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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Biennial Quality Audit of Consumers Power Company's (CP Co) Projects,
Engineering and Construction (PEEC) Midland Proj ect was conducted by ,

Management Analysis Company (MAC) during the period of November 8,1982

through December 18, 1982.

The audit, conducted in accordance with the requirements of 10CTR50,
Appendix B, 18 criteria, consisted of the CP Co and Bechtel procedures'
review and the implementation of the approved procedures at Midland and

Ann Arbor. The results of.both the review and the implementation are

included in this report.

The audit team consisted of the following members:
.

* J. R. Copley, Lead Auditor
* W. J. Friedrich, Auditor

* L. E. Zwissler, a MAC Vice President. Auditor

The audit for procedural adequacy and the audit for implementation at
Midland were performed by Copley, Friedrich and Zwissler. The audit for
implementation at Jackson and Ann Arbor was performed by Copley.

'

In all areas of the audit, full cooperation was provided by CP Co and
.

Bechtel personnel. MAC appreciates this attitude and the opportunity

to be,of service to CP Co.
*
.
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2.0 CONCLUSION '

.

The auditors conclude that CP Co's Midland site generally meets the -

requirements of 10CTR50, Appendix B and other requirements of the NRC,and '

providea an adequate quality program for the safety-related portion of
design and construction of the Midland Nuclear Power Plant.

.

Seven Audit Finding Reports (AFRs) were originated. They are numbered
MA/4-1 through MA/4-7 and are presented in Attachment A of this report.

.

Following are the topics covered in each finding.

. .

1. Organization Description
.

.

2. NRC Interface
3. Functional Turnover
4 Quality Action Item List, " Priority Assignments" di "Close Out"
5. Procurement Supplier Quality Department
6. Trend Analysis, Phase III
7. Bechtel Field Procedures Manual

,

One Unresolved item (L*RI) was originated relating to Source, Receiving
and Site Inspection. It is numbered MA/4-1U and is presented -

in Attachment B cf this report.

Nine Observations (035) were made 9nd are presented in Attachment C
'

of this rapprt.
,
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Following are the subj ects covered-by the observations:

. .

'

1. Source Inspect. ion

2. Reports ,

3. Site Inspection Planning and Site Inspection
4. Tagging, Status and Segregation of Material
.5. NDE Receipt Inspection

6. NCRs versus IPINs

7. Training Records *

8. Training Coordinator
.

9. QA Program Acceptance-

,
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3.0 THE AUDIT *' -

The entrance meeting for the audit was held on November , 1982 in con-
'^

junction with the entrance meeting for the INPO-type' evaluation. The .

meeting was attended by manbers of CP Co, BPCo and the MAC audit and

INPO teams. Specifically, the attendees were:

3. Marguglio CP Co P. Corcoran 3PCo

R. Wells CP Co R. Clark Ash BPCo.

R. Bauman CP Co T. Johnson BPCo.

K. Kline .CP Co R. Stubbs BPCo

C. Maynard CP Co F. Shepard BPCo
,

D. Taggart CP Co D. Nakerhaus BPCo

R. McCue CP Co S. Jara BPCo
*

B. Peck CP Co L. Zwissler MAC

D. Johnson CP Co J. Copley MAC

T. Palaisano CP Co W. Friedrich MAC

D. Karjala CP Co *R. Lee MAC

T. Sullivan CP ,Co *J. Briskin MAC
.

T. C. Cooke CP Co *K. Horst MAC

E. Smith BPCo *d. Hubbard MAC

J. Cilmartin BPCo *A. Robeson MAC

J. Reinsh BPCo *V. Johnson MAC

* Members of INPO team

The purpose of this meeting was to explain the audit methods, areas, scope-

and goals.
.

; The need for openness and cooperation by all of the interviewees was empha-
sized. The importance of preparing th,e way. for the auditors was e lained.

.

*
.
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An exit meeting was held on February 23, 1983 at which time the findings,-

,

unresolved item an'd observations of the audit were discussed. The
attendees were:

. .

J. W'. Cook CP Co,

B. W. Marguglio CP Co

W. C. Carr CP Co

M. Curland CP Co

G. F. Ewert CP Co

W. Friedrich CP Co
*D. Jones CP Co

H. P. Leonard CP Co

D. B. Miller, Jr CP Co

R. Wells CP Co

J. A. Rutgers Bechtel -

M. A. Dietrich Bechtel

J. Copley MAC
,

L. Zwissler MAC*
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4.0 MANUAL NEVIEW AND PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

To determine compliance with NRC requirements and the extent of implementa-
tion,.the following manuals were reviewed. -

CP Co Manuals

* Volume I - QA Policy Manual

* Volume II - QA Program Procedures for Design and Construction

Midland Project QA Department Procedures Manual*
,

Midland Nuclear Plant Testing Program Manual*

Midland Project Procedures Manual*

Final Safety Analysis Report*

.

BPCo Manuala .

QC Notices Manual* .

* QA Manual

Project Procedure Manual*
. .

Field Procedures and Instructions Manual '*

.
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5.0 DOCUMENTATION REVIEWED
,

During the course of the audit, the following types of documentation were
*

reviewed *as part of the progransnatic verification.

Nonconformance Reports (NCR)

In-Process Inspection Notices (IPIN)
Quality Action Item Lists (QUAIL)
Trend Reports
Purchase Orders'/ Changes .

Source Inspection Plans
.

Receipt Inspection Plans
,

Wald Planning Sheets
Corrective Action Requests (CAR)
Management Corrective Action Requests (MCAR)

Field Change Notices (FCN)

Field Change Requests (TCR)

Field Sketches (FSK)
Drawings

Audit Reports (CP Co, BPCo, Site, Jackson, Ann Arbor)
Vendor Document Packages

Certification, Training and Test Schedules
Turnover Packages, Including Schedules Walkdown Inspection Reports

Work Requests

Pr'oject Quality Control Instructions and Reports (PQCI/PQCIR)
*

Training Programs and Materiala ,

'

Master Punch Lists
Audit Finding Reports (AFR)
Stop Work Order Log (SWOL)

-.
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6.0 IMPLEMENTATION / DISCUSSION OF AREAS OF GOOD PRACTICE AND CONCERN

Af ter the manual review, the audit then determined the extent to which the
procedural requirements were implemented and adhered to. This was accom- .

plished by observation of the operations and interviews throughout the Mid-
land site and the Jackson and Ann Arbor offices.

.

6.1. TRAINING
,

The audit team noted that the CP Co-BPCo coordinated training program is well

based, excensive and an excellent example of what can be accomplished by mutual'

agreements between client and constructor.

6.2 SOURCE AND RECEIVING INSPECTION
,

An indepth review of the soutes' program was made at Ann Arbor, primarily
because of the number of complaints about ' items that were inspected and

accepted at thn source (vendor) and were later found to be nonconforming
as well as the lack of receipt inspection on these items.

.

The audit confirmed that BPCo policy does not provide for source inspectors
to be hands-on, hardware oriented, but rather for system surveillance which

.

supposedly will assure that the vendor's quality system is in place and thus
produce conforming itens. To that and, BPCc does not, by policy, p'rovide
any over check, even when substandard material is found by a receipt inspection.

*
.

It should be noted that CP Co,has recently provided for "over inspection",
but after. installation.,

.

6.3 CORRECTIVE ACTION

Another area of concern to the auditors was the corrective action activity
at both Midland and Ann Arbor. This activity was reviewed indepth. The

audit team found three areas of concern with the corrective action activi-
ties, as follows:'

.

** " * * e. e. e e. . . m si. %,. .. ,m,, ,,,y,,-
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6.3.1 Understandina
-

It was readily apparent af ter auditing several meetings, reviewing docu-
'

mented procedures as well as discussions with various levels of QA and '
other disciplines,' that the meaning of corrective action was interpreted
as " fixing" the immediate problem. Corrective. action should have meant
that by determining root cause, corrective action can be taken to preclude
recurrence.

|
6.3.2 Attitude .

,

.

The audit confirmed that for the most part, corrective action extended only
~

to correct the nonconformance and was not a positive action to preclude

recurrence.<

, ;

6.3.3 Time

The response from the majority of people involved in the disposition and
corrective action process, when asked about the length of. time to disposi-
tion overdue items was that they were not the highest priority unless upper

'

-management or Scheduling personnel became involved. .

. . - .
,
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ATTACHMENT A*

* 1

AUDIT FINDING REPORTS (AFRs)

'

Audit Finding Reports are documented nonconformances which are detected
during an audit.

As a result of Audit MA/4, 7 AFRs were identified and are included with
this attachment. Written responses are required as indicated on each
AFR form.

.

e

.

D

e

N

e

4

e

O

.

4

4

***e ,.

.

*

.

1

e

.

- * .=?* -,---w , - = . .- . ,**g = = . * - - - - . - - - -* e r - - r ,e -ee - = = ~ - - . .=



.
*

*se
,

. .

CUAIL #2187 SU PCM000 PRTORTTY 4 DNT

PMoJECTS. ENGINEERING AND CCNSTRUCT!oN *
'

AUDI~ FI ND IN G RE, 01..
CUAUTY ASSURANCE CEPARTMENTCammg[3

?
'

&
'a u cs==osvisas a aswissa ras asam comens vm samacui ars = => :a - --

AWS-83 0-17
1. Organization Description: T1R,'n*d7MPQAD

mnor Issue:
A number ,of procedures, distribution lists, etc. do not g .,3 y o g.3 .

reflect the current Midland Project Quality Assurance rz.s mara.
AMS-83-9Department organization.

ummutuas

|

*
.

4

.

*
.

r - - - - a:anse ns .c:r .

Revise procedures, distribution lists, etc. to reflect curren't MPQAD organization.
,

.

.
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i
*

.

.

.

1 .

|
|

mn or en comr.a===> m. sw rz cu. macs .=um cea cw-cr:
| A&MS DJones
i aan er cu srnc=mmas,
|
! :: mon ., mau,r=>i

*

.
,

.

i

|

I
t u as assomru.a m 9. men a 33 . ma or nacer :o men
t ns L J " NA

f a zza . aus or see -.ai. n w== s-.ey rus . we or sneer a me,
NA NA

a ns . == =ss asroar: NA.

^^ "TC''' 8E"'N'/ Da Approved BvfD
~ , .. 1113 s w v= , 'ar(2.2 Its1

' -
visu =4rms a mcea 1aauenom assar.as:j .

l

|

.

I

i
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QUAIL #2188 SU PCM000 PRZORTTY 5 DNT

P,RoJECT3. &MG&NEERING ANQ CONSTRUCTION =

HL AUDl" :| ND ING RE301.. ouAUTY ASSuAANCE DEPARTMENT
COR$Ut!!tf5

.

u u aasm man a aswzm ru assun mannss =m a== sac => un == mi r.A, - .:
~

AMS-83-9-2F-

'"'8"''****Procedure MPPM-20-Rev. 1 Midland /SMO
" " "" Interfaces with NRC Region III Operations Brinch During *$**79g3 -

,

Preoperational Testing Programs" ran ases.
AMS-83-9

""88"'Describes main contact with Construction NRC, Region III
as being MPQA.

| The main contact is through the CP Co site manager's office
which is responsible for coordinating the NRC Region III visits.!

. .

.

.

.

-- - - e-n- a ,c: ,-

Revise procedure to reflect SMO being the main contact with NRC, Region III.

.

cr.aun vs ac:== cr.acut .

.

~
-

. .

.

un or en axesrms ma.ama um an. ms:n mac. c.. c: c>o:s

un e en . .. _ Site M8t Office DBM111er

.cac: er murr., =..

. .
,.

' - ..

. e

u ,,non - run wmen a us , ma or naar a me.
, ,

NA
a . yam , 22 a e as,wr a me, a iss , mass e me -. a w w === a-. .2

NA NA ,

|a. rzz , ao mer ame:
NA

l

an amwm s n=mnass/Da Approved By/Date:
,

- .m m ~. .,, , , ,,
naunassa a:sa ic/4 naat:4ums u.=nanas,

a

-
..
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QUAIL #2189 SU PGM000 PRIORIn* 5 DNT <

PROJECTS. EMcusg E R NG ANo CoNSTRUCTloN

'n AUDI~ FI ND IN G RE?01.
ouAuTY ASSURANCE DEPARTMENTCMSUmL'1

e

u u concms amas as asw:mu f u seson anca nu aapami m sua so: ; -. . .

MPQAD Procedure E-6M, Rev. 2, " Functional Turnover" AMS-83-9-3F
,BM/IEFT AC Z34

Midland /MPOADParagraph 5.5.2 describes the turnover inspection authorized , ,,
by the MPQAD Turnover Group, u y ,,,w .,3 7agg .

The procedure *does not provide for any sample inspection. rus mesen.
AMS-83-9

"888"'"''Contrary to the above requirement, the obj ective evidence
presented to the Audit Team indicated that sampling is used
during the walkdown. The sample size (approximately 10%)
does not relate to any reliability, probability or recognized

~

_

formula for sampling, nor is it pe mitted by the procedure.

. .

. m -- e we-ix,c:_-,,

1. Comply with the procedure as written or if sampli'ng is needed, revise the
.

procedure to define when sampling may be performed with provisions for scientific
sampling plans.

2. Train all applicable personnel in sampling techniques.
.

| c:aas;::va .cT== x,u: .

.

.

.

.

un er en a:w.r=m, .amar , cu, ,tw c., c:,ez:rr,
j ,

un er en -,-..- MPQAD RAk' ells

HE3c3 0F tim;,%AT",,3:. .

i

.

|

| L3 at asp 3staa.4 FD vs.33tess 3r "tBa , nsrs @ asper Tg saca -

NA
Zr "TER*. TDE & REFWT TD mca Ir "tzs*, assE w sc cmL T's wisas anarTc

NA NA
sr w. vuo cs anomr:

|
'

m aw:n rca a sma r.an/ Date : Approvec By/Date:
my

*$l 47 'If'I
-

vi E'A 3[M[I & ___ i w .

cia .lauz:atum u.. manas, vsan=4tsa i.ars4

.

.

' * * * * * * * " p a = * e , , , , . - . . , . y .,%,. _.%. ,, , ,, ,
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QUAIL #2190 SU PCM000 PRIORITY 4 DNT~

PROJECT 3. ENGINEER (NG AND CONSTRUCTION -

& AUDl" :I ND ING RE'O 1
oUAUTY ASSURANCE DEPARTMENTCDnsumt!3

1

' u ar comum man u amumm f u mism - um amusc== un au m. . _ .,
-

AMS-83-9 4F
MPQAD . Procedure M-6, Rev. O, " Quality Action Item , auar: 4m

List" (QUAIL) Midland /MPOAD
an # Issue: *.

"' " 4 '' 3 - I"83
1. Attachment "A" describes method of assigning priority

#** Y5-9ratings by originator. AM
umav:ms.

Volume II, Procedure 16-1, Rev. 7 " Corrective Action"

1. 4.2.3 requires escalation to higher organizational
authority to support the priority schedule.

Contrary to the above requirements:
.

1. Priorities are not assigned by actual definition of item
type but rather as a means to expedite on an as-needed
basis.

2. Rather than escalation to higher organizational levels, ex-
tension of time are given for item resolutions / dispositions
which are overdue and in the process of extending the resolu -

tion / disposition time, priority points are not accumulated.
--- cuanze:m ac:ms.

Provide training to those who issue and receive QUAIL items to bring about
compliance and revise or eliminate the extension method now in effect which
permits items to be open for extended periods of time.

.

.

c:mam=vs .c:== crm=mtr.

.

ma er en car.zrs=> .a. sus: r2 c... m u. %w:,

*

un e eu .~ ... MPQAD RAWells

ar:mca or mmar==.

za at 133Wtaa 4 FM Da-3Me#3 2M. r3 GF AErmr TO Sc.

. .. u,. c, - . c. m . - _ m - --,,.

NA'
y Tza . vuo mes amar:

-NA

ass anzssam smaar.ast/ Date: Approvec By ace:

l *w m ~alu Ecs : . af .s/2 o-

m .7usr c mce. a.r::.u= n.a.r.nz,

*
.

"" " " " **" ' "'-* e -p%- .~%e , . , . . . . , ..% . , . ,_
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QUAIL #2191 SU PCM000 PRIORITY 4 DNT
,

peoJECTs. ENGINEEnlNG ANo con $tRUcTioN -

% AU Ji.. FI ND ING RE.301.. ouauty Assunsact oerAntuENT
C::1su:::t:1

;

a ss comeme man a amuzann f u man canum m ammczsi m nam-s,,-3

Bechtel Procurement Supplier Quality Manual, Rev 1, Sect 3.2 [ME3d3E
" Surveillance Inspection," Para 4.3.8 " Supplier Nonconformance Midland /BPCo
and Follow-up" requires that the Supplier Quality Representative an . Issue:

v - .s T'. 1989 'document all ditficiencies in equipment inspection characteristics _
documentation, or procedures and verify the implementation of yg
corrective action. -a ,

Contrary to the above -

The Supplier Quality Representative (SQR) has not identified'

all discrepancies as Source Inspected hardware have been
received at site containing nonconforming characteristics.

.

The nonconforming items were discovered.by the CP Co ovar-
inspection program on site after installation.

.

.

A emma'.Ft* f"" " --tg

The procedures pertaining to Receipt Inspection and Source Ins"pection should be
revised to assure the quality of the items are properly documented by the Source

~

Rep. and an over inspection at receipt be initiated to assure that the items are
acceptable and the documentation is both complete and accurate.

cr.aasenvs.c == c = cms:.

.

un er cu aow.cnn om, ns. ran cu, rams am c., c m=w. ..

un or en . ... ' Bechtel/MPOAD JARutgers/FJG ells
pC3tc4 GF mIT3CJT."."as

.

4

e

.

. .g. . . - m.., .. ,. - ,,.. .
,,, ,,

- . - - - - - - .
- . , . ,m., , m.,

NA NA
a w . =o mas amar:

Approved By/Daaan cacans smaanac / D 7

muw~~ uutn - . .

nan ossa e mcu mm:anca sm nma,

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___l_-_.__ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ .__."_._._._..l.
~ ,.-._..'[.' _ _._ _ .1 i f !"_ . . ,
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QUAIL #2192 SU PCM000 PRYORITY 4 DNT
~

- '

pro.JEcTS. ENGINEERING ANo CoNSTRUCTloN -

2% AUDI~ :l ND IN G RE 301.. ouAUTY ASSURANCa DEPARTMENT
C3ft3HEf!3

'm u casams === u aswissr f u man anacms vm amnaczas m am mi rc., .

Procedure M-2, Rev. 3, " Trend Analysis, Phase III'' [j,[~[,"
Midland /MPQAD

Paragraph 1.0 Purpose states: "To establish the MPQA require- u n or issue:
,

ments, responsibilities and method for trend analysis which is Wnk 7' W'4
.

designed to serve as a management tool to detect changes in = gg jg
rates of nonconformance for selected performance areas and for - ,, ;

selected nonconformance categories." |

Present system does not fulfill the stated purpose because,
for the reporting period, the frequency of"nonconformances is*

not related to the amount of work performed in the given
performance area.

.

i

,

'
.

l
1

..- cr c, m ,,_,,
.

Revise the system to relate the frequency of nonconformances to a construction base
in order to provide meaningful trend data, e.g. , defects / linear feet of weld,
defects /100 cable terminations, etc. |

1

1
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-
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Bechtel Field Procedure FIG-1.110, Rev 1 " Identification of AMS-83-9-7F

Q-Related Items in Proc / Inst." requires that: YidiaYd$PCo
'

sucrIssue:
Any Procedure / Instruction that does not contain "Q" Related March 73. Ic03 '
Material will have the following statement in bold letters rr.s g."- 9%across the top of the title page or first page as appropriate.

"NON 'Q' RELATED MATERIAL"

Contary to the above:

A review of Bechtel Procedures marked "Non Q" showed that some
procedures covered "Q-Related" items while others had no , ,

classification. "Non Q" examples include:
* FIT 1.110, Rev 3 '" Construction General Service Organization

(CGS 0) Contractor Work Request."
* FIT 3.000, Rev 0 " Area Turnover"
* FIP 4.100, Rev 1 "Gueral Cleanliness of Piping and

Associated Compliance During Installation
'

and/or Rework."
. - e ~n a,

CP Co should review the field procedures and instructions for content to determine
their proper classification.

.

ci:a&ECT:WE .cp Cr.mCN.Jr!.

.

.

u .

mn er esa comea smi m. any a cea. mx.s ac,. = m,

un or e/a smcTmms Bechtel/MPQAD JARutgers/RAWells

.E:leGD Gr TsEUI*AT:2.B:

- ,.
.

13 At agN r2 M3) ten g **;33 , 3423 Gr RE7ar EU mca

NA
:r r s , tas e asmT so me: NA 8*~*""""'''"'""""'''''""'

NA
:r rzz , wie =n noonri

NA

an == :n a samarau D Approved By/Date:
% a iu /&:r # ' D --w Sit 5 tsY, .,

vaa:cema a:n
|

ce vnaz:4:= am.r.as,

! -

1

--~ . . ,

, . - . . . . . , . _ . , - ~ _ .,.------e,,- - - - , _ - , ,
, - - -

_ _ _ _ _ _ , . _

, n , ,w
-,~,,,---..-,---.,--__,---.-m--.

, , + - , - - . - - . -- , , , - , - - , , e4 --



.

.. .
,

,
,*

. *

-.
,

%

.

,
ATTACH.WTB*

-

,

*

AUDIT UNRESOLVED ITEMS (URIs)

. ,

.

. Audit Unresolved Items are audit elements or characteristics which, due
to lack of investigative time or information, cannot be classified as
conforming or nonconforming during the audit.

As a result of Audit MA/4, 1 URI was identified,and.is included with
_ this attachment. Written response.is required as noted on each URI*

form.
.
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QA76.O
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AMS-83-9-1UMPQAD Procedures E-lM, Rev. 2 and D-4M provides a definition
2. Pncf sampling but does not provide when sampling shall be performed '

gd d/ D
cr the selection of scientific plans. 3. ncz or cRicIs n Ics

W rch 23. 1983
4. TIII 50*

AMS-83-9 *
-

4

5 DIST3I2UTIcs:

.

T. AIaCI.ED ACTIcN

Upgrada the procedures to describe when sampling may be used and a reference or source
thet provides sampling rules and sizes for specific quality levels.

.
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ATTACRMENT C I-

.

AUDIT OBSERVATIONS (OBS) .

.

.

Audit observations are either:

(a) A condition which if allowed to continue may become a nonconformance, or

(b) A recommendation which may improve the Quality Assurance Program.

As a result of Audit MA/4, 9 Audit Observations were identified and are
included with this attachment. No specific written responses are required
to these~ observations. .
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OBSERVATIONS<

1. Source Inspection
,

; - MPQAD Procedure E-1M, Rev. 2, " Site Inspection Planning and Site
< - Inspection"
,

; Paragraph 1.0 " Procedure defines the requirements, responsibilities
and procedures for performing, documenting and statusing site
inspection activities."

1 CP Co is currently planning and performing an "Over Inspection" of
vendor supplied hardware that has already been installed. .

The results of the inspection show that the work should be performed
prior'to installation. ,

,

! Suggestion .

Critical items being sourced by Bechtel should have CP Co participa-
tion at the vendors to eliminate over inspection and ensure the

quality of incoming material. .

2. -Reports

'

-Trend Report Review

The auditors determined that the Trend Report is too voluminot.s for
( its intended use.. The total report (approximately 160 pages), in-

cluding the areas that have had no activity, are sent to top level
management for review and to determine significant trends. The whole
report is also sent to people who only have specific areas of interest.

;

Suggestion
,

The Trend Report should be revised in format and reduced so that only
the significant trends are immediately detected by both management
and' the aff ected ar'ea supervision.

.

'-QUAIL Report
.

MPQAD Administration publishes a "High Index Report," which is a
.

combination of priority assignments and elapsed time, and which is'

. ,

not described in the MPQAD procedure. ,
*

.
. .

Therearehighpriorityitemswhich.havebeencarriedontheQuality
r

Action Item List (QUAIL) for long periods of time (one, two or thre'e'.

years). The system in place to promptly close "old" items out is not
being followed as set forth in Volume II, Procedure 16-1, Rev 7,
paragraph 4.2.3.

'

.
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OBSERVATIONS (Cont'd)

QUAIL. Report (Cont'd) .

Another function of the report, the system for showing items overdue
on the "High Index Report" is not being utilized to its fullest extent

'because the item may be intentionally kept off the list by the QAE
granting a time extension which negates the overdue priority rating,'

f

Suggestion

Revise the procedure so that the time factor establish.ed by the High
'Index Pormula is not cancelled by an extension but rather continues .
to increase in points and the item remains on the report.. . . ,

s

.

P

3. Site Inspection Planning and Site Inspection'

The quality system provides for the use of two like inspection documenta-
tion formats for use in Site Inspection Planning and Site Inspection.

* CP Co's Proj ect Inspection Plan and Reports (PIPR)

This system is described in CP Co MPQAD Procedure E'-1M, Section ' .0.
t * Bechtel's Project 06ality Control Instruction (PQCI)'

This system is described in Bechtel's QC Notice Manual'AAPD/ PSP G.6.1.
, ..
P cuggestion

Since'both forms provide the same information and are used for the same|

(PIPR and PQCI), they should be reviewed with consolidation in*' purpose,
' mind . If-differentiation must be maintained for application purposes,.
then the use of check boxes may be considered which will provide the

|3
documents application by checkmark.

.
1

*
.
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MA/4
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OBSERVATIONS (Cont 'd);,

,

-

4 Ta gging . Status. Segregation of Material

'

Tagging"and Status

Currently, the system for indicating the quality status of material is
obtained by tagging nonconformances with a Hold. The acceptable f
material is assumed if no hold tag is evident to indicate any form of )4

.nonconformance. Also, nonconforming material is segregated upon receipt.
'

This system is based on perimeter control; i.e., any material within the

perimeter is acceptable.

Segregation (Identification) .

Currently stores uses paint to identify Non-Q items. .Non-Q and Q items
' are comingled.

,

Suggestions

4 * Use of accept tags / devices would be more effective and reliable in the
c.ontrol of material b'ecause it would positively preclude the inadvertant
comingling of items from which the hold tag might have been removed or
lost. Reinspection of an item (previously accepted) without a tag would
determine its condition of acceptability.

* Comingling of Q and Non-Q parts is not a good practice from both a quality
point of view and an accountability standpoint.

Coupled with the practice of not identifying acceptable hardware and*

dep'endence on an identification process that identifies only the Non-Q ,

7the audit clearly indicates that there is a higher probability of mis-
identification and use of Non-Q in place of Q and n nconforming hardware
instead of confor=ing.

'

5. Receipt Inspection NDE
, ,

Currently "a gentlemen's agree =ent" exists between Receipt Inspection and
MPQE that provides for reading vendor supplied fil= at receipt. .

.

Suagestion.

. This should be made part of the documented system and a condition of'

: acceptance.

.

S

4
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OBSERVATIONS (Cont'd)-

6. Nonconforming Report (NCR) and Inprocess Inspection Notice (IPIN)
,

~

Currently, two documents are used to document nonconformances. The'

IPIN is'less formal and used to " turn back" work that'can be reworked
(conform to all design requirements). - The NCR is used to report items
that may be accepted as is or repaired (will not conform to design
requirements but is functionally acceptable).

With the present system, the IPIN does not describe by item or quantity
what portion of the operat3.on was actually inspected and what was yet
to be inspected to complete the inspection seq'sence. If the reinspec-
tion is not performed by the same inspector or in a timely manner,' the
possibility of closing out the I.R. by reinspection of only the docu-
mented open items instead of the entire sequence exists.

Suttestion: ,

1. The NCR can be v. sed by developing a procedure for providing-

" Controlled" preliminary rework disposition thus eliminating a
duplicating (and not satisfactory) fera (the IPIN) for reporting
incomplete operations (not merely for inspection) .

2. Training should be provided to the QC Dept to assure that all
inspectors document exactly the seppe of the inspection completed
and the identification of the bala6ce that must be done during
the re-inspection to close out the I.R.

.

3. To assure that the NCR preliminary disposition authority is not abused,
the cognizant MPQAD QAE should review and concur in the disposition.

7. Training Recorda
'

.

The records of training are compiled in a file folder. A complete
review of each item is required to determine complete qualifications..

Suggestion
.

A cover sheet should be included in the file which identifies the
individual's basic position (s) and level (s) (I, II or III).

3

.

.

e

4
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OBSERVATIONS (Cont 'd) '

,

8. Training Coordinator -

.

Currently, each operation at Midland has its own training coordinator
(Soils, HVAC, MP Construction, Bechtel, etc) .

Suggest ion

The duties and records should be combined under one coordinator to
reduce redundancy in papers and operations.

9. QA Program Acceptance ..

'
.

interviews with various levels of workers / supervisors re-The. audit
l d a general feeling that the QE/QC requirements have not been.vea e

. standardized, but are subject to individual, interpretation. This
has resulted in " nit picking".

.

Suggestion

'

: The necessity for inspectors to interpret the requirements should
be eliminated by the use of planning and instr.uctions that will
- clearly define the QE/QC requirements for verification and acceptance

. . of the item (s) .
*

. .
,
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CPCo/NRC Meeting - February 8, 1983 - 9:00 a.m.

Keppler's opening remarks and introductions.

Keppler - CPCo's_ implementation of program was not sound. Formalized CCP

written by CPCo. ~Not e.pprove'd by NRC. Purpose of meeting is to understand

program and obtain public comment on it.
,

J. Cook - Soils work not covered in 1/10/83 letter. Treated separately.

The program today excludes soils. Third party review will be discussed.

D. Miller - CCP Sources of Input (See attached sheet)

1. Evaluation of Systems

2. Transfer of QC to CPCo QA (MPQAD)

3. INPO Self Evaluations

4. 1981 SALP Report

5. October / November Diesel Generator Building Inspection

6. November NRC letter to ACRS

7. Need to place more emphasis on soils start

Eisenhut - What is problem you are addressing?

.

b

Miller - Novak letter to ACRS - validate past QC inspections, improve

understanding of acceptance criteria.

.

QA/QC Implementation Improvement

1. Recertify QC inspectors

2. Integration of construction and inspection planning

.

'
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Figure 1-1 - Schematic CCP-
g

Davis /Shafer - Craft: training questions
|

L

' Miller - QC needs to be pushed down to craft personnel from supervisory-

ipersonnel.

.

- Eisenhut _ - Where is QC breakdown? Does the design say 3/8" or 1/2", etc.

Selby - Insufficient clarity, improper interpretation are the problems.

4

Miller - Figure 1-1
.

.

Gardner.-'Any rework during Phase 27

Miller - No. No systems completion work.

-Shafer.- How will inspector know if room has been 100% inspected?

Miller -' Rooms will be marked. Most critical systems will_be done first, etc.
.

. .

' Eisenhut - Specs and drawings inspected to be accurate.
4

J. Cook - NRC never said'CPCo had ' design problems.
.

Davis - Phy' ical inspection fine - what about record verification?s

- Miller: - Yes. You're right.

':: . -
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Keppler - Are you into Step 5 anywhere? (See schematic.)

Miller - No.

Miller - Section 2.0 Preparation of Plant

Roy Wells - Section 3.0

.

3 x;i.-F
, Shafer - How many inspectors are certified? When PQCI procedures chan'e will

inspectors be retrained?

Wells - Yes. Procedures are being simplified. Inspectors will be

recertifie'd to new procedures. A Level III will make that decision.

A Landsman - Will old manuals be used at all?

Wells - They are being rewritten to incorporate Bechtel's/CPCo's-
.

Sniezek - When these procedures are complete will there be any questions

in the inspectors' minds?

.

Wells - None.

'

Shafer - What measures provide that once you get past system QC it.

teen t
serr't be ." business as usual"?

Figure 3.0 - MPQAD Organization Chart
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Wells - Fine tuning being done now. There have been 200 additions since

September.
,

Eisenhut/Keppler - Where have changes been made?

Wells '- W. Bird, Manager, QA. Bird has offsite responsibilities. Wells has

onsite responsibilities.

- Eisenhut - Why is this change going to work? We need confidence. The

leader sets tempo. What makes you qualified?

Selby - QC reported through Bechtd. Now QC does not. It is integrated

with QA.

J. Cook - We looked at overall picture. Wells is the best man for the joo.

He'has direct control over QC.

Selby - PQCI's being changed. Recertifications of inspectors, etc. All

of these changes have been Wells' decisions.

.

Eisenhut - Are you going to have enough scheduling flexibility?

Wells - Naturally .
.

Keppler - Clarify statistics on behind inspections.!

Rutgers, Bechtel - 16,000 still open.
.
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- Eisenhut - What is a desirable number?
.

A

Rutgers - No backlog'in ideal world.
. .

Eisenhut.- How far'behind are you?

.

Selby - 3100 behind. That seems a little high.

.

Figure 3.1
,

I Landsman - Elaborate on reorganization.

5: Shafer - What measures have been or will be established to assure new

organization will work?

. Wells - Close supervision, continued monitoring. He'll (the supervisor) will review

, performances. We are revising trending program.

.

Keppler - One problem - timeliness of QC' inspections. Personnel performance

I relfcct:: supervision.
,

s

Wells - My people are well qualified. I'm keeping them.b

,

System Team Organization - (See sheet)

F

Eisenhut'- Make sure employee's concerns don't get lost in shuffle.
,

i.,
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' Gardner - Where are people going to come from?

.

-Wells - Either CPCo, Bechtel or contract help.
3

L .

Burgess - Will team supervisor be Bechtel employee?+
-

Wells - Maybe.

BREAK
b

Wells --QC recertification
.

.

Eisenhut - Why did you need-to go to a recert?

. Wells - Written closed book exams now vs. old oral exams.

Sniezek - Did all inspectors pass new exam?

i .

- Wells - Not yet. 235 people have been tested. 24 have failed. Of
.

the 24 who took the test a second time, 2 failed again.

Eisennut - No specific period of time between tests?
,

f-

Wells - No, but each test is different.

. Hood - What disposition has been made on the two who failed?

Wells - They've been reassigned.

.
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Gardner - PQCI exams?-

Wells - About 500 - 30 failed once. 3 failed twice.
.

Shafer - What about the three who failed twice?

Wells - They've been removed.
.

Sniezek - What is PQCI test?

Wells - Questions relate to how to perform inspections, etc.

.

Wells - Written test on technical inspection plan.

'

Shafer - Any feedback from PQCI staff?

l. Wells - Has not asked that question.-

Harrison - Two people failed. Where are they now?
|

Wells - They are Bechtel employees. They are not being used in quality work.

>

i
'

Shafer - Performance demonstration - given by whom?

Wells --

-
.

. . _ .
.
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. Section 4.2 and 4.4

Don Miller - Benefits 'of Completion Team Approach (See sheet)

Eisenhut - Single point - who?

Miller - Quality representative.

Eisenhut - Same on last 2 bullets?
d

.

Miller - Yes.

Eisennut - QA/QC Manager responsible for inspection requirements? Why
^

aren't governed by safety connotation of system?,

,

9

Miller -

.

Novak - Team dedicated to one system?
.

Miller - Yes.

- ,

Shafer - How many teams?
!

;

Miller - About 25. No commitments. 850 total systems. Most of

the systems turned over are electrical.
,

1

|

1

|
!

|

I
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Sniezeb- I thought program would be used at turnover.

!- Miller - They will do QC inspection. For systems that have been turned
. ,

| over we will do_ Miller gives1 team endpoint..,

Burgess - System done? What do you mean?

Miller - System missing purp (for example). Flush and check start layup.

When done, start testing.i

.

.
-

,

Gardner - Phase' 1 -Quality Rep is doing most of the work. .

*
,

'

Miller - Still working on team interaction.

.Eisenhut-Allsafety-relatedstructuhesystemscomponentswillbe

.revarified?-

,

Miller - Yes.

Landsman - What is safety-related?

Miller - We live to FSAR.

i:

- Eisenhut - FSAR may be amended.

Keppler - We're taking issue with the FSAR.
.

.

6
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System Team Development - (See attached)

,

Keppler _ Project time frame?

Miller - Sometime mid-March

Keppler - Management reviews by March?

Miller - Yes.

- .

Gardner - Status activities and quality verification parallel . . . . .

Now does team process identified nonconformances?

Miller - Working out details.

.

Shafer - Team not responsible for Appendix B7

Miller - Inspection of records done by QC

'

System Team Operations - (See attached)

Shafer - Can anyone write an NCR7

Miller - Yes.

.

5
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Section 4.3 - Roy Wells

R. Cook - Does that include PQCI inspections?

' Miller - Yes.

'

Inspection Plan (PQCI) Review and Revision - (See attached)

'

Eisenhut - First bullet - as opposed to safety-related? Explain

difference between "important to safety" and " safety-related".

Wells - CPCo will'look into Q-ness.
'

Gardner - No inspection due to backlog ever. Not a reinspection.

|

Wells - The team will do that.

Verification Program Concepts - (See attached)

Novak'- System turned over - excmple.

|

- Mil.' e- .

Sniezek - Rebar, anchor bolt not accessible for direct inspection - why,

t-
|.

; not UT/ *

,

b
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Wells.- They are addressing. Not committing yet.

Shafer - QC inadequate in past. 153,000 inspections closed by those:

personnel.

Miller - They will continue. If can't document

Warnick - Problem with sampling - 100%.

.

.

' Wells - We'll reinspect. We'll go 100% unless~ statistically can't be proven.

.

Davis - What confidence level?

.

Wells /Norris (MAC) -

,

Section 4.5 - Phase 2 - System Completion - (See attached)

Eisenhut - Return to Phase 2. Let's discuss independent third party.

!-

i

' Concepts of IPIN Program - (See attached)

.

- Significant Inspection Process Improvement - (See attached)

i

Section 6.0 - Qua'lification Program Review - (See attached)

Gardner - Is completion of this a " hold point" for Phase 1 or 27

. . .

- Wells - No. We haven't identified significant programmatic problems.-

No predetermined hold points.
.

.-..,.c - . . . - - ~ . . , - - - . - - . - , . , . -,_ - . ~ . , - , - . , . , . - - - . - - - - . . - .
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Sniezek - Are you looking at simply diesel generators?

Wells -

~ Shafer - Quality verification effort - when?

Wells - It will be factored into

.

Keppler - NRC will decide what is "Q" and what's not.

LUNCH
,

t.

Section 8 - System Lavup (See attached)

Section 9 - Continuing Work Activities - (See attached)
.

Miller - In process of doing 4-point proofload jacking. No soils work

|' being done.

Third Party Independent Review - Keeley - (See attached)
.

Keeley - Self-initiated evaluation will be submitted to NRC by end of'

February. Items from MAC being factored into corrective action implementation.

.

*
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Eisenhut - Characterize findings.in report.

Keeley - Gave insight into how to improve implementation to have a

better program.

Novak - HVAC system findings?
.

9

Keeley - Positive. CPCo took aggressive action. 14 people were hets.4 weeks.

More distinct instructions for craft personnel. MAC has not done any INPO

audits. MAC found consistent or above average.

Independent Installation Implementation Overview (See attached)

Keeley - Status so far. Talking to TERA and Stone and Webster, drafting specs.

Keppler - NRCnever formally blessed Stone and Webster.

Eisenhut - NRC will pick system for design verification.
:
1

,

Keppler - CPCo feels made. appropriate changes to QA, but wants a thrid

party independent party overseeing.

,

Landsman - Stone and Webster does documentation review, makes sure
,

- implemented, does not.do physical inspection.

.

Keeley - Geotechnical engineer.

- 1

|
!

.

.

. - . w . . .e,- . m .., pwse-wpw e ,- e-e - me * - -* N we t ** ** * - " ' * * * * * * ' - " ' * * * ' *



. w. . . . . ..
.

_
. .

,

. x .

.
-

. ,

. >

.

Program Status - Tera Corporation - (See attached)

Eisenhut - Program plan has been submitted to CPCO, but not NRC.

.

Keeley - Their QA people must sign off.

Eisenhut - NRC may see program and changes made by CPCo. Asked to have
.

NRC sent a copy to ensure independent effort.

Tera-- Three years for auxiliary feedwater

Novak - Control aspect of AFW went to Bechtel?

Tera - Yes.

.

- Review of supplier documentation and review of storage and

maintenance of documentation ongoing.

'

Gardner - Will you verify as-built configuration?

.

Tera - Yes Refers to a sample of supports.
, ,

Eisenhut - Is CPCo giving.you free reign to go ahead and make checks?

Tera - Yes.

Eisenhut - Are they basically measurement checks? No independent NDE yet.

It looks necessary. Schedule for AFW 1 ate March /early April.
;

. .
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J. Cook - Complete entire project not just NRC concerns or QA concerns.
'

CPCo is committed to completing the plan.
.

Keppler.- Meeting'was helpful. A lot to deal with. Steps are being

taken;in right direction, but NRC has been let down before. NRC feels

strongly about independent design review and independent construction,

- work. Ongoing inspection in soils and safety-related work. CPCo has

covered a lot of bases not submitted in letter. NRC wants public coament

and NRC review. Don't lock into anything on third party.

Eisenhut - Pleased with 1/10/83 letter. CPCo slowed down their own

- activity. Need to restore confidence in yourself and public and NRC.

Third party review will play important_part. Encouraged to see pieces

. fitting together. Cautious optimism.

~ Sniezek - Team concept - feedback to craft personnel. Craft need

-incentive. If they make a mistake let them bring it to their supervisor,

inspec'; ors don't need to find.

I
.

PUBLIC COMMENTS *-

Wendell Marshall. .

i

Unnamed speaker

Oswald Anders (See attached)
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AGENDA

Opening Remarks JWCook

Constructi,on Completion Program
.

Introduction DBMiller

Detailed Description RAWells

Third Party Review GSKeeley/ TERA

,

Bechtel Comments JARutgers
,

.

.

( ' Closure JWCook
.

I
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n CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM
.:
3 SOURCES OF INPilT
!:
is
lI t

3
.

h 1. EVALUATION OF SYSTEMS COMPLETION
'

-

,n -

;. '6

!! 2. TRANSFER OF QC TO CPC0 QA (MPQAID i
'

l
;i

'

t

if 3. INP0 SELF-INITIATED EVAlllATION e

;- :

1 1981 SALP REPORT ANO SilRSEpilENT DISCilSSIONS !1

, .

i 5. THE OCTOBER /NOVEMRER DIESEL-6ENERATOR HillLnING INSPECTION
a >-

|| l.

II 6. NOVEMBER NRC LETTER TO THE ACRSI
1

!" 7. NEED TO PLACE MORE EMPHASIS ON SOILS START
:

!. -

0
il
e

'a
n -

ji
!|

-

0
il
1:

*

e
,

-| .

J ;4
ji '

i:

{;
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CONSTRilCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM .

'

J .

'

DRJECTIVES-

I-
!

i'
: ; .

!! IMPROVE PROJECT INFORMATION STATilS RY: .

i' t

!!
~

! -PREPARING AN ACCURATE LIST OF To-GO WORK AGAINST A DEFINED BASELINE.
j1

!
j { -BRINGING INSPECTIONS UP-TO-DATE AND VERIFYING THAT PAST QUALITY ISSUES HAVE BEEN OR

1
. . .

; j 'ARE BEING RROUGHT TO RESOLUTION.

!|
' '

! -MAINTAINING A CURRENT STATUS OF WORK AND QUALITY INSPECTIONS AS THE PROJECT PROCEEDS.
!

!}

!!
fi

IMPROVE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE QA PROGRAM BY:
Fil

,

-EXPANDING AND CONSOLIDATING CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY CONTROL OF THE QUALITY FUNCTIONS.
.

! -IMPROVING THE PRIMARY INSPECTION PROCESS.
,

| -PROVIDING A' UNIFORM UNDERSTANDING OF THE QUALITY REQUIREMENTS AMONG ALL PARTIES.

b

!!
'

!!
.

-

i
J.

_
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.
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM.(CONTD)

.

-,,

'
.

| ASSURE EFFICIENT ann ORDERLY CONDilCT OF-THE-PRoaECT-nY:.
;

-

!

(j -ESTABLISHING AN ORGANIZATIONAL STRilCTilRE CONSISTENT WITH-THE REMAINING WORK'.u .

-PRovInING SUFFICIENT MllMBERS OF QUALIFIED PERSONNEL,TO CARRY OUT THE PROGRAM.';
,, -

!!
-NAINTAINING FLEXIRILITY TO MODIFY THE PLAN AS EXPERIENCE DICTATES.~

'

|f
'

it -

.<

4

,
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H
!

!
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-

a
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FIGURE 1-1
,

. CONSTRUCTION COMPLET|ON PROGRAM 80HEMATip
- -

.

'
'

'PHA8E1 PHA8E 2*

i SECTION PLANNING IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING IRAPLERAENTATION

li .
.

PREPAR ATION .; 2
i OF THE PLANT ,

.
.

.

"'' I,, _.QA/QC
REORGANIZATION -

,

i

I PHASE 1 PHASE 2
4

; PLANNING PLANNING
-

s

i '

'
I MANAGEMENT p

_ . _

i REVIEW COMPLETED
i INSPECTIONS EVALUATION SYSTEMS

j COMPLETIONAND5 - -

^
MANAGEMENT AN __

REVIEW INSPECTION
STATUS n ; L

- .

.

i
8 QUALITY PROGRAM REVIEiW
7 THIRD PARTY REVIEWS

8 SYSTEM LAY UP
9 CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES .

-
.

. .4

>
.

1, -

,

f.
*

:

I .
'

*

.
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SECTION 2.04

'

PREPARATION OF THE PLANT .
.

i
.

,

'

ORJECTIVES: TO ALLOW. IMPROVED ACCESS TO SYSTEMS FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

i

i DESCRIPTION: REDilCE THE WORKFORCE AND LIMIT Q ACTIVITIF.S
i

j REMOVE THE CONSTRHCTION EQUIPMENT AND CLEAR AREAS

INSPECT, STORE AND SALVAGE EQUIPMENT ,e '
' '

. /

j RESilLTS: PLANT IS IN A CONDITION TO FACILITATE INSTALLATION AND INSPECTION
'

'

j STATilS AND VERIFICATION OF CodPLETED WORK '

,

l -

STATilS: R E D U C T I O N I N F O R C E S T A R T E D 1 2 /.1 / 8 2 W I.T H C L E A N ilP C M P L E T E D O N
*

'

1/31/83.
i

.

;

:

,4

'

.
4
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.SECTION 3.0
'

'

. .

. . .

!: QA/0C DRGANIZATI0l?AL CHANGES -

'
~ '

.

;!

ji ~ OBJECTIVE: ESTABLISH INTEGRATED QA/QC ORGANIZATION UNDER CPCO CONTROL
'

-
-

.

'

. TRAIN AND RE-CERTIFY QC INSPECTION PERSONNEL. ;

|j -

i s . . .< _c 3 . . . ../ ,L - .i . v..,,,.
,

.

ji DESCRIPTION: _. QC ORGANIZATION REPORTS DIRECTLY AND SOLELY TO CPCO MPQAD
'

|| . ..

:| . QA AND QC RESPONSIBILITIES REDEFINED AS AN INTEGRATED TEAM
it

if . Q4. DEVELOPS INSPECTION PLANS - QC IMPLEMENTS PLANS - QA MONITORS [

i! BECHTEL'S QC AND QA MANUALS USED AS APPROVED F.OR MIDLAND
'

.

!!| ASME REQUIREMENTS REMAIN IMPOGED ON CONTRACTOR AS N-STAMP HOLDER -.

i' QA MONITORS;\
.

.' /<. QC INSPECTORS RECERTIFIED - . , q,. .
.,

:. RESill"
jj EXPEC~ED: FULLY INTEGRATED QUALITY' ORGANIZATION UNDER CPCO CONTROL.

:|| . UNIFORM UNDERSTANDING OF QUALITY REQUIREMENTS AMONG ALL PARTIES t
,

.
4

i IMPROVED PRIMARY INSPECTION PROCESS WITH RECERTIFIED PERSONNEL
1..

.

t.

IMPROVED AND AGGRESSIVE IMPLEMENTATION OF QA PROGRAM.

:
-

.

-i

(i STATUS:

TRANSFER QC SUBMIT PROGRAMMATIC COMPLETE INSPECTOR
*

- 1

ORG TO CPCO CHANGES TO NRC RECERTIFICATION
.

' t

'

1/17/83 2/17/83 ll/1/R3
!

,

;
'

_ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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QC RECERTIFICATION -

'
-

7,

n!
-

- -

.

! PROGRAM: .gcovERS ALL QC INSPECTORS INTEGRATED WITH MPAAD
.

4 .

;j . CLASS ROOM TRAINING;,0N PROGRAMMATIC AND INSPECTION PLANS
, .. . ,

|| . WRITTEN CLOSED BOOK' EXAMINATIONS WITH 80% ACHIEVEMENT -

ij REQUIREMENT ON PROGRAMMATIC AND INSPECTION PLANS . j

ON THE JOB TRAINING AND PERFORMANCE DEMONSTRATION EXAMINATIONS /.
,

;j WITH .100% Act:IEVEMENT REQUIREMENT ON INSPECTION PLANS ''
- 'a

|| FINAL CERTIFICATION GIVEN BY MPQAD PERSONNEL' QUALIFIED AS -.

|} ANSI LEVEL III' 1

II -
.!!

ji fRAINING STAFF: ..UNDER MPQAD DIRECTION
4:

-

jj DEDICATED STAFF WITH SUPPORT BY EXPERIENCED MPQAD STAFF I.

y ;-

|; EXPERIENCED TRAINING SUPERVISION AND SELECTED INSTRUCTORS.-
. .

,

||
'

PRESENT COMPLEMENT '

.

:
. ,

SUPERVISORS.

!L INSTRUCTORS
*

. ,

j
, ,

PROGRAM SUPPORT (LESSON PLANS - EXAMS).

.
.

! STATUS: . ALL PERSONNEL RECERTIFIED TO QC PROGRAM
: (AS OF 2/4/83) - --

ii . NEARLY 500 INSPECTOR - POCI TESTS
ii :

{i , . OVER .100 PERFORMANCE DEMONSTRATIONS
el .

|
- . APPROXIMATELY 75 INSPECTOR - PQCI CERTIFICATIONS

d -

n - .
.

;; . ..

?!
-

H : .

*

:
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SECTION 4.2 AND 4.4 -

~
-

;

'

. PROGRAM. PLANNING'.

TEAM DRGANIZATION

$,

!|
OR.lECTIVE: ORGANIZE AND TRAIN TEAM AND PREPARE PROCEDURES FOR INSTALLATION AND

'

INSPECTION STATUS ASSESSMENT-AND FOR SYSTEMS COMPLETION. i
|
i -

*;

'

DESCRIPTION: . DEVELOP TEAM CONCEPT '

;

j . SELECT PILOT TEAM TO TEST PROCESSES AND PROCEDURES

j . PREPARE JOR RESPONSIBILITIFS AND PROCEDURES ,'

! . PROVIDE TEAM TRAINING FOR STATUS ASSESSMENT AND SYSTEMS' COMPLETION
'

I
'

!

RESULTS . IMPROVED INSPECTION AND INSTALLATION PLANNING AND EXECUTION
1

| EXPECTED:- . IMPROVED DIRECT, IONS TO CRAFTS

.IMPROVFD COMMUNICATION RETWEEN CONSTRUCTION, QC, ENGINEERING AND TESTING

-I
,

l STATUS ESTABLISH TEAM CONCEPT AND DESIGNATE PILOT TEAM 1/21/83
1

I

i
!

; .

I :

I
>

:

__ _
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~

. . BENEFITS OF ' COMPLETION TEAM" APPROACH,

i.
| I

i

* SINGLE GROUP RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL ASPECTS OF. SYSTEM COMPLETION;
-

; TO FUNCTIONAL TURNOVER '

* IMPROVED COMMUNICATION BY BEING PHYSICALLY LOCATED TOGETHER '

-
'

;

e IMPROVED MAINTENANCE OF STATUS OF WORK
o
ij * SINGLE POINT CONTACT FOR QUALITY INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS
}f i

1;
~ * IMPROVED INTEGRATION OF QUALITY INSPECTION PLANS WITH THE

'

,

! | |N8TALLATION PLANS
!. ! l
jF

.e 8 INGLE POINT CONTACT FOR ENGINEERING / DESIGN REQUIREMENTS

! * SINGLE POINT CONTACT FOR TESTING REQUIREMENTS

|
!

!!
!; ;

!!
-

4 >

I
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i

b SYSTEM TEAM DEVELOPMENT-
'

'
'

1 ,

I, !
-

'. i ORGANIZATION AL PROCESS & PROCEDURE DEVELOPMENT
l'

_

ji '

.

VISIT OTHER DEVELOP- SELECT PILOT TEAM PREPARE TEAM
){:

-

PROJECTS * TEAM * PILOT TEAM * * FINAL * TRAINING
~

* Review of-

!! CONCEPT & ISSUE Charter CHARTER. FOR
i! PRELIMINARY PROCESSES, STATUS

I| TEAM e Test the & PROCE- ASSESS-
Ii CHARTER Processes & DURES MENT-

Procedures -

g

|| * Team -

jj Training '-

Il
!!
; REVIEWS AND APPROVALS

'

.

:
I ,8

| -

! MGMTm
-

REVIEW"

-

.

' I COMMENCE WORK _ - -

- ! ,

TAMS-
,

! # Commence
Status .

Assessment'

i 1.s-. .

!! O
i: O |

j "g' one-o4er-s
,

Oj ' m3 ~

{ C ._. . _ . . . . _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ . _ _ . . . . . __ _ _ . .-
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-SYSTEM TEAM OPERATIONS 1 ..@
'

.
-

, _

-

.

'

; QUALITY -

CPCo TEST S
! REPRESENTATIVE % 7 CONSTR. ENGR.'S
i TEAM SUPERVISOR .

jj * FIELD ENGINEERS
* SUPERINTENDENTS

jj * PLANNER
U & % '

}. BECHTEL SUPPORT PROJECT ENGR.
] GROUPS REPRESENTATIVE |
[
i PHASEl-

* REVIEW DOCUMENTS TO DESCRIBE THE SYSTEM SCOPE,

! * COMPARE PHYSICAL STATUS TO THE DOCUMENTS
. * PERFORM QUALITY VERIFICATION ACTIVITIES AS ASSIGNED

|} * IDENTIFY REMAINING WORK
!! I

l P H A S E 11
'
,

* DEVELOP DETAll SYSTEM COMPLETION SCHEDULES {-
* DIRECT & ACCOMPLISH THE WORKq e

]i - * IDENTIFY PROBLEMS FOR RESOLUTION & MGMT. REVIEW
* MONITOR & REPORT STATUS / PROGRESS+

|| * COMPLETE THE SYSTEMS FOR FUNCTIONAL TURNOVER
1 I .

) am-o4er-a .

: ) -

: t

I '
_ . . _ - . . _ . . .

. . . . . . _ __ _ _ _ _
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SECTION 4.3.

: ..
-

PROGRAM PLANNING - PHASE 1

'! -

DIIALITY VERIFICAT10N.

.!
'

] OBJECTIVES: DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A QUALITY VERIFICATION PROGRAM FOR COMPLETED.

} INSPECTIONS
l

i DESCRIPTION: REVIEW EXISTING INSPECTION PLANS (PQCI) AND REVISE AS NECESSARY *
.

.

f . WRITE NEW INSPECTION PLANS (PQCI) IF REQUIRED,

t
'

VALIDATE PAST.COMPLETEn INSPECTIONe

RESill"
EXPEC~ED: . ESTABLISH THE VALIDITY OF COMPLETED INSPECTIONS AND INSTALLATION

I QUALITY STATUS '
,

'

. DOCUMENT AND CORRECT ANY NONCONFORMING CONDITIONS
STATUS: -

.
.

PQCI REVISION TO
^

DEVELOP VERIFI- DEVELOP DETAILED
SUPPORT START-OF CATION PROGRAM PLANS FOR'VERIFI-
REINSPECTION CONCEPT CATION EFFORT

2/22/83- 2/15/83 2/28/83-

.

"

: .

-
>. .

! .

'

i
~ ~

.

.
.

i
~

' - -

-+- - - - _ _ _ _ . _--
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' *-
, . .

.

..
.

INSPECTION' PLAN (PQCl) REVIEW AND REVISION-

.

-
. .

-
, . .

.

EXISTING PQCI'S REVIEWED AND REVISED, - AS NECESSARY, BY MPQAD-QA
'

NEW PQCI'S WILL~BE WRITTEN IF REQUIRED

PQCI'S MUST MEET RELEVANT CRITERIA INCLUDING:.

.

CONFIRM THAT ATTRIBUTES IMPORTANT TO SAFETY'

ARE INCLUDED
.

ACCEPT / REJECT' CRITERIA. CLEARLY STATED.

INFORMATION NECESSARY FOR INSPECTION CONTAINED.

IN PQCI-

INSPECTION POINTS CLEARLY NOTED. ,

PROCEDURE FOR DOCUMENTATION UNDER REVIEW AND REVISION.

INSPECTIONPLANSREVIEWEDBYPROJECTENGINEERINGASAN'Ok[RVIEW..

TO INSURE ALL TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS INCLUDED
"

REVISED /NEW PQCI PILOT TESTED B.EFORE IMPLEMENTATION. .

QC INSPECTORS RETRAINED .TO REVISED PQCIt .

.

e e O

i

,

,

e*
,

O

# # 6

'O e
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. . . .

. .

. ,.
,

.

VERIFICATION PROGRAM CONCEPTS'

ESTABLISH THE VALIDITY OF PAST/ CLOSED INSPECTION.
.

REPORTS |

CONFIRM THE ACCEPTABLE CONDITION OF INSTALLED COM-
'

.
.

PONENTS,-SYSTEM AND STRUCTURES -

.

DOCUMENT AND CORRECT NONCONFORMING CONDITIONS.

SCOPE"0F PROGRAM INCLUDES ALL COMPLETED INSPECTION REPORTS.

INSPECTION REPORTS CATEGORIZED BY PQCI, .

VERIFY THE QUALITY OF COMPLETED WORK USING AN ACCEPTABLE.

' , . . .

p' ). g'AMPLING PLAN WHERE APPROPRIATE. / '')yv.
-

~

-s , -,

, _ _ _ - . . . . - -
,

th y . . ;' . VERIFICATION. PLAN BASED UPON SPECIFIC INSPECTION REPORT
'

''

POPULATIONS:

ITEli ACCESSIBLE FOR ' REINSPECTION..

DOCUMENTATION ONLY IS AVAILABLE.

UNIQUE AREAS OF CONCERN.
$

i LOT SIZES NOT APPROPRIATE FOR STATISTICAL' SAMPLE.
r

CONTINUATION OF REINSPECTIONS ALREADY |0N,hl_T_ip_.~.",.
.

CABLE ROUTING AND IDENTIFICATION.

'

HANGERS.

DETAILS OF PLAN STILL UNDER DEVELOPMENT.;

.

#

D

.,

'
4

.

D

4 0

e
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*
-

1 . ..

.
SECTION.fl.5 .

,1 . ..

|| QA/0C SYSTEMS COMPLETION PLANNING (PHASE 2) r'

.

li
||
ii

;j OBJECTIVE: FORMALLY INTEGRATE. INSPECTION PLANNING WITH CONSTRUCTION. *

ji, SEQUENCE

j; . VERIFY TilAT PQCI'S ARE FULLY ACCEPTABLE FOR NEW INSPECTIONS
2 .

j ,

ji -

4j

)U|
DESCRIPTION: ESTABLISH AN IN PROCESS INSPECTION PROGRAM. .

| . CLEARLY DEFINE INSPECTION POINTS IN PhCI
P
1' . UTILIZE QUALITY REPRESENTATIVE ON SYSTEM COMPLETION TEAM
l,

D . MPQAD-QA CONDUCT FINAL REVIEW OF PQCI /

!! .
' ,'i

i RESULT
'

d|I
.

EXPECTED: . TIMELY COMPLETION OF QC INSPECTIONS ON SYSTEM COMPLETION WORK
'

d . CLEAR AND DETAILED INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS
'

9
.-

, . TIMELY DOCUMENTATION AND CORRECTION OF NONCONFORMANCES
e

!

! STATUS:
c .

DEVELOP CONCEPTUAL- DEVELOP PROCEDURES.

j. PROCEDURES FOR IN- FOR INTEGRATED IN- FINAL REVIEW OF .

L TEGRATED INSPEC- SPECTION WITH PILOT PQCI
, . TION TEAM

:
,. 1

L
. 2/22/83 !

~

f
*

a -

p .

4
! i

I

|I
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.

'

.

CONCEPTS OF.IN PROCESS INSPECTION PROGRAM-. . .

...

_

[' MPQAD-QA ISSUES FINAL PQCI WITH IDENTIFIED INSPECTION POINTS
'

.

. . INSPECTION POINTS INTEGRATED INTO CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE
,

QUALITY REPRESENTATIVE ON SYSTEM COMPLETION TEAM RESPONSIBLE- .
'

FOR OVERALL QUALITY:
.

INSURE THE TEAM PROPERLY PLANS FOR INSPECTION.

INSURE PROPER PQCI'S IDENTIFIED FOR TEAM.-

INSURk AVAILABILITY OF QUALIFIED INSPECTORS.

INSURE NONCONEORMANCES. REPORTED TO MPQAD-QA FOR TIMELY.

DISPOSITION AND ANALYSIS

INSURE QC INSPECTIONS PERFORMED ON TIMELY BASIS.

INSURE THAT NEW WORK DOES NOT OBSCURE NONCONFORMANCES.
.

. - PROCEDURES TO BE DEVELOPED BY PILdT TEAM
, _,

...

S

9

e

OS

4

4

.

eO

e

9

'*e
,

.. O

' .:*
. . ., ....- -..- .. _ -
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'' "

SIGNIFICANT INSPECTION PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS
' '-

.

.

~

.

' '

. IMPROVED QUALITY CONTROL INSPECTIONS AND INSPECTION REPORTS..

REVIEWED AND MODIFIED TO:.
.

,

i

. MINIMIZE INSPEC'OR INTERPRETATIONS BYT
'

IDENTIFYING SPECIFIC ACCEPT / REJECT
'

'

CRITERIh IN SELF CONTAINED PQCI

INSURE CLARITY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF PQCI BY.

PILOT TESTS

. INSURE ALL INSPECTION ATTRIBUTES AND ACCEPTANCE

CRITERIA ARE INCLUDED BY MPQAD-QA PREPARATION

AND PROJECT ENGINEERING OVERVIEW

h .

ABSOLUTE AND TIMELY REPORTING OF NONCONFORM NCES
. - -'

PROCEDURES REVISED TO:.

. REQUIRE ALL NONCONFORMANCES ARE IDENTIFIED AND

RECORDED FOR ANALYSIS AND DISPOSITION
..

IMPROVE TREND'ING AND IDENTIFICATION OF PROCESS.

DEFICIENCIE'S FOR TIMELY MANAGEMENT ACTION

. ELIMINATE,DUPLICATIVE.NONCONFORMANCE REPORTING.
.

SYSTEMS

QUALITY REPRESENTATIVE ON SYSTEM COMPLETION TEAM REPRESENTS-

I~
MPQAD-QA/QC

INTEGRATED CONSTRUCTION / INSPECTION PROCESS

IMPROVED INTEGRI.TY AND TIMELINESS OF INSPECTIONS BY:
,

.

. USE OF DEFINED HOLD POINTS FOR INSPECTION IN
"~

CONSTRUCTION SEQUENCES
.

. FORMAL DOCUMENTATION OF ALL OBSERVED NONCONFORMANCES
AT.ALL INSPECTI'N POINTSO *

..

,

..- .
, ,

~

[ . . , . . _ , . - . . - - . . . , . _ _ . _ .._ _ _ . _ .._. _ . - -
": -_-,. u t _ _.
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SIGNIFICANT INSPECTION PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS
-

.
.

(CONT'D)
. ,

, , .,

-
..

DEDICATED QUALITY REPRESENTATIVE FOR SYSTEMS AS.
4

MEMBER OF TEAM ,

'

INTEGRATED PLANNING FOR INSPECTIONS BY TEAM.
.

'

INTEGRATED QUALITY' PROCEDURES DUE TO QA/QC INTEGRATION
-

:

ELIMINATION OF REDUNDANT OR DUPLICATIVE PROCEDURES. .

>. .

. - FOCUS ON SINGLE MISSION FOR QUALITY ORGANIZATIONS
'

ELIMINATION OF POTENTIAL INSPECTOR MISINTERPRETATION.

c
w

.

g
4 4

eea

y e

T

e

* ' j . .

,

A.

1 .
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a
,
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SECTION 500
'

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION - .u
-,;

.
*

DBJECTIVE: . PROVIDE A PROCESS-FOR CONTROL, REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF EACH MAJOR TASK,-

|; AS THE PROGRAM PROCEEDS.

:
; -

>! -

jj - DESCRIPTION: .ESTAnLISH COMPLETION AND QUALITY STATUS
'

!!
<i

. INTEGRATE CONSTRUCTION AND QUALITY ACTIVITIES
.,

f! -

1j . IMPROVE ON-GOING QUALITY PERFORMANCEl

.

||
i: -

|| RESULT . COMPLETE SYSTEMS FOR TURNOVER TO CPCO TESTING '

L EXPECTED
.

s

)l . PROVIDE CONTINUING DEMONSTRATION OF QUALITY AS WORK PROCEEDS
'

t ,

a .

9 . PROVIDE VERIFICATION OF OUALITY IN COMPLETED WORK i

l' I
|

y __

21
! Mgt Review Comunence Mgt Comumence

of Reinspection Review Counpletion >

Verification of;

j, Plan Results
,

,; _ _ _ _ .__

!!
!! Mgt Review Comumence '

-
,

!; of Status
j Status Plan Assessanent,

le
~

l'

f

u
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SECTION 6.0
'

-

.
' ~ ~

; QUALITY PROGRAM REVIF_W . .

;
-

.
-

-

,

L OBJECTIVE: ' REVIEW THE ADEQUACY AND, COMPLETENESS OF THE QUALITY PROGRAM
'

i, ANDMAKEREVISIONSASNECESSARY:
- ,

,

~

'

1 .

] .. ON AN ONGOING BASIS FOR GENERAL IMPROVEMENTS .
,

IN RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC. CONCERNS (D/G INSPECTION).
'

IN RESPONSE TO THIRD PARTY REVIENS '

.

C
DESCRIPTIONS: . REVIEW SPECIFIC PROCEDUR S FOR COMPLIANCE TO PROGRAM REVIEW -

'
'

.' REVIEW ACTUAL IMPLEMENTATION OF PROCEDtlRES ;

. COORDINATE REVIEWS WITH OTHER PROJECT AREAS -

>

! PROVIDE INPUT AND RECOMMENDATION TO MA'NAGEMENT
-

.

:

1 RESilLT
'

{} EXPECTED: CONTINUED OVERALL IMPROVEMENT IN Tile QUALITY PROGRAM CONTENT AND'
.

.

l! IMPLEMENTATION
'

'

j -
.

-

.
'

|- .

: .
.

i STATUS: -

ONGOING COMPLETE PRE- -
.

SENT SPECIFIC'

!! REVIEWS EFFORTS
i
"

.

p . .

.

-
.

it
. .

A

d
!! :
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, ,

. . .

-.
.

. .
. .

.
,

CURRENT SPECIFIC PROGRAMMATIC REVIEWS .
~

'

.

...

.

EFFORTS PRESENTLY UNDERWAY TO REVIEW PROGRAMMATIC REQUIREMENTS
*

AND IMPLEMENTATION FOR:
'

MATERIAL TRACEABILITY:

REVIEW OF ALL PROJECT COMMITMENTS..

REVIEW OF IMPLEMENTING PROCEDURES.

REVIEW OF PRIOR AUDITS.

. REVISION OF RECEIPT INSPECTION PQCI.
'

,

Q-SYSTEM RELATED REQUIREMENTSj

VERIFICATION OF. PROJECT COMMITMENTS BY ENGINEERING.

AND LICENSING

DESIGN DOCUMENT CONTROL -

'

FLOW CHART OF EXISTING PROCEDURES
-

- .

CHECK OF ACTUAL IMPLEMENTATION.
,

COMPARISON WITH PROGRAMMATIC REQUIREMENTS.
..

RECEIPT INSPECTIOK

REVIEW OF SOURCE' INSPECTION / RECEIPT INSPECTION SYSTEMS.

'
~ '

PQCI. REVISED..

RECERTIFICATION OF INSPECTORS-

.

CONSIDERATION OF SELECTED OVERINSPECTiON.

s

a

:

.
,

9.

9

*. *
,

. e ,

'' "-f; . . .. .
.

_
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! SECTION 8.0 .
-

; SYSTEM LAYUP

:

j OBJECTIVE: PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION FOR PLANT' SYSTEMS AND COMPONENTS UNTIL
; PLANT STARTUP .

1-

3
DESCRIPTION: . IDENTIFY AND PROTECT SYSTEMS WETTED DUE TO HYDRO TESTING OR FLUSHING

!'
-

. PROVIDE SCHEDULES FOR WALKDOWN TO ENSURE CLEANLINESS AND ADEQUATE
.

'

h PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE

. CARRY OUT WALKDOWNS TO ENSURE COMPLETENESS OF SYSTEM LAYUP ACTIVITIES
; ;

!! -

RESULTS IMMEDIATE PROTECTION OF WETTED SYSTEMS'

j. EXPECTED:
PROVIDE CONTINUED CARE FOR ALL COMFONENTS UNTIL SYSTEM TURNOVER

a

STATUS: COMPLETE LAYUP OF ALL WETTED SYSTEMS 1/15/83
'

ISSUED SCHEDULES FOR WALKDOWNS 1/15/83
,. ,

s

;
i

i

k -

.

.
#

i t

l'
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;|- SECTION 9.0
.

'

.
CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES

:!
;',

:. -

.

' -

|| DRJECTIVES: . MEET PREVIOUS NRC REQUIREMENTS AND

:| CONTINUE WITH ACTIVITIES WHICH DO NOT
- IMPEDE THE EXECUTION OF THE PROGRAM

!
; '

. PROVIDE DESIGN SUPPORT FOR ORDERLY

q SYSTEM COMPLETION WORK AND RESOLUTION OF

!| IDENTIFIED ISSUES -

:

. . ESTABLISH A MANAGEMENT CONTROL TO.
: .

|l INITIATE ADDITIONAL SPECIFIED WORK THAT CAN
-

;; PROCEED OUTSIDE OF THE SYSTEMS COMPLETION
| . ACTIVITIES
::
i'

i'

i
i

!(: -

II
.

.

_ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _
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i SECTION 9.0
.

.
-

4 .

* '

.; CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES
il

.p
,

I DESCRIPTION: THOSE ACTIVITIES THAT HAVE. DEMONSTRATED EFFECTIVENESS IN THE QUALITY PROGRAM
;- IMPLEMENTATION WILL CONTINI'E DilRING IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONSTRilCTION

*

!! COMPLETION PROGRAM.
;

| THESE ARE:
i

1. NSSS INSTALLATION OF SYSTEMS AND COMPONENTS BEING CARRIED OUT BY B&W
; CONSTRUCTION COMPANY

j1
I4

|j 2. HVAC INSTALLATION WORK BEING PERFORMED BY ZACK COMPANY. WELDING ACTIVITIES

CURRENTLY ON HOLD WILL BE RESUMED AS THE IDENTIFIED PROBLEMS ARE RESOLVED

.

j, 3. POST SYSTEM TURNOVER WORK, WHICH IS tlNDER THE DIRECT' CONTROL OF CONSUMERS

|j POWER COMPANY, WILL BE RELEASED AS APPROPRIATE IISING ESTABLISHED WORK

AUTHORIZATION PROCEDilRES
'

<- Jj;

4 HANGER AND CABLE RE-INSPECTIONS, WHICH WILL PROCEED ACCORDING TO SEPARATELYo

) ESTABLISHED COMMITMENTS TO NRC
(.

'

5. REMEDIAL SOILS WORK WHICH IS PROCEEDING AS AUTHORIZED BY THE NRC

Ii
jj 6. DESIGN ENGINEERING WILL CONTINilE AS WILL ENGINEERING
!' SUPPORT OF OTHER PROJECT ACTIVITIES '

i'
.

I
f
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SECTION 9.0 ,

CONTINUING WORK ACTIVITIES l.

.

.

) STATUS: .THESE ACTIVITIES ARE PROCEEDING

i WITH SCHEDULES THAT ARE

INDEPENDENT OF THIS PLAN.
,

I
-

4

h

: !
t

i
f
I-

!

I^
.i

; I

i
- !

e;
.

2

!. !'
: . !

I
-

i
3 .

L.

< .

! . .

|
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THIRD PARTY REVIEWS

.

-INPO Self-initiated Evaluation by MAC
.

-Independent Design Verification of
- Auxiliary Feedwater and one Other.

System

.

.

-Independent Installation Implementation

Overview (Soils' Work being performed

by Stone & Webster)-

.

O

e

G

e

9

e

h .

2

f

s

i
1

.;

I
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e
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.

SELF-INITIATED EVALUATION

-INPO Received Report January 31, 1983.
.. .. .

-Subrission. to NRC

-Corrective Action Implementation
.

#

*
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INDEPENDENT INSTALLATION IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW>

'

-Status
t

.

-Scope
.

1 - Familiarization With Procedures, Drawings,

Specs, Organizations,-I5terfdces

,

2 - Evaluate adequacy of the above
.

.

3 - Evaluate compliance with above for
*

construction activities and QC activities

4 - Submit observations and reports to Consumers
"

Power with copies to NRC .

.

-Schedule

1 - Award -Contract February 15, 1983

.

2 - Activities 1 through 5 February 15 to
,

August -15, 1983

d

- 3 - Final Report,. Evaluation and Decision on

Need to Extend Overview Schedule 9/1/83
.

.

|1
-

-
.
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e
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MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN

VERIFICATION PROGRAM

FOR THE AN SYSTEM AND ANOTHER SYSTEM'
.

*

TO BE DETERMINED

.-

~

;
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PRESENTATION OUTLINE
.

. .

~

PROGRAM STATUSe

e INTER-RELATIONSHIP .BETWEEN THE DESIGN AND

CONSTRUCTION PROCESS AND THE MIDLANO IDV

e PHILOSOPHY OF REVIEW
i

e BASES FOR SAMPLE SELECTION
. .

.

- e SCOPE OF DESIGN VERIFICATION

.
SCOPE OF CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATIONe

,
e REPORTING PROCESS -

.

e SCHEDULE
.

e

+

9 g

9

b

h-
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PROGRAM STATUS

-

e PROJECT QUALITY ASSURANCE PLAN

.

DEVELOPED, APPROVED, AND UNDER IMPLEMENTATION-

INCLUDES PROJECT CONTROL PROCEDURES, INSTRUCTIONS ---

AND REPOR. TING REGUIREMENTS
.

. ENGINEERING PROGR'AM PLAN

^

DEVELOPED, APPROVED, AN'O UNDER IMPLEMENTATl"N-

44 DESIGN TOPICS /S CATEGORIES OF REVIEW-

15 CONSTRUCTION TOctCS/S CATEGORIES OF REVIEW-

4
'

. DESIGN VERIFICATION

.lN PROGRESS FOR AFW SYSTEM-

DESIGN CHAIN IDENTIFIED-

.

PROJECT EXPERIENCE UNDER REVIEW.TO ASSIST IN FOCUSING-

THE DESIGN VERIFICATIONy

j e CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION

i RECENTLY INITIATED-

:

INITIAL AS-BUILT CONFIGURATION VERIFICATION FORj -

PIPING / SUPPORTS NEARING COMPLETION
r. .

.1

e

0

0

%
_ , _ , _ -- - .-
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INTER-RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE MIDLAND DESIGN AND
l

I

CONSTRUCT!ON PROCESS AND THE MIDLAND IDV PROGRAM

| 80 CFR 50. APPENDlX A |
d>

- if .
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,1,datry - UTLITY CRITERIA AfC

Stederds COMMIT MENT 5 COMMITMENT 5"
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ENCNEERING ' (MPLEMENTING

''

STAPCARDS. DOCUMENTS"

> .<>
PROCEDURES

DE51CN PROCESS
* Eat w i'9ie DmieCowre! -

e GA/0C Evolwetles CPECX OF CoeFIRMATORY^

e Calculaties CALCULA)CN5 AND CALCULATCN5 OR
EVALUATIONS EVALUATONS

1f

| DE11CN CMANCES j
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FABRICATION ACT TA W
I I

,

.

1P

' '

$3fE CONSTRUCTION
; ACT!YlTIES -

e Er,:r.orias
*'

|
Cetrel 3 Review OF STORACE C RUC ONI

' AND MAINTENANCE INSTALLATICN' e QA/QC e Erectie.frutsg.
lation. etc. DOCUMENTATON MMENTATION

e PCE

1f

| FIELO CMANCES j

k ,, y

" ''

vERirCATONf INSTALLED STRUCTURES. ,

OVEROW5PECTioN ? SYSTEM 5 APC VERIFICATON OF
PHY51 CALCOMPONENT 5 i

ACTivlTIES - Cor#lCURATON
REVIEW OF

5g g
YERIFICAflON

ACTIVITIES
TugNovgg rog

3 FurJCT10NAl.
TESTNG

''
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i l CPERATCNS |

DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION PROCESS
MIDLAND IDV PROGRAM
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GOAL
.

.

.

. .

. PROVIDE AN INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF THE'

.GUALITY OF THE MIDLAND PLANT DESIGN AND CON-
STRUCTION

.

e

#

4

9

6

4
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PHILOSOPHY OF REVIEW
;

.

SELECT A REPRE53NTATIVE SAMPLE OF ENGINEERED SYSTEMS,.

COMPONENTS, AND STRUCTURES WHICH WILL FACILITATE:

,

- AN INTEGRATED ASSESSMENT OF IMPORTANT PARA--

METERS AFFECTING THE FUNCTICc '!AL CAPABILITY
OF THE TWO SYSTEMS, AND

.

THE ABILITY TO EXTRAPOLATE FINDINGS TO SIMI--

LARLY DESIGNED FEATURES WITH A HIGH DEGREE

OF CONFIDENCE

CONSIDER POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE FINDINGS WHICH WILL ALLOW. Ae

BALANCED VIEW OF OVERALL QUALITY
.

e ASSESS ROOT CAUSE AND EXTENT OF IDENTIFIED FINDINGS
.

e. REVIEW CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO ADDRESS FINDINGS,

.

'

. .

I .

-
.

.

.

e

''
.

. . .

: .- - . . _- .. - - -- -- -
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BASES FOR SAMPLE SELECTION
:;

:

e' SIMILAR TO SYSTEM SELECTION CRITERIA-

.

IMPORTANCE TO SAFETY-

. INCLUSION OF DE5:GN/ CONSTRUCTION INTERFACES-

A.BILITY TO EXTRAPOLATE RESULTS-

'

DIVERSE IN CONTENT-

'

SENSITIVE TO PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE-

ABILITY TO TEST AS-BUILT INSTALLATION.-

e STRONG RELIANCE UPON ENGINEERING JUDGMENT

e POTENTIAL USE OF STATISTICAL TECHNIQUES TO ESTABLISH
SAMPLE SIZE FOR REPETITIVE PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES (E.G., CON-

CRETE AND STEEL PROPERTIES, WELDING RECORDS, ETC.)

e INDUSTRY DESIGN / CONSTRUCTION EXPERIENCE

e INDUSTRY OPERATING EXPERIENCE ..
,

e PROJECT DESIGN / CONSTRUCTION EXPERIENCE
,

,

AREAS EXPERIENCING REPEATED PROBLEMS---

'

AREAS WHICH MAY NOT HAVE RECEIVED EXTENSIVE PRIOR-

'

REVIEW

e AREAS WHERE FINDINGS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED

,

e

S

-

;, .

. _ . _ . . . _ . . . ._ _ _ . . _ _ Troa coconoArioN_:_, . ;. -
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INITIAL SAMPLE REVIEW MATRIX FOR THE AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM
MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAM

f . SCOPE OF REVIEW
~

i 1/ / f~
-

til/u^- ##f
f *- 3

DESIGN AREA

l'! P f I
.

!. AFW SYSTEM PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS

SYSTEM OPERATING LIMITS X X X

ACCIDENT ANALYSIS CONSIDERATIONS X
X X X

SINGLE FAILURE
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS X X

e

SYSTEM ALIGNMENT /SWITCHOVER X X

REMOTE OPERATION AND SHUTDOWN X

SYSTEM ISOLATION /lNTERLOCKS X X-

OVERPRESSURE PROTECTION X

j COMPONENT FUNCTIONAL REQUIREMENTS 'X X X X

SYSTEM HYORAULIC DESIGN X X X

SYSTEM HEAT REMOVAL CAPASILITY X X X
.

COOLING REQUIREMENTS .X
9

WATER SUPPLIES X X'

'PRESERVICE TESTINC/ CAPABILITY FOR
OPERATIONAL TESTING X g

X X
POWER SUPPLIES

} ELECTRICAL CHARACTERISTICS X
*

f
PROTECTIVE DEVICES / SETTING,5 X X- X

* INSTRUMENTATION X X X X

~ CONTROL SYSTEMS X X X

ACTUATION SYSTEMS X
,

NDE COMMITMENTS X
i

X X
MATERIALS SELECTION'

*
.

,

4
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INITIAL SAMPLE REVIEW MATRIX FOR THE AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYdTEM
MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

'

-

SCOPE OF REVIEW

i r1!!
8" d 9 8"n o y &DESIGN AREA

g5 x3G4

I *e s2 E! sb
as $ 2 8 -

%gg*

# #

11. AFW SYSTEM PROTECTION FE ATURES

XSEISMIC DESIGN

e PRESSURE BOUNDARY X X X X. X

P!PE/ EQUIPMENT SUPPORT X X X X Xe

e EQUIPMENT QUALIFICATION X X X X

HICH ENERGY LINE BREAK ACCIDENTS X

e PIPE WHIP X X X X

e JET IMPINGEMENT X

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION X
'

ENVIRONMENTAL ENVELOPES X X X X Xe

e EQUIPMENT QUALIFICATION X X X X

e HVAC DESIGN X

FIRE PROTECTION X X X'

MISSILE PROTECTION X

SYSTEMS INTERACTION X X X

411. STRUCTURES THAT HOUSE THE AFW SYSTEM

SEISMIC DESIGN / INPUT TO EQUIPMENT X X X X

a~ WINO & TORNADO DESIGN / MISSILE PROTECTION X

FLOOD PROTECTION X

HELBA LOADS X

CivlL/ STRUCTURAL DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS X

e FOUNDATIONS X X X

e CONdRETE/ STEEL DESIGN X X X X

e TANKS X X X

.

e

* * * ** * * ee ,

-m, - , ,
eq.-, =_9,,., . ,, _
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INITIAL SAMPLE REVIEW MATRIX FOR THE AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM
.

MIDLAbD INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAM

SCOPE OF REVIEW
*

.

dda<
1I'

6 elOSYSTEM / COMPONENT bh

UH e[i!u .
h d&

'

-

I E

f. MECHANICAL

e EQUIPMENT X X X X x

e PIPING x x x X

e PIPE SUPPORTS X X X x

!!. ELECTRICAL

,
o EQUIPMENT X X X X X

.

e TRAYS AND SUPPORTS X X

e CONDUlT AND SUPPORTS X X , *, , ,, ,,

e CABLE x x x x x

lit. INSTRUMENTATION AND CONTROL
.

INSTRUMENTS X x x x x ,

e

o PIPING / TUBING X X

3 e CABLE X X

: 6;'R .
.

*

e EQUIPMENT X X X X X
.

e DUCTS AND SUPPORTS X X'

V. STRUCTURAL
'

e FOUNDATIONS X X

e CONCRETE X X X

e STRUCTURAL STEEL X X X

;

a

*
.

~
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SCOPE OF CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION REVIEW

e REVIEW OF SUPPLIER DOCUMENTATION
.

SAMPLING CHECK AGAINST DESIGN SPECS 'AND DRAWINGS;-

REVIEW OF

DRAWINGS-

TEST REPORTS-

CERTIFIED MATERIAL PROPERTY REPORTS-

STORAGE AND INSTALLATION REQUIREMENTS-

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS-

e REVIEW OF STORAGE AND MAINTENANCE DOCUMENTATION

RECEIPT INSPECTION DOCUMENTATION-
-

STORAGE, INCLUDING IN-STORAGE AND IN-PLACE MAINTE--

NANCE

REQUIREMENTS INCLUDING PARAMETERS SUCH AS TEM--

PERATURE, HUMIDITY, CLEANLINESS, LUBRICATION,

ENERGlZATION, ETC.
.

OBSERVATION OF ON-GOING ACTIVITIES-

e REVIEW OF CONSTRUCTION / INSTALLATION DOCUMENTATION

IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPER REQUIREMENTS SUCH AS EREC--

TION SPECIFICATIONS, INSTALLATION REQUIREMENTS, CON-
'

STRUCTION PROCEDURES, CODES AND STANDARDS, ETC.

REVIEW OF DESIGN CHANGES, FIELD MODIFICATIONS, ETC.. -

-' EVALUATION OF DOCUMENTATION FOR ITEMS SUCH AS CON-

CRETE, WELDING, BOLTING ACTIVITIES, ETC.
,

.

-

= ._
gyy_.-- ._
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SCOPE OF CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION REVIEW j

(continued)
,

I

~. OBSERVATION OF ON-GOING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES-
,

e REVIEW OF SELECTED VERIFICATION ACTIVITIES

CABLE SEPARATION, PIPE SUPPORT, AND BOLTING OVER--
,

INSPECTION PROGRAMS, ETC.-

'

OBSERVATION OF VARIOUS WALKDOWN ACTIVITIES (E.G.,-

SYSTEMS INTERACTION - SEISMIC ll/l)
.

COLD HYDROS-

COMPONENT AND SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TESTING PROGRAMS-

CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM-.

'

.

-e VERIFICATON OF PHYSICAL CONFIGURATION
*

e

INSTALLATION OF SYSTEM IN ACCORDANCE WITH PIPING AND[ -

INSTRUMENTATION DIAGRAMS

:

INSTALLATION OF COMPONENTS AND PIPING IN ACCORDANCE-

WITH ARRANGEMENT DRAWINGS AND ISOMETRICS (APPROXI-

MATE LOCATION AND ORIENTATidN)

INSPECTION OF SELECTED FEATURES FOR COMPLIANCE WITH
[

-

DESIGN DETAILS (APPROXIMATE DIMENSIONS)
-

,

VERIFICATION OF IDENTITY (EGUIPMENT PART NUMBERS, ETC.)-

~

IN ACCORDNACE WITH DRAWINGS, SPECIFICATIONS, OR SCHE-

MATICS

GUALITY OF WORKMANSHIP-

'
-

..

___ - __.f _JFRA CORPORAT}ON .._ ~ _ . . . _ . - - _ . . . . _ . . _ _ , . . _ _ _ . . _ . .
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Meeting between NRC and Consumers Power Company
i (2/8/83)

Opening Remarks

Good morning ladies and gentlemen. We are meeting here today to review
Consumers Power Company's planned Construction Completion Program for the''

Midland Nuclear facility. This meeting is being held in front'of the-

public because of _the overall public interest that has been shown in the
Midland project in general and identified quality assurance and construc-
tion problems ;in particular and is consistent with our established practice-

of holding meetings of this type permitting public attendance. While we
welcome attendance by. members of the public and the news media, I wish to
emphasize that this is a meeting between Consumers Power Company and NRC,
and . involves -public participation only through observation. Following this
meeting the NRC'will be glad to hear comments or respond to questions from
the public concerning the subject matter of the meeting or other areas of
-interest concerning the Midland project and further opportunity for dis-
cussion by the public will occur tonight for those persons who could not
attend this meeting. In addition to the two public meetings, a few of the
NRC' people and myself will be meeting this afternoon with senior repre-
sentatives of Consumers Power Company and Bechtel corporation at the Midland
construction site. This meeting is being held at their request to discuss
the perceived importance of some of the specific problems identified by,

the NRC-inspections last fall and to discuss Region III's handling of certain
inspection ~ findings relative to the. approaches used by other NRC regions.
That meeting will not 'et.into the details of this morning's meeting.g

.

I'd _like to start by having the NRC people who' are present here today to,n
" _ introduce themselves and-then ask Consumers Power and their representatives

; to introduce themselves.

By way of background, for benefit of the public, Mr. Eisenhut and myself
I_ met with Mr. . Selby and Mr. Cook of Consumers Power Company on two ' occasions

- -in early September of last year to discuss renewed NRC concerns regarding
.

-the effectiveness of the. quality assurance program at Midland. These
- meetings were an outgrowth of a detailed review and evaluation by members

of my staff, attempting to assess the reasons why the quality assurance
<i program was not effective in the early identification, correction and

. prevention of problems. Consumers Power Company was told that we believed
(i 'their QA prograc was basically sound, but that the implementation of that
I' program resulted in a number of problems. While we were unable to pinpoint

;the specific _ reasons for these-implementation problems, we did share with
Consumers Power management certain practices we believed warranted change.
Furthermore, we told them that comprehensive programs needed to be developed* ~

.

[e and put into place in order to: (1) Provide assurance that completed con-
i struction work was sound, and (2) Provide assurance that future work would

L be- effectively controlled. We requested CPCo to develop a program to deal
:with NRC's concerns and to sumbit that program for review by the staff.

.

!

|
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On September 17, 1982, CPCo submitted two letters to the NRC --- one dealing J+
with.the remainder of the safety related work. A supplemental submittal was- -

made on October 6,1982. - TVo meetings, both open to the public, were sub-
- sequently held in Washington between NRC and CPCo to discuss these submittals.
Concurrent with this review effort, my staff conducted an in-depth inspection
of the civil, mechanical, and electrical work associated with the diesel
generator building. This inspection effort identified a number of substantive
quality assurance problems and led Consumers Power Company to conduct similar
-inspections of other plant areas. Those inspections by CPCo disclosed similar
QA problems. These combined inspection findings, in conjunction with CPCo's
overall. assessment of the status of the project resulted in CPCo's halting3

a large amount of safety related work at the Midland site and to develop a
formalized Construction Completion Program for completing the Midland
Project. We subsequently requested CPCo to tie together this program with
their earlier submittals regarding proposed quality improvements into a
single package.' We also committed to have a public meeting to obtain the
comments of concerned citizens and organizations once that program had been
submitted to the NRC. This program was submitted by CPCo on January 10,
1983, and serves as the focal point for the meetings today.

.

With that status, I would now like to turn over the meeting to Mr. Selby.

i -
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MEETING AGENDA
-

.

t.

O 1.0 INTRODUCTIONS
,

5

} A. NRC - James G. Keppler

B. CPCo - James W. Cook .

. ,! - -

2.0 OPENING STATEMENT

A. NRC - James G. Keppler/Darrel G. Eisenhut

B. CPCo - John D. Selby/ James W. Cook

3.0 CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM

PRESENTATION

. (1) SYSTEM STATUS
.

. (2) REINSPECTION
,

(3) REPAIR /NEW WORK

(4)' THIRD PARTY ASSESSMENTS

.

.i

4.0 CLOSING STATDiENTS
- !

1

|t-
-

| A. CPCo - John D. Selby/ James W. Cook

B. NRC - James G. Keppler/Darrel G. Eisenhut
,

e

5.0 PUBLIC COMMENT
l-
l

I -

.
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* ' ***** August 18, 1982
.

.

,

MEMORANDUM FOR: Region III Files,

FROM: Robert F. Warnick,, Acting Director, Office of Special Cases

SU3 JECT: MEETING BETWEEN NRR AND REGION III RE CL"iSCERS POWER COMPANY
PERFORMANCE AT MIDI.AND (DN 50-329; 50-330)

.On July 26,-1982, R. F. Warnick and James G. Keppler met with E. C. Case,
'D. G. Eisenhut, R. H. Vollmer, R. O. Tedesco, T. H. Novak, W. D. Paton, and
J. Rutherg to discuss the performance cf Consu=ars ?cuer Cccpany at the.

Midland site..

During the = eating reference was =ade to information centained in two me=os
from the RIII staff._ The first memo dated June 21, 1982 is from
C. E. Nore11us and R. L._ Spessard and concerns suggested changes for the

. Midland Project. Tlie second =amo dated July 23, 1982 is from R. J. Cook
and concerns the licensee's performance at Midland. Copies of the memos
are attached.

The meeting resulted -in the fE11owing recommendations: ;

(1) Region III should obtain the. results of the recent audit by KMC.

(2) Schedule a public meeting between NRC and CPC management in Midland,
Michigan, to obtain licensee commitment to accomplish (3) and (4)
below.

(3) . The licensee should obtain an independent design review. (A vertical
slice from design thru completion of construction.)

.
*

(4) The licenses should obtain an independent third party to continuously ~

monitor the site QA imple=entation and provide periodic reports to
the NRC. ' Region III is to provide a suggested outline for the contin-

- uous monitoring function. -

Ud?YU
Robert F. Warnick, Acting Director
Office of Special Cases

. Attach =ents: As stated
/

cc v/ attach =ents: Meeting
participantss

7MQDu v w s -,I M, n O U,y 7g
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! March 11, 1983 -

i

Docket Nos: 50-329 OM, OL *

and 50-330 OM, OL I
l

MEMORANDUM FOR: R. J. Mattson, Director, Division of Systems Integration
R. Vollmer, Director, Division of Engineering'

R. F. Warnick, Director, Enforcement & Investigation
Staff, Region III

J. M. Taylor, Director,_ Quality Assurance Safeguards
and Inspection Programs. IE

T. Speis, Director, Division of Safety Technology

FROM: Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Directoi
for Licensing

Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR REVIEW 0F TERA's ENGINEERING PROGRAM
PLAN AND PROJECT QUALITY ASSURANCE PLAN FOR
MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION
VERIFICATION PROGRAM

^

Enclosures 1 and 2 are forwarded for your review and evaluation. Enclosure 1 is
. the Engineering Program Plan, Revision 1, being followed by the TERA Corporation

for the Midland Independent. Des'ign and Construction Verification (ID/CV) Program.
. The TERA Plan is one part of a " Construction Completion Plan" (CCP) described in

the Applicant's letter of January 10, 1983, which was the subject of a public
meeting on February 8, 1983. The TERA Plan outlines the scope, philosophy of
review, methodology, independence requirements, organization, control, documenta-
tion, reporting and quality assurance requirements for conducting the Midland
ID/CV Program. The QA requirements (Section 6.1 of Enclosure 1) are being imple-
mented, in part, by the QA/QC methods, procedures and instructions identified in
the TERA Corporation QA Plan, Revision 3 (Enclosure 2).,

Enclosure 3 lists lead NRC review assignments for the major elements of the TERA
program. Designation of lead responsibility is primarily with respect to execu-.

tion of the program. All parties are encouraged to comment on any portion of the
.

-

enclosures with respect to establishment of a suitable program. Those designated
for lead review should solicit support from other parties as they deem appropriate.:

Enclosure 4 ou"tlines a tentative review schedule for the TERA Program. The,sched-
uTe provides for staff comments on the program and a meeting to discuss these com-;

ments. At the completion of staff review, the staff will issue an SSER describing
the proposed Program. The schedule also provides support for the OM-OL April 1983
soils hearing session since the TERA study and its results will be a part of the

- - on-going hearing issue to determine adequacy of Midland QA implenentation.

~

MAR 161983
'
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Please contact the Project Manager (Darl Hood, 492-8474) should you have questions
regarding these assignments or the proposed review schedule.

^l''rx r
Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director

for Licensing
Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:
As stated,

cc w/ enc 1: ,
E. Goodwin
E. Adensam
J. Keppler
J. Gilray
J. Harrison
T. L. Harpster -

J. H. Sniezek
W. Shafer
D. Eisenhut

* "

L. Rubenstein -,

A. Thadani -

~
.
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REVIEW ASSIGNMENTS FOR MIDLAND IDCV PROGRAM

l'
Enclosure /Section Title Lead NRC Reviewer

1.2 Technical (design) scope DSI

Interfacing of construction with
design scope RIII

.
1.3 Selection of 2nd System DL

1.4 Independence DL ,

12.0 Organization and Control
!

Design IEHQ
Construction interface RIII,

3.1 Design Methodology

3.1.1 Review categories DSI/DE*3.1.2 Sampiing plan DST..

3.1.3 Design Scope for AFW
. DSI/DE*3.1.4 Design Scope for Second System DSI/DE*3.1.5.1 IDV Design . Criteria checklists DSI/DE*3.1.5.2 Impleenting Docuent Cnecklists DSI/DE*3.1.5.3 Calculation Checklist DSI/DE*3.1.5.4 Drawing and Spec. Checklist DSI/DE* *

3.1.6 Additional Sampling or Verif. DSI/DE*

3.2.1. ICV Review Categories RIII3.2.2
3.2.3

. ICV Sample Selection RIII+ AFW Construction Review Scope RIII3.2.4 Second System Construction Review
Scope RIII3.2.5 Checklists RIII3.2.6 Additional Sampling, Verification -

. and Tests . RIII
'

4.~ 0 Doceentation IEHQ

5.0 Reporting DL
'

'

.,,,

6.0 QA (Including referenced TERA QA
. Plan) IEHQ

* Lead designation depends upon system / component / structure involved and corresponds
to primary review responsibility designated by'SRP.

>
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MIDLAND ID/CV PROGRAM REVIEW SCHEDULE
.

Letter to Applicant on Selection of 2nd ' System March 11
.

, . Staff Comments to PM March 18

Meeting with TERA and Applicant on Staff Comments March 22
.

File QA Testimony with ASLB (Includes staff evaluation
of CCP, including ID/CVP) March 25

%-

4

.QA' session of OM-OL Soils Hearing April 26 - May 3.

,

Provide SSER #3 input to PM - May 13
,

. .

Issue SSER #3 June 10

TERA completes evaluation and reports results to NRC TBD

~

Update SSER with results TBD (Results dependent)
.. .
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MIDLAND PLANT INDEPENDENT REVIEW

.1. INTRODUCTION &' Sulf!ARY

- 2 .~ . BIENNIAL QUALITY AUDITS

3. INPO CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION

4. INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION
-

5. APPENDIX: PREVIOUS ASSESSMENTS
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1. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY..

a.

The ACRS report dated June 8, 1982 on Midland Units 1 and 2 stated that "the
*

NRC should arrange for a broader assessment of Midland's design adequacy and<

construction quality with emphasis on installed electrical, control, and

mechanical equipment as well as piping and foundations."~

On July 9,.1982, the Staff issued a letter to Consumers Power Company

requesting a report on Midland Design Adequacy and Construction. Quality. In

this letter, the~ Staff stated that "With respect to assessment .of Midland's -

. design adequacy, such assessment woult. represent a significant contribution to

.the licensing review process if performed by a qualified, independent source,

following. procedures utilized by some operating plants for Independent Design

.Ve rifica tions . "

On September.17, 1982, the Company issued a letter to Mr Harold R Denton and

Mr J G Keppler outlining the . approach Consumers Power Company proposed for an. ,

'[- Independent Review of the Midland Project and indicated that there had also -

,

been a Bechtel Corporate Staff project evaluation performed (described in more
"

4

- detail in attached appendix). It was stated that Consumers Power Company

- believes that the approach we are proposing for the forthcoming Independent
..

. Review will gi 7e a broader overview than assessments currently being
>

recommended _b_y.the NRC for other NTOL plants.

:
. , . .
* The overall Independent Review Program described herein consists of three
-

specific evaluations combined into a single program. ile INPO type
"

' construction evaluation (horizontal type review), will examine the current,
,

1

*
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: overall project against the criteria developed by INPO for this program (a

copy.of the INPO Performance Objectives and Criteria for Construction Project

Evaluations is attached). As indicated ia he September 17, 1982 letter to

Mr Denton and Mr Keppler, the INPO program for Midland will be different from

most of industry's self-initiated evaluations in that an independent
'

contractor rather than utility personnel will carry out the INPO evaluation.

The.second part of the Program described is the Biennial QA Audit which has,

been a requirement-of the Company's QA Program for several years. The third

part of the Program described in more detail is the Independent Design

Verification (Vertical slice) of all aspects, historical and current, of a-

critical plant system or subsystem. *

.

Consumers Power Company received proposals from several potential contractors
.

to perform.the complete program described above. With respect to the INPO

CyPe construction evaluation and Biennial QA Audit, we have selected

' Management Analysis Company (MAC) to perform these activities based on our
..

evaluation of their technical capabilities and experience.

&

MAC has many years of experience in the Nuclear Industry and has performed
.

Biennial QA Audits in addition to other type reviews of Company activities.m

' MAC'has previously' consulted extensively at nuclear construction sites with

(- identifed QA problems. MAC was also a major participant in the development

and ' implementation of the Palisades Regulatory Performance Improvement Program-

,.

which' has resulted in significant improvement to date at that facility. A

description of other MAC assessments of Midland activities is included in the

Appendix to this document.

.
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LThe MAC Team will be under the direction of Mr L J Kube who has over 20 years

. experience in project management, engineering management, marketing,
'

planning / scheduling, and design engineering having been employed by General

| Atomic and A 0 Smith Corporation prior to his employment with MAC. Mr Kubes

has been involved in the development of the INPO evaluation criteria, has

participated in the three INPO Pilot evaluations and is the Project Manager
'

for MAC for conducting an INPO evaluation on River Bend. The INPO type
.

evaluation will be Lndependent in that no Consumers Power Company or Bechtel.

'

personnel will be involved and MAC has .never performed a direct line

engineering or construction activity for Consumers Power Company.

~

For performance of the' Independent Design Verification, we have selected Tera
'

Corporation based on our evaluation of their technical capabilities and

experience. Tera has many years of varied experience in the nuclear industry

including independent design reviews, FSAR preparation, initial design of

-certain systems, and engineering, construction,. operation and administration
.

}' planning. Tera personnel are experienced in system design in the areas of

mechanical. electrical, structural, and thermal hydraulic evaluations. Mr

f -John-W Beck, Vice President of Tera will be Project Manager for the Tera team.
"

Mr , Beck preyiously worked for Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp as Executive
'

-Vice President serving as Chief Operating Officer. Prior to that he was

Director of Engineering for Yankee Atomic Electric Co responsible for,

i-

supervision and management of the plant, reactor, and environmental
4

engineering departments. Prior to employment with Yankee, he was a Scientist
!

.

at Bettis involved in Shippingport core design.'
'

rp0982-2769a141-100 *,

,

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

7- - - . - - g - - - 7- _ . n _ _ _ ; Z ,,_
_ .. _ _



, _ ~ _ , . - . ,

*

.;..

.
,

,

,

'

5

|
i i

iIndividuals taking part in any of the three specific evaluations which make up
-

the.overall Independent Review Program will meet the "Independency Criteria"

of Chairman Palladino's February 1,1982 letter to Representative John Dingell

and which are described as follows:

1. ' No individuals on the Project team will have been previously utilized by
'

Consumers Power' Company to perform design or ' construction work.
.

2. No| individual involved will have been previously employed by Consumers
.

. Power Company.

3. No individual owns or controls significant amounts of Consumers Power

Company stock.

''- 4. No members of the present household of individuals involved are employed

.by Consumers' Power Company.

5. No relatives of individuals involved are employed by Consumers Power
' , -

Company-in a management capacity.1

MAC will be responsible for integrating an overall evaluation report made up
,

! of the three inputs.
.

The major objective of the overall evaluation report is to provide the NRC,

ACRS, and the Consumers-Power Company Chief Executive Officer with an

assessment of the overall quality of the Midland Project. We believe that

this assessment will adequately address the NRC, ACRS, and public's questions ~

regarding the adequacy and construction quality of the plant.

.

|

*

rp0982-2769a141-100

-
- \

, - . . .- . e.. . . .
~ . . . . - - ..--- --- - - - - - - - - - - - ~ ~ - - - ~ ~



. , . . . -

i.

-:. .
-

.
,

6-

-C

^
.

*

The final. deport will be submitted to the NRC and an auditable record will be
4

maintained of all comments on any draft or final. reports, any changes made as

a result of such comments, and the reasons for such changes.; .,

.
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2. BIENT(AL QUALITY SUDITS
.

I

2- Backaround Of Biennial Quality Audit Requirements
.

The Consumers Power Company Quality Assurance Program Manual For The Midland;

Nuclear Plant, Topical Report CPC-1-A, requires the review of the Consumers

Power Corporate Nuclear Quality Assurance Program to be performed at least,

~

once every 24 months or once every second calendar year by a Quality Assurance

Program Audit (referred to, as the Biennial Quality Audit).

This audit may be accomplished by a team consisting of E- vironmental & Quality

Assurance personnel, selected employees from other Consumers Power Company

departments or by an audit team of Quality Assurance personnel under contract
,

to Consumers Power Company.
f

I

Plans For The 1982' Biennial Quality Audit
.

The scope of the 1982 Biennial Quality Audit will be similar to the audits
<

4' conducted in 1976, 1978 and 1980. The audit will evaluate the Quality

Assurance Program being utilized by Consumers Power Company and by Bechtel and
.

| will evaluate on a sampling basis, the degree of compliance with the Program

by Consumers Power Company and by Bechtel. Specifically, the 1982 Biennial.

*

. Quality Audit will be conducted by Management Analysis Company (MAC) and will;

comply with the requirements of NRC Regulatory Guides 1.144 (9/80, Rev 1) and
1.146 (8/80, Rev 0).

.

$

.

:
, . rp0982-2769a141-100

.
. . . . .

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



. . . . .. - + .. .
.;:.

. , 2
~

\
* 1

*e

|-
.

.

8

3. INPO CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION
~

!

General

In early 1982, utility nuclear power plant construction problems stimulated

industry initiative and action to ensure that programs in effect nationwide-

meet performance goals as intended. 'Accordingly, the Institute of Nuclear

Power Operations (INPO) was tasked by the Utility Industry to develop and
'

manage a construction project evaluation program. The first effort was to

' define Performance Objectives and Criteria for project evaluations. Use of

these criteria for an overall evaluation is intended to provide considerably

more depth than an audit, for an audit generally does not go beyond

[: conformance to program requirements. The evaluations include some assessment
1

of administrative and quality records, but more important, focus on evaluating
_

the success and efficiency of the project organization, systems and procedures
'

in achieving the desired end results.
l-
,

5 Following the drafting of the Performance Objectives, three pilot evaluations

were conducted by INPO on plants under construction ie, Vogtle, Shearon
s

! Harris, and Hope L..sk. During the last pilot a representative from NRC was
- present during data collection, evaluation and exit interview with utility

a
i personnel.

o
;!

Following the pilot evaluations, the Performance Objectives and associated _.

Criteria were modified to reflect experieaces gained. A copy of the criteria -i-

.

to be used for the INPO evaluation is at: ached.,

A

.

.
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The performance objectives are broad in scope; each generally covers a single,

well-defined area'. The supporting criteria are more narrowly focused.

statements of activities that support,or help meet the performance objectives.

Several criteria are listed under each performance objective.

,There are five. Performance Objectives and associated Criteria which -

specifically address design effort. These are:
. .

DC.1 Design Input

Process for defining and controlling design input

DC.2 Design Interfaces

The_ identification and coordination of interfaces to ensure input

requirements are satisfied

- DC.3 Design Process

Process followed to ensure safe, reliable and verifiable designs in

compliance with requirements,

,

,

DC.4 Design Output -

Development of designs which are complete, accurate, understandable and.

constructable

.

DC.5 Design Changes
,

Control of changes to ensure compliance with design requirements,

.

In addition there are numerous Performance Objectives which support evaluating

design control. These include: Construction Engineering, Project Planning,

Training, Independent Assessments, etc.,

rp0982-2769a 141-100
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.The above INPO Performance Objectives and associated Criteria will be utilized" "

for planning the Independent Design Verification.
.

The INPO type-self evaluation is aimed at achieving a level of performance

above that required to meet Regulatory Requirements. Members of 35 Utilities

(including Consumers Power) met, drafted and reviewed performance objectives
.

and criteria to support the performance objectives of seven areas including

design. A complete list of the areas whose objectives are intended to define

optimum performance is:

Organization and Administration

Design Control *

Construction Control

Process Support
'

Training
.

Quality Programs

Test Control
,

4

The thrust of this type of evaluation is that if utilities attempt to meet
,

standards above those normally required to achieve quality, there will be
b

j greater assurance that Regulatory Requirements are met. The program was t'enh

applied during.three pilot evaluations and modified based on the. experience

gained during the pilot evalua'tions. It essentially looks at all aspects of

, . work in progress. This program has been developed during the calendar year

1982 and industry has made a commitment to the NRC to initiate INPO type
.

evaluation on nuclear plants under construction by.the end of 1982. The only
'

exceptions will include those plants very close to fuel load.
;

>

rp0982-2769a141-100
.

,g,,y m . . . - .w. s,y* '=e-- * - + = = * * * * **-=**-***W* ***"'"*"'''~~#"' - * * '~



-.. . . . . . . ....,......c . . . . . . - - . - --

-
. .

., .

* ~

33
,

, . .

Consumers Power Company selected MAC to perform the INPO Construction
'

Evaluation primarily because of MAC's involvement in the development of the

Performance Objectives and participation in all three pilot evaluations. The'

team supplied by MAC will be individuals experienced in multi-discipline

activities associated with nuclear power plant engineering and construction.

In addition, team members will be experienced in interviewing and evaluating
'

- ie, the type of activity MAC has been performing for the nuclear industry over
'

the past seven years.

PREPARATION FOR LVPO TYPE EVALUATION

.

The evaluation team leader will review the job status, select work areas to be'

evaluated and select team members based on the above. A request will then be,

made to CP Co for background documents. The team will then review the

documents and prepare a schedule. Individual assignments will also be made.

Three Tera members of the team organization representing Civil, Mechanical,3
,

and Electrical disciplines will be part of the MAC INPO type evaluation team.

Prior to actually performing the evaluation, all team members will receive

training in plant orientation, procedures and INPO evaluation techniques.
-

,

P'ERiORMING THE EVALUATION

.

The entire evaluation team will initially meet at the Site to review the work

'in progress. Sections of the team will then move to the Designer's and
*

Owner's Offices. Team members will then begin the task of collecting
,

pertinant facts' relative to various aspects of the job via observations,
,

inspections, discussions and review of documents. These facts will be

assigned to the appropriate performance objective and reviewed against that
.

rp0982-2769a141-100 -
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:
g objective. - As findings develop, additional investigations may take place.

.

During this time, the team will communicate with the project personnel to

assure validity of findings and draft evaluation summaries will be prepared.

REPORTING
'

-

At the conclusion of the evaluation, the team will verbally communicate their
.

findings to the project. A formal report will then be prepared and presented,

to CP Co management. CP Co will acknowledge the findings and transmit the
.

findings with their plans for corrective action concurrently ~to the NRC and
'

INPO. INPO will assimilate various utilities reports into a comprehensive

summary document and report the overall program progress to the NRC.;

4

1

h

i

.

..

G.
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4. INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION

i |.

s

-Goals and Objectives
-

$The independent design review is directed at verifying the quality of design

engineering,for.the Midland' Plant. The approach selected is a review and..

.?
. evaluation of a detailed " vertical slice" of the project design by a

technically competent, independent organization. The design and as-built;,_

configuration of a selected _ safety system will be reviewed ro assure its
-

adequacy to function in accordance with its safety design bases and to assure..
,

I applicable -licensing commitments have been properly implementet. -

t Summary and Scope of Effort -

~

The independent design verification (IDV) will consist of an independent

' design review of the Unit 2 auxiliary feedwater system (AFW) as an applicable
1 sample of the design engineering effort at Midland Plant. This system was

L ! selected based upon system selection criteria discussed below. The reviewj
-,

g

will be conducted by Tera Corporation and will utilize a multidisciplinary$

y_ team of seniorLstaff personnel to assure that.the design and as-built
I.

4 . configuration of the AFW conforms to its safety design bases and Consumers
3
,

~ Power Company's licensing commitments as a benchmark for its acceptability..;
;t-

,.} The design process, from concept to installation', will be identified and
4 .

.

. interfaces between design engineers evaluated to assure sufficient controls
d

were placed_on the transfer and specification of important design information.
, , *

j 'Although the review will focus on the AFW, the interfacing systems will be-

reviewed to determine that appropriate ' design constraints were imposed to*
,

9

4

t-
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[s assure functionability of the AFW. Initially,'important design elements for.

.AFW will be outlined to assure the IDV includes an appropriate sample of the;.

' design-interfaces between Consumers Power, B&W the nuclear steam supply systes

'(NSSS) . vendor, -Bechtel the architect engineer, and other service related

. contractors. Design elements such as environmental qualification envelopes,
'

'

seismic. analysis, hydraulics and system control requirements will be selected

, = to allow'a diverse review of the.various engineering disciplines (eg,
~~

Mechanica1, Civil, Electrical). The' design reviews in each area will evaluate

the design approach used and,'where appropriate, independent analytical

techniques will be used to confira questionable approaches or to permit,

; - assessment of the significance of any identified discrepancies.

, To assure that the' installed equipment reflects system design requirements,

design specifications and drawings will be reviewed and in-field inspection of.t

:p -

- selected sections of the AFW conducted. The in-field inspection will confira

^| that the AFW is configured as specified in the design documents..

-

q Throughout the IDV, all findings will~be documented by each reviewer. Each
i finding will then be evaluated by the team leaders and more significant '

v
i findings forwarded to a senior. review team. At the conclusion of the effort,
f

't- a preliminary report will be provided to Consumers Power- and the original
n

designers for review and provision of additional documentation that could have.
.

J an impact on the final report findings. An auditable record of comments and
.

additional information provided will be maintained. The final report will,

~ summarize the work accomplished, proce'dures used and a complete list and'
-

.;.

description;of all findings from the review.
'

.

;
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j' System Selection Criteria

]-
.

>

+

- -.The selection.of a system to be reviewed by the independent contractor was3
:i _

;. based on the six criteria which follow.
I
y

.

: * Importance to Safety - The system should have a relatively high level of
-

.,

importance to the overall safety of the Midland Plant.

} * Inclusion of Desian Interfaces - The system should be one which involves

naultiple design' interfaces among engineering disciplines as well as design
,

organizations, such'as the NSSS vendor, architect engineer and sub-tier

, contractors. The system should also be one where design changes have '

rj occured and thus provide the ability to test the effectiveness of the design.

.

T process exercised by principal internal and external organizations or
I
t- disciplines in areas of design change.
)
>j * Ability to Extrapolate Results - The system should be sufficiently..

representative of other safety systems such that the design criteria, design
I

.

control process and the design change process are similar so that
3

:) . extrapolation of findings to other systems can be undertaken with
.J .

I' confidence.
'

J
'

..:

* Diverse in Content - The major engineering disciplines should all have input
.

j to the design of the system.

* Sensitive to Previous Experience - The. system should be one which includes-

\. .

design disciplines or interfaces which have previously exhibited problems
1

and thus a test of the system should be indicative of any generic condition.<

*;

j ..
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.

*' Ability to Test As-Built Installation - The system construction should be
.

sufficiently cospleted that the as-built configuration can be verified
.

against design.

The auxiliary feedwater system was selected for the independent design review

after consideration of a number of other candidate systems. The auxiliary

feedwater system had a sufficiently high profile for each of the criterion to

just'ify its selection. Specifically, it involves interface with the NSSS

vendor criteria, with containment design criteria, interface with design

organizations, and the methodology of determining a water system's mechanical,

electrical, and control component design criteria.

..

.

t

j

1
4
:

'f

A
.4

-:
.{

\
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I

,

?
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Technical Approach

.

-t
s

,

'

The' independent design verification (IDV) effort is comprised of three phases;

Program Development, Review and Reporting.

|The Program Development Phase includes the preparation of an IDV work plan and,

the development of a detailed review scope. The IDV work plan will include

procedures and'. instructions for the work to be performed by Tera Corporation,

the IDV contractor. An initial identification of the specific verification

methods and depth of review to be utilized in addressing system design
.

. elements will'also be completed as part of this phase.
.

The Review phase is the major activity of the IDV. 'This phase includes a
.

design review of the systems as well as a field installation /as-built review
I

-I

to assure conformance of the design and the constructed facility. Initial

efforts of the system design review will focus on the identification of the
I design process.(chain) for the selected system. Emphasis will be placed on. t

4

! identifying. design organizations and their subelements who contributed to the
i

, design and understanding the design practices and interactions between the.

.t

I design engineers. Par,alleling this effort, the design and licensing criteria:

!

will'be reviewed. It is anticipated that system design criteria information,

.

willincludeutility,B&WandBechteh,designrequirements, licensing
'

.

J

commitments, as well as other sub-tier documents.

,

The methods to be utilized in the review of system design elements will vary
.

in depth. Depending upon the design area, the specific method may be a review.

of design criteria, a review of design calculations, a " blind" confirmatory

*
.
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evaluation (eg alternative calculation or computer analysis by the IDV<

,c

contractor) or a combination. Where appropriate, i.ndependent analytical
,

techniques will be used to confirm design calculations or to permit assessment
'

of the significance of any identifie'd discrepencies. It is anticipated that

the primary review method will be a review of calculations. Ultimately, the
-

- 1

i] choice of review method will depend upon the nature of the design area and the
,

type of verification method which is most effective in enabling the IDV

reviews to reach a judgement as to the design adequacy in that design area.
:!

.; _ This review will concentrate on each major step in the design process, for
o

example:

;t

,|
'

.

; * Design input information (transfer among designers, conformance with design.

criteria and commitments).:i

.

* Analyses and Calculations (selected review of inputs, assumptions,r;
: j.
'

} methodology, validation and usage of computer programs and reasonableness

of certain analytical outputs).

* Drawings and Specifications (selected reviews for conformance with system:

design criteria, commitments, and incorporation of results of analyses and
'

calculations). *

* Field Verification (audit to assure that the as-built configuration reflects

design requirements and pre-operational tests verify design analyses).,

.

Findings from the INPO review as well as input from other sources such as,

audit reports, 50.55e reports, design change reports and other documents will

rp0982-2769a141-100
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*
,

.

also be considered to' concentrate review in more depth in any areas where the

design process may be suspect by historical evidence.

The IDV review scope will be broad enough in terms of design elements to

include samples from each significant design organization, design interface

'and major engineering discipline.
.

The design elements to be evaluated include:
.

* Civil / Structural design of structures housing the AFW (eg, external or.

internal flooding, wind or.cornado loads, seismic analysis, foundation
,

design or missile protection). ,

,

* Mechanical / Electrical design of 'Mni systems and components (eg, pipe rupture

protection, swismic subsystem evaluation, ASME code considerations,

equipment qualification, penetration design, cable routing and separation,.

instrumentation and control system, system interlocks, fire protection,

, . t .. seismic and quality group classification or use of appropriate codes and
t:

j standards).
.

2

)

* System performance requirements (requirements for accident mitigation,

| design transients and normal operation, hydraulic design, over pressure-
4

protection, reliability, NPSH for pumps).,

1

[ The installation /as-built verification review will include a walkdown of the
'-

selected system and inspection of system components. This review is intended

to confirm system geometry and component nameplate data. Input from this
,

;- evaluation will be assessed for its compacability with design documents such

, - as specifications and drawings.

e
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The IDV will be conducted under project instructions and procedures that will
'

require apparent discrepancies to be documented throughout the review.

Initially, these findings will be categorized based upon the lead reviewer's

judgement as to status as follows:

1) Open- The finding has the potentiel for becoming a confirmed error, but
E

additional investigation or confirmatory analysis is necessary to make a.

final judgement;
.

.

2) Confirmed - The finding is judged to be an apparent error by the review

team and will require corrective action, such as additional documentation

not utilized by the team that documents the resolution of the findings or

additional analysis, design or construction changes or procedural changes

that may be necessary to resolve the finding;!

,

.

3) Resolved - Sufficient additional information was available in the ongoing

review to resolve the findings and to completely close out any additional

f concern about the findings.
'I

! Additionally, findings will be categorized as to whether or not they affect
.) '

the AFWs safety function or licensing criteria. Additional design information-

will be solicited to allow the lead reviewers to reach disposition of each,

i

finding. As the reviews of each major design element reach a suitable stage,

the individual findings will be evaluated in an integrated manner by the
*

'i project team to further define or resolve the findings and to assure the
'*

classification is proper. After the team has completed its review, each

finding will be submitted to a senior level review team to provide additional
,

professional opinion regarding the classification of the finding.
,
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,

Reporting will be in two stages, preliminary and final. The preliminary.

report, including the findings as modified by the senior review team, will be,,

provided to Consumers Power Company for review by the original designers. The,

* preliminary report will provide an opportunity for additional information to

be supplied which could have an impact on the findings but was not known to
'

the IDV project team. All comments, additional information and changes to the,

findings will be maintained in an auditable manner. The final report will

summarize the work accomplished, procedures used and include a complete

description of all findings.

9
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APPENDIX I,

~ PREVIOUS ASSESSMENTS OF DESIGN
AND CONSTRUCTION QUALITY AT MIDLAND

' Historically, Consumers Power Company and its contractors have been committed
.

-to perform their work using QA programs which respond to all 10CFR50 Appendix
*

3 Quality Assurance criteria.

.

'

~In addition to the Consumers Power Company audits in the areas of design and

construction, the Company ~has utilized outside consultants to conduct Biennial >

Quality Audits. The Consumers Power Company Biennial-Quality Audits were

first instituted in 1976 and were subsequently conducted during 1978 and 1980.

:These audits were conducted to determine the Program's adequacy and to

determine, on.a sampling basis, the degree of compliance with the program. A

j nummary of those audits are as follows: -

V

1

.

.A. 1976 Biennial Quality Audit
;

D
In 1976, the Biennial Quality Audit was conducted by the Nuclear Audit andt-

,
'

Testing Company (NATCO) and included approximately 24 man-days of audit,

i-
effort. The audit involved' auditing for adequacy and impleme.itation of

''

the Consumers Power' Company QA Program Procedures at the Consumers Power:

j Company General Office in Jackson, Michigan and at the Midland S.ite. In
i

; addition, the audit involved auditing for adequacy and implementation of

the Bechtel Nuclear Quality Assurance Manual at the Midland Site. Audit.

findings resulting from this audit have been closed out.

.,

i

h

>i
j an

b*
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- .E. 1978 Biennial Quality Audit

.

In 1978, the Biennial: Quality Audit was conducted by the Managementr

Analysis Company'(MAC) and included approximately 70 man-days of audit

s. . effort. The audit involved auditing' for adequacy and implemen' ation oft
,:

.

.the Consumers Power Company QA Program Procedures st the Consumers Power
'

's HCompany General Office in Jackson, Michigan and at the Midland Site. In

addition, the audit involved auditing for adequacy and implementation of,-

,-

the Bechtel Nuclear Quality Assurance Manual at the Bechtel Ann Arbor,

Michigan offices (engineering) and at the Midland Site. Audit findings

resulting from this audit have been closed out.
*

4

.

C. 1980 Biennial Quality Audit ~

In~1980, the Biennial Quality Audit was conducted by the Management
1

Analysis Company (MAC) and included approximately 46 man-days of audit-3.
i -

effort. The audit involved auditing for adequacy and implementation of
'

j the Consumers Power Company QA Program Procedures at the Consumers Power

Company General Office in Jackson, Michigan and at the Midland Site. In

-. addition, the audit involved auditing for adequacy and implemenation of
.

the Bechtel Nuclear Quality Assurance Manual at the Bechtel Ann Arbor,
.

Michigan offices and at the Midland Site. Audit findings resulting from
t-

this audit have been closed out. '

i

MAC also performed a special Assessment of Midland in 1981 which covered the

following areas: Corrective actions resulting from 50.55e items including

adequacy of corrective action, hardware inspection and system walkdown,

corrective action status closecut of 1980 biennial Corporate Audit, assessment

,

|
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' of adequacy of Midland QA program (based on first two items), review of

documentatica (supplier quality verificatica records, radiographic records,

certificates of compliance, and Bechtel FLAGS program), and assessment of

Bechtel.and Consumers personnel (Bechtel QC and auditors, Consumers. auditors,

and Bechtel welders' qualification).

Starting in 1976 upon the discovery of missing rebar in three areas of the
,

auxiliary building _(later this was. determined to not be.a safety problem),
>

Consumers instigated a surveillance of construction activities by Consumers QA
-.

. personnel. Consumers Power surveillance provides formalized quality control

inspections beyond those quality control inspections performed by the Bechtel,

Quality Control group.g
,

d
L *. - In August 1980 the Quality' Assurance Organizations of Consumers Power Company

and Bechtel were integrated into one group with Consumers having the

responsibility for. direction and management. Consumers, Power at this time set,

up a Design'QA Engineering (DQAE) group at the Bechtel Ann Arbor offices to

['j conduct day to day monitoring of engineering activities of Bechtel. The
.

Consumers Power DQAE provides design and procurement quality / reliability
.

4

services of problem prevention and early problem detection, resolution, and

; i- corrective actfon. DQAE personnel are degreed and have had direct design

related experience in the areas of nuclear, mechanical, electrical,
.

, electronics and civil engineering. The DQAE functions consist of:
?
.

1. Technical reviews of Design and Procurement documents (engineering

] procedures / instruction, selected design and procurement documents, and
i

.j supplier design deviation requests).
q
i*
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~ 2. Monitors that requirements of controlling documents are being implemented '

(FSAR, engineering procedures, Appendix B, codes and standards) into

specifications, drawings, material requisitions, supplier documentation

and design calculations.
:

..,P'

~3. Audits of engineering, supplier QA Department, Bechtel Quality Engineering

and Document Control.

.

Starting in January 1979, NRC Region IV Vendor Inspection Branch has conducted
|
'

seven inspections of the Bechtel Ann Arbor Office. The latest inspections *

' '

were in May and July 1982. In three of these inspections, there were no
:

findings. Corrective action has been completed on all of the findings from.

inspections prior to 1982. There were no findings from.the May 1982

inspection and the one finding from the July 1982 inspection has not been

] closed out as yet.

. Although not requested by the NRC, Consumers Power Company decided in early
J
:j 1982 that based on occurrences at Diablo Canyon and other plants, an

;{ Independent Design Audit or Review was prudent. The Company did not know what

NRC staff requirements would be applied to an independent audit for plants,

I' that are in the construction and licensing stage similar to Midland. It was

decided that this particular Independent Design Review would be undertaken as

soon as possible in order to provide timely identification of proolems so that,

. . corrective action could be taken consistent with overall project schedules.

The purpose was to review Bechtel Project * Engineering activities to determine

if design criteria are being correctly implemented and if design assumptions,.

design methods and the design processes are satisfactory. It was also decided

that the review could be optimized by using people who were knowledgesble

rp0982-2769bl41
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about the Bechtel design p'rocess but were not working on Midland design such
<

as Bechtel personnel located in offices other than Ann Arbor or Ccas' users

- personnel that have not been directly involved in Midland.

The review team (.onsisted of six Bechtel and one Consumers Power Company

. employees with digeiplines represented in the areas of mechanical, nuclear,

electrical, civil structural, plant design, control systems and technical

support for plant operations. Short term assistance was provided by

.-specialists and consultants from other Bechtel offices in specific areas suc'h

as piping design and seismic analysis. The general approach of the review was

to conduct a broad review of important design methods and then to review in-

depth, including fie N walkdowns, four features of the plant. . Emphasis was on
~

'

engineering and factors important to safety, calculations, and design features
. .- !

which will not befdemonstrated by tasts during construction and start-up.

Interfaces within Mechtel and between Bechtel and B&W were also reviewed. The
+

basic criteria and commitments used by the review team were the FSAR, Bechtel

} Topical Reports, project procedures, and industry guides and standards.

Design methods selected fo,r review included piping analysis, equipment+

quali.fication, separation ' hazards, instrumentation, structural and seismic
>

.

! analysis, and various nuclear analyses. The pip'ing review included

! independent computer analysis of selected stress problems and hanger designs
i

~

i and a review of unique computer programs developed for the Midland Project.
i 4

s

The four features of the plant for an 1 -dept. review were: reactor cavity
-

design, on-site electrical systems,' decay heat removal system and piping for

the high pressure safety injection system outside containment. The review has

been completed with findings issued and replied to. The final report as well

i
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9 as other design review information will be submitted to MAC and Tara for use
.

in the1 performance of.their activities.
.
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GOVERNMEN'T ACCOUNTdDILITY PROJECT
-

Institute for Pohcy Studies . .
: 1901 Ove Street.'N.W.. Washington. D.C. 20009 (202)234 9382-

,

y
.( ~ March 7, 1983

.<

y
,

Y { 8

-I Mr. Darrell Eisenhut, Director
''. Division of-Licensing

U. 5. Nuclear Replatory. Commission -
Washington,'D. C.

- -
, . .

~ , ? dear Mr. Eisenhut .

,

' 9/X .On February 8,1983, the ~ Government Accountability Project (GAP) attended
two public meetings in Midland, Michigan .on behalf of the LONE TREE COUNCIL,
concerned citizens, and several former and current employees working on the -

Midland Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2. As you know, the large public turn-
,

.out for both the daytime _ meeting.between Consumers Power and various Regional -

and Mashington-based offices of .the Nuclear Regulatory' Commission (NRC) and the..

evening session between - the NRC and the general public included spirited debate~

.and lengthy presentations. These meetings, although highly beneficial to the
.

education of the Michigan public about the nuclear facility being constructed in
m

'#)~
' Midland, did not allSw for the type of technical questions and detail about the
ICdastruction Completion Plan (CCP) in.which GAP is particularly interested.

; .

Therefore, I appreciate' this opportunity to address a number of concerns<n..

Jihat we have regarding' issues presented at the public meeting and contained in
the detiailsd CCP submissions. In order to. complete our own continuir.g analysis

d? ' of the Midland proj ect, ;.I would hope that you can provide answers to and/or-
'. co=ments on the enclosed: questions.'

./-
a.

Fending fur her public meetings and detailed review of basic elements of
,

the Construction Completion Plan, I . assume that your verbal' requests to Consumers
Power (Consumers) management to " hold off" on making any commitments .will beit

translated ~ into a fir'.n -NRC directive. As you know, Consumers has had a history.
.

. of-misinterpretations and miscommunications in relation-to many of the aspects-

surrotinding the Midlat d plant. The public understood quite clearly.what your
= instructions 'werer if 1 hose have changed I suggest that .you continue to express
those changes to the 'public through the appropriate' local media. representatives.

,

r

' REQUESTS Fua FURTHER INFORMATION
.

'yp :I. -

A. - The relationship between theiWashington NRC offices (NRR, DOL, etc.)
and the Regienal r.anacsmant and en-site Midland Special Tear. and Inspector.

.~

g . It= is unclea:"where the authority lines fer approval of various ele =ents't -

of 'the Midland construction project are drawn. GAP investigaters, staff
and attorneys are continually getting unclear signals from the varicus" - ~

,

Jregulation divisions as to yho is making dat decisions and when. Since
Q 1,t'has heen noted by the NP1; staff itself that [ Consumers] seems to"

;p'ossess,the unique ability th search all factions of the NRC until they
t' n .
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Mr..Darrell Eisenhut -2- March 7, 1983
'

have found one that is sympathetic to their point of view - irregardless
t

'

of the impact on plant integrity,"1/ it seems critical to establish once
and for all the authority lines ,within the NRC that Consumers must re-
spond to.

.

We are particularly. concerned about. the apparent transferring of responsibi-
lity for the.on-site inspectors and the Midland Special Section Team to the Regional .Administration and Washington-based NRC officials.

.

Although I am sure that you have
read the ~ testimony of Mr.~ Keppler, submitted to the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board - (ASLB) on ,0ctober 29, 1983, and attached memorandum from the staff members

,

'

that are more directly responsible for the Midland project, I have included themwith'this letter for your renewed attention following the results of the DieselGenerator. Building. inspection. (Attachment #1.) '

There have been a number of incidents within the last several months where
Regional personnel (RIII team or on-site) have indicated one answer pertaining to

- construction work,' and then other action was taken after approval from NRR.
examples of this that are fairly recent are: Several'

1. A' February 8,1983 conference call between Consumers,,
'

Bechtel and the
NRC regarding the discussion of loading sequence for pier load test

.

and background settlement readings did not include any Region III per-sonnel, most particularly Ross Landsman. Although I do not know the
' details of his exclusion, I.am concerned that he was not a participant-
in the call, or in the- decisionmaking process.,

2. At yhe recent ASLB hearings NRR and RIII personnel were asked about
the projected timeline for Consumers to approach the Feedwater Isolation.

Valve Pit jacking work. RIII personnel seemed confident that work would
not begin on this until at least late March or early April, yet work ac-
tually was begun on the same day as the conversation, February 17, 1983. ,

"
f3. The NRC has taken a' position that "no major discrepancies" have been '

found in the soils remedial work to date. Yet: (a) two cracks, in-~

cluding one 10 millimeters by 7~ inches long, have been discovered in the,

valve pit.2_/4

(b) A February 15, 1983 memorandum from R. B. Landsman to
R.- F. Warnick identifies three specific concerns since the beginning of-
the underpinning work that -- to GAP -- indicate serious flaws in the''

perception of Consumers about the seriousness of the work they are en-'
'

gaged in. These-include craftworkers not receiving the required amount
of training, . arguments with Consumers about techniques that show a pri- -
ority to deadlines instead of quality, and a major . flaw in the Stone &
Webster independent assessment. (Attachment #2.) ,-

Given our| experiences with the NRC inspection efforts, I am particularly
'

anxious to have the on-site /special section team members have as much direct inputs

into the . review / licensing process as possible. Although I do not always agree with
their decisions' or their actions, I am more ec=fortable with their version of the'

facts en the Midland site.

1/ emorandum from R. J. Cook to R. F. k*arnick, JulyL M
23, 1022.

2/ ccording to the Midland Daily News, February-A
. 24, 1993, Construction Technology

T had performed an " independent" analysis of the cracks before the Midland team even-

had the opportunity to complete its own investigatior or review.
n

.
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Mr. Darroll Eiccnhut -3- March 7, 1983..

B. - The guidelines and timetable by which the independent third-
party auditor will be chosen.

.

. It is not at all clear what g'uidelines, if any, your office intends to
employ in the review or monitoring of the selection process for the third-'*

,~

party auditor of the Midland facility. We are extremely distressed at the
",[ way that both Stone & Webster (S&W) and the TERA Corporation were approved-

,

* '

by your office. We feel that the approval was more by default than by (
aggressive review of the proposals, contracts and criteria as presented g
to the NRR office. Further, it is very clear to us that the Regional per-[
sonnel involved in the initial contact with the Stone & Webster organizatis.-'

I

gave the impression that S&W's on-site activities were authorized. Even 1.
that impression was only technically incorrect, it is a serious breach of
public trust by the Regional staff.

-
.

We recommend that your office adopt the prudent position that Consumers
follow the nominating process used for Diablo Canyon's independent assessment. ?. *

~

though Midland's problems have not yet reached the stage of major public coritroves :
- such as Diablo or Zimmer, it is clearly evident that the sensationalism of the prt :
1 ems with the soils settlement 'and the cost of the Midland facility will move'it ;
more;into the public eye as it reaches completion. L

, .

If there was any. doubt as to the active interest of the Midland community : .
regards to the Midland facility, the February 8,1983 public meeting should have u;

dispelled that misconception. The community surrounding the plant is extremely
_ at'tentive to the issues and concerns raised by the nuclear facility -- the debate

i will continue To choose another, more congenial approach to identifying the firr,'
that will be responsible for the completion of' the plant would be 'a grave mistake,

in'our opinion.2.
-

,

'C. .The plans that the NRC staff has made to determine the actual "as<

built" condition of the - rest of the buildings and systems on the Midland

site in the wake of the findings in the Diesel Generator Building
inspection.

P

.The . aggressive efforts of the DGB inspection were.*a solid step forward in .
determining the extent of the problems at the Midland facility. However, i
is unfortunate that the inspection did not expand to other buildings. The

.

public must have confidence that all the problems have been identified, as
well as basic factors about how the problems were caused and how they are
going to be fixed if there is ever any hope for restoring faith in the
safety of the plant.

~

D. The methodologies that are to be employed in the technical review of
generic problens on the site, such as determining the accuracy of cuality
control /cuality assurance documentation made suspect by the flawed process,.
and the training and recertification of all the welders who were trained
by Photon Testing,-Inc.

.
The two' items mentioned above, as well as problems that have resulted frcs
the ZACK corporation, unidentifiable electrical cables, untrained quality
control inspectors, material traceability inaccuracies, etc., cust be ad- '
dressed in any workplan to identify the prcble=s on the site. It is not
clear whether the NRC staf , the NRR staff or the independent auditor is to

.

,.
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.

be responsible for identification of all of the problems prior-
to the start up of construction activities on the site.

. |1
- E. The resolution of what is and what is not "Q" work in regards to

j - the soils remedial work should be handled in a public forum.

'

,
The "Q" debate between NRC staff members - including Regional management
and the on-site inspectors - as well as between the NRR and NRO staff

,

has been a topic of considerable. concern to us. The resolution
'

of these issues has critical inplications for the rest of the
soils work project. Because it has been a major item of discussion

s

in the hearings currently underway in Midland, as well as among
the staff, we believe that it would be beneficial for you to receive
-the position that concerned citizens'have taken. I have sugges'ed 'I. t

that those residents who have been following this issue very closely
prepare a position statement for your office on the "Q" soils issue.

II. COMMENTS CONCERNING THE TH' IRD-PARTY REVIEWS<

It ,is our understanding that there are currently three separate independent t
audits being conducted (or considered) at the Midland facility. These are:.

,

.(1) The Stone and Webster Corporation's. third party independent assessment.

of the coils remedial work activities. A February 24, 1993 letter from Mr. Keppler
to'C:,nsumers outlines the scope of the S&W assessment. It significantly broadens
the original scope of S&W's review. As a result of the expansion of S&W's.

responsibilities, and apparently a close monitoring of their work by the RIII
- team, Mr. Keppler approved the release of additional underpinning work for

con struction. We request the following documents in reference to the.S&W approval:

a. The criteria that NRC officials used to judge the adequacy of the
initial S&W work.

. b. The methodologies which the S&W personnel are utilizing to provide
their QA overview and assessment of the design packages, inspector
requalification and certification program, and training programs,

c. The details of the expanded work contract which will assess the
actual underpinning work on safety-related structures.

(2) The Independent Design verification and vertical slice review being '

performed by the TERA Corporation. We have recently received the detailed
- Engineering Program Plan from TERA on the Midland Project. Although extremely
impressed .with some of TERA's procedures, organization and structure there are
a number of areas which raise serious questions.

a. What specific reporting procedures does TERA have to follow
in regards to findings, corrective action reports, centreversies
among their own staff over issues of ncnco=pliance or questionable
accuracy,.and internal reporting. Figure 1-1 clearly indicates that

..

.
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TERA intends to notify the NRC at the same time as Consumers, but' b

at the February 8 meeting there was a very clear example of that
not actually happening because of miscommunication between TERA and the

<

NRC.

b.
What.is the difference between a Corrective Action Report as referenc

~

in the QA Audit Procedures and a Non-Conformance Report as required . .

by 10 CFR Part 21.
( A similiar " informal" nonconformance reporting

,

procedure at the William H. Zimmer plant caused inn.imerable problems ,

for both the NRC and the licensee.)
be forwarded to the NRC, or _ We would ask that the C.A.R.'s ;

upon identification of an item of non-compliance. preferably be written up as NCR's immediatelf
4

Any discretion
between informal and formal procedures should be limited to the judge:; tent '

i

of the NRC.

What is the intent and scope of the " EXCEPTIONS" referred to in'c.

Part 1.1 of the plan?
-

!
-

Who controls the Administrative decision making process between
.

d.

Consumers and TERA over specific points of technical controversy? ,

What documents will be forwarded to the NRC in support of thee.

various findings - whether favorable or unfavorable - during the-

course of the two vertical slice reviews? ,

(Further comments and questions about the TERA plan will be forthcoming
under separate cover when we are able to finish our review.)

'.
'

(3) The overall independent third-party assessment. '

Instead of providingyour office with our detailed ( and lengthy) analysis of the flaws and
shortco=ings of the CCP as introduced by Consumers in the January 10, 1983
letter and the public meeting we have decided to wait for further detail to

'

'

be provided by Consumers on their plan. -

We are somewhat anxious about this,
as we understand that there have been detailed ciscussions- going on between the

-

KRC and' Consumers. As you know , similar events at the Zimmer plant led to
increased public, skepticism and 'an even greater loss of confidence in the-NRC procesa. .

We strongly encourage your office and the Regional Administrator to
consider the process of choosing a third-party auditor as important'and delicateas was the process at Zimmer. If there is to be a " clos'ed door" approach to
Midland we request that lou articulate that at this time. If you do not we
will assume that the 'JRC intends to follow a fully public process of nominationand selection.

Thank you'for your time, we look forward to answers to cur questicas '
in the near future.

,

Sincerely, '

.

BILLIE PIFEER GARDE
,

Directer, Citi: ens Clinic.

~
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NOTICE OF SIGNIFICANT LICENSEE MEETING

Consumers Power CompanyName of Licensee:
Midland Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2'Name of Facility:

..
Docket Nos.: 50-329i50-330

Date and Time of: Meeting: January 18, 1983 at 10:00 a.m.

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Cc= missionLocation of Meeting:
799 Roosevelt Road
Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Enforcement Conference to discuss the results of
-Purpose of Meeting: the special team inspection of the Diesel Generator

Building

Region III Attend x

""istrator. James G. Keppler,

Others as design. .

_

'-
NRR Attendees: -'x%.
D.' Hood, Licen

Others as des.'~
7

NIE Headquart N
.

J. H. Sniezr
~' Inspection
f* Others as <

'[~ Licensee
' J. W. Cor ~.n

Others a
.

Distrubution: *

J. M. Taylor Director.
~

,

Safeguards, and Inspection .'

E. L. Jordan, Director, Division ot .
~ Preparedness and Engineering Response

-J..Axelrad, Acting Lirector, Enforcement Staft
J. P. Murray, Jr., Director, Rulemaking and Entorcemeu.

,

Division, ELD
D. Hood, LPM, NRR
E. ~ L. Adensam, Chief , LB4, NRRc,

R. L. Tedesco, Assistant Director for Licensinc NRR
W. D. Paton, ELD
J. W. Gilray, QAB, NRR
R. C. DeYoung, Director, Of fice of Inspection

,,

and Enforce:nent
mi R t J r ,f ,k

O|W|jh
.

.

3,



.. I . . - - - -_. . , .

., * 'N , ; ' UN:TEo STATES
4 NUCLE AR F.EGUL A TOM' CC'"*:~!:"*.>

.
. - ,

^, $ 'd
' d' ' * *i-

* ' REGloN IH

{ SQ.Sh[/
?.* no cotssvett acao,

atsu attvs. itusois som
.

.-

* .....

January 11, 1983
..

NOTICE OF.SIGNIFICANT LICENSEE MEETING
.

Name of-Licensee: Consumers Power Company
.

Name-of Facility: Midland Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2
.

Docket No.: 50-329; 50-330

Date,and Time of. Meeting: February 8, 1983 at 1:00 p.m.

Location of Meeting: Quality Inn
Meeting Room E
1815 South Saginaw Rd.
Midland, MI

Furpose of Meeting: To discuss the licensee's integrated Construction
Completion Program and third party assessment effort

. Region III Attendees:.

.
James G.'Keppler, Regional Administrator
Others as designated by Region III

-OIE' Headquarters Attendees:
,;

7 ' James'H. Sniezek -Deputy Director, Office
'of-Inspection and Enforcement

Others as designated by'0IE

.

NRR Attendees:
-D. Eisenhut,' Director, Division of.

- Licensing-
Others as designated by OIE,

Licensee Attendees:
J. W.. Cook, Vice President, Midland Project
Others as designated by the licensee

NOTE: . Attendance by.NRC personnel at this Region III/ licensee meeting
should be made known by 9:00 a.m. before January 24, 1983,-via
telephone call to W. D. Shafer, Region.III, FTS 384-2656.

.

'

'

Time will be scheduled to answer questions from members of the
public at.the conclusion of the NRC/ licensee meeting.

-

Distribution:
See attached list
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' Distribution:
J. M. Taylor, Director, Division of Quality Assurance, Safeguards,

and Inspection Programs-. ' E. L. Jordan, Director, Division of Emergency Preparedness and Engineering
Response
Axelrad. Director Enforcement Staff.

J. P. Murray, Jr. , Director, Rulemaking and Enforcement Division, ELD
.R. Hernan, LPM, NRR
E. L. Adensam, Chief, LB4, NRR

'

T. Novak, Assistant Director for Licensing,; Division of Licensing
R. A. Purple, Deputy Director, Division of Licensing, h~dR

.
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