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SUBJECT: ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE BOARD ORDER

I am enclosing CPC's testimony on the alleged violation of the Board Order.
An investigation of the atleged violation will be coming out in the future.
However, CPC may present their testimony before that time. Accordingly, it
is necessary for us to go through CPC's testimony and determine where
cross-examination is appropriate.

Plezse analyze the testimony and I will contact you shortly for your comment.

I am also providing a 1ist of questions which shauld be addressad.

(1) Does Ross agree that minor excavations did not need specific NRC
approval so long as the paperwork could be reviewed during site visits?
(CPC testimony, p. 3) .

(2) %Wha* is a fireline pipe?

(3) Did the Staff ever indicate to CPC that the fireline and deep Q
excavations were minor? (CPC testimony, pp. 3-5)

(4) Did CPC have any reason to believe the excavations were minor? (CcPC -
testimony, pp. 3-5)

(5) Does anyone recal” the May 21, 1982 meeting in wnich Ross said specific
approval was needed before the deep Q duct bank excavation could begin?
(CPC tesitmony, p. 5)

(6) At the May 20 meeting, did NRC indicate that its technical concerns were
#ith the backfill and not with the excavation? (CPC testimony, p. 8)

(7) Does the May 25 letter constitute approval fcr the excavation below the
deep Q duct bank? (CPC testimony, p. 9)
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(8) Did CPC have any reason to believe the May 25 letter constituted
approval fer the excavation? (CPC testimony, p. 9)

(9) Do we believe either the fireline or deep Q excavations were minor?

.\‘ ‘N\Iv\'\.g \Q \N\,\r\

Michael N. Wilcove
Attorney, OELD
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UNITED STATZS OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

lBEFORS TEE ATOMIC SATETY AND LICENSING BOARD

) Docket Nos. 50-329 OM

: ) ‘ 50-330 OM .
CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY 2 ) Docket Nos. 50-32% OL
(Midland Plant, Units 1 & 2 ) 50-330 OL

Ql.

Al.

TESTIMONY OF JAMES A MOONEY AND R M WEEELZR
CONCZRNING TEE ALLEGED VIOLATIONS OF TEE APRIL 30
ASLB ORDER AND TEE MARCH, 1982 CASLE-PULLING INCIDENT

Mr. Wheeler, would you please explain the controversy
invelving the excavaticn below the deep Q duct Sank and the

axcavation for the fireline relocation?

In response to the Licensing Board's April 30, 1982
Crde., the Company issued a letter to Bechtel stopping all
work affected by the Order. ¥o work covered by the stop
work order was allowed to proceed until the Company deter-
mined that Staff approval had been obtained and gave author-
ization to proceed by means of issuing letters to Becatel.

In late May, 1982, an excavaticn permit system was es-
tablished to ensure prerer controls of excavation and to

aveid damaging underground utilities. Excavation permits

vere required for all excavations in Q-soils. The permits

included a block for sign-cff by Consumers' constructien,

signifying that all necessary NRC approvals had been ob-
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tained. The procedure authoriéinq werk by letter was also
continued for work falling under the April 30 COrder, includ-

. ing excavations.

The use of letters was superseded on June 29, 1582, by-
a work permit system. The.vork permit system appliéd to all
work covered by the April 30 Order. This system also made
‘use of forms requitring sign-off by the Company, indicating
that NRC approval had been cbtained. After institution of
the work autborization procedure, both an excavation permit
and a work permit had to be secured before excavatica work

‘could proceed.

Between April 30 and early June, I took a number of
specific excavation requests to Dr. Landsman for approval
prior to Conmpany sigun-off of an excavation permit of work
release. Included among them were excavatiocns for a freeze-
hole exgending 54 feet below grade, excavation of a 72-inch
diameter pond £ill repair, slope layback and auxiliary :
building déepseated benchmarks. In the early part ¢f June,
I discussed with Dr. Landsman the excavation permit system
and the manner in whiﬁq the staff was approving work under
the Order. With the creation of zn excavaticn permmit broc- .
ess, we anticipated that the NRC Staff could eventually find
sufficient controls were in place to justify a broad work

release for routine excavations at the site. we believed




e

category 1 pipe.

that such a‘work authorization was within the NRC Staff's
powers under the hpril 30 Order.

On June 11, 1982, Dr. Landsman and I éiscussed the ex-

cavation permit procedure. Dr. Landsman, at that time,

stated that he found tHe excavation permit procedure suf-

ficient. Ee indicated that Region III did not find it

"necessary to specifically review and approve all minor

_ excavations before work started, but that he would want to

review the paperwork on all excavations peraitted between -
his site visits. Ee also stated that the excavation permit
procedure should be adhered to. Based on this discussion, 1!
concluded that Dr. Landsman had given approval <o go ahead
with minor excavations, under the excavaticn pemmit
procedures, and subject only to Staff review after-the-fact.
We further understond that Dr. Landsman wanted o review
major excavations, such as the excavation for the service

water underpinning, before the work started.

The fireline excavation was carried out to relccate a
£ire protection iine to an area where it would not be
damaged by planned excavations to replace and rebed service
water piping. The old fireline, located near the circula-
tory water structure, was abandoned in place and a new line

wes installed at a nearby location. The fireline was not a
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Tﬁe excavaticn beloﬁ the deep-Q duct bank involved a
crossing of the freezewall and an underground electrical
duct bank, cfter referred to as the "deep-Q duct bank." To
protect the duct bank, it was necassary to discontinue the

‘freezewall where it crossed thé duct bank. To prevent water

from passing through this gap in the freezewall, a plug had
to be installed belcw the duct bank. The excavation down to
the duct bank was 32 feet deep. An additional excavation
below the duct bank was necessary to install the plug.

wWhile I do not recall specific discussions concerning

the permits in operation here, our general practice was to

held intermal discussicns before sign-off on an excavation
pernit or work permit for the purpcse of verifying that the
woerk in question was autborized by the NRC. 3Both the fire-
line excavation and the excavation below the deep-Q duct
bank occurred after my June 11 discussion with Dr. Landsman.
Both were minor excavations, which therefore did not require
explicit NRC review and approval ‘prior to Eéﬁﬁéﬁéihent;gfi
the work, but which would be subject to NRC review at a
later date. Accordingly, the Company signed off on the
excavation permits and work permits for these two excava=-

tions in late July, 1982.

At the time the Company signed off on these activities,

1 was unaware of Dr. Landsman's concern and desire that
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these two activities not be treated as minor excavations but
that explicit :evﬁew and approval be cbtained for them. BEad
I known of his ccncerns, I would not have allowed the
sign-offs ﬁo occur and the excavations to proceed without
his prior review and approval. ; .
Since becoming avare of Dr. Landsman's concern about
" these excavations, I bhave learned tpat a Bechtel Remedial
Soils Group Supervisor had perscnal meeting notes from a May
21, 1982, exit meeting with Dr. Landszan that suggest that.
Dr. Landsman had requested that further approvals be
ob;ained'before.éxcavating under the deep-Q duct bank. I
attended that meeting, but do not recall Dr. Lzndsman
expressing such a concern. I was alsc unaware of the
Bechtel Supervisor's notes until after this matter became an
issue. The Bechtel Sugervisor was not an individual
respcnsible f£or determining if NRC autherization Lad Leen

cbtained.
Once I became aware that Dr. Landsman was concerned

abcut the excavations proceeding without prior NRC approval,

1 had the approvals for the work permits withdrawn.

.
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Q2.

Q3.

Mr. Mooney, do you have anything to add to Mr.
Wheeler's testimony on this subject?

Mr. Wheeler was cperating on the theory that

'Reqion I1I, through Dr. Landsman, was the final approval

point within the NRC Staff for this work. The Memorandum

and Order nemorializing.a conference call on May 5, 1982,

"explicitly stated that either NRR or Region III could

approve the work.

Quite frankly, it was pot eminently clear which Branch
of the staff was‘;xercising approval authority. Cértainly,
I believe that Mr. Wheeler's practice of seeking approval
through Dr. Landsman was permissible and prudeant since

Dz. Lﬁndsman was the NRC inspector closest to the work.

Could ycu descride your recollection ¢f the meetings
referred to in Dr. Landsman's memo?

with fegard to the May 20, 1982 meeting referred to in
Dr. Landsman's memo of August 24, 1982, 1 apparently had a
different undefstandinq of the nature of NRR's techrical
problems than did Dr. Landsman. .



‘.

R=. Could you explain?

A4, Yes. The so-called deep-Q electrical cduct bank is a
safety-related electrical duct bank located guite deep in
the ground. The technical questions discussed at the May 20 .
meeting concerned the manmer in which this duct bank would
be protected from damagg at the location where it crossed
"the freezewall and the requirements for backfilling the
monitoring pits. 7T understand that the freezewall has been
. previously described to the Boa;d, so I will not repeat a -
descripticn here. It suffices to say that without pro-
tection, the freeiewall could damage the duct bank by caus-

- ing the scil beneath-the duct bank to heave.’

Initially, the Cczpany intended to insert the freeze
elezents in a macner which would have frozen the soil directly
beneath the duct barii. The Coxpany progosed to protect the duct
bank from any heaving which would have been caused by the
freezewall by excavating the soil directly beneath the duct bank.
However, the Company abandoned this plan when it discovered that
the duct bank was deeper than previously expected. The depth of
the duct bank precluded the insertion of freeze elements at
locations which would have insured the freezing of the soil
beneath the duct bank. At the Miy 20 meeting, the Company
acdvised the Staff that the duct bank was deeper than expected and

rcyosed an alterrative pian. invelving excavating the soils
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below the duct bank and installing a plug, eiéhe: of clay or
concrete, which would serve in place of the freezewall at that
location.

At the May' 20 meeting, the NRR reprgsentatives expressed
concern with the manner in which the Company would permanently
backfill the excavation around the duct bank, as well as’
éxcavutions made t» monitor the heaving of soil at other
locations. NRR was ccncermed that concrete would be harder than
the swrrounding soil and therefore might cause differential
settlezent if left there permanently. Discussions relating to -
this permanent backfill questiocn were not completed at this
meeting, but to my knéﬁledge, no one frem the Coxzpany understood
NRR's concern as relating-to the excavaticn, as cpposed to the
permanent backfill. This point is highly relevant, since the
Cermpany would not have permitted this excavation to proceed if we
believed NRR had technical problems with it.

2ter this issue was raised in Dr. Landsuwan's memo. I was
advised that Mr. John Fischer, a Bechtel employee, had personal
notes of the May 20,.1982, meeting indicating that the Company.
would not proceéd with excavating the pit below the duct bank
"until NRC approval." I do not remember such a commitment being
made at the meeting, nor do I recall anyone from the Staff
requesting such a commitment. BHowever, I do not dispute that thc'
statement apparently was made at the meeting.

When I left the May 20 meeting, I understood the need for
further contact from NRR on the backfill, but felt that the

&



Company and Nix were in agreement on the excavation itself,
Ecowever, quite apart ffon ny understanding of the meeting, NRR
gave explicit approval for the excavation in a letter dated
May 25, 1982, four days after the ncctina. The May 25 letter
states that excavations directly beneath the deep-Q duct bank had -
been approved. 1;h6 letter dlso makes a clear distinction between
excévating and backfilling, which at the time served to confim
my understanding of NRR's ccncem7 1 sy A )
. IPsmm WA A, croe,

I had further discussicas with representatives of NRR on |
this matter at a soilg audit held July 27-30, 1982, at Bechtei'l
Ann Arbor office. As my notes and the NRC meeting sumbary, dated
Novezber 12, 1582, indicate, discussion at this 'audit once again
focused on the backfill and did not relate to the excavation
itself. At the audit, NRR again advised the Company that a
repert was necessary prior to permanently backfilling any of the
excivaticn pits. N» such condition was pliced eon erc:ivating

soil.

Qs. Mr. Mooney, do you have anything to add on the firelire
relocation guestion? |

AS. Mr. Wheeler explains his basis for believing this weork
had been approved. The fireline relocation job, whil~
clearly falling within the scope of the April 39
enly ancillary to the soils remedial work. That a




say that proper controls could be ignored or that NRC
approval was unnecessary. Because the fireline relocatien
was essentially an ancillary task, I do not believe the
Company had discussions with NRR coacerning it.

Mr.\Mocney, could you please describe youz vie&s of the
/
so-called "cable-pulling incident" of March, A582.

/

/
\ k . : :
Because I was personally involved id these discussions,

\
I wish to explain ny view c¢f the "cablé-pullid incident

Attachments to Mr.

J
been\the subject. of a £
\ / .
t0 whether material false s+t wers
/
a " /
that the incident arose because of
\ /

\ /

ineffective comunicaticn between the Company and the NRC
taff. /\\

The Ccmpany propeosed a qua

\

1Ly assurance plan for the

auxiliary building underpinning work to the KRC in a letter
: ” \

dated January 7, 1982, and at a meeting with Region III eon

January 12, 1982. Over the next two wonths, discussions

/ : : ;
between the Company and the Staff continued regarding which

underpinning activities were to be Q-listed.

/
/
/ \
/ ,
On March 10, 1982, there was a meeting betwe

Company and NRR and Region III. At this meet}ng,
/ \




Qs.

say that ;:;;:r\Qg:frols could be i::jfjgrgx/fg.t NRC :
approval was unncccs:qs!. Because th@ fireline relocation
was essentially an ancill sk, I do not believe the
Company had disqpstiég;’;ith Nﬂh‘cggse:ninq it.

Mr. Mocney, could you please describe your views of the
so-called "cable-pulling incident" of March, 1$82.

Because I was personally involved in these discussions,
I wish to explain my view of the "cabie-pulliﬁq" incident -
referenced in thglaitlchments to Mr. Keepler's “estimony.
This incident has been the subject of a formal NRC

igvestigation as to whether materizl false statements wers

made. I believe that the incident arose because of
ineffective communicaticn between the Company and the NRC
Staff.

The Cempany proposed a quality assurance plan for the
auxiliary bgildinq underpinning work to the NRC in a letter
daied Januiry 7, 1982, and at a meeting with Region 1II on
January 12, 1582. Over the next two months, discussions
between the Company and the Staff continued regarding which
underpinning activities were to be Q-listed. ' |

On March 10, 1982, there was a meeting betwe
Company and NRR and Region III. At this meeting,
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Company sought to define those underpinning activities which
were considered gifety-:elated and subj2ct to the cuality
assurance program and therefore needed to be Q-listed.
However, th; NRC Staff did rot accegt the classifications
propesed by t;o Company and took the position that all soils -
activities beqinnihg with Phase 2 work should be Q-listed

except for specific items for which it cculd be shown, in a

" fashion acceptable to the NRC, that there was a specific

basis to justify non-Q treatment.

One area of misuncderstanding between the NRC Staff and

the Company was the question of whether the Compahy agreed

to the Staff's positicn at the March 10 meéting. Apparently

scme NRC Staff members balieved that the Company had com-

'mitted at that meeting that all to-go underpinning work

would be Q-listed unless specifically excepted. 1 and cther
Coapany exmployecs Lelieve o such cozzitment was made. I
viewed this meeting as a chance to discuss the issue with
the NRC Staff and not 2s cne at which a commitment would be
made. I can recall indicating to the NRC Staff that we
understood the Staff's request for such a commitment and
that we would "get back to them on it." The NRC Staff's
meeting minutes do not indicate any such comnmitment,

corroboratiﬁg my recollection that no commitment was made.

-11-



A second area of misunderstanding arcse because of the
failure to define instrumentation installation as either a
part of Phase 1 or Phase 2 of the underpinning work. The
NRC Staff's position at the March 10 meeting was that they
wanted all underpinning activities beginning with Phasc'z to -
' be Q-listed unless specifically excepted. Since instru-
mentation had to be installed and functicning before the
"start of Phase 2 wérk, the Company believed that the NRC
StaZf did not require that the installation of underpinning
instrumentation be covered by the quaiity assurance program.
The Company had stated that calébration of instruments and
checkout of the system would be Q-listed.

A third arez of ccafusion related to the completion
status of underpinning instrumentation on Marck 10 and 12,
1882. At the March 10 méeting, Region III inspectors formed
tae impression that underpinning Iastrumentatica Lad been
cozpleted. ‘The NRC investigation conducted to review this
matter determined that statements made by the Company at tke
H&} 10 meeéinq were undsrstood by several NRC perscnnel to
mean "work bad begun without giving a report on the status
of completion.” :

On March 12, 1§82, I and others from the Company
initiated a telephone call to Region III Staff. During this
call, the Company identified a list of items which we

32 -
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believed could justifiably be treated ncn-Q. The Region III
inspectors wer; provided a matrix which showed that instru-
mentaticn inst.llation was one of the items that was to be
nen=-Q. 'ﬁith no intent to mislead the NRC Staff, but meaning
only to inform the Region III inspectors that underpinning-
instrumentation work had begun, Alan éoos of Bechtel stated,

"Our instrumentation is essentially well underway. Wiring

has been pulled -~ raceway has been installed." The
Region III inspectors apparently understocd these statements
to mean that all wiring for the underpinning instrumentation
had been completed, an unintended inference.

The misunderstandings and poor cexmunications of
March 10 and 12, 1982 came to light during the March 17-19,
1982 Region III safety inspection. The NRC inspectors dis-
covered that instrumentation installation was in progress,
ot completed. They then infermed the Cempany that this
activity was to be Q. In response, the Company suspended

all underpinning instrumentation installatiocn and reclassi-

" fied the activities as Q.

Subsecuent to these events, Mr. Cook had a npumber of
discussions with the NRC Staff Management leading up to a
Marchk 30, 1982 meeting with Region III and NRR, at which
time the Company committed to Q-listing essentially all of

.tht 0=-gec undefpiﬁninq work. As a result of the March 30

13 =



commitment by Company thagement,_instrunkntation installed
and cables pulled without being covered by qQuality zssurance
requirements were upgraded to comply with all quality
assurance requirements. Since March 30, 1982, all
underpinning instrumentatiocn has been installed pursuant to.

guality program regquirements.
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Sk UNITED STATES v
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20855

January 12, 1984

Docket Nos. 50-329, 50-330
(10 CFR 2.206)

Ms. Billie Pirner Garde
Government Accountability Project
Institute for Policy Studies

1091 Que Street, N.W,

Washington, D.C. 20009

Dear Ms, Garde:

On October 6, 1983, I issued a "Director's Decision under 10 CFR 2.206"
(DD-83-16) granting in part and denying in part the relief you requested
in your letter of June 13, 1983 on pehalf of the Lone Tree Council and
others with respect to the Midland project. In that decision I stated
that I would not require a management audit at that time, but would
continue to review information concerning the licensee's performance to
determine whether an audit was required. For the reasons stated in the
enclosed Confirmatory Order, Consumers Power Company will now be required to
conduct a management appraisal of the Midland project. Accordingly, !
have also issued the enclosed "Supplemental Director's Decision Under

10 CFR 2.206" (DD-84-2). For your information, I have also enclosed a
copy of the notice filed with the Office of the Federal Register for
publication.

With respect to your letter of November 26, 1983 to Mr. Keppler and myself,
which raised a number of questions concerning an independent management audit
of Consumers Power Company, you should be assured that the appraisal will be
a broad-based one. The staff will examine the proposal for the

appraisal, with due regard for the issues of competence and independence

of the proposed reviewer, and will determine whether the proposal is
satisfactory under the order. It is the intent of Region III to receive
public comments with respect to the appraisal.

With respect to your question regarding the reference to a "plan of action”
in Region III's memorandum concerning the October 25, 1983, meeting between




Ms. Bille Pirner Garde 2

NRC and Consumers Power Comoany, the “plan of action" was the staff's
choice of words which was intended to convey Consumers Power Company's
plans to improve mana nt of the Midland project, a subject that

was discussed at the October 25th meeting.

Sincerely,

Ce DeYoungs - ¥

Richard C. DeYoung, Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Enclosures: as stated

cc w/encl.: James W. Cook
Consumers Power Co.
Michael Miller, Esq.

Distribution (DD-84-2)
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Paton, OELD
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DeYoung, IE
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UNITED STATES

- aarnay .
!,:‘g\' , . NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
%ﬁ» _

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20858

Saas® January 12, 1984

Docket No. 50-329
Docket No. 50-330
EA 83-118

Consumers Power Company
ATTN: Mr. John D. Selby
President
212 West Michigan Avenue

Jackson, MI 49201

Gentlemen:

This refers to the investigation conducted by the Office of Investigations
during the period January 3 throu;h August 8, 1983, of activities at the Midland
huclear Plant authorized oy NRC Construction Permit Nos. CPPR-81 and CPPR-82.
‘n enforcement conference was he'd with your staff regarding this matter on
October 11, 1983.
|
|

This investi?ation revealed that Consumers Power Company (CPCo) had excavated
soil material from below the deep "Q" duct bank and initiated fireline reloca-
tion activities in "Q" soils without prior NRC authorization. Further, the
excavation of soil material below the deep "Q" duct bank was contrary to
previous cirectives of the NRC staff which instructed the lTicensee that such
gxcavation was not authorized. These actions violated paragraph 2.G of the
Midland Construction Permits, as amended on May 26, 1982.

The violation described in the enclosed Confirmatory Order has been categorized
as a Severity Level III violation as described in the General Policy and
Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions (Appendix C to 10 CFR Part 2). lc

civil penalty is being proposed for this violation. However, the attacre:
Confirmatory Urder is being issuec.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Pules of Practice," Part .
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy cf this letter and the
enclosures will be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room.

The response directed by this Order is not subject to the ciearance
procedure of the Office of Management and Budget as required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

Sincerely,

AL AT

Enclosure: Confirmatory Order

CERTIFIED MAIL
iF1_REQUESTED




Consumers Power Company

cr w/encl:

DMB/Document Control Desk (RIDS)

Resident Inspector, RIII

The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASLB

The Honorable Jerry Harbour, ASLB

The Hunorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASLB

The Honorable Ralph S. Decker, ASLB

William Paton, ELD

Michael Miller

Ronald Callen, Michigan
Public Service Commission

Myron M. Cherry

Barbara Stamiris

Mary Sinclair

Wendell Marshall

Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P.E.)

Howard Levin (TERA)

Billie P. Garde, Government
Accountability Project

Lynne Bernabei, Government
Accountability Proiect



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of ; Docket Nos. 50-329
50-330

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY )

(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2) )

CONFIRMATORY ORDER

Consumers Power Company (the.licenscc) is the holder of construction
permits CPPR-81 and CPPR-82 issued by the Atomic Energy Commission (now
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission)), which authorize

the construction of the Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2 (the facility). The

facility is under construction in Midland, Michigan.
[1

Since the start of construction, the facility has experienced significQZt
quality assurance (QA) problems. Although the licensee took corrective
actions in each case, problems continue to be experienced in the

implementation of its QA program,



On October 6, 1983, the Director of Inspection and Enforcement issued a
“Confirmatory Order for Modification of the Construction Permits” which
required that the licensee adhere to the Construrtion Completion Program
(CCP), dated August 26, 1983, for the duration of the construction of the
facility. 48 FR 46673 (October 13, 1983). As more fully described in that
order, the development of such a program was necessary to verify the
adequacy of prior construction and to insure the adequacy of future
construction in view of the identification of widespread QA problems in
late 1982, the facility's histary of QA problems, and the ineffectiveness
of previous corrective actions to fully resolve these problems. An
important aspect of the CCP is the third party overview by Stone and
webster Engineering Corporation which is required until the Regional
Administrator, Region III, finds that the overview is no longer necessary
to provide reasonable assurance that the facility can be constructed ir
accordance with Commission requirements. One element in any decision
regarding the relaxation of the overview requirement will be a finding of
configence in the ability of the licensee's management to properly
construct the facility in accordance with Commission requirements withcut

a third party overview. Such a finding cannot now be made.
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On December 6, 1979, the Director of the Office of Inspection and
Enforcement and the Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
issued jointly an Order Modifying Construction Permits for tha Midland
plant. The order was based in part on a breakdown in quality assurance
related to soils work at the Midland plant which had led to excessive
settlement of the facility's diesel generator building. The licensee
agemanded a hearing on the order, and the proceeding on the order was
eventually consolidated with the proceeding on Consumers Power Company's
application for operating licenses for the Midland plant. DOuring the
course of the proceeding, the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board issued an
order that authorized the Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation to amend the Midland construction permits to incorporate
certain limitations on remedial soils work at Midland. See

Consumers Power Co, (Midland Plant, Units 1 & 2), LBP-82-35, 15 MRC 1060,

1072-73 (April 3C, 1982). in accordance with the Boarc's order, the
construction permits were amended on May 26, 1982 to include the

Board-ordered conditions,

Among the restrictions imposed by the Board's order and the permit amerg-
ment was a ccndition that the licensee “"shall obtain explicit prior
approval from the NRC staff...before proceeding with the following soils-
related activities...: any placing, compacting, excavating, or drilling

s0i1]1 materials around safety-related structures and systems."

T s =



Construction Permit Nos. CPPR-81 & CPPR-82, 1 2.6.(1) & 2.G.(1)a;

compare LBP-82-35, supra, 15 NRC at 1072-73. On July 28, 1982, an NRC
inspector discovered that the licensee had excavated soil from below the
deep "Q" duct bank and had initiated relocation of the fireline in "Q"
soils without prior NRC authorization. Excavation below the deep "Q"
duct bank had begun on July 23rd and relocation of the fireline had begun
on July 27th, Neither activity had received explicit prior approval from
the NRC staff as required by the construction permits, In fact, exca-
vation of soil material below the deep "Q" duct bank was contrary to
prior directives of the NRC staff which instructed the licensee that such
excavation was not authorized. Thus, excavation of the deep "Q" duct
bank and relocation of the fireline by the licensee constituted violations

of the construction permits,

v

The history at this site demonstrates that management has not bDeen
effective in providing the attention to detail and nigh quality starcards
necessary to the proper construction of this facility. In view of this
history, including the violation identified in section LII of this crder,

! have determined that a management acpraisal is required at this time., -
iicensee, in 2 meeting on Lctober 25, 1983 with the Director of the

Office cf Inspection and Enforzement and the Regional Administrator,

Region [1l, and in a subsequent meeting on January 4, 1984 with the




Regional Administrator, agreed to submit a management appraisal prog-=am
to the Commission. It is appropriate toc confirm the licensee's commitment

by order.

In view of the foregoing, pursuant to Sections 103, 161(i), 161(o) and
182 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and the Commission's
regulaticns in 10 CFR Part 2 and 10 CFR Part 50, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED
THAT:

Within 30 days of the eftective date of this Order, the licensee shall
submit to the Region II! Administrator for review and approval a plan

for an independent appraisal of site and corporate management organizations
and functions ~“.at would develop recommendations where necessary for
improvements in management communications, controls, and oversight. Upor
approva. of the pian, the plan shall be implemented ang the scheduled
milestone completion dates shall not be extended without good cause and

the concurrence of the Region [II Aaministrator.

The plan shall include at least the elements itemized below:

(1) An appraisal conducted by an independent management consultant

erganization retained bty the licensee to evaluate the licensee's



current organizational responsibiiities, management controls,
communications systems and practices, both at the Midland site and
between the corperate office and the site. The appraisal shall
include a review of the licensee's site and corporate construction
management and supervisory personnel involved in the Midland project
to determine their capability and competency for managing

construction activities consistent with regulatory requirements.

(2) A cescription of the appraisal program, the qualifications of tle
appraisal team, a discussion of how the appraisal is to be

documented, and a schedule with appropriate milestones.

{3) The provision of recommendations for changes in the areas mentioned
in Item 1 that will provide assurance that the licensee will implement

NRC requirements.

The licensee shall direct the approved organization to submit to the
Region III Administrator a copy of the report of the appraisal and
recommendations resulting from the appraisal, and any drafts therecf, at
the same time they are sent to the licensee or any of its employees or
contractors. Prior notice shall be given the Administrator of any
meeting between the licensee anv' e organization to discuss the results,
recommendations, or progress made on the appraisal. In addition, the

licensee shall consider the recommendations resulting from the aporaic..



and provide to the Region III Administrator an analysis of each such
recommendation and the action to be taken in response to the
recommendation. The licensee shall also provide a schedule for

accomplishing these actions.

The Administrator of Region III may relax or terminate in writing any of

the preceding conditions for good cause.
VI

The licensee may request a hearing on this Order. Any request for | earing
shall be submitted to the Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555 within 25 days
of the date of this order. A copy of the request shall also be sent tc the
Executive Legal Director at the same address and to the Regional

Administrator, NRC Region III, 799 Roosevelt Road, Glen Ellyn, I1lincis €C1Z7.

If a hearing is to be held concerning this Order, the Commission will
issue an order designating the time and place of hearing. If a hearing

is held, the issue to be considered at such hearing shall be whether this

Order should be sustained.




This Order shall become effective upon the licensee's consent or upon
expiration of the time within which the licensee may request a hearing
or, if a hearing is requested by the licensee, on the date specified in

an crder issued following further proceedings on this Order.

. FOR ThE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSICN
~7 / 4//’
VAR~ ’LVM

Richard C. (DéYou
Office of Inspec

ng, Director
tion and Entorcement

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 12 day of January 1984.




UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT
Richard C. DeYoung, Director

In the Matter of
Docket Nos. 50-329
CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY 50-330

(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2) (10 CFR 2.206)

SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206

On October 6, 1983, I issued a "Director's Decision Under 10 CFR
2.206," DD-83-16, 18 NRC ___, which granted in part and denied in part
a petition dated June 13, 1983, submitted by Billie Pirner Garde of the
Government Accountability Project on behalf of the Lone Tree Council
and others. The petitioners had requested that, among other relief, the

Commission require a management audit of Consumers Power Company's performance

on the Midland project. In my decision, I determined that a management

audit was not necessary as a condition for going forward with the
licensee's program to complete construction of the Midland project.
However, I noted that the "staff [would] continue to review information
concerning the licensee's performance in other areas to dete-mine whether
an audit is required." S1ip op. at 12.

[ have completed my review of information related to a violation of
a condition of the Midland construction permits which was imposed by the
Director of Licensing, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation in accordance

with an order of the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board dated April 30, 1982.




See Consumers Power Company (Midland Plant, Units 1 & 2), LBP-82-35, 15 NRC

1060, 1072-73 (1982). This violation is an addition to the history of
quality assurance problems at the Midland site which demonstrates that the
licensee's management has not been effective in providing the attention
to detail and high quality standards necessary to assure the proper construction
of this facility. In view of this history, and the recently identified
violation of the Midland construction permits, I have now determined that
an appraisal of Consumers Power Company's management of the Midland project
is required. The reasons for this action are explained more fully in the
Confirmatory Order that I have issued today. The order requires “onsumers
Power Company, within 30 days of its effective date, to submit to the
Region III Administrator for review and approval, a plan for an independent
appraisal of site and corporate management organizations and functions.
The management appraisal is to develop recommendations where necessary for
improvements in management communications, control and oversight. Upon
its approval, the plan will be implemented in accordance with a schedule
of milestone completion dates.

In view of the issuance of the Confirmatory Order, the petitioners’

request pertaining to a management audit is granted.

[l

Richard C.
Office of

Young,/Director
pection and Enforcement

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 12 day of January 1984
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
[Docket Nos. 50-329 and 50-330]
CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY
(Mfdland Plant, Units 1 and 2)

ISSUANCE OF SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206

Notice is hereby given that the Director, Office of Inspection and
Enforcement, has issued a supplemental decision concerning a petition
dated June 13, 1983, submitted by Billie Pirner Garde of the Government
Accountability Project on behalf of the Lone Tree Council and others.
The petitioners had requ2sted that the Commission, among other actions,
require Consumers Power Company to conduct a management audit. In an
October &, 1583 decision (DD-83-16) which granted in part and denied in
part other portions of the petitioners' requested relief, the DirecCtor
noted that he would continue to consider the question of a management
audit. The Director has now ordered the licensee to conduct a management
appraisal of the Midland project. Accordingly, the Director has issued
a "Supplemental Director's Decision Under 10 CFR 2.206" (DD-84-2).

The decision is available for public inspection in the Commission's
public document room, 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., 20555,
and in the local public document room for the Midland facility,
located at the Grace Dow Memorial Library, 1910 W. St. Andrews Road,
Midland, Michigan, 48C40.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

S A

Richard C. D
Office of In

ung, DArector
ction and Enforcement

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 12 day of January 1984




UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION 11
799 ROOSEVELY ROAD

GLEN ELLY &, ILLINOIS 80137

AUG 2 4 1882

MEMORANDUM FOR: W. D. Shafer, Chief, Midland Sectiom
FROM: R. B. Landsman, Soil Specialist

SUBJECT: VIOLATION OF ASLE ORDER OF APRIL 30, 1982

When Darl Hood acd Joe Kame wers in Midland for asm ACRS hearing, I asked
for a meeting to be held on site between NRR, Bechtel, the licensee and
myself. The meeting took place on a Thursday dfterncon in the Remedial
Sotls Trailer (May 20, 19282). The purpose of the meeting was tc discuss
numerous concerns that I had about ongeoing work and future work.

One of the concerms discusced was a monitorin what has coze to
be known as the deep "Q" duct bank. During both ‘NRR and I
expressed our concerns that what the licensee was 1 was not approved,
that is: to excavate below the duct bank. NRR only ag L excava-
ticn down to a duct bank approximately 22 feet deep. documented

in an NRC Tedesco to Cook letter dated February 12, 19 which referencss

a CPCo Moonzy to Denton letter dated Jatuary 6, 1982.

Since the licensee usually does not kmow what is in the gregng or where
it 1s, as usual the 22 foot duck bank was found at approxizat®y 35 feet,
It also was not im the right location as evidenced by the monitoring pit
sheet piling hitting one side of the duct. Im addition, while drilling
a nearby dewatering well, they inadvertently drilled imto the duct bank,

emptying the well drilling fluid into the turbine building through the duct.

I had mo problem with the licensese taking the excavation pit dewnm to 35

feet instead of the approved 22 feet, since the methodology of the approved
excavation remained the same. NRR and I did have a problem with the licensee
wanting to excavate below the duct bank to izmpervious clay in order to seal
off the waier flow, without first informing NRR of their plans and obtaining
their pricr approval.

All of the above was dilscussed during the meeting. The licensee was inforzed
that they could mot excavate below the deep "Q" duct bank. The licensee
indicated that they would submit something formal to NRR for approval.




Je

. Ve -2-
W..D. Shafer AUGz4m

The following day, I warmed them during the normal exit meeting and again
during the summary at the end of that meeting that they did not have prior
KiR approval. I asked if everyone understood what I was saying and they
acknowledged. .

The following week, during my ipspection to allow the licensee to activate
the freeze-wall, I warned them again that they could not dig below the deep
“Q" duct bank because they did mot have prior NRR approval.

Subsequently, after the activation of the freeze-wall, the licensee apparently
decided that they had to seal off the water flow beneath the duct bank and
proceeded to dig below the duct bank without NRR approval. I'm not sure when
excavation began, but I was on site July 28 when I discovered the excavaticn
in progress. The licensee, when informed of my concern, issued a Stop Work
Order om July 29, 1982. I wondered why they were so agreeable until I found
out that they already bad the excavation down to where they wanted it (the
clay). ’

I informed the licensee during my exit on July 30, 1982 that they were in
direct vioclation of the Board Order and their Construction Permit. To =ake
matters worse, the licensee during the exit, said th:t they discussed this
with Hessrs. Hood and Kane in Ann Arbor earlier that morning and nad received
“Approval concerning the technical adequacy” for what they were doing. I
informed the licensee that they missed the point (basis of concern). My
concern dealt not with the technical adequacy of what they were doing, but
Tather with their ASLB order requirement to notify and receive prior staff
approval before proceeding below the duct bank. Subsequently, Mr. Kane
indicated to me that they never even talked to hiz about this. Mr. Eood
indicated that they talked to him about something concerning the deep "Q~
duect bank, but he im no way had given approval.

Subsequent to my leaving the site, the licensee began what I consider to

be another unapproved excavatiom in "Q" soils. This excavation, which
involves the relocation of a fire line was discovered on August &4, 1982,
during =y next inspecticn. This excavation is along side the service water
pump structure. I have not had time o look into this matter to better
define the details, but as pointed out to you and Darl Hood, they have under—
mined a duct bank, an unidentified pipe thrust block, and appear to be

along side a safety-related duct bank.
Mﬁ %Mlm

Ress Landszan,
Soils Specialist

ce: R. F. Warnick



James W Cook
Vier Presidem: -~ Propects, Engineering
and Comstruction

Genersi Offices: 1948 West Parnall Road, Jecksan, M! 49207 « (517) 7880483

May 10, 1982

Harold R Denton, Director

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Division of Licensing

US Nuclear Regulatorv Commission
Washington, DC 20553

MILLAND PROJECT

MIDLAND DOCKET NO 50-329,

ASLB SOILS ORDER

FILE: 0485.16.1, 0485.16.5 SERIAL: 17138

ENCLOSURE: 7220 C-45 (Q) YARD-WORK CLASS 1
FILL MATERIAL AREAS

1005

The Atomic Salety and Licensing Board issued an Order, dated April 30, 1982,
-Wposing certaln interim conditions on the remedial soils and related work at

3
Qe Midland site. In accordance with the Order. Consumers Power Company
topped work at affected areas of the Midland site. Work which had previous

'AC staff approval or which was otherwise not covered by the Order continues.

9] 1

ae Urder covers remedial soils work, as well as ' Y I ing, compacting,
excavating, or drilling of soil materials around s 3 lated structures and
systems.” For a anumber of years, the Midland Proi . 7220-C=45 has
oeen recognized as defining which soils at the } ite are safety-
related. The enclosed C-45§ ) compléteness
relative to the Board Order The next revicion of B! will address
the ultimate heat sink components and other appropriate areas In a
conference telephone call on May 5, 1982, the Board concurred that in the
absence of disagreement from the NRC staff, the term "around safety-related
Structures and systems" as used in the Order may be interpreted as coextensive
with safety-related soils as designated on the C-45 drawing.

Remedial soils work previously approved bv the NRC is continuing. Concurrence
as to the scope of this work was obtained from Mr Darl Hood, and is as defined
below:

phase I work (Auxiliarly Building underpianing),

access shaft (Auxiliary Building underpinning),




\
¢. freeze wall installation, undarground utility protectiom, soil
removal cribbirg and related worx in lupp;;1_21_52§_£;;;::‘wall
iuszallation, rreeze wall monitoring and eeze wall Tiomy ~
L—“"' . P, om—

d. installation and operation of the permanent site dewatering iystan,

e. operation of existing comstruction dewatering wells,

f. FIVP proof load test.

In addition to the above, NRR or Region III have specifically approved other
work that is not presently underway. This work, as defined below, will be
started at the appropriate time:

Il. a. installation and activation of dewatering system for the service
water pump structure,

b. the repair of cracks in the borated water storage tank ring wall,
€. 1imstallation of Auxiliary Building monitoring svstem cable.

In addition tc the above, when the Order was issued Consumers Power was
proceeding with certain other soils remedial work with full awareness and
concurrence of the Staff; however, explicit written approval for that work had
not been obtained. This work, as defined below, has been stopped in
accordance with the order:

III. a. installation of deep-seated benchmarks,

b. imstallation. and operation of comstruction wells that were not
previously operating (previously installed and operating wells are
noted in Ie above), .

€. 1installation of monitoring system instruments and mounting.

Consumers Power Company believes it did have staff approval for this work
because of the extensive review of the installation details of the systems and
final agreement on the installation techniques. Accordingly, Consumers Power
Company requests the staff to verify in accordance with the Order its earlier
concurrence so that work in these areas can be reactivated.

Confirming recent telephone communications, we have increased from 9 to 12 the
number of deep benchmarks for monitoring auxiliary building movements. Two of
three additional benchmarks still need to be installed. These benchmarks will
be installed in the same manner as the earlier nine, ard the final system will
be subject to final staff concurrence. Regardiug benchmark installation,
Consumers Power Company believes it had Staff concurrence following the
auxiliary building audit, site visit and letter of March 22, 1982. The

March 22, 1982 letter instructs the Applicant to have additional benchmarks
installed before beginning Phase II work. Consumers now requests written
confirmation of staff approval for the balance.of this work.

mi0582-0087a100



Wben the Order was issued, additional area dewatering wells were being
installed to dewater the site for activation of the freeze wall and resulting
construction. These wells are needed to complete installation of the freeze
wall and dswater construction areas. They were and will Be installed to the
acceptance criteria agreed upon by the Staff for installing and operating
dewatering wells in a safe manner. Consumers Power Company believes the
agreement reached with the Staff on acteptance critérsa for construction
dewatering, together with the authoifii%§3i'53_Iiltttf and operate the freeze
wall, for which the dewatering is necessary, constitute previous staff

approval of this work, ond, therefore, requests explicit written confirmation
at this time.

The work on the monitoring system instruments and mounting for the auxiliary
building is preseatly stopped because the Region III concurrence has not been -
obtained. We understand the remaining proposed work in this area will be
reviewed by Region III in the near future. Such work is on the critical path
and will start as soon as appr¢ ral is” obtained.

The Order also requires that certain work specified therein be covered by a
quality assu-ance plan approved by the NRC Staff. The "Quality Plan for
Underpinning Activities” (MPQP-1) was written specifically to provide nuclear
quality assurance coverage of certain subcontractors which did not themselves
bave nuclear QA programs (Mergentime, Spencer White & Prentiss and their sub-
contractors). MPQP-1 was approved by the Staff, subject to certain questions
4s to coverage , at a March 10 meeting with Consumers. Resolution of the
coverage questions was achieved at meetings with the NRC Staff on

March 30, 1982, as documented in a letter from J W Cook to Mr J G Feppler
dated April 5, 1982. 1In the April 5 letter, Consumers agreed to place all to-
§0 underpinning work, with certain specific exceptions, under the coverage of
the quality plan for underpinning activities. The latest revisions of MPQP-1
encompass t.e installation and operation of the structural monitoring system,
as performed by Wiss Janey, in addition to the auxiliary building and service
water pump structure underpinning.

Activites being performed wholly by Consumers, Bechtel or specific
subcontractors which have in-place nuclear quality assurance programs are not
specifically subject to MPQP-1, (which was designed for subcontractors without
nuclear QA programs). We interpret the existing quality assurance programs
and procedures of those organizations not covered by MPQP-1 as meeting the
Order's requirement of an approved QA "plan". Such quality assurance programs
and procedures have been approved by the Staff previously or by CP Co under
p.ocedures normall; used to review contractor QA programs. Of course, the
specific coastruction implementing procedures for activities carried out under
these QA programs are subject to review by the Staff to the exteat it deems
necessary.

With regard to the items listed under III, above, the installationm of
deepseated benchmarks is being carried out by Woodward Clyde, which is subject
Lo its owu quality assurance program and procedures approved by Consumers and
previously subject to NRC Staff inspections. The construction dewatering
wells under item III(b) zre to be installed subject to the quality
requirements agreed upon with the Staff. As indicated above, the installation

mi0582-0087a100



of monitoring systems for the auxiliary building underpianing as performed by
Wiss Janey (item C, above) is covered by MPQP-1, and as performed by Bechtel
is subject to the overall site quality assurance program.

In summary, after issuance of the April 30, 1982 Order, the Company stopped
certain work pending written confirmation of NRC Staff approval, previously
given, that such work could be completed. Consumers Power Company requests
Staff confirmation on these work activities so that they can be resumed as

CC Atomic Safety and Liceasing Appe‘q Board, w/o
CBechhoefer, ASLB, w/o
M¥Cherry, Esq, w/o
FPCowan, ASLB, w/o
RJCook, Midland Resident Inspector, w/o
RSDecker, ASLB, w/o
SGadler, w/o
JHarbour, ASLB, w/o
GHarstead, Harstead Engineering, w/a
DSHood, NRC, w/a (2)
DFJudd, B&W, w/o
JDKane, NRC, w/a
FJKelley, Esq, w/o
RBLandsman, NRC Region III, w/a .
WHMarshall, w/o
JPMatra, Naval Surface Weapons Center, w/a
wott., Army Corps of Engineers, w/o
WDPaton, Esq, w/o
SJPoulos, Geotechnical Engineers, w/a
‘FRinaldi, NRC, w/a
HSingh, Army Corps of Engineers, w/a
BStamiris, w/o

JWC/JEB/dsb

mi0582-0087a100
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CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY
Midland Units 1 and 2
Docket No 50-329, 50-330

Letter ferial 17138 Dated May 10, 1982

At the request of the Commission and pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, and the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended and the
Commisci.n's Rules and Regulations thereunder, Consumers Power Company submits
a2 summary of action it has taken in response to the ASLB order dated April 30,
1982. Furthermore we are requesting explicit written approval for
continuation of certain comstruction activities.

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY

By s/ J W Cook
J w Cook, Vice President
Projects, Engineering and Construction

Sworn and subscribed before me 12th day of May 1982

Barbara P Townsend
Notary Public
Jackson County, Michigan

My Commission Expires September 8, 1984

mi0382-0087b100



Consumers
power

James W Cook
cumpany Vice P:dul = Projects, Engpimeenng
and Comstruction

General Offices: 1945 Weat Parnall Roed, Jeckson, M1 49201 « (517) 7880453
January 6, 1982

Harold R Denton, Director

Office of Nvclear Reactor Regulation
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

MIDLAND PROJECT
MIDLAND DOCKET NOS 50-329, 50-330
AUXILIARY BUILDING UNDERPINNING FREEZE WALL - EFFECTS OF
THE FREEZE VALL ON UTILITIES AND STRUCTURES
FILE 0485.1v SERIAL 15424
REFERE ZES: (1) JWCOOK LETTER TO HRDENTON, SERIAL 14318,
DATED OCTOBER 28, 1931
(2) JWCOOK LETTER TO HRDENTON, SERTAL 14869,
DATED NOVEMBER 16, 1981
(3) JWCOOK LETTER TO HRDENTON, SERIAL 14874,
DATED NOVEMBER 24, 1981
ENCLOSURE:  EFFECTS AND MONITORING PROCEDURES FOR
INSTALLATION OF FREEZE WALL DEWATERING AT
MIDLAND UNITS 1 AND 2

In the referenced correspondence of October 28, 1981 (Reference 1) and during
an October 1, 1981 meeting with the Staff, we presented a freeze wall
concept for groundwater control under comsideration for the underpinning of
the auxiliary building. During a subsequent telephone discussion with the
Staff on December 21, 1981, we proposed an approach for establishing
protective measures for underground utilities and structures in the affected
area of the freeze wall. "

Ir response to a Staff request made during the December 21, 1981
telecommunication, we are providing the enclosed summary of measures that we
are planning for the protection of underground utilities and structures. The
enclosed document contains: (a) the plans and elevations of the excavations
st the affected utilities; (b) a cross-sectional view showing how the freeze
wall is tied to the containment; and (c) reasons for using this approach.
Using this approach for protection of underground facilities isolates them
from the effects of heave due to freezing.

With reference to the NRC's testimony on the remedial measures for the
auxiliary building, transmitted to the ASLB in the NRC's correspondence of

0c0182-0001a100 - JAN11 1982

3-82-061-Attach. 14
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November 20, 1981, the enclosed report responds t> the special licensing
conditions identified in Table A.20, Parts 2a and 2b, and to Question 4 of
Attachment 21 to this testimony. Regarding the special licensing conditions
from Table A.20, Parts 2c and 2d for activation of the freeze wall, Question 3
of Attachment 21 to the NRC's testimony has been answered in Refsrence 2 of
this letter. Our response to Questions 14 and 17 of Attachment 21 were
provided in References 2 and 3 above and in the testimony of JPGould.

This completes our response to all parts of Item 2 of Table A.20.

4 .-7::»«_7

A Mooney
Executive Manager
Midland Project Office

For J W Cook
JWC/RLT/dsb

CC Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board, w/o
CBechhoefer, ASLB, w/o
MMCherry, Esq, w/o
FPCowan, ASLB, w/o
RJCook, Midland Resident Inspector, w/o
RSDecker, ASLB, w/o
SGadler, w/o .
JHarbour, ASLB, w/o
DSHood, NRC, w/a (2)
DFJudd, B&W, w/o
JDKane, NRC, w/a
FJKellev w/0

WHMarsball, w/o

JPMatra, Naval Surface Weapons Center, w/a
WOtto, Army Corps of Engineers, w/a
WDPaton, Esq, w/o

FRinaldi, NRC, w/a

HSingh, Army Corps of Engineers, w/a
BStamiris, w/o

0¢0182-0001a100



EFFECTS AND MONITORING
PROCEDURES FOR INSTALLATION
OF FREEZEWALL DEWATERING
AT

MIDLAND UNITS 1 AND 2

Consumers Power Company

January 5, 1982

S Giasiid

3~ .




This is a reply to the special licensing conditions outlined
in Table A.20, Part 2 (2a and 2b).

2A DOCUMENTATION OF DEFLECTIONS ©ROM EXISTING INSTALLATIONS

This report contains results of an investigation requested

by the NRC. The purpose of the investigation was to compile
documentation demonstrating that the freezewall, when acti-
vated, will not adversely affect Seismic Category I structures,
conduit, and pipes by causing ground heave or resettlement
upon thawing.

Available information was reviewed from Projects for which
ground freezing was used and ground movement documented. Of
the cases reviewed, none are similar to this situation.

Most documented cases either provided documentation during
only one segment of the project, or were in completely
different snil conditions, frozen to the surface with no
overburden, or for tunnel application where construction-
induced settlement was monitored. No documentation of
utility meonitoring was found.

Because of the high-permeability socil, as proven by numerous
cewatering pump tests conducted at the site, the actual
pressure on these utilities is expected to be small. How-
ever, because no documented evidence of heave for similar
installations is available and the expected movement of the

soil and resultant stresses in the utilities cannot be
calculated at this time, the response to Section 2B outlines
the areas of concern and preventive measures proposed to
eliminate any stresses on safety-related utilities.




2B MONITORING AND STRESS PREVENTION PROGRAM

As stated in Part 2A, no known guidelines can be focund or
calculated at this time to determine a projected movement to
safety-related utilities; therefore, historically proven
acceptance criteria for monitoring cannot be established.

In lieu of the NRC request to provide a field monitoring
program to detect movement to safety-related utilities and
structures, the following alternative is proposed to elimi-
nate the possibility of stress to these utilities.

AREAS OF CONCERN

Figure 1 indicates the location of the freezewall, area of
Q-£ill, and crossings of safety-related utilities. As indi-
cated on this figure, the freezewall does not cross under or
influence any safety-related structures. Although the
freezewall will abut the containment building, it will not
extend under it, therefore precluding any possibility of
heave for this structure. Most of the freezewall is in-
stalled in non-Q areas. It only extends into the Q area to
form closure at the containment and, where required, to
cross utilities on the southeast corner and east side of the
power block. The utilities included at these crossings are:
two sets of 26-inch service water lines, two electrical duct
banks, and two sets of diesel fuel o0il lines.

PREVENTATIVE MEASURES

The diesel fuel oil lines are 1-1/2~ and 2-inch diameter
steel pipes. No preventive action will be necessary or
taken to prevent movement of these lines, because these
lines are in the top 4 feet of the ground surface and are
therefore susceptible to normal ground frost movement.
Because of their small diameter they are more flexible and
can tolerate movement due to frost heave.

To eliminate any possibility of stress on the service water
lines or electrical duct bank during the freeze cycle,

these utilities will be excavated within the projected
influence area of the freeze wall. The utilities will be
excavated in a crib to provide a gap hetween the utility and
the soil during the freeze cycle. After the freezewall has
stabilized, the utilities will be rebedded and backfilled.

A description of the three crossing areas follows.




Crossing 1

Crossing 1 is compcsed of: (a) One group of diesel fuel
lines in the top 4 feet of the ground surface; and (b) the
duct bank supply to the diesel fuel tanks. Figures 2 and 3
irdicate the utilities and crib excavation to be used in

this area. The diesel fuel lines as explained above require
no preventive action. ‘

Crossing 2

Crossing 2 is composed of: (a) four diesel fuel lines in
the top 4 feet of the surface; and (b) two sets of two
identical 26-inch service water lines. The diesel fuel
lines as explained above need no preventive action. The two
sets of service water lines will be excavated as shown in
Figures 4 and 5.

Crossing 3

Crossing 3 is limited to one duct bank. This duct bank is
22 feet deep and is the only safety-related utility line in
the freeze zone. This cduct bank will be excavated as shown
in Figure 6 and 7.

CONTAINMENT BUILDING

Figure 8 shows the interface of the freezewall at the contain=-
ment building. As shown, the freezewall does not extend
under the structure. The containment is backfilled with
clean sand. Clean, free-draining sand and high permeability
materials are generally unsusceptible to frost expansion.
During freezing, water is forced out of the soil at the same
rate as the freezing process, which results in a lower
frozen water content without volume changes. Also given the
approximate stiffness and mass of this structure (120-foot
diameter, at 10 ksf or 115,000 kips), it is evident that the
influence of an approximately 3-foot-wide freeze section
abutting the wall at the base of this structure will not
adversely affect its stability.

MONITORING

UDtilities

A monitoring rod will be installed in the ground at each
crib excavation and monitored to determine if ground move-
ment occurs during the freeze cycle. The monitoring will be
for information only because the utilities will not be
affected even if heaving occurs.



Containment

The existing settlement monitoring program, which includes
monitoring the containment building, will be modified to
include additional settlement readings at various phases of
freezewall operation as follows:

a. Before formation of the freezewall
b. Just after the wall has frozen
€. Just after the wall has unfrozen
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Docket Nos: 50-329 OM, OL
and 50-330 O™, OL

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

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF JULY 27 - 30, 1982, AUDIT ON
SOILS REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES

On July 27-30, 1982, the NRC staff and its consultants met in Ann Arbor, Michigan
with Consumers Power Company (the Applicant), Bechtel and their consultants to
audit analyses, designs and preparations for remedial measures to correct the
foundations and utilities on inadequately compacted fill s0ils at the Midland site.
Meeting attendees are listed by Enclosure 1.

On July 19, 1982, the staff issued a draft of the second supplement for the Midland
SER which primarily addresses the soils settlement review. A listing of the oute
Tanding review items in this draft SSER was prepared by the applicant and served as
the meeting agenda. The 1ist was updated at the conclusion of the meeting %o indie
cate which of those items had been included in the staff's aucit., GEnclosure 2 is
the resulting agenda. The same-numbered items from Enclosure 2 are discussed below
in this summary. Selected handouts provided during the meeting are shown as attache
ments within Enclosure 3.

General Items

18, Not included in Audit

6. NRC input into the final SSER will cover range of applied bearing pressures’
static and dynamic loading

A draft of FSAR Table 2.5-14, including bearing pressure data for
the Auxiliary Building (AB), was provided (Attachment 1). The staff
reviewed the tadble, ncted that the information was acceptable and
that once provicded for the docket and verified, this item would be
technically closed.

788, The applicant was requested to determine that 1.5 x FSAR seismic response
spectra analyses are conservative for the auxiliary building (AB), service
water pump structure (SWPS), and borated water storage tank (BWST) in
comparison to site-specific response spectra (SSRS).

The applicant has not provided comparative plots of floor response specira
that were requested by the staff for all buildings (seismic margin review).

The KRC structural engineering staff reviewed caiculations at §
points of elevation for the AB to determine 1f 1.5 x FSAR response

3-82-061-Attach 16



spectra enveloped the results obtained by using the SSRS. For
these five points, the floor response spectra generated by

the use of 1.5 times the FSAR spectra enveloped the respective
floor response s