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MEMORANDUM FOR: ACRS Members
FRO™: D. C. Fischer, Staff Enginccr% . :‘snﬂn

SUBJECT: REGION 111 REPORT ON MIDLAND DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

1.

2.

3.

4.

PROBLEMS, THEIR DISPOSITION, AND OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS
OF THE EFFORT TO ASSURE APPROPRIATE QUALITY

The ACRS Interim (5% letter) Report on Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2
dated June B, 1982 requested in part, *a report which discusses design
and construction problems, their disposition, and the overall effective-
ness of the effort to assure appropriate quality.” Attached 1s the
*Symmary and Conclusion of Overall Effectiveness” portion of the Staff's
(Region 111) report written in response to the Committee's request.

The body of the Steff's rep-rt (Section 111, Design aud Construction
Problems As Documented in NRC Inspection Reports) contains a chronology,
1970 through June 30, 1982, of QA-related deficiencies {dentified in I&E
Inspection Reports. It provides details on the significant construction
problems identifiec in the Summary. Unfortunztely, it makes extensive
reference to the 18E Inspection Report numbers and fails to summarize
either the noncomp'iances or the associated corrective action. 1If you
would 1ike a copy of the complete report, please do not hesitate to

ask me for one. The Staff intends to submit a final report on construction
QA to the ACRS covering the period from July 1, 1982 through the completion
of construction.

The ACRS Subcommittee on Midland F;)unts Units 1 and 2 will address QA/C
at Midland at a future subcommittee meeting(s). The ASELE 1s currently
scheduled to begin hearings on Midiand's construction QA in early February
1983. The ACRS discussion of QA/QC at Midland will probably be after those
hearings are completed.

The NRC Staff's report typically 1ists only non-compliances identified in
18E Inspection Reports. There may be numerous QA/QC deficiencies {denti-
fied by other mechanisms (e.g., 50.55e reports, nonconformance reports,

audit findings, etc.). The Committee may wish to supplement this report
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ACRS Members o2 e

with a report by the Applicant on significant Applicant identified QA/QC
deficiencies, their disposition, etc. If the Committee desires such &
report then it's request to Consumers Power Company should be as specific
as possible. 1If the request is not specific, we might get an inordinant
amount of information that does not address the Committee's concerns.
Asking the Applicant to make this kind of self evaluation would help the
Committee get a more complete picture of Midland QA/QC history.

pttachment:
As stated

cc: ACRS Technical Staff
ACRS Fellows
Midland Plant Consultants W/Attach.



Overall Effectivenss

Since the start of constrpction, Midland has experienced some signifi-
cant problems resulting in enforcement action (enforcesent statistics
are summarized in Table 1). Following the ddentification of each of
thess problems, the licensee has taken sction to correct the problems
and to upgrade the QA prograz and QA/QC staff. The most prominent
sction has been an overiew program vhich has been steadily expanded
to cover safety related activities. In spite of the corrective
sctions taken, the licensee continues to experience problems in the
dzplesentation of quality in construction.

$ignificant censtruction problems identified to date dnclude: (1)
1973 - cadveld splicing deficiencies (Paragraph C.2); (2) 1976 = zebar
cmissions (Paragraph F.5); (3) 1977 - bulge in the Unit 2 Containment
Liver Plate (Paragraph 6.3); (&) 1977 - tendon sheath location errors
(Paragraph G.4): (5) 1978 - Diesel Generator Building settlement (Pare-
graph K.10); (&) 1980 - sllegations pertaining to Zack Company besting,
ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) deficiencies (Paragraph J.7);
(7) 1980 - reactor pressure vesse]l anchor stud failurer (Paragiaph J.8);
(8) 1981 - piping suspension systes installation deficiencles
(Paragraph K.&4); and (9) 1982 = electrical cable misinstallations
(Paragraph 1L.2).

Consusers Power has on repested occasions pot veviewed problems to
the depth required for full and timely resolution. Examples are:

(1) rebar omissions (1976); (2) sendon sheath location srrors (1977);
(3) Diese)] Generator Building settlesent (1978); and (&) Zack Company
HVAC deficiencies (1980). Im sach of these cases the NRC, in its
dnvestigeation, has determined that the problerm was of grester
significance than first reported or that the problen was @ore generic
than identified by Consumers Power Company.

The Region 111 inspection staff believes problems have kept recurring st
Midland for the following reasons: (1) Overreliance on the architect~
engineer, (2) failure to recognize and correct root causes, (3) failure
to recognize the significance of isoleted events (&) failure to review
{solated events for their generic applicetion, and (3) lack of an
aggressive quality assurance ettitude.

A history of the Midland design and constructien problexs and their
disposition, as jdentified and described in NRC inspection reports,
is contained in the following section (111). This history is for

the period from the beginning of construction through June 30, 1982.
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