UNITED STA?ES OF AMERICA /
NUCLEAR RE "ULATORY COMMISSION
BEFORE THE ATOMIT, SAFETY,AND LICENSING BOARD m
. ) .
" o \ i
In the Mat:er of )
! ) Docket Nos. 50-329-CM
CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY ) 50-330-OM
) -
(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2)) 'f c)
) Paton /0/"3 i
) Rep}/ e Jun * /( /??0
In the Matter of )
) Docket Nos. 50-329-0L
CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY ) 50-330-0L
)
(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2))
)
MOTION FOR PARTIAL CONSOLIDATION »

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. §2.716, Consumers Power
Company (CPCo) hereby'moves the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board (Board) to consolidate for discovery, evidentiary
presentation and fact finding purposes the issues relating
to scil conditions for safety-related structures and systems
founded in and on plant fill material in the hearing con-
sidering the December 6, 1979 Order Modifying Construction
Permits (Order), the operating license hearing, and any

hearing which may be reguested and ordered in connection )77.2

with CPCo's requested Amendment Nos. 72, 74, 76, 77 and
othkers to its application for construction permits and

operating licenses.
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Backcround - The Proceedings

A. Soil Conditions Issues in the Order Modifying
Construction Permits Proceeding.

CPCo is a holder of Construction Permits !o. CPPR-81

L3
and No. CPPR-82 which authorize the construction of two

pressurized water reactors in Midland, Michigan. During its

construction settlement monitoring program CPCo observed a

larger than predicted settlement of the DPiesel Generator
Building and reported this to the NRC. From late 1978 to
December 6, 1979 Applicant and the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission Staff (Staff) investigated the settlement of the
Diesel Generator Building and soil conditions for other
safety-related structures and systems founded in and on plant
fill material. During this period CPCo responded to numerous
Staff inguiries concerning both what caused the soil condi-
tions and the remedi;l action undertaken or proposed to be
undertaken by CPCo.

On December 6, 1979 the Staff issued the Order
by which the Staff seeks to prohibit CPCo from continuing
certain remedial actions associated with the soil conditions
for safety related structures and systems founded in and on
plant fill material until issuance of an amendment to the
construction permits authorizing the remedial action.

CPCo requested a hearing with respect to the Order
and has filed requested Amendment Nos. 72, 74, 76 and 77 to

its application for construction permits and operating




licenses setting forth the remedial action it proposes to
take to ensure that the plant can be constructed and operated
without undue risk to the health and safety of the public.
Since the Order CPCo has had severaf'meetiﬁgs regarding the
soil conditions issues with the Staff and their consultants.

B. Soil Conditions Issues in the Operating
License Proceeding.

In her Contention 24, Mary Sinclair, Intervenor
raised an issue in the operating licenses proceeding which

the Board interpreted as raising an issue relating to soil
1/
conditions.” The Board in the Special Prehearing Conference

order dated February 23, 1979 accepted Contention 24,
stating:

No. 24 - The contention...is accepted...conditioned
by our agreement with Staff's comment (November

28, 1978 response, page 6) that the gquestion

appears not to be one of site suitability, but
rather of the type of material used by the Applicant
under the building in question. A suituible
restatement of the Contention shall be provided by
the Intervenor at the time required by the schedule
below for submission of other related contentions.

1/ "No. 24. The present site for the Midland facility
is...affirmatively unsafe. Serious questions have been
raised concerning the ground stability of portions of the
site. At lease [sic) one of the essential buildings of the
reactor complex is reported sinking, and construction has
been halted on that building. As a result of the serious
and unresolved questions concerning ground stability, the
findings required by 10 C.F.R. §§50.57(a) (3) and 50.57(a) (6)
can not be made."



Mapleton Intervenors raised the same soil condi-
2/
tions issue which was also accepted by the Board.™

e Current Status of Soil Conditions at Midland
Site.

.
After observing the larger than predicted settlement

of the Diesel Generator Building CPCo conducted an axhaustive
investigation concerning the soil conditions for the Diesel
Generator Building and other safety-related structures and
systems founded in and on plant fill material. On the basis

of this investigation CPCo believes the actions it then took
reredied the soil conditions under and around the Diesel
Generator Building. CPCo has submitted extensive technical
analyses to the Staff, including submittals in the aforementioned
amendments to the 2Application for construction permits and

operating licenses to the Staff and has had several meetings

with the Staff and their consultants during which CPCo and

its consultants detailed the remedial action it proooses to
take with regard to the soil conditions under and around

safety-related structures and systems other than the Diesel
Gererator Building. CPCo is awaiting Staff approval of the
amendments and at present no remedial action has been taken

in regard to these structures.

its Special Prehearing order dated Feb-

ion 2 - This is the same issue as Ti‘neclair
tion 24. It is accepted as it relates :o
ng of the Midland diesel generator building.
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II. Issues to be Consolidated

CPCo requests that the following issues be consolidated
for discovery, evidentiary presentation and fact finding:

) I Whether the remedial %“ctions taken by CPCo
with regard to soil conditions under and around the Diesel |

. iy AR 45
Generator Building

(a) ratisfy the relevant requirements of the
Order in that they provide reasonable assurance
that the Diesel Generator Building will be con-

@
J structed and operated without undue risk to the/ C(

"'V e~ - health_and safety of the public;

(b) sag{sfy the relevant requiﬁgments of
10 C.F.R. §50.91 and 10 C.F.R. §50.35(a) in that
they provide reasonable assurance that the Diesel -
Generator Buildinqxgzzjggjconstructed and operated

’

without undue risk to the health and safety of the

public;
o ,,__——“TZT"::?x}fy the relevant requirements of
»
o il 10 C.F.R. §50.57(a)(3) and (6) in that they provide

reasonable assurance that the Diesel Generator
Building can be operated without endangering the
health and safety of the public and that its
operation will not be inimical to the health and
safety of the public. .

a. whether remedial actions proposed by CPCo

with regard to soil conditions under and around safety-related

-~



structures and systems, other than the Diesel Generator

Building, will

o N -
£ -
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’“(ur satisfy the relevant requirements of

‘the Order in that they prqvide reasonable assurance
that these structures and systems will be con-
structed and operated without undue risk to the
health and safety of the public;

(b) satisfy the relevant requirements of 10
C F.R. §50.91 and 10 C.F.R. §50.35(a) in that they
provide reasonable assurance that these structures
and systems can be constructed and operated without
undue risk to the health and safety of the public;

(c) Satisfy the relevant requirements of 10
C.F.R. §50.57(a)(3) and (6) in that they provide

reasonable assurance that ghese stru ires and

systems carr be operated without endangering the

health and safety of the public and that their
operation will not be inimical to the health and

safety of the public.

IIXI. Discussion

Rules of
10 C.F.R. §2.716 Consolidation of Proceedings,
in pertinent part:

On motion and for good cause shown . . ., the
presiding officers c¢f each affected proceeding
may consolidate for hearing or for other purposes
two or more proceedings . . . if it is found

that such action will be conducive to the proper
dispatch of [the NRC's] business and to the ends
of justice and will be conducted in accordance
with the other provisions of this subpart.

_b_
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In addition to the above guidelines, the Nuclear
Recgulatory Commission requested, at page 2 of its March 14,
1980 Notice of Hearing, the Board to "consider whether such
consolidation [of the hearing regard;ng the Order with other
NRC proceedings which involve substantially identical
issues] would adversely affect the expeditious resolution of
the issues [to be decided in the hearing regarding the
Order]....'.z/

A discussion of the factors the Board should
consider in ruling on the motion for partial consolidation
follows.

A. The Soil Conditions Issues in All Proceedings
are Substantially Similar.

A chief issue to be resolved in the Hearin  con-
cerning the Order is whether the remedial actions taken and
the information provided by CPCo provides "reasonable
assurance that the affected safety-related portions of the
Midland facility will be constructed and operated without
undue risk to the health and safety of the public". (Order

at page 3.)

3/ The NRC had been made aware of CPCo's intention to
move for partial consolidation. As stated at page 2 of the
March 14, 1980 Notice of Hearing:

On December 26, 1979, CPCo filed a Reguest for
Hearing pursuant to Part V of the Order. See, 10
CFR 2.204. 1In that Regquest, CPCo referred to other
pending NRC proceedings which it believes involve issues
substantially identical to those addressed by the
Order of Decermber 10. CPCo also stated its intention
to move, pursuant to 10 CFR 2.716, to consolidate all
the proceedings which are considering these issues.

-



In regard to CPCo's requested Amendments Nos. 72,
74, 76 and 77 to its application for construction permits
and operating licenses, "in determining whether an amendment
to a license or construction permit Wwill be issued to the
Applicant the Commission will be guided by the considerations
which gecvern the issganco of initial licenses or construction
permits to the extent applicable and appropriate.™ 10
C.F.R. §50.91. One of the considerations in determining
whether to grant the initial construction permit is whether
the "proposed facilitQIEEE:EEJconstructed and operated...without
undue risk to the health aﬁd safety of the public."” 10
C.F.R. §50.35(a). Any hearing which may be requested and
ordered in connection with the above-mentioned requested
Amendments will consider this issue.

As stated previously, Mary Sinclair, Intervenor,
and Mapleton Intervendrs, contend in the operating licenses
proceeding that the scil conditions issues prevent the
Commission from finding, as it must pursuant to 10 C.F.R.
§50.57, that:

(3) There is reasonable assurance (i) that
the activities authorized by the operating license
can be conducted without endangering the health
and safety of the public, and (ii) that such
activities will be conducted in compliance with
the regulations in this Chapter.

(6) The issuance of the license will not be

inimical to the common defense and security or to
the health and safety of the public.



All proceedings dealing with the soil conditions
issues have substantially the same issue in common: whether
the affected safety-related portions of the Midland facility
can be constructed and operated witho;t undue risk to the
Lealth and safety of the public. This satisfies the Com-
mission's consolidation admonition that the issues be
substantially the same.

While CPCo recognizes that in some instances an
cperating license review is more detailed than a construction

in this instance the reviews as to the soil

cenditions issue will be{gearly&identical. All repairs except

general site dewatering :ave been completed on the soils
under and around the Diesel Generator Building and hence for
all practical purposes review of the soil conditions issues
that struclure will be conducted as if an operating
license were being sought. The design details on general
:ite dewatering have been submitted and discussed with the
ctaff and its consultants.
As to the other safety-related structures and
ystems, CPCo has not taken any remedial action but has
suomitted detailed explanations and justifications of the
reredial actions it proposes to take and has had discussions
Staff and its consultants. It is CPCo's position
equired technical information has been sub-
the design concept is final. No

ormation will be available at the operating license




hearing than will be present prior to the hearing considering
the order, except insofar as implementation of any remedial f
action approved in this proceeding may be at issue. /

B. Partial Consolidation,"Will be Conducive to
the Proper Dispatch of NRC Business" and "To
the Ends of Justice."

Since, as demonstrated above, the issues in all
proceedings are substantially similar, the evidence to be
presented in each proceeding will necessarily be the same.
Consolidated discovery evidentiary presentation and fact
finding would eliminate the presentation of the same evidence
at least two times.i/ Moreover, since the Board in both pro-
ceedings is comprised of the same individuals, it would not be
required to hear the same evidence several times and make
several separate rulings. Also, the consolidation would
have the benefit of precluding needless litigation of issues
as to res judicata or’'collateral estoppel which would occur
if each proceeding were held separately.

A partial consolidation would avoid needless

4/ To date no hearing has been ordered with regard to CPCo's
recuested Amendment Nos. 72, 74, 76 and 77 to its application
for construction permits and operating licenses, although
pur;uant to 10 C.F.R. §50.91 a hearing is a distinct possi-
bility.

If such a hearing is held the consolidation would
satisfy the Appendix A Statement of General Policy and
Procedure: Conduct of Proceedings for the Issuance of
Censtruction Permits and Operating Licenses, that construc-
tion permit hearings be "conducted expeditiously" with
"efficiency and economy® and that procedures relating to
these proceedings "maintain significant flexibility to
accommodate that cbjective."

-10~-



cduplication of preparation and effort for the Staff. It
will not require any additional time by the Staff since the

SER to be issued in connection with the Construction Permit

* {
Amendment will be based on the same facts which will ultimately ¥

form the basis for the Operating License SER. The only
factual matters regarding soils conditions which will not be
xnown pricr to the hearing considering the Order involve the
efficacy of the remedial actions proposed for safety-related
structures and systems other than the Diesel Generator
Building.

The only parties not subject to all proceedings
are the intervenors. A partial consolidation would give
them the opportunity to participate in an evidentiary and
fact finding hearing regarding the soil conditions issue at
an earlier date than if the presentation occurred at the
cperating license hea;ing. To the extent that this is an
inconvenience to them, a flexible discovery and hearing
schedule can be developed.

CPCo believ=s that the intervenors will not suffer
any denial of rig! tue motion is cgranted. 1If, however,

intervenors opt oticn it should be noted that their
15 /I

consent is nct necessary.

3 The NRC noted Ii. the Matter of Fdlow Interrational Company,
5 )

NRC 1327, 1328 (1977) that 10 C.F.R. §2.716:
ral Rules of Civi
neral standards used

mirrors Rule 42(a) of the Fed
; AG
ng whether consoli-

F
Procedure which establishes ¢
by Federal courts in determin

e
=
»
5
<

(cont.)




In short, a partial consolidation is the most
efficient and least expensive manner in which to handle the

soil conditions issues.

C Partial Consolidation' Will Not Adversely
Affect the Expeditious Resolution of the
Order Modifying Construction Permits Hearing.

Since, as demonstrated earlier, the issues to be

, SRR,

consolidated in all proceedings are|substantially
O TeE

Jsimilar,

the partial consolidation will not inject any new issues or
evidence into the hearing considering the Order. Further,
even if any delay were to occur, the delay would not harm

the Board or any of the intervenors. This is because, as
stated at pages 1-2 of the March 31, 1980 Staff's "Summary

of February 27 and 28, 1980 Meeting And Site Tour With Con-
sultants To Review Socil Settlement," "Consumexs Power Company
has elected to defer all remedial work on inadequately

supported structures until acceptance of the proposed work

is received from the Staff." Any delay caused by the

(5/ cont.)

dation of proceedings is appropriate. Rule 42(a)
provides that, if actions involve common gquestions
of law or fact, they may be consolidated if
consolidation would 'avoid unnecessary costs or
delay.'

An examination of the case law interpreting Federal
Rule 42(a) demonstrates that "If a common question exists,
courts have often consolidated actions despite differences
in parties," Wright & Miller, Federal Practice and Procedure,
Civil Volume 9, §2383 at 264, Moreover, "The consent of the
carties is not required." Id. at 259.




consolidation will, therefore, only harm CPCo and it is
willing to risk this possibility in crder to have a single
evidentiary presentation and fact-finding determination on
the soil conditions issue.

Conclusion

The foregoing demonstrates that there is good
reason to grant the partial consolidation motion, that
partial consolidation will be conducive to the proper dispatchn
of NRC business and to the ends of justice and that it will
not in any way affect the expeditious resolution of the
Order. Therefore, CPCo requests the Board to consolidate
for discovery, evidentiary presentation and fact finding
purposes the issues relating to soil conditions for safety-
related structures and systems founded in and on plant fill
material in the hearing considering the Order, the operating
license hearing, and any hearing which may be requested and
ordered in connection with CPCo's requested Amendment Nos.
72, 74, 76, 77 and others to its application for construction
pers and operating licenses.
Respectfully submitted,
Wy 2 ) wn
,"//[/ & /. 24’4_
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Michael I. Miller
S

ttorney for Con
Power Company
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UNITED STATES OF AMZRICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

L ] -

)
In the Matter of )

) Docket Nos. 50-329-0OM

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY ) S0-330-0OM
J )
(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2))
)

In the Matter of
Docket Nos. 50-329-0L

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY 50-330-0L

(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Alan s..Farnell, hereby certify that a copy
of Consumers Power Company's Motion For Partial Consclidation
was served upon all persons shown in the attached service
list by deposit in the United States mail, first class,

this 27th day of May, 1980.

CXJL»—~ D. j}uAm~aL(

Alan S. Farnell




Frank J. Kelley, Esq.
Attorney General of the
State of Michigan

Stewart H. Freeman, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General
Gregory T. Taylor, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General
Environmental Protection Div.
720 Law Building

Lansing, Michigan 48913

Myron M. Cherry, Esq.
One IBM Plaza

Suite 4501

Chicago, Illincis 60611

Mr. Wendell H. Marshall
RFD 10
Midland, Michigan 48640

Ivan W. Smith, Esq.

Atomic Safety & Licensing Bd.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com.
washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. Gustave A. Linnenberger
Atomic €-fety & Licensing Bd.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com,
washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Frederick P. Cowan
6152 N. Verde Trail

Apt. B-125

30ca Raton, Florida 33433

Carroll E. Mahanay
Eabcock & Wilcox

P. 0. Box 1260

Lynchburg, Virginia 24505

SERVICE LIST

Grant Merritt, Esq.

Thompson, Nielsen, Klaverkamp & James
4444 1IDS Center

80 South Eighth Street

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402

Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washingten, D.C. 20555

Mr. C. R. Stephens

Chief, Docketing & Service Section
Ooffice of the Secretary

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, D.C. 20555

Ms. Mary Sinclair
5711 Summerset Street
Midland, Michigan 48640

william D. Paton, Esq.

Counsel for the NRC staff

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, D.C. 20555
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Mr. J. ¥. Cook RTedesco
x Vice President DEisnehut/RPurple
Consuriers Power Corpany JRutberg, QELD
1945 \lest Parnall Road JSaltzman, AIG
Jackson, Michigan 49201 &

Attorney, OELD
Dear Mr. Cook:

Subject: Completjon of Soils Remediql Activities Review

In several ieetings and discussions held during the months of April and Fay 1982, - -
you were informed by the staff of the approach to be used for the review of the

soils remedial activities at Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2. This approach is

intended to make the review process niore consistent with that followed by the

staff for license applications and improve the efficiency of the staff review.
Specifically, the previous ctaff practice of approving each individual construc-

tion step for each remedial mecsure as the review progresses will Generally be
discontinued by the staff. The staff intends to corplete the entire review

of the soils remedial activities and related matters as an integrated package

and then proceed with ACHS reetinjs and hearing sessions in the normal fashion.

Although no activities cirected to reredial actions for the soils Jeficiencies
ara axpected to b2 approved pric. to completion of the staff's integrated review,
those for which staff review was sub.tantially completed as of April 1, 1982,
are, however, approved. These are discussed below.

Un the bacis of the staff tech” ‘cal review of documents listed in Enclosure 1,

the staff concurs with your pleu to proceea with Phase 2 underpinning activities
(which involve excavation under the feedwater isolatfon valve pit 3nd the turbine -
building) subject to‘the successful completion of conditions listed in Enclosure

2. Accorplishnent of these conditions should be docunented and Region III noti-
fied. Enclosure 3 provides a definition of Phase 2 on which the staff's approval

He are further responding to your letter of Hay 10, 1982, which addresses certain
soils construction work you belfeve had staff approval prior to the Licensing
Board's lierorandum and Urger of April 30, 1982, Staff comments and conclusions
on Paragrephs I and II are provided in Enclosure 4.

T R et emines Bsimcsscmasisrensess Rrsmsspinressinessis frsssscrsssmitassomsses Josiesssomssoonmmmtnns b oense t o
PRI Rovtosissemmmorisomens Jassssssssissimsrisress [rassiommmessssommeotis fissmtemsisstosionssanmio B

SVE B v cornsrssscimmassenss ossssmmonsessoassnsireas Bossassnassssrisassassens Rossrssorsssssansntstssse fossiomssnsssessistsonses fosserssmeonmsrmesontane
'S FOAM 218 (10-%0) NACH 0240 OFFICIAL RECORD COPY




tir. J. W. Cook

With respect to your Para
remedial work with full
written approval had not
stopped in accordance with the
currence so that the work can

W
.

in this cateqgory are:

1) 1installation
fnstallation
that were not prev
(3) 1nstallation of mo

2)

Items (1) and (2) are conditionall

respectively,

toring system instruments and mou
stopped because Region III concur
that Region III will provide expl
Towing resolution of existing QA

Your letter of May 10, 1982, al
defining which soils at the

to be under and around safet
1982, conference telephone cal
Consuniers proposed to use this
fn Sections VI(1)(a),
The Board's subsequent

staff to advise the Board of th
results of our review are prese
mitments to modify the drawing,
pose of defining areas around

Order.

In additfon, Enclosure
its reviev of the soils
information provided by your letter of M
Certain of the information needs may alr
provide your response s
Once your schedule is p

are requested to
of this letter.

(b) and (

graph III, you note you
avareness and concur~ence
been obtained.

8 1ists the informat{on
remedfal work,

corpletion schedule for this effort,

be reactivated.

of deep-seated benchmarks,
and operatfon of constru
fously operating,
nitoring system instruments and mounting.

and

¥ approved as addressed
em (3), your letter notes
nting for the auxilifary buil
rence has not been obtained.
fcit written confirmation of i
deficiencies,

so forvarded Drawing 7220-C-
Midland site are safety related

-related structures and systems),
T with the Licensing Board and

of the star
You also noted that

Order and requested that the s
The three work

required by
This 1ist 1s based

be

ction dewatering wells

by Enclosure 5 and 6,
that work on the mon{-
ding is presently
We are advised
RC approval fol-

45 for purposes of
(f.e., are considered
During a May 5,
hearing partfes,
or the term “around”
c) of the Board's April 30, 1982, Memorandum and
Memorandum and Order of May 7, 1
e results of its review of Drawi
nted in Enclosure 7; and,
we find this drawing to
safety-related structures and

are continuing with certain sofls
f for which explficit
this work has been
taff verify its con-
items you {dentified

982, requested the
ng 7220-C-45,
on the basis of your come
acceptable for the pur-

systenms,

The

the staff to conclude
upon staff review of
arch 31, 1982, and earlier submittals.
eady have been transmitted by you. You
chedule within seven (7) days of rec
eceived, the staff will develop the

efpt
review
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"r. J. u. co“ - 3 -

The reporting and/or recordkeeping requirements contained in this letter affect
fewer than ten respondents; therefore, OMB clearance is not required under P.L.
96-511. :

Sincerely,

'Orig’nal signed iy
Darrell G. Eisenzyf

Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Divisfon of Licensing

Enclosures:
As stated

cc: See next page
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MIDLAND

Mr. J. W. Cook

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

cc:

Michael I. Miller, Esq.
Ronald G. Zamarin, Esq.
Alan S, Farnell, Esq.
Isham, Lincoln & Beale
Suite 4200

1 First National Plaza
Chicago, Illinois 60603

James E. Brunner, Esq.
Consumers Power Company
21Z West Michigan Avenue
Jackson, Michigan 49201

Ms. Mary Sinclair
5711 Summerset Drive
Midland, Michigan 48640

Stewart H. Freeman

Assistant Attorney General

State of Michigan Environmental
Protection Division

720 Law Building

Lansing, Michigan 48913

Mr. Wendell Marshall
Route 10
Midland, Michigan 48640

Mr. Roger W. Huston
Suite 220

7910 Woodmont Avenue
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Mr. R. B. Borsum

Nuclear Power Generation Division

Babcock & Wilcox
7910 Woodmont Avenue, Suite -220
Beth-:da, Maryland 20814

Cherry & Flynn

Suite 3700

Three First National Plaza
Chicago, Illinois 60602 ’

Mr. Don van Farrowe, Chief .
Division of Radiological Health
Department of Public Health
P.0. Box 33035

Lansing, Michigan 48909

William J. Scanlon, Esq.

, 2034 Pauline Boulevard

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48103

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Resident Inspectors Office

Route 7

Midland, Michigan 48640

Ms. Barbara Stamiris
5795 N, River
Freeland, Michigan 48623

Mr. Paul A. Perry, Secretary
Consumers Power Company

212 W. Michigan Avenue
Jackson, Michigan 49201

Mr. Walt Apley
c/o Mr. Max Clausen
Battelle Pacific North West Labs (PNWL

‘Battelle Blvd. -

SIGMA IV Building N
Richland, Washington 99352

Mr. I. Charak, Manager

NRC Assistance Project
Argonne National Laboratory
9700 South Cass Avenue
Argonne, I1lincis 60439

James G. Keppler, Regional Administrate

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Region III

799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, I1linois 60137

Mr. Steve Gadler
2120 Carter Avenue
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108
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Mr. J. W. Cook

cc:

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

white Oak

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

ook 3 Auge, fanager

Facility Design Engineering
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Enclosure 8

LISTING OF ENCLOSURES

"Basis for Staff Concurrevce for Start of Phase 2°*
“Conditfons for Staff Acciptance of Phase 2"

“Definition of Phase 2 Underpinning Activities and Quality
Assurance Plans for Sofls Activities™

"Staff Corments on Continuing or Planned Sofls Activities
Previously Approved by the Staff*®

“Installation of Deep Sgated Benchinarks"

"Construction Dewatering tells®
“Staff Evaluation of Drawing 7220-C-45*

"Additional Information Required to Corplete Staff Review of
Soils Reredial Work"
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ENCLOSURE 1
BASIS FOUR STAFF COKCYRRENCE FOR START OF PHASE 2

Letter to R. Vollmer from R. T. Hanmilton, dated July 8, 1975, transnitting
Bechtel quality assurance topical BQ-TOP-1, Revision 1A .

Letter to H. R. Denton from J. W. Cook, dated September 30, 1881, Subaitting
the Auxiliary Building Dynamic Model, Technical Report on Underpinning the
Auxiliary Building and Feedwater Isolatfon Valve Pits

Letter to H. R. Denton from J. W. Cook, dated November 16, 1981, on Response t
the NRC Staff Request for Additfonal Information Pertaining to the Proposed ur g

pinning of the Auxiliary Buildirg and Feedwater Isolation Valve Pits

Hearing testimony by CPC witnesses (Johnson, Burke, Geruld, Corley and Sozen)'c u
renedial underpinning work for the Midland Auxiliary Building, lovember 19, 1¢B

Hearing testirony of D. Hood, J. Kane and M. Singh concerning the Remedial Unc%i,
pinning of the Auxiliary Building Area, dated 11/20/81

Hearing testirony of F. Rinaldi, dated 11/20/81

Letter to H. R. Dantor. from J. W. Cook, dated 11/24/81 on Test Results, Aux111:'f
Building, Part 2, Soil Boring and Testing Progranm

Letter to H. R. Denton from J. K. Cook, dated December 3, 1981, with Addendun §

Technical Report On Underpinning the Auxiliary Building and Feeduater lsoloati;j;
Valve Pits

Letter to H. R. Denton from J. K. Cook, dated January 6, 1982, on Auxiliary .
Euilding Underpinning - Freezewall; Effects of Freezewall on Utilities and Str
Lures - J
. h . ! &
Letter to H. Denton and J. Keppler from J. W. Cook, dated January 7, 1982, traﬁi}
rnitting general Quality Plan for underpinning activities and Quality Plans and .
Q-Listed activities for SWPS and Auxiliary Building Underpinning '

Cesign audits of January 13-20, 1982 (Swmary dated March 10, 1982); Feburary }-
1982; March 16-19, 1982; and meeting of February 23-26, 1932, (Summary dated
arch 12, 1982)

Letter to H. R. Denton fron J. H. Cook, dated February 4, 1982, on Auxiliary
Building Access Shaft - Rugering Method for Soldier Pile Moles
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ENCLOSURE 1

Letter to J. W. Cook from R. L. Tedesco, dated February 12, 1982, on Staff
Concurrence for Activation of Freezewal]

Letter to H, R. Denton from J. W. Cook, dated March 10, 1982, on Protection
of Excavation Face = Auxiliary Building Underpinning Shaft

Summary of March 8, 1982 Telephone Conversation Regarding Sofl Spring Stiyf-

nesses for Auxilfary Building Underpinring and Phase Il Construction, dated
March 11, 1982

Letter to H, R, Denton from J,. W. Cook, dated March 31, 1982, on Response to
the KRC Staff Request for Additional Information Required for Completion of

Staff review of Phases 2 and 3 of the Underpinning of the Audiliary Building
and Feedwater Isolatfon Valve Pits

Letter to J. Keppler from J, W. Cook, dated April 5, 1982, describing Quality
Assurance for Reredial Foundation Hork

Letter to H. Denton from J. W, Cook, dated Apri} 26, 1982, transmi%ting
quality assurance topfcal CPC-1-A, Revision 12
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Enclosure 2

CONDITIONS FOR STAFF ACCEPTANCE OF PHASE 2

1. Deep-seated bench marks DSB-AS1 and DSB-AS2. DSB-AS1 and DSB-AS2 shall be .-
installed at a distance not to exceed >-feet from the wall of the main auxilfary
butlding which {s founded at Elevation 562, Actual locaticns of these installed
bench marks and any modifications in tolerance criteria required on Orawing
C-1493(Q) due to changes from the orfginal DSB-AS locations shall be docurented,

Monitoring instrumentation re uired to be installed. The following deep seated
benchmarks and relative-absolute heasurerent devices fdentified ~n audited
drawings shall be properly installed and operating for at least 7 days prior to
drifting under the turbine building or Feedwater Isolation Valve Pit (FIVP):

Deep-Seated Benchmarks Relative-Absolute
Measurement Devices

0SE-1u DSB-AS1 DHD-1W
050-1E DSE-AS2 DiD-1E
LSB-2W D5C-AN DMD-11
DSC-2E DiD=-12
DSB-34 OKD-13
DSB-3E

strain qauce installation. Revisfons shall be made to the proposed instrumenta-
tion shown in drawing (-1495, “Instrumentation - Elevation 695 - 5/16" fo.
Euilding Settlement Monitoring*. On the sectional view at the wall at Coluim
Lines 7.4 and 7.8, change the orfentation of proposed lower strain gauges between
Elevations 584 to 614 to be perpendicular to the orientation shown on Drawing
C-1495, Figure 3 in the March 31, 1982 submittal. On this sarme sectional view,
add an additional strain gauge between Elevations 646 to 659 at an inclination
similar to the above recorrendad orientation. Also, correct the labeling of
column Tines H and G which 1s reversed on the copy of the sectional view sub-
mitted to the staff,

Pier load test procedures. The following modifications and additions shall be
nade to the pier load test procedures provided by the April 22, 1982 submittal
from J, Cook to N, Denton, “Response to the NRC Staff Request for Additional
Information Required for Completion of Staff Review of the Borated Water Storage
Tank and Underpinning of the Seryice Water Pump Structure.® (Consurers Pover
Corpany (CPCo) stated that, although the procedures were submitted for under-
pinning work for the service water purp structure, the procedures are applicable
to the pier load test to be conducted during Phase 2 underoinning work for the
duxiliary building,)
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- e ENCLOSURE 2

The maxirum required test load should be equal to 1.3 times the ma x{mum
anticipated desfgn load. As an alternative, should there be structural
difficultfes in developing the required reaction load for the prior test,
the staff would accept a procedure where the maxinum test load for the -
pfer load test was equal to 90 percent the maxirum anticip

load and a plate load test (ASTM D1194) was performed to a

load equal to 130 percent of the maximum anticipated design load.

Page 12 of submittal).

Significant modifications to the specified ASTM D1143-81 test procedures,
as may be appropriate, require advanced notification and approval of the
Region III Office. (See Page 12 of subuittal.)

The rate of settlement shall not exceed 0.005 inch per hour when controle
Ting the length of time that the 90% test load increment is to be main-
tained. (See Page 12 of submittal).

In order to provide a more positfve reduction of skin friction, plywood
sheeting coated with 1/8~inch thick bitumen (or equivalent) shall be
installed on all test pier sides prior to perforiing the pier load test
as a replacement for the plastic sheeting propesed by CPCo, (See Page
12 of subnittal).

To permit correlation with the previously approved measures proposed by
CPCo to dermonstrate the adequate foundation capacity of the other
installed piers, a minimum of two in sftu density tests and five cone
penetroneter tests shall be performed on the soil at the bottom of the
pier selected for test loading,

Construction dewatering. During underpinning cf the auxiliary building area,
the upper phreatic surface shall be maintained a minfrum of 2 feet in depth
below the bottom of any underpinning excavation at any given time. The final
plan for the dewatering system shall ke established and 1nplemen§ed fn advance
of drifting under the Lurbine building or FIVP. The dewatering plan should
include the locatione and depths of the dewatering wvells and plezometers
(observation wells). Criteria for monitoring loss of soil particles due to
puming shall be the same as those previously approved by the staff for the
construction dewatering of the service water pump structure (R, Tedesco letter
of April 2, 1982) or for the permanent dewatering wells (R. Tedesco letters of
June 18, September 2, and October 22, 13%1).

Monitoring moverent of FlVvpPs. Jacking of the FIVP back to its orfginal positibn
shall be required 1f the relative settlement between the reactor containzent and
the FIVP reaches a tota) settlement of 3/3-inches since the time piping connec-

tions vere made.
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ENCLOSURE 3

DEFINITION OF PHASE 2 UNDERPINNING ACTIVITIES

AND QUALITY ASSURANCE PLAN
FOR SOILS ACTIVITIES : :

Phase 2 construction activities for the Midland auxiliary building underpinning are
Bechtel drawing C-1418-1(Q) Revision A, "Auxiliary Building - Underpinninc
Construction Sequence®, and assocfated plan and logic drawing C-1418(Q), Revision A,
the staff during an audit meeting

With respect to quality assurance requirements for Phase 2 work ,
H. Denton/J. Keppler dated January 7, 1982, general Quality Plan for
underpinning activities along with quality plans for the service water pump struc- - -
ture underpinning system and for the auxiliary building underpinning system and
FIVPs. These plans describe the basic QA program controls to be applied to items
and activities associated with the sofls remedial work. We find these plans,
fncliuding the QA prograns described in Revision 12 of Consumer's QA Topical Report
CPC-1A and Bechtel's QA Topical Report BQ-TOP-1, Rev, 1A, acceptable for the soils
remedial work, However, a condition for this finding 15 that these Guality assur-
ance plans and programs are to apply to 1) all items and activities identified in
the ASLB llemorandunm and Order of April 30, 1982, and 2) all of the to-go under-
pinning Q-1isted and non Q-11sted work described in your April 5, 1982 letter to
J. Keppler, except that work stated in attachrient 1 of that letter. We interpret
these plans and program to mean that the Hidland Project Quality Assurance Depart-
ment will be actively fnvolved sub-contractor's, and
consultant's quality assurance capabilities and assuring thorough review of pro-
cedures and verifications that hardware s built and work s performed in accord-
ance with design, specification, and procedural requfrements. Accordingly, we
conclude that the above referenced Quality Plan is acceptable for implementation
as cescribed above. Since the foregoing conforms to the Apri) 30, 1962, Board
Order, any deviations must be reported to the staff.

~
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ENCLOSURE 4

STAFF COMMENTS ON COMTINUING OR PLAKNED
APPROVED BY THE

SOILS ACTIVITIES PREVIOUSLY
STAFF

The following comments are provided to clarify the staff's prior approvals of ;

renedial soils activities at
-, I and II of CPCo's May 10, 1982, letter is

"1.b.

*1.¢

the Midland Plant. Each listed ftem in paragraphs

presented and addns_sed.

Phase I Work (Auxiliary Building Underpinning)*

The specific activities for Phase I work referred to 1n our letter of
concurrence (Reference 5) for installation of the vertical access shafts
were those defined by Consumer's Orawing "Underpinning Auxiliary Building
Construction Sequency Logic” dated January 20, 1982,

Access Shaft (Auxiliary Building Underpinning)®

This 1tem is included 1n the staff's definftion of
discussed under paragraph I.a. above.

“Phase I work" and 1s

Freezewall Installation, Underground Utility Protection, Soil Removal

fribbing and Related Hork in SuDport of the Freezewall lnstallation,

reezewall ronitoring and Freezewa activation

References 5 and 7 provided staff cencurrences
and activation, respectively, These approvals were based upon CPCo's plan
to eliminate the inducement of stresses to the conduits and piping because
of heaving by excavating the soil directly beneath affected utilities within
the projected area of influence of the freezewall before ground freezing
begins. The approvals also recognized your cormitments (1) to demonstrate
to the staff's satisfaction that recompression of the foundation sofls
bencath the piping or ducts has been corpleted before backfilling the
excavation, and (2) to notify Region 111 personnel prior td drilling near
seisnic Category I underground utilities and structures. Tiie approval was
further contincent upon the successful audit by the NRC Regional Uffice III
of the implementation procedures for excavation and monitoring,

for freezewall 1nstallation

The information which proyided the basis for staff review and approval was
provided by CPCo's letters of Hovember 16 and 24, 1981, and January 6, 1982,
and by hearing testinony of your consultant, J, P, Gould.

Consequently, the staff agrees that prior explicit concurrence for the
activities listed by paragraph I.c. of CPCo's letter, May 10, 1982 had
been obtained frcu the staff prior to the April 30, 1982 Urder, except
for the arbicuous phase you included “and related work in support of...".
Therefore, the staff did not approve “related vork® 1n its letters of
concurrence or other records.
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ENCLOSURE 4

"l.d. Installation and Operation of the Permanent Site Dewatering System®

The fdentity and location of the 65 permanent dewatering wells approved
by the staff are given in References (1), (2) and (4). Installation and
monitoring aspects of the permanent site dewatering system, exculding
seismic aspects, was to be performed as Q-1{sted activities following
staff review and approval of associfated quality assurance and quality
control documents. :

Operatfon of Existing Construction Dewatering Wells*

The only construction dewatering wells approved by the staff are those
identiffed by References (6) and (10). This item is further discussed

in Enclosure 6. As noted. therein, however, constructfon wells installed |
and monitored to procedures equivalent to those for permanent wells may |
be considered acceptable. ]

FIVP Proof Load Test"

The staff has no record or recollection of concurrence for a FIVP proof
load test. Therefore, this test is not approved,

Installation and Activation of Cevatering System for the Service Water
Punp Structure”

Staff approval was indicated by Reference (10), subject to certain come
mitted chances specified therein.

The Repair of Cracks in the Borated Water Storage Tank Ring Wall®

Staff approval was indicated by Reference (9), which noted your come
mitnent to pressure grout at least all cracks with widths in excess of
10 ef1s. This activity follows the completion of the valve pit sur-
charge programs which were also the subjects of prior staff approvals
(References (3) and (8)).

In surmary, ambiguity associated with CPCo's use of the terms “Phase | work™ and
"related [freeze wall] work® preclude confirmation of specific prior approval of
these activities. Similarly, faflure by CPCo to fdentify the particular existing §
construction dewatering wells precludes us from deternining whether previous staff
concurrence had been indicated. No description or discussion is provided for a

"FIVP proof load test" and no record of prior staff approval can be located. Cone -
sequently, continuation of these activities in conformance with the foregoing

starf coments will be in accordance with the Board Herorandum and Crder of

April 30, 1982, Any deviations nust be reported and approved by the staff.
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References: (1)

(2)

-

(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

(7
(8)

(9)

-3 ENCLOSURE 4

R. Tedesco letter of June 18, 1981, “"Staff Concurrence on
Installatfon of Twelve Backup Dewatering Wells" '
R. Tedesco letter of September 2, 1981, “Staff Concurrence
on Installation of Efght Backup Dewatering Wells”

« Tedesco letter of September 25, 1981, “Staff Concurrence

on Surcharging of Valve Pits for Borated Water Storage Tank
Foundations® ‘ '
R. Tedesco letter on October 22, 1981, "Staff Concurrence
on Installation of Permanent Dewatering Wells and Request
for Additional Informetion®

R. Tedesco letter of November 24, 1981, "Staff Concurrence
for Construction of Access Shafts and Freezewall {a Pre-

- paration for Underpinning the Auxiliary Building and Feed-

water Isolatfon Valve Pits*
R. Tedesco letter of December 28, 1981, "Staff Concurrence
for Five Temporary Dewatering Wells®

« Tedesco letter of February 12, 1982, "Staff Concurrence
for Activation of Freezewall™
R. Tedesco letter of February 26, 1982, "Staff Concurrence
on Removal of Surcharge from Borated Hater Storage Tank
Valve Pits"
R. Tedesco letter of March 26, 1982, “Staff Concurrence for

Grouting of Cracks in Concrete Foundations of Borated Water
Storage Tanks"

(10) R. Tedesco letter of April 2, 1982, "Staff Concurre.ice for
Installatfon and Operatfon of Construction Dewatering and
Observation Hells for the Service \later Pump Structure®
N
|
\
|
- |
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ENCLOSURE 5

STAFF CONCURRENCE ON INSTALLATION OF DEEP SEATED BENCHMARKS

CPCo's letter of May 10, 1982 states that installatfon of deep-seated benchmarks [
is being carried out by Woodward Clyde Consultants, which 1s subject to its own §
quality assurance program and procedures approved by Consumers and previously
subject to staff inspections. We are advised that these NRC inspections have '
resulted in a finding that these activities are being conducted to an acceptable ? .
quality assurance program. i+

CPCo has also provided the staff. with information on the installation of
deep-seated benchmarks and relative-absolute {nstrumentation beginning with the
design audit of January 18-19, 1982 and continuing through the submittal of
March 31, 1982 (Letter from J. Cook to H. Denton, Response to the KRC Staff
Request for Additional Information Required for Completion of Staff Review of
Phases 2 and 3 of the Underpinning of the Auxiliary Building and Feedwater
Isolation Valve Pits). The information for the auxiliary building underpinning
work which has been provided includes locations, depths, elevations, instru-
mentation accuracy and typical installation details of the proposed instru-
wents. This information is contained in the following documentation:

a. Technical Specification for Honitoring Instrumentation for Underpinning
Construction, Specification 7220-C-198(Q), January 18, 1982 Rev. 0
(Provided at the February 3, 1982 Design Audit)

Drawings C-14°0(Q) and C-1491(Q), Auxiliary Building, Instrumentation
Location for Underpinning, Janur-, 20, 1982; Revision 1 (Provided at
the February 3, 1982 Design *udit)

Drawing C-1493(Q), Auxiliary Building and F.1.V.P., Instrumentation
System and Monftoring Matrix, May 29, 1982, Rey, A (Provided bx
applicant's*letter of March 31, 1982)

d. Sketches of Carlson Stress Meter and Telltale Installations, Midland
Plant Instruments for Pler Measurements, January 15, 1982

On the basis of the technical review by the Staff and 1ts consultants of the info o
nation in the above documents, including the quality assurance program, the staff [
concurs with Consumer's proceeding with the installation of the deep-seated bench §

marks and relative-ahsolute instrumentation for monitoring the auxiliary building BEEE
underpinning work,
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ENCLOSURE 6

CONSTRUCTION DEWATERING WELLS
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ENCLOSURE 7
STAFF EVALUATION OF DRAWING 7220-C-45

Staff requirements for this drawing were provided by the staff on May 7, 1982,
to Messrs J. Mooney, J. Schaub and others of CPCi. These were: :

(1) The seismic Category I retaining wall t3 the east of the service
water rump structure 1s shown to be located in the non~Q zone.
CPCo should revise the drawing to provide for Q-11sted control
in the vicinity of this wall.

The drawing should be revised to provide for Q control of soils
activities for the emergency cooling water reservoir (ECWR), the
concrete service water discharge lines, and the perimeter and
baffle dikes adjacent to the ECHWR,

CPCo should implement Q controls for certain aspects of work out-
side the Q zone of Drawing 7220-C-45 which could impact safety
related structures and systems, Examples include potential
removal of fines by dewatering wells, improper location of borings

near the Q boundary, and sofl excavations at the boundary involving
both Q and non-Q areas.

CPCo should re-confirm that no sefsnic Category I underground
utilities extend beyond the Q area bounds of the drawing.

CPCo's letter of May 10, 1982 notes the intent to revise the drawing to address
the ECHR corponents and other appropriate areas. CPCo has also identified
during the i'ay 7 telephone discussion additional measures being implemented to
assure proper location for drillings.

On the basis of CPCo's commitnent to extend the controls of soils activities to
incorporate these staff requirements, the staff approves the use of Urawing
7220-C~45 for defining the areas around safety-related structures and systems

within which the restrictions and requirements of the April 30, 1982, Memorandum
and Urder shall apply.
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ENCLOSURE 8

ADDITION INFORMATION REQUIRED TO COMPLETE STAFF REVIEW OF
SOILS REMEDIAL WORK

1. Provide the following 1nformation regarding the Auxiliary Building and Feedwater
Isolatfon Valve Pits;: _ . b
1.1 redesign of stiffened bulkhead against earth pressures during drift
excavation to install needle beam assembly . '
1.2 revise report on crack evaluation to include consfderation of the
effects of multiple cracks
1.3 analysis of the construction condition using a subgrade modulus of
70 KCF and provide results A ’ :
1.4 allowable differential settlements for Phase 3 (based on 1.3 above)
pamy & horizontal movement acceptance criterfa for Phase 3 for instruments
at top of EPAs and control tower
1.6 as-butlt report with confirmatory detaf] on underpinning 1n FSAR
upon completion of construction
1.7 acceptance criterfa for strain monitors for Phase 3
1.8 acceptability of 1.5 FSAR SSE versus SSRS as bounding design
1.9 mo:?od to be followed for transfer of Jacking load into permanent
wa
1.10 corplete design analyses of permanent underpinning wall
1.11 updated construction sequence for Pliases 3 and 4 '
1.12 settlement monitoring program to be required during plant operation
with action levels and remedfal reasures {dentified (Tech. Spec. ).
Include RBA, EPA and Control Tower
1.13 plans and details for permanently backfilling underpinning excava-
:;ogs including compaction specifications for granular f1ll under
v
1.14 procedure to be required for detecting extent of planar openings
uncovered in drift excavations and controls to minimize their
effects, ' T
. ‘\
2. Provide the following information regarding the Service Water Pump Structure:
2.1 acceptability of 1.5 FSAR SSE versus SSRS as bounding design
2.2 sliding calculation using site-specific response spectra (SSRS)
sefsnic loads and provide results with basis for assumed sofl
fnput parameters :
2.3 stress condition for existing parts of structure:
ga} Maxirum stresses .
b) Critical combinations
¢) Identify true critical elements based on actual rebar
250 NI ! o SN GRS SUNUUNUIN SRR S
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ENCLOSURE 8

calculation for determining lateral earth pressures under dynamic
loading . )
settlement monftoring program to be required during plant operation
with action levels and remedial measures identified (Tech. Spec.)
as-buflt report with confirmatory data on underpinning in FSAR upon
completior of construction .

report on crack evaluation to 1nclude consideration of the effects
of. multiple cracks.,

the following information regarding the Borated Water Storage Tanks:

adequacy of governing load combination used 1n design

acceptability of 1.5 FSAR SSE versus SSRS as bounding design
settlement monftoring program to be required during plant operation
with action levels and remedial measures fdentified (Tech. Spec.)

as-built report with confirmatory data in FSAR on completed con-
struction

Provide the following fnformation regarding underground pipes:

4.1 basis for modeling of the piping inside the building in the terminal
end analyses

4.2 controls to be required during plant operation to pervent placement
of heavy loads over buried piping and conduits

4.3 as-built report with confirmatory data 1n FSAR on completed construce
tion

4.4 Justification why the BWST lines are not to be rebedded from the tank
farm dike to the auxilfary building

4.5 a 1ist of all penetratfons for underground seisnic Category I piping.
Revise and submit your pipe monitoring program to include periodic
measurements of rattelspace for plant operating 1ife. - Provide Justifi-
catifon for all exceptions, .

4.7 Justification for the high (beyond limits) reportea settlement stesses

Provide the following information regarding the Diesel Generator Building:

5.1 @ structural reanalysis considering:

(a) Presurcharge conditions

(b) Conditions during the surcharge

(c) 40-year settlement effects

(d) The combined effects of (a) through (c) above
a structual reanalysis assuming reductfon 1n sofl spring stiffnesses
between bays 3 and 4 on the south side and beneath adjacent cross wall
a statistical evaluation of settlements to evaluate impact of survey

Inaccuracies versus actual differentfal settlements which have been
experienced

OFFice )| ..
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ENCLOSURE 8

5.4 acceptability of 1.5 X ssg (FSAR) versus SSRS for bounding dest

5.5 criterfa relating crack width and spacing to reinforcing steel stress

5.6 settlement monitoring program tc be required during plant operation
with action Yevels and remedial measures {dentified Tech. Spec.)

5.7 evaluatfon of effect of past and future differential settlements to

6. Provide a settlement monitoring program to be required dur1ﬁg plant opcrction

7. Provide the following 1nformation regarding the Permanent dewatering system;
i) 7.1 risults Bf the dewatcring recharge tisti )
7.2 technical specification requirements on the permanent dewatering _
system, .
7.3 a summary dicussion of your contingency plans which would be fmplemented
in the event groundwater levels at critical locations exceed Timits 1n
the technical specifications. ot
8. Provide a settlement monitoring program to be required for structures founded on
natural sofls and plant f111 which have not been identified above with action
levels and remedial Measures fdentified. (Tech, Spec. )
! Y
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General Offices: 1945 West Parnall Road, Jeckson, MI 49201 + (517) 7880453
June 1, 1982

Harold R Denton, Director

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Division of Licensing

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

MIDLAND PROJECT
MIDLAND DOCKET NO 50-325, 50-330
SCHEDULE FOR RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION ON SOILS REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES
FILE: 0485.16 SERIAL: 17293
REFERENCE: NRC LETTER DATED 5/25/82 TO
J W COOK FROM D G EISENHUT

James W Cook
Vice Pressdent - Propects, Engimeering

Vour referenced letter requests a response to Enclosure 8 within seven days,
noting when technical responses will be completed for each of the questions.
Enclosure 8 lists several specific requests for "additional information
required to complete staff review of soils remedial work."

A response to each of the requests in Enclosure 8 will be submitted by

June 15, 1982. For those questions that require dats based on future
construction, the June 15 response will include a general discussion of the
subject and an anticipated date for completing the response once the

N pmsg W, Corl

underpinning is complete.

JWC/WJC/acre
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UNITED STATES Kl
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION \ ¥ \IPr
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 - ‘

MIDLAND - PRsE 2 g

MML. DG UNDBRAIWWG

MEMORANDUM ¢ ARk AR, Assistant Director Ly wt WS 2T et A
' ' Gorny =0 ) NEL e 0
Division of Licensing Sﬁﬂﬁ ZS‘)Q%’ Bt it
v a -
James P. Knight, Assistant Director ). Cax
for Components & Structures Engineering
Division of Engineering

SUBJECT : MIDLAND PLANT UNIT NOS. 1 AND 2

The applicants submittals regarding Phase 2 of the underpinning repair work

at the Midland Plant have been reviewed from the standpoint of Structural and
Geotechnical engineering. We conclude that the Phase 2 program is acceptable
provided that certain modifications and requirements are incorporated. The
enclosure to this memo entitled "Midland Plant, Provisions for Acceptance of
Phase 2" licts the modifications and requirements we believe necessary. Based
on discussions with your staff we understand that the transmittal of these
provisions to the applicant will include specific instructions to document

the accomplishment of these actions and inform Region III as that documentation

is available for the Inspectors examination. We believe that this approach 1s
appropriate.

-~ N e——
——

James P, Knight, Assistant Director
for Components & Structures Engineering
Division of Engineering

. Yol lmer
. Eisenhut
Purple

. Adensam
. Hood

. Hernan
schauer
. Lear
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Hid‘land Plant

Provisfons for Acceptance of Phase 2

Deep-seated bench marks DSB-AS]1 and DSB-AS2. DSB-AS) and DSB-AS2 shall be

installed at a distance not to exceed 5-feet from the wall of the Main
Auxiliary Building which s founded at Elevation 562. Actual locations of
these installed bench marks and any modifications in tolerance criteria

required on Drawing C-1493(Q) due to changes from the origiml DSB-AS
» \_

\t \\g (T AN AR B L e ‘ :\-"_” L
Tocations shall be documented. f;!: et oy v g\ . it
TRl S bl am SSAY 1ieee Ka

MmodinTian e e R ’

Monitoring devices required to be installed. The following devices shall

be properly installed and operating prior to drifting under the turbine
building or FWIV pit.

¢ bl \ SO LR P 4 "_ ""‘“1
ek ¥

“"w ¥ anke oA
DSB-1W DSB-AS1 DMD-1W Pl Bef N e
DSB-1E DSB-AS2 OMD-1E s i Dl
DSB-2wW DSB-AN D11 " e
DSB-2E DMD-12 .
DSB-3W OMD-13
DSB-3E

Strain gage installatfon. The following revisions shall be made to the

proposed instrumentation shown on drawing C-1495, “Instrumentation -

E1. 695 - 0 5/16" for Bldg. Settlement Monitoring".

a. With reference to drawing C-1495 Sectional View - Wall at Col. Lines
5.3 and 5.6. Reorientate the proposed vertical strain gage installation

_ between Elevations 646 to 659 to a slape 71»11" to lower gagcsjctno{
Elevatfons 584 to 614. . -



With reference 10 drawing C-1495, Sectional View-¥i1ll at Col. Lines
7.2 and 7.8. Change orientation of pronosed Tower strain gages between

Elevations 584 to 614 to be perpendicular to orientation shown on

Drawing C-1495 in the March 31, 1982 submittal (Figure 3). On thia ma

same sectiona! view add an additional strain gage between Elevations .
646 to 659 at an inclination similar to the above recommended orientation.
(The label/ng of columr. 1ines H and G is reversed on the copy of this

sectional view submitted to the staff.)

Pier load test procedures. The following modifications and additions shall be

made to the pier load test procedures provided by the April 22, 1982 submittal
from J. Cook to H. Denton entitled "Response to the NRC Staff Request for
Additional Information Required for Compietion of Staff Review of the Borated
Water Storage Tank and Underpinning of the Service Water Pump Structure."

(It 1s the NRC Staff's understanding that, although the procedures were
submitted fo underpinning work for the Service Water Pump Structure, the

procedures are applicable to the pier load test to be conducted during Phase 2

underpinning work for the Auxiliary Biilding.)

Page 12. Th2 maximum required test load should be equal to 1.3 times

the maximum anticipated design load. As an alternative, should there be

structural difficulties in developing the required reaction loid for the

pier test, the NRC Staff would accept a prs:edure where the maximum test

load for the pier load test was aqual to }Eiiimwcent the max. anticipated
~

design load and a plate load test (ASTM 0119‘) was performed to a maximum

test load equal to 130 percent of the masimum anticinated design load.




Page 12. Significant modifications to the specified ASTM D1143-81
test procedures, as the Applicant may deem appropriate, require early

notification and the approval of the NRC Regfon III Office.

Page 12. The rate of settlement shall not exceed 0.005 inch per hour
90/s
when controlling the length of time that the Tglz test load increment

Page 12. In order to provide a more positive reduction of skin friction,
plywood sheeting coated with 1/8-inch thick bitumedx or equivalent shall
be installed on all test pier sides prior to performing the pier load
test as a replacement for the plastic sheeting proposed by Consumers

Power,

To permit correlation with the previously approved measures proposed
by the Applicant to demonstrate the adequate foundation capacity of
the other installed piers, a minimum of two in situ density tests and
five cone penetrometer tests shall be performed on the soil at the

bottom of the pier selected for test loading.
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5. Construction Dewatering. During underpinning of the Auxiliary Buildin /\

F 3 -
area, the upper phreatic surface shall be maintained a minimum of 2 feet 2-2:5’5
ol » =
in depth below the bottom of any underpinning excavation at any given time. % '252’3
0 -
The final plan for the dewatering system shall be established and implemented‘%% ;;
-6
in advance of drifting under the turbine building or FWIV pit. The dewatering  cf ";
c
plan should include the locations and depths of the dewatering wells and giﬁ S—E &
<,
piezometers (observation wells). Llastallation.detadte—and %riteria for f‘i\’g e
> .
monitoring loss of soil particles due to pqnping shall be the same as thoses = ?’?’
consYeveTan R~
previously approved by the staff for the ,dewatering of the Service Water 3 Cs_s
Pump Structure. Prowd® (€02l 250 o HESy duet ot LeinTie o S5, €5
fetzownl <o -y 723 ¢
v 3 _g

6. Moritoring movement of Feedwater Isolation Valve Pit (FIVP). Jacking of

e
2

LA

the FIVP back to its original position shall be required if the relative

L4
‘;:“

s

settiement between the Reactor Containment and the FIVP apebetwwsmetim.
Furdtne-duiliing—and—the—®M% reaches a total settlement of 3/8-inches

since the time piping connectioms were made.
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