in "Q" structures.

Calibrating, maintaining, installing and controlling of

hydraulic jacks and preilutc gages.
Load traasfer activities.

Backfilling and acceptance testing for access shafts and

tunnels in "Q" areas.



Procedures To Be Submitted By The Subcontractor Organization Responsible For Procedure Review & Approval
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Procedure for general underpinning - This procedure X 0 1] X X 0
shall include the overall concept of the work
involved, including the interface of all the
operations listed below.
Procedure for load transfer. X 0 0 X X 0
Procedure for placement of lean concrete backfill in X 0 X X
shafts and tunanel.
Procedure for installation of (including mixing) X 0 X X
and pressure grouting.
Procedure for placement of pier concrete. X 0 X X
Procedure for acquiring and maintaining calibration X 0 X X
of jacks and gages.
Procedure for mechanical splicing of reinforcement- X 0 2 X
Procedure for threadiong of reinforcing steel. X 0 X X
Procedure for installation of anchor belts and rock X 0 X X
aanchors. LEGEND
Procedure for installation of compressible moterial. X 0 X X REVIEW & APPROVAL - X
Procedure for placing reinforcement including ' X 0 X X REVIEW & COMMENT - ©
bending steel reinforcement (hot and cold). as applicable
Procedure for core drilling. X 0 X X
ENCLOSURE 3
EXHIBIT A

Page 1 OF 2



Procedures To Be Submitted By The Subconiractor Organization Responsible For Procedure Review & Appr&?tl
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Procedure for concrete repairs. X 0 X X
Procedure for excavation "Q" structures and the . X 0 0 X X
installation of lagging.
Procedure for protection of underground utilities X 0 X X
Procedure for preparing, submitting, and revising X 0 X X
Q procedures.
Procedure for handling, storing, and controlling X [ X X
Contractor-furnished materials.
Procedure for design document control. X 0 0 X
Procedures for interface and coordination X 0 0 0 X
between the Subcoatractor and the Contractor
for activities covered by the QA Program.
Procedure for comstruction of temporary supports
including grillage. X 0 X X 0
Procedure for welding. X 0 X X LEGEND
Procedure for ceritifying subcontractor personnel X 0 X X REVIEW & APPROVAL - X

specifically for AWD welding and mechanical splices.

REVIEW & COMMENT - 0
Procedure for Training Program of subcontractor X 0 X X as applicable
persoanel for the Q-Procedures covering the subcontractor
scope of work.

ENCLOSURE 3
EXHIBIT A
Page 2 OF 2



PROCEDURE REVIEW/APPROVAL FLOWCHART

STATL 3 1/WORK MAY
PROCEED

EXHIBIT B
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INCORPORATE
COMMENTS
ASSIGN APPROVAL
STATUS .
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CONSTRUCTION REVISE LOG ouT —{I.OO out
ACTIVITY PROCEEDS AS INDICATED
STATUS 2/WORK MAY .
4 designated in sxhibit A
FINAL DOCUMENT
CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITY PROCEEDS




Docket Nos: 50-329
and 50-330 OM,OL

APPLICANT: Consumers Power Company
FACILITY: Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF MARCE 10, 1982 MEETING CUNCERNING QUALITY

ASSURANCE TO BE APPLIED TO REMEDIAL FOUNDATION WORK

|

On March 10, 1982, the NRC Staff met in Bethesda, Maryland with Consumers Powe
Company and Bechtel Power Corporation to discuss the application of quality
assurance to remedial foundation work. Specifically, applicability to work
related to underpinning of the electrical penetration areas of the Auxiliary
Building and of rhe Service Water Pump Structure and to construction of the ne
Borated Water Storage Tank foundation ring was discussed. A list of meeting
attendees is attached as Enclosure 1. Enclosure 2 is a compilation of the
materials handed out and discussed at this meeting.

SUMMARY

A draft of the Quality Plan for Underpinning Activities was submitted for NRC
review by Consumers Power Company letter dated January 7, 1982, During the
course of its review, the Staff had requested to be provided with a listing of
items and activities to which the plan would not apply (i.e., "non-Q"
activities). The meeting was held to allow the Applicant and his
Architect-Engineer to discuss in detail the applicability of this plan.

The Applicant informed the Staff that the Quality Plan has recently been fina
lized as MPQP-1. It was transmitted by Bechtel by CPCo (WRBird) letter dated
March 3, 1982 (see Enclosure 2).

; The Staff noted that the programmatic aspects of the quality plan submitted
January 7 appeared to be in full compliance with Appendix B of 10CFRS0 and ar
acceptable. Issuance of formal acceptance is awaiting the discussion of the
extent of the program's applicability and specifically the items which it wil
not cover. Due to the nature of this work, the Staff's initial consideratior
that essentially all construction activities related to the remedial work shc
fall under this program.

CPCo and Bechtel sought to limit full program applicability to those items wi
they considered safety-related. This term is defined in the accepted CPCo
Quality Assurance Topical Report and in section 1.1.2.2.1 of the FSAR (see |
Enclosure 2). From a technical design viewpoint, Bechtel proposed the foliov
clarifications as the logical application of these definitions to the remedi
work:

1~ Only permanent supports/structures need be Q listed.

2. Temporary (i.e., construction) supports need not be Q.

—FETT 255 7P~
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3 Support of non-Q structures (e.g., turbine building) is inherently nor-Q.

4. Procedures for manipulation of a ‘;fety structure (e.g., jacking) are Q
when the manipulations produce final input loads. For example, jacking
from a temporary support is non-Q, not because it is no* important but
because it is not relied on for the safety of the structure following fiel
load when the health and safety of the public could potentially be at risk.

5. A monitoring program to determine the effect on safety-related structures
of all work, iancluding temporary (i.e., non-Q) loads will be in place. The
monitoring program will be Q.

6. Non safety-related buildings and supports which can affect safety-relaied
structure are non-Q. However, the evaluation of the effect of such struc-
tures on safety structures is Q. '

7. Given the above points, the conclusion must be drawn that installation of
temporary underpinning where it will ultimately become a part of the
permanent underpinning (i.e., under the control tower) is Q. Temporary
support of the electrical penetratiocn areas, not to be a part of the final
support, is non-Q, however the evaluation of its effect on the structure is

Q.

CPCo noted that the key point in the above items is that adverse impact on a
structure from th: temporary work has a potential impact on plant licensability,
but not on health and safety. CPCo acknowledged, however, that quality control
on some work which would not be defined as Q in accordance with the above is
desirable considering the nature and extent of this work. CPCo therefore
proposed a new designation of "QA". Items and activities so deasignated would be
treated by CPCo, Bechtel, and their construction contractors exactly as Q items
except for reportability to the NRC. A portion of the Auxiliary Building F iy
construction sequence drawing designating those piers to be Q and those to be QA"
wvas discussed (see Enclosure 2).

There are certain activities related to the underpinning work which would fall
in neither of these categories. An example discussed at some length was excava-
tion of the drift (tunnel) under the turbine building (non-Q). Although final
construction drawvings, preparation of which would involve . final
classification, are not complete, the Applicant agreed this work would probably
fall into neither category. The Staff noted that failure to properly install
the associated bracing could have an immediate effect on the Auxiliary Building.
The Applicant contended that the monitoring program for the Auxiliary Building,
which is accorded Q status, would detect such an effect.

During the discussion, the Applicant expressed concern that a Q-listing automa-
tically required the imposition of numerous difficult requirements which might
not relate to the real concern. The Staff disagreed, noting that 10CFRS0
Appendix B provides that QA shall be implemented to the extent commensurate with
the impact on safety; for example, while it does not matter what implement is
used to remove soil when digging an access shaft, the location, size, and depth
of the shaft are important.
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Following a private caucus, the Staff responded to the applicant's proposals as
follows:

The Staff did not accept the concept of thc"QA”Cla:sifica:ion. The Staff
considers that all activit‘es beginning with phase 2 work should be Q
listed except on very specific items whwich can be shown on a specific

- basis to justify non-Q treatment. NRR concurrence in this Justification
wust be obtained prior to conducting any work efforts completely outside
the quality plan. '

The Region will continue the level of involvement of the recent past.
Every drawing and specification does not require Region III concurrence
before use, although they must be completed and available prior to commen-
cing the work they cover. In preparing and approving these documents,
individual detailed activities which require or do not require specific QA
controls shall be specified in accordance with the quality plan and consi-
dering the flexibility inherent in 10CFRS0 Appendix B.

The Staff rejects the philosophy of reliance on the monitoring program as
the sole Q protection for safety structures. The process controls which
preclude the attainment of undesirable effects which the monitoring progranm
would detect must be subjected to the full rigor of the MPQAD program.

With respect to the items of design philosophy enumerated above, the Staff
disagrees with numbers 1, 2, 3 and 7. The Staff disagrees with the limita-
tion of number 4 to final input loads. The Staff agrees that the
monitoring program of number 5 must be Q but rejects the concept of this as
the sole Q protection for safety-related structures. The Staff disagrees
with the aspects of number 6 which classify non safety-related buildings
and supports as non-Q but agrees the evaluation of effects must be Q as
vell as related construction and design work.

It was agreed at the conclusion of the meeting that the applicant must -ubmit a
letter, prior to beginning phase 2 work, which provides the information agreed
to in the March 8, 1982 telephone call with Mr. J. D. Kane of the Staff (see
Enclosure 2). The NRC will take specific action on this submittal prior to the
start of phase 2 work.

| Darl S. Hood, Project Manager
‘ Licensing Branch No. 4
Division of Licensing

Enclosures:
| As Stated

cc:
See Next Page
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