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Note to: Ross Landsman
Ron Cook
Ron Gardner
Darl Hood

SUBJECT: CPC'S TESTIMONY ON THE CABLE PULLING INCIDENT

I am enclosing CPC's tstimony on the cable pulling incident. Please look it
over and provide me with your comments. I do not know at this point if we or
CPC will go first on this issue. Listed below are questions which I think

should be addressed.

(1) Is there any basis to CPC's assertion that at the March 10 meeting, they
did not coomit that all to-gu underpinning work would be Q-listed unless

specifically exempted? (CPC testimony, p. 11)

(2) Do the Staff's meeting minutes corroborate CPC's belief that there was
no commitment made at the meeting? (CPC testimony, p. 11)

(3) 1Is there any basis to CPC's belief that instrumentation was not Phase 2
and therefore not required to be Q? (CPC testimony, p. 12) -

(4) Did Regfon III think that all wiring for the underpinning had been
compieted? (CPC testimony, p. 13)
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(5) Why do we believe instrumentation was not "well underway?" (cpC

testimony, p. 13)
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Michael N. Wilcove
Attorney, OELD



say that ;;;;;r\;ontxols covuid be i::jf:s/g;/fﬁit NRC
approval was unncccs:ary lecause e fireline :llocation
was essentizlly an lncillary task, I do not believe the

Company bad discussions with NRR concerning it.
N

Q6. Mr. Mocney, could you please describe your views of the
so-called "cable-pulling incident" of March, 1582.

A6. Because I was perscnally involved in these discussions,
1 wish to explain my view of the "cable-pulling" incident
referenced in the Attachments to Mr. Keepler's testimony.
This incident has been the subject of a formal NRC
investigation as to whether material false statements were
made. I believe that the incident arose because of
ineffective communication between the Company and the NRC
staff.

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

//

/

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

Company and NRR and Region III. At this meeting,
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Company sought toc define those underpinning activities which

were considered safety-related and subject to the guality
assurance program and therefore neaded to be Q-lfsted.
Eovever, the NRC Staff did not acceSt the classifications
proposed by the Company and took the pesiticn that all scils
activities beginning with Phase 2 work should be Q-listed
except for specific items for which it coulc be shown, in a
fashion acceptable to the NRC, that there was a specific

basis to justify non-Q treatment.

One area of misun ta“d-“g between the NRC Staff and
the Company was the question of whether the Compahy agreed
to the Staff's position at the March astin
some NRC Staff : rs believed that the Company had com=-
mitted at thit meeting that all to-go underpinning work

would be Q-listed unless specifically exc . 1 and other
Company exployees believe mo such ¢
viewed this meeting as a chance to discuss the issue with
the NRC Staff and not as one at which 2 commitment would be
made. I can recall indicating to the NRC Staff that we
understood the Staff's request for such a commi
that we would "get back to them on it." The NR
meeting minutes do not indicate any such commitment,

corroborating my recollection that no commitment was made.




A second area of misunderstanding arose because of the
failure to define instrumentation installation as either a
part of Phase 1 or Phase 2 of the underpinning Qgrk. The
NRC Staff's position at the March 10 meeting was that they
wanted all underpinning activities beginning with Phise 2 %o
be Q-listed unless specifically excepted. Since instru-
mentation had to be installed and functicning before the

‘gtart of Phase 2 wérk, the Company believed that the NRC
Staff did not reguire that the installation of
instrumentation be covered by the guality assurance pregram.
The Company had stated that calibration of ins:ru:e:ts and

checkout of the system would be Q-listed.

A third area of confusion related to the cozpletion
gtatus of underpinning instrusentation on Marck 10 and 12,
1982. At the March 10 meeting
the impressicn
cozpleted. The NRC investigation conducted to review this

matter determined that statements made by the Company at the

May 10 meeting were understood by several NRC personnel to

mean "work had begun without giving a report on the status

of completion.”

On March 12, 1982, I and others from the Company
initiated a telephone call to Region III Staff. During this

call, the Company identified a list of items which we




believed could justifiably be treated non-Q. The Region III
inspecters we:é provided a matrix which showed that instru-
mentation installation was cne of the items :hat was to be
pon-Q. "With no intenrt to mislead the NRC Staff, but meaning
enly to inform the Region III inspectors that undce
instrumentation work had begun, Alan Boos of Bechtel

"Our instrumentation is essentially well unden

has been pulled -- raceway has been installed." The

Regicn III iunspectors appare tocd these statenments
£
.

to mean that all wiring for ‘ inning instrumentation

had been completed, an unintended inference.

—h o el

Region II1 safety inspection.
covered that instrumentation installation
not compieted. r chen infcrxe
activity was to be Q. In respeonse,

all underpinning instrumentat

fied the activities as Q.

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

-V

the To0=-geC uﬁde*p...-.g work. result of the March 3¢
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commitment by Company Management, instrumentation installed
and cables pulled without being covered by guality assurance
requirements were upgraded to comply with ali quality
assurance requirements. Since March 30, 1982, all

underpinning instrumentatiocn has been installed pursuant to.

quality program requirements.
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Consumers Power Company
ATTN: Mr. James W. Cook
Vice President
Midland Project
1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson, MI 49201

Docket No. 50-329 X‘ )
Docket No. 50-330 : Q Q

Gentlemen:

d B

Thank you for your letier dated January 12: 1981, which you submitted as your
final response to the infraction contained in Inspection Reports No. 50-329/78-03;
No. 50-330/78~03 and the NRC review of this item as commented on in Inspection
Reports No. 50-329/80-30; No. 50-330/80-31; as well as the CPCo final report on
the 50.55(e) item "Report on Seismic Cable Tray Supports.” Serial Howe-164-78,
dated September 8, 1978. Your statement that you are in full compliance is
acknowledged. We will review this matter further during a future inspection.

Sincerely,

G. Fiorelli, Chief
Reactor Construction and
Engineering Support Branch

cc w/ltr ded 1/12/81:

Central Files

Reproduction Unit NRC 200

PDR

Local PDR

NSIC

TIC

Ronald Callen, Michigan
Public Service Commission

Myron M. Cherry

RIII RIII RI
.Qctz;.. ](¢4<f 32:;,"

Sutphin/so Knop Fidrelli
1/28/81
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gonsumers
power

“mpany ::r:;:: - Propects, Emgineening

and Comstrecion

Genersl Offices. 1945 west Parnsil Roed, Jeckson, MI 49201 » (817) 788 0453 -

Jenuary 32, 1981

¥r J G Keppler, Regionel Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region I1II

799 Rocsevelt Rosd

Glen Ellym, IL 60137

MIDLAND PROJECT - SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INFRACTION 50-329/78-03-03;
50-330/78-03-03 (ERRONEOUS WELD IISPECTION RESULTS ON CABLE TRAY SUPPORTS,
LOWER CABLE SPREADING ROOM) FILE: 0.Lk.2 UFI: 73%60%13 SERIAL: 11006

References: (a) CPCo Response tO 1R 50-329/78-03, 50-330/78-03;
Serial Howe-89-78; d& ed June T, 1978

4 (») CPCo Final 50.55(e) Report on Seismic Cable Tray
Supports; Serial Hove-15L-78; dated September &, 1978

(e) NRC IE Inspection Report 50-329/80-30, 50-330/80-31

The infractico jdescribed above was initially responded tc by reference (a).
This supplmental response is provided to clarify the record as to the dste
full compliance VES achieved. The initial response indicated that all of the
required actions should have peen completed by July 1, 1678 and noted that
canpleted corrective actions and the date of full compliance would be stated
through submittel of the final 50.55(e) on the Seismic Cable Tray Supports.
The fipal 50.55(e) report vas submitted on September 8, 1978 by reference (),
and it stated that all the cable trey support welds in question would be in
conformance upon completion of the inspecticn (and repeir 8s pnecessary)
required by the aisposition of Nonconformance Report (NCR 1360) for undercut
conditions usi:g the acceptance eriteria given in Specification Change Notice
No C-304-8003. It was expected that the actions would be completed by
November 1, 1978. KCR 1360 had corrective actions accomplished and vas closed
on November 2y 19768. However, during sub~equent review for closure of the
infraction in March 1960, an ancmaly V72 observe NRC Inspector on
Jhe closure of an earlier Bechtel T associated ¥i .
f =ate That other pecessary revork had

The ancmaly wes thntmwmo o

been accomplished but only that the oversize welds had been accepted as is.

Thus, there was no documented evidence that the necessary revork had been
accomplished on other velds identified as nonconforming oo NCR 987. This NCR

” vas therefore reopened on March 6, 1980 to address the condition. The NCR

was redispositioned. had necessary actions accomplished and was closed on

- October 10, 1980, vhich now constitites the date by which full compliance was
achieved.

— 22T ES ity
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2
Serial 11006

The Region III Inspector, during & Site inspection Cctober 7-10, 1980, revieved
the documentation and hardvare associated with this infraction and the correctiocn
thereof and hes determined that wve are nov in compliance with regquirements. This
{tem has remsined open with the NRC pending formal notificsetion of vhen full
compliance was actually achieved. This letter constitutes that notification.

it W. Cort

DRK/1r

cc: RJCock, NRC Resident Inspector
Midland Nuclear Plant

Deck - ek Gl
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consumers
power

umpa“y ::F:l::: = Projects, Engineening

and Comstruction

-

Genersl CHices 1945 West Parnall Roed, Jackson, M1 48201 « (817) 7880453

January 12, 1961

Mr J G Keppler, Regional Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region III

799 Rocsevelt Road

Glen Ellym, IL 60137

MIDLAND PROJECT - SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE T0 INFRACTION 50-329/78-03-0C
50-330/78-03-03 (ERRONEOUS WELD INSPECTION RESULTS ON CABLE TRAY SUPPORTE,
LOWER CABLE SPREADING ROOM) FILE: 0.k.2 UFI: 73%60%13 SERIAL: 11006

References: (a) CPCo Response to IR 50-329/78-03, 50-330/78-03;
Serial Howe-89-78; dated June T, 1978

(b) CPCo Finel 50.55(e) Report on Seismic Cable Tray
Supports; Serial Howe-16L-78; dated September £, 137

o

(e) NRC IE Inspection Repcrt 50-329/80-30, 50-330/80-31

The infracticn described above was initially responded to by reference (a).
This supplemental response is provided to clarify the record as to the date
full campliance was achieved. The initial response indicated that all of the
required actions should have been completed by July 1, 1978 and noted that
campleted corrective actions and the date of full compliance would be stated
through submittal of the final 50.55(e) on the Seismic Cable Tray Supports.
The final 50.55(e) report was submitted on Septezber 8, 1978 by reference (v),
and it stated that all the cable trey support welds in question would be in
conformance upon completion of the inspection (and repair as nec2ssary)
required by the disposition of Nonconformance Report (NCR 1360) for undercut
conditions using the acceptance eriteris givea in Specification Change Notice
No C-30L-8003. It was expected that the actions would be ccmpleted by
November 1, 1978. KCR 1360 had corrective actions accomplished and was closed
on November 2, 1978. However, during subsequent review for closure of the

{nfraction in March 1 an anom was observe the NRC lnspector on
the closure of an earlier Bechtel NCR (No 587 associated with the subject.
The anom wes that NCR 967 did not indicate thet other necess rework had
been accomplished but on that the oversize welds had been ace ed as is
Thus, there vas no documented evidence tha®t the necess revork had been
gccggplished on other velds identified ac nonconformi on NCR 9B7. This RCR
vas therefore reonened on March 3. 1959 to adaress the condition. The NCE
was redispositioned, had necessary actions sccomp.ished and was closed on
October 10, 1980, vhich now constitutes the date by which full compliance Was
i achieved.

ﬁ
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Serial 11006

The Region 1 ber 7-10, 1980, reviewed
® documentation and hardware associated with this infraction and the correction
liance with re rements. 1his

thereof encd has determined that we are now in ¢
C pending formal notification of. when full

This letter constitutes that notification.

7@«/44(”%-

compliance was actually achieved.

DRK/1r

CC: RJCock, NRC Resident Inspector
Midland Nuclear Plant

- —— ~ . . ——— -
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As a result of the above observation, the NRC inspector goted that NCR 987
was recpened 00 March 6, 1980 bevsuse the licensee€ determined that docu~
pentation was upavailable on the rework and ceinspection: The welds were
reinspected, and QCIR C-30L-15b5W, Log 62820 dated February 28, 1980 was

jpitiated to reinspect the welds. The results of the reinspection was
docupented 4n NCR 987.

NCR 987 was reopened to correct the findings of the reinspection; the
licensee stated that since October 13, 1977 several modifications were
implemented which did not patch with the October 13, 1977 requirements.
Records indicate that the findings were corrected and reinspected with
the exception of three items. These three items were corrected on
October 9, 1980 during the current NRC {nspection. The NCK gg7 is con”
sidered closed as of October 10, 1980.

(open) Upresolved (329/78-06-01; 330/78-0&-01)

Cable trays and fittings not jpcluded 1D the safety related iter list.
Coupon samples from jnstalled cable trays and fittings were collected and
tested. Test reports have pot been issued.

(Open) Unresolved (329/79-12-05; 330/79-12-05)

A proposai to test the PORV addressing three concerns, pamely, leakag®,
operability. and capacity during discharg® of steam, water and two phase
mixes. The facility to conduct reliability tests 0O this valve ip additiod
to the block valve and pressurizer code valve is scheduled t° pe complete
in March 1981; the actual tests will be scbeduled thereafter.

(Closed) Unresolved (329/79-12-06; 330/79-12‘06)

1t was previously identified that B&W was reevaluating whether the pressurizer
spray control valves were safety related. The licensee informed the ipspector
that a desig®d chapnge was made jptroducing an auxiliary spray line for which 2
pew specification is beitg developed. As this Dew line 18 considered safety
related, the existing valve is oot required to be updated.

(Open) Ugresolved Iten (329/79-12-08; 330/79-12-08)

It was previously reported that environmental qualification of gaskets and
gealants used in HVAC ductwork was not available. Upnderwriter laboratories

in a letter dated September 28, 1970 tested “Hardcast Tape' for flame spread,
fuel contributed and smoke developed, and determined it acceptable. A letter
from ITT Research Institue dated April 30, 1975 jpdicates that "Hardcast Tape"
was jrradiated with cobalt-60 on Apri 14-16, 1975 and that the jrradiated

elbrittlenent, or apparent changes iP physical properties vere gbserved.

A certificate of conformance was issued from Mionesotd Mining and Mapufactur®
jog Company that weatherbad No. 1202 was nanufactured in strict conformance
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DETAILS

Persons Contacted -

Consumers Power Company

W. R. Bird, Section Head Q.A.E.
J. L. Corley, Section Head IE&T
*M. DeWitt, IE&TV
E. L. Jones, IEAT
D. R. Keating, QA Mechanical Supervisor
*P. K. Kyner, QA Electrical Supervisor
D. Miller, PMO
*M. Shaeffer, Q.A.E.

Bechtel Power Corporation

W. L. Barclay, P.F.Q.C.E.

A. J. Boos, Construction Engineer

P. Corcoran, Resident Assistant Project Engineer
*L. Harrison, QC Inspector

J. N. Mayer, Resident Project Engineer

P. Frankenburg, QAE

E. Smith, Lead QAE
*R. C. Haller, QAE

*Denotes those who did not attend the exit interview. The inspector
also contacted other contractor and liceasee personnel during the course
of the imspection.

Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings

(Open) Noncompliance Item (50-329/78-03-0"; 50-330/78-03-03): The NRC
inspe ‘or, accompanied by licensee representatives, selectively rein-
spectec the welds in accessible areas in the cable spreading room, which
were reported to have been repaired. It was determined that the welds
were found to be acceptable. The licensee was unable to produce records
to indicate that the welds were reinspected. The licensee stated that
repaired welds will be reinspected and documented in inspection reports.
The NRC inspector will review the results of reinspection during a future
inspection.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (50-329/80-01-05; 50-330/80-01-05): During a
previous inspection, it was determined that unapproved drawings were
utilized to install instrument tubing for safety-related flow transmit-
ters. The licensee documented this matter in a NCR No. M-01-04-0002.
Paragraph 5.3.2 and Section 8 of Specification J218(Q) originally re-
qQuired the completed drawings to be submitted "for review, analysis and



/' DETAILS 330 )

\ P:rsons Contacted

Consumers Power Company Personnel -

B. Marguglio, Corporate QA Director

D. B. Miller, Site Manager
*T. C. Cooke, Project Superintendent
*J. L. Corley, QA Section Head, IE & TV
%D. R. Keating, QA Mechanical Supervisor
*D. D. Balinsky, QA Electrical Supervisor
“B. H. Peck, Construction Supervision

*M. J. Shaeffer, Group Supervisor, QAE
*G. T. Black, Jr., QA Engineer

“*R. G. Wollney, QA Engineer

“R. Wheeler, Field Civil Engineer
*R. E. McCue, Project Testing
E. L. Jones, QA Engineer
P. K. Kyvner, QA Elactrical Supervisocr

Bechtel Power Corporation Personnel

“A. J. Boos, Project Field Engineer

“W. L. Barclay, Project Field QC Engineer
#L. M. Brown, QC Engineer

*P. Corcoran, Resident Engineer

“L. A. Dreisbach, Project QA Engineer

*R., C. Hollar, Lead QA Engineer

#*R. F. Schulman, Resident Civil Engineer
*E. Smith, Lead QA Engineer

B & W Personnel

*\. N. Asgaonkar, Project Manager
*K. W. Shope, QC Supervisor

“Denotes those present at the exit meeting held on January 11, 1980.

The inspectors also contacted other contractor and licensee personnel
during the course of the inspection.

Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings

(Open) Noncompliance Item (329/78-03-03; 330/78-03-03) The NRC inspectors
reviewed the interim and final reports relative to this matter. During
discussions with the licensee and Bechtel personnel, the NRC imspectors
determined that there was no documented evidence that the field engineering
recommendation in NRC 987 "to rework all fillet welds that bave coarse
ripples, high crowns, excessive concavity or coavexity, and where



W. J. Woolley Company

R L
R. A. Maffei, Manager of Engineering 0 ., s.
USNRC-RIII A 9‘3 %
#** R. Cook, Resident Inspecto: g"\\'

Other licensee and contractor personnel were contacted during the inspection.
*Denotes those present at an update meeting.
** Denotes those present at the exit interview.

Licensee Action on Previously Identified Items

(Open) Noncompliance (329/78-03-03; 330/78-03-03) -

The NRC inspector reviewed the following records of training sessions held
for Quality Control welding inspectors:

On February 13, 1978 "Training Session on Undersize Fillet Welds" was
conducted with approximately 18 attendees.

On March 16, 1978, instruction from PFQCE to all welding inspectors emphasiz-

ing visual examination to detect and measure the worst condition in a fillet
weld.

On April 16, 1978 two separate training sessions were conducted for about
22 attendees.

NCR 987 dated October 13, 1977 documents several discrepancies in the welds

in the Unit 1 cable spreading room. Initial disposition dated November 30,
1977 was to rework the welds to meet the specification requirements. However,
this was superceded and corrective action was dispositioned on June 26, 1978

after a reinspection of this NCR and other NCRs. This final report did not
expressly state that NCR 987 was closed.

NCR 987 recommends the following two corrective actioms:

a. Rework for all fillet welds that have coarse ripples, bigh crowns,
excessive concavity or convexity, and where the base metal has been
ground and grooved to unacceptable thickness.

b. "Use as is" for all oversize fillet welds that otherwise conform to
the specification. .

A weld on No. 82 in Unit 1 lower cable spreading room was identified to be
porous and had a crater. During a previous inspection, the inspectors could
pot determine that this weld was repaired and reinspected. The licensee
agreed to reexamine this item and provide additional informatiom.

- —— - —



the base metal has been ground and grooved to unacceptable thick
in fact accomplished. The contractor personnel after consultations

that an engineering review was performed on the

above unac
and concluded the welds "as is” were acceptable. The NRC
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informed the licensee that these velds will be
quent inspection.
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ATTN: Mr. Stephen H. Howell (v ita

Vice President
1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson, MI 495201

Gentlemen:

Thank you for your finai report dated September {, 1978, pursuant to
10 CFR 50.55(e) regarding cable tray support welds. We will complete
our review of this matter during a future inspection.

Your cooperation with us is appreciated.

Sincerely,

R. F. Heighman, Chief
Reactor Construction and
Engineering Support Branch

cc: Central FPiles
Reproduction Unit NRC 20b
PDR
Local PDR
NSIC
TIC
Ronald Callen, Michigan Public
Service Commission
Dr. Wayne E. North
Myron M. Cherry, Chicago .

—FE 604010 } / -
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NARC Form 318A (RIX) (5—76) NRCM 02040 *U. S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1978-2%538
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Docket No. 90-330
) L. :
ATTN:
Gentlemen:

’
/978
Thank you for your report¥ dated ,
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e) regarding M

Lod Qé‘ — . We will complete our review of .

this matter during a future inspection. BR—Wewilireviesyousr—

— final-repurtom—this-matter upon receipt.

Your cooperation with us is appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

R. F. Heishman, Chief
Reactor Construction and

Engineering Support Branch

- ———



) ‘ ' Stephen H. Howell
e A - aii s .d‘, Vice Pressdent
M s

General Offices: 1945 West Parnall Roed, Jackson, Michigan 49201 * Area Code 517 7880453

September 8, 1978
Howe-16L-78

Mr J G Keppler, Regional Director
Office of Inspection & Enforcement
Region III

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
79G Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

MIDLAND NUCLEAR PLANT

UKIT RO 1, DOCKET NO 50-323
NWIT NO 2, DOCKET NO 50-330
SEISMIC CABLE TRAY SUPPORTS

Reference: 1) Letter, S H Howell to J G Keppler; Midland Nuclear Pleant;
Unit No 1, Docket No 50-329; Unit No 2, Docket No 50-330;
Seismic Cable Tray Supports; Seriel Eoe-75-T8; dated sy 12,
1578

2) Letter, S H Howell J G Keppler; Midland Nuclear Plen
NRC Items of Lan”omp;iaﬁce, Inspection Report No 53-327/”5-03
and No 50-330/78-03; dated June 7, 1978

3) Letter, S H Howell to J G Keppler; Midlend Nucleer Flent;
Unit No 1, Docket No 50-329; Unit Nec 2, Docket No 50-330;
Seismic Ceble Trey Supports; Serisl Howe-107-78; deted
June 30, 1978

L) Letter, S H Howell to J G Keppler; Midlend Nucleer Plert;
Unit No 1, Docket No 50-329; Unit No 2, Docket Xo 50-320;
Seismic Cable Trey Supports; Serial Hove-l35-”8 dateg
August L, 1978

References 1, 3 and 4 were in u 2 wes eglso
relsted to this subject. Reference
L reported thet the last remairn ution cf

changes to Specification 7220-C- 30# This was occoap; shed on August 28, 1978
with the epprovel of Specificetion Chenge Notice SCN No C-304-8003 which
revises Section 6 dealing with scceptance criteris on welds.



Howe-15L-T8

All the cable trey support welds in question will be in conformance upon
completion of the inspection (end repeir as necessary) required by the

Wﬂ%wercut conditions, using the acceptance criterias
given in SCN No C-30L-8003. This will be completed by November 1, 1978.

gl O &t

CC: Director of Office of Inspection & Enforcement
Att: Mr John G Davis, Acting Director, USNRC (15)

Director, Office of Management
Informstion end Progrem Control, USNRC (1)




Steophen M. Mowell
Vics President

May 12, 1978
Hove-75-78

Region III
TS99 Roosevelt

Glen Ellyn, IL
MIDLAND
UNIT NO. 1,
UNIT NO. 2,

SEISMIC CABLE TRA

Attachments:

CC:

o/ | ) - ¢
R R

Ceasumcrs
Fover
/ _ Compeny

General Offices: 212 West Michigan Avenue. Jecksonr. Michigan 49201

NUCLEAR PLANT
m:]d—;
DOCKET X

[¥N

(]
Il S |
£

®
3]
L
e
]

3 g byt
=
T O 0O

[}
o
Lel
by
n
™
e |
o8
3
4
O

wn
o
.

wn

| o

3 ot
- o

3w
3 O
i Bt

o o

t wm

ot

® 0

‘o

O

<

(1 ]

w

0

~
P~

Sl * "]
4

o

q
S
4

t

Dt o
)
0o
0 -
(g J
<
N Y,

0
“ o

ot

be sent

Quality Assurance Program Management Corrective Action
Report, MCAR-1, Report No. 23, dated April 17, 1978.
Interim Report #1, dated May 1, 1978, MCAR-23, Cable Trey
Support Construction Welding Discrepancy.

Dr Ernst Volgenau, USNRC (15)

of Management

rogram Control, USNRC (1)
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- . _ : Attachment 1
: . ' . Howe-75-78

QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM
MANAGEMENT CORRETTIVE ACTION REPORT
MCAR.!

y | REPORT NO. 23

JOB NO.__7220 ano.__3.005 DATE April 17, 1978

I *DESCRIPTION (including references):

Seismic Cable Tray Supports were audited by CPCo on Auguost 29, 1977 (F-77-31) and
found that welding of raceway supports did not comply with design drawings. The

drawings called for transverse welds, and on two type 3 supports, longitudinal welds

were used. This was resolved by Specification C-304 revision to allow Tield
Engineering to approve additional welds.

Bechtel QC performed an inspection of seismic cable tray supports in the Cable

Spreading Room Llevation 646 on 10/13/77.
*RECOMMENDED ACTION (Optional)

There were 59 Hold Tags applied on columns
(Contad)

1) Project Engineering evaluate the conditions on NCRs 1287 and 1306 and provide
disposition.

2) Project Engineering determine if the remainder of the fillet welds on electrical
supports not reinspected can be deemed adequate without further reinspection or
if additional reinspection is required to provide conficdence that the as-built
condition meets design requirements.

3) 1f reinspection of additiocnal welds is required, Quality Control is to establish
a schedule.

(CONT'D.)

AEFERRED TO Dencwssnmc

*Potentially Repertable
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CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN

i
158 . o
Jov gt gy .. ik
&S Wit
P ‘S
AH“:.)(' WA e
v e 'v/U
5529
s e, -
Qi:Liz; Awdunfins
AUTHORIZED BY 5
e
S TRGuTIae J. B. Violette
Frommer M . FORMAL REPORT T IEN
CMIMlMM T. Ho Lev‘fett. {if Secron 1 A”u‘.)o CLE T Date
“‘.‘woa.um
:3?2:. C. L. Richardson
.::;,ﬁ:.rm'm‘ J. Amaral (Gaithersburg) CORRECTIVE ACTION IMPLEMENTED
0a% ' urement inp. My, ©* E. Bashore (Norwalk)
Cliany VERIFIED BY,
u&bnm‘.mmmmm—_._‘ S— —ee - OIS AL B —



MCAR-23
April 17, 1978
Page 2

DESCRIPTION (Including references): (CONT'D.) ,‘7 3

in the lower cpreading ro : les, high crowns, excessive
convexity and undercut,/ NCR-987 remains open. b,

Inspection of seismic cable tray support installation was audited by CPCo on
December 21, 1977 (F-77-45) and found that fillet welds were undersize and
painted. The weld had not been accepted by QC. The action was closed by
preparation of a Discrepancy Report to dccument incomplete work and assurance
that welds would not be painted until after inspection.

The NPC performed an inspection on March 21, 1970 and found that cable tray
supports in the catle spreading room had several®unacceptable fillet welds.
This is a potential item of nonconmpliance, as the inspection report has not
been issued as of this date.

Bechtel QC reinspected ten (10) vertical columns consisting of forty (40)
welds in thc lover spreading room, elevation 646 feet, to determine if the IC
finding is an isclated case. All ten columns were detected to have undersized
welds. NCR-1237 was issued March 23, 1978. This reinspection was performed
using the same criteria and instructions as the original inspection, but after
training of the inspectors by QC on how to measure fillet welds.

The Project lanager called a meeting cn 3/24/78 with the Project Enginecer,
Electrical APL, and the PQAE. A telephone discussion with the Construction
Superintendent and the PFQCC resulted in the following action items.

1) Construction Superintendent to determine why undersize welds are occurringz
and to instruct welders on the inportance of mzking welds within specifica-
tion tolerances. )

2) PrQCE to perform 100% reinspection of cable tray supports until further
notice.

3) Prcject Engineer to determine acceptability of welds, disposition NCR-
1237 and determine if a revision to Specification C-304 is required.

4) PQAL to review Quality Trend Analysis charts to determine if Discrepancy
Reports (DRs) prepared during in-process ins; :tion of electrical cable
tray supports involved welding problems.

The PQAE was also to determine if the original inspection was performed
before or after Specification C-304 had been revised to include weld size
tolerances.




MCAR-23
April 17, 1973
Page 3

I DCSCRIPTIO!N (Including references): (CQNT'D.) ST

A reinspection made on 4/13/78 of completed fillet welds in the lower
spreading room, elevation 646 fcet, found 550 welds out of 205 ed,\‘f’l
unacceptable to the latest criteria of Specification C-304 .

SCI-8002. Rejected welds consisted of oversize, undersizel@nd weld defects
The rejection rate for columns was 50.5%; for unistruts, 12%;
overs, 27.6%. NCR-1306 was issued April 13, 1978.

The Preoject llanager called a meeting on 4/20/72 of the Project Suparintendent,
Chief FQCL, Chief Civil Engineer, M5QS Supervisor, QA Manager, PQAL and

other project representatives to discuss the safety aspects of the discrepazcy
as well as recormend corrective actions. The discrepancy is considered
potentially reportable until completion of a structural analysis.

RCCOMTNDLD ACTION (Optional) (CONT'D.)

4) Project Superintendent provide instruction to the responsible crafts,
supervision and fleld engineering personnel to assure they clearly under-
stand the welding requirement. Cowpleticvn of this action is to be
documented.

5) Quality Control tc evaluate the existinn instructions and training for
QCEs in this area and take any further actioms, if necessary, to assure
proper inspection of all future fillet welds. Document results.

6)' Quality Control to evaluate the need to inspect support welds prior to
installation of cable trays. Document the results of the evaluation.

7) Request Project Engineering to prepare an interim report and issue to the
Project Manager within 15 days (May 1, 1978), containing all available
information, together with a statement as to when a complete report will
be issued. The interim report is to address clearly the question of
reportability. .




) Attachment 2

¢ JAtt. to DLC-5918 R " . Hove-T5-78
.=~ "+ Bechtel Associates Professional Corporation
e . -
Mo Aadress: P.O. Box 1000, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106 ) ik
SUBJECT: MCAR #23 (Issued 4/17/78 . g - .

Cable tray support construction welding discrepancy

INTERDM REPORT # 1 DATE: 5/1/78
. PROJECT: Consumers Power Company Midland Plant Units 1 & 2 Bechtel Jib
7220
General

This interim report is precpared in response to Midland Project Management
Corrective Action Report No. 23 dated April 17, 1978. Project engineering's
action following the issuing of Nonconformance Reports 1287 and 1306 up

to May 1, 1978, is summarized in this report.

Enginecring Evaluation on NCRs 1287 and 1306

NCR 1287 was issued by Bechtel QC on March 23, 1978. This report contained
the reinspection report of 10 vertical columns consisting of 40 welds in
the lower spreading room at elevation 646'., All 10 columns detected
undersized welds. NCR 1306, issued on April 13, 1978, reported 550 weld

i discrepancies out of 2,098 nspected d The discrepancies consisted
of oversize, undersize\ and weld defects i3 the lower cable spreading
room. Engineering's evaluation crfort 1s Yo examine the adequacy of the
actual reported weldsize to the ‘specified design load at each connection.
Problems related to oversize, weld defect, and violation of AISC mininun
weld size were evaluated by Bechtel welding engineers. |

There are four groups of typical connectons reported in the NCR 1287
and NCR 13006 as shown in Figures 1 through 4.

Evaluation of the undersized weld is performed by examining the maximum
load-carrying capacity of an undersized weld connection to the minimum
required load-carrying capacity from structural analysis of the support
fystem. End returns are in general not considered in the design evaluation.

Engineering's evaluation has concluded that both the undersized and

oversized wclds reported in both NCRs meet design requirememts &nd

Project design criteria and is not a significant deviation from performance

Specification. (See CPCo Noie 1) .

d welds, the minimum weld size required by

and the oversized welds excecded Specification
T S. Engineering is presently evaluating code

and specification deviation cases as well as any possible adverse effect

te the weld strength,

CPCo Note 1: This paragraph should be interpreted o say that structunal design
Aequirements are nol violated and the deviation will not agfect
perfonmance.




Att. to DBLC-5918

Cable Tray Support Welds for Arcas Not Reinspected

NCRs 1287 and 1306 reported weld reinspection results limited to the
lower sprcading room at elevation 646" only. Data obtained from these
reports is sulficicnt to evaluste the weld conditien <n this zres,
however, it is inadequate to extend these results to evaluate welding 4in
other areas. This is duc to the lack of sampling data obtained from
other rooms,

To evaluate welding adcquacy in the areas other than those welds in the
lower spreading room, Project engincering selected a sample of 50 welded
Support connecctions from installed cable tray support in the auxiliary
building on April 25, 1978. These sacple connections required the fiel
+quality control group to conduct a detailed inspection and provide
results for project engineering to perform similar evaluation. Results
of this inspection are stll} pending as of this date,

3
-
-

ity

P

Reportabi

Projece engincering's evaluation to date tentative
descrepancy of the weld size as reported in NCR 12
1306 does not present a potential detrimental effe
and is not 2 reportable condition within the requi 3
Quality Assurance Manual, Section 5, Number 10. (See

ly indicates that the
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The final engineering report on this investigation is expected to be
completed by May 3i, 1978.
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Prepared by:5~42;k..44£;-111q.;4.

Reviewed by_qulz._fj44f)£L04;»,/‘\-
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION I}
792 ROOSEVELT ROAD

GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 60137

MAYO4 ..8

Docket No. 50-329
Docket No. 50-330

Consumers Power Company
ATTN: Mr. Stephen H. Howell
Vice President
1945 West Parnall Road

Jackson, MI 49201

Gentlemen:

This refers to the inspection conducted by Messrs. R. J. Cook,

E. W. K. Lee, K. R. Naidu, and T. E. Vandel of this office on
March 21-23, 1978, of activities at the Midland Nuclear Fower
Plant construction site authorized by NRC Construction Permits
No. CPPR-81 and No. CPPR-82 and to the discussion of our findings
with Messrs. Bird, Corley, others of your staff, and others of
the Midland site staff at the conclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas
examined during the inspection. Within these areas, the
inspection consisted of a selective examination of procedures
and representative records, observations, and interviews with
personnel.

During this inspection, certain of your activities appeared to
be in noncoapliance with NRC reguirements, as described in the
enclosed Appendix A.

This notice is sent to you pursuant to the provisions of Section
2.201 of the NRC's "Rules of Prastice," Part 2, Title 10, Code of
Federal Regulations. Section 2.201 requires you to submit to this
office within thirty days of your receipt of this notice a written
statement or explanation in reply, incluvding for each item of non-
compliance: (1) corrective action taken and the results achieved;
(2) corrective action to be taken to avoid further noncompliance;
and (3) the date when full compliance will be achieved.




Consumers Power Company -2- MAYO‘i. .8

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice,”
Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter,
the erclosures, snd your response to this letter will be placed in
the NRC's Public Document Room, except ar follows. If the enclo-
sures contain information that you or your contractors believe to be
3 proprietary, you must apply in writing to this office. within twenty
days of your receipt of this letter, to withhold such informatiom
from public disclosure. The application must include a full statement
of the reasons for which the information is considered proprietary,
and should be prepared so that proprietary informatiom identifled 4in
the application is contained in an enclosure to the applicatiom.

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this

inspection.

Sincerely,
3
R. P, Heishman, Chief
Reactor Comstruction and
Engineering Support Branch
Enclosures:
1. Appendix A, Notice
of Violatioa

2. IE Inspection Report
Bo. 50-329/78-03
and No. 50-330/78-03

cc w/encl:

Central Files

Reproduction Unit NRC 20b

POR

Local FIR

BSIC

TIC

{ Ronald Callen, Michigan Publie
Service Commission

i Dr. Wayove E. North

Myrom M. Cherry, Chicago .

mco%ﬁ. ...... - g 2
sunnamsp] Vandel/bk #

CATED| Cook..oeeeeeee 4

NRC Form 3188 (RIIX) (1-78) NRCM 0240 e, 5 GOVERANMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1979—-250417

T e — g -



Appendix A

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Consumers Power Company v Docket No. 50-329
Docket No. 50-330

Based on the results of NRC inspection on March 21-23, 1978, it
appears that certain of your activities were in noncompliance with

NRC requirements as noted below. Items 1 and 2 are considered
infractions and item 3 is consider>d a deficiency.

1. Contrary to the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix 3,
Criterion IX, and Paragraph 5.2 of the Consumers Power
Company Quality Assurance Program for Desig~ and
Construction, Procedure No. 9-1 it was dete¢ mined that
the documented inspection re~ults, asserting that the
welds on cable tray supports in the lower cable spreading
room were acceptable, were erroneous.

2. Contrary to the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion IX and Faragraph 5.2 of the Consumers Power
Company (CPCo) Quality Assurance Program Procedure for
Design and Construction, Procedure 9-1, CPCo failed to
assure that Bechtel Welding Procedure Specification
No. Pl-A-LE Structural specified the welding voltage
requirements.

3. Contrary to the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion VII and Paragraph 5.3 of the CPC EPPQASD,
Procedure No. 7, CPCo failed to assure that the docu-
mentary evidence on purchased material was sufficient
to identify that the purchased material met the specifi-
cation requirements.



U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION i
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT i

REGION III

Repurt No. 50-329/78-03; 50-330/78-03
Docket No. 50-329; 50-330 License No. CPPR-81; CPPR-82
Licens(e: Consumers Power Company

1945 West Parnall Road
Jacksen, MI 49201

Facility Name: Midland Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2
Inspection At: Midland Site, Midland, Michigan

Inspection Conducted: March 21-23, 1978
tapasonss 1. LU/ 5 /o/rs
'co%*"/ = S/2/78
kYK %ﬁ‘ S/ 78
rff’w/ /11".21.{-‘6/"" s /2 /78

Approved By: D. W. Hayu;/‘Chiof 54% Z'ZZ
Projects Section

Inspection Summary

Inspection on March 21-23, 1978 (Report No. 50-329/78-03 and 50-330/78-03)

Areas Inspected: Project scheduling of activities through fuel load

dates; safety related piping work activities; rractor pressure vessel

installation procedures; work activities and record review for containment

steel structures and other safety related structures; and followup of

previous noncompliance and unresolved matters. The inspection involved

a total of 96 inspector-hours onsite by four NRC inspectors.

Results: Of the six areas inspected, no apparent items of noncompliance

or deviations were identified in three areas; three apparent items of




noncompliance were identified in three areas (infraction - failure to
accurately document inspection results - Section 11, paragraph 6;
{nfraction - failure to assure welding voltage requirementsare speci-
fied - Section II, paragraph 5; deficiency - failure to assure purchased
material documentation included compliance to all specification require-

ments - previous unresolved item escalated).



Persons Contacted

Principal Licensee Employees

T. C. Cooke, Project Superintendent

D. D. Johnson, Construztion Control Supervisor

Z. Johnson, Construction Contrcl Engineer

G. S. Keeley, Project Manager

K. R. Kline, Project Control Supervisor

*W. R. Bird, Section Head Quality Assurance Engineering

*J. L. Corley, Section Head Inspection Evaluation and Test
Verification

*D. R. Keating, Quality Assurance Engineer

*B. H. Peck, Construction Supervisor

*H., D. Stephens, Quality Assurance Engineer

Other Personnel

W. G. Jones, Project Cost and Schedule Supervisor Bechtel

*V. N. Asgaonkar, Project Manager B&W

*R. W. Shope, Quality Control B&W

*W. L. Barclay, P-nject Field Quality Control Engineer, Bechtel

*H. D. Foster, Assistant, Project Field Quality Control Engineer,
Bechtel

*J, L. Hurley, Assistant Project Engineer, Bechtel

*W. H. Nielson, Field Engineer, Bechtel

*G. L. Richardson, Lead Quality Asurance Engineer, Bechtel

*Denotes those present at the exit interview.

Other personnel of CPCo & Bechtel were contacted during the
course of the inspection.

Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings

(Closed) Unresolved Matter (50-329/77-05; 50-330/77-08): Revision

of the Topical QA Program Manual CPC-1-A, Program Policy sectiomn, to
reflect organizational changes.that have occurred. The inspector
reviewed Revision 6 of the QA Program Policy section of the manual
dated February 7, 1978, and considered the organization chart revisions
satisfactory to resolve the concern. *




T

,
(Closed) Unresclved Item (50-329/77-£ab01; 50-330/77-15-01): It was
previously reported that there was {nadequate information to verify
that the bent containment liner plate referenced in YKC 0094 was
repaired. The inspector reviewed field inspection plan C-1Tl-llla,
Revision 0, which was reviewed on November 5, 1975. The plan indicates
that containment liner plate HRD-9-10 was installed according to drawings.
Similarly C-111-11la, Revision 4, dated October 2, 1975, indicates that
containment liner plate RD-4-9 was installed according to drawings. The
Bechtel personnel stated that no specific repair documents were generated
in 1975 and that the liner plates could not have been installed if the
bent corners of the liner plates were not straightened. The Bechtel's ’
explanation is accepted.

1%
(Closed) Unresolved Item (50-329/77-)%02, 50-330/77-15-02): It was
previously repcrted that NCR 0083 identified unapproved heat numbers.
The inspector reviewed NCR 0083 which addressed the missing heat numbers
on the shipment of wall penetrations supplied by Delta Southern. Quality
Action Request (QAR) No. SD-56 {nitiated on December 9, 1977, and closed
on January 16, 1978, identifies that several NCRs initiated during 1571,
1972, and 1973 did not have any provisions to formally close the NCRs.
In the case of NCR 0083, the original MTRs were reviewed and the NCR was
closed. The inspector reviewed NCR 0084 dated December 17, 1970, to
which Standard Certified test reports by U.S. Steel Corporation for
Heat Nos. 83E774, 22281, and 68212, were attached. MTR from Phoenix
Steel Corporation for Heat No. 60215 was attached to NCR 0085 dated
December 17, 1970. Sufficifnt evidence was available in NCRs 0084 and
0085 to resolve NCR 0083.

Unresolved Item (50-329/77-13-03; 50-330/77-15-03): It was reported in
the above inspection reports that UT reports of the above embedment did
not provide information in the following three areas.

a. Whether water was used as a couplant or the object was immersed in
water and tested. The licensee stated that water was used as
couplant.

b. The significance of the Bechtel's Shop Inspector's (BSI) Signature
on the UT report. Whether it indicates that the BSI witnessed the
UT or merely reviewed the UT after it was completed. The licensee
stated that the BSI signature on the UT report indicates that he
revieved the test report. Whether he wvitnessed the test itself
could only be determined by examining the "Supplier Quality Surveil-
lance Reports” which are stoied in the Bechtel Ann Arbor Office.
Bechtel stated that the surveillance reports were not reviewed.




¢. The uistance Amplitude Curve (DAC) did not indicate calibration
point; however, the report stated that it was calibrated at 75%
full screen height. Further discussions on the subject indicated
that the UT required examination for possible laminar tear of a
heat affected zone directly below a weld to determine any laminar
tear, The DAC curve was not calibrated because only one point namely
the 75% of the full screen height was required.

During the initial inspection in December 1977, this embed had been
{nstalled in place and rebar was being installed around it. Concrete
had not been placed and hence the licensee had the opportunity to
reexamine the piece and confirm, if necessary, that there were no tears
in the heat affected zone. Bechtel Specification 7220-C-233-Q requires
the contractor Willste and Company to submit their UT procedures for
approval only if they are doing the UT; approval of UT procedures was
not required if a subcontractor performed the UT. In this case, a sub-
contractor performed the UT; the procedures were not available at site
for review. The inspectcr requested the licensee to make available the
UT procedure which was used to perform the NDE. This matter will be
further reviewed during a subsequent inspection.

Unresolved Item (50-329/77-13-04; 50-330/77-15-04): It was identified
that Shop Welding Inspection Reports of aven Busch did not document
whether root passes which were repaired were reinspected after repair.
Bechtel visited the vendor's facility to determine whether any additional
records were available. During the visit, it was reported that exami-
nation of the available records indicated that only in some instances
the reexamination was documented on the reverse side of the report. The
reverse side was not copied and sent to the site. There appeared to be
a misuse of the documentation of the inspection results; consequently
there was not documentation on reinspections. Bechtel is awaiting an
assessment by Haven Busch as to the extent of inadequate documentation,
including a reasonable rationale to justiry the inadequate documentatior.
This information is expected to be reviewed by the Bechtel Project
Engineering personnel through the Project Supplier Quality Supervisor.

It should be noted that in the meantime some of these embeds would be

*. burried under concrete precluding further inspectioms.

3 This item has been escalated to an item of noncompliance contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VII and Paragraph 5.3 of the Consumers
Power Company EPPQASD Procedure No. 7. (50-329/78-03-01; 50-330/78-03-01)

%
(Closed) Unresolved Item (50-329/77-32-05; 50-330/77-15-05): 1t was
previously identified that several G=321-D forms related to certain
components, were signed by the Bechtel Shop inspector even though there



were deficiencies in the records. Bechtel was requested to explain the

significance of the shop inspector’s signature on the G-321-D form.

Di ng this inspection, the RIII inspector reviewed a lettex from the
B itel Ann Arbor office to the Midland QA Lead Engineer, dated
December 20, 1977, which in essence concludes that "there are no
specific, written instructions for the requirements for completing Line
22 of the G-321-D s/nce the entire Bechtel Supplier Quality Manual is
applicable and each G-321-D may have unique project or client require-
ments." The shop inspector performs only surveillance inspection and
the majority of that is on a random or sampling basis. The inspector
has no further questions.

Other Inspection Areas

1. Licensee/NRR Facility Conmstruction Scheduling Meeting

A construction scheduling meeting was held at the Midland
facility site on March 21 and 22, 1978, with the following
personnel in attendance:

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

R. J. Cook, RIII Inspection

L. P. Crocker, NRR/DPM

D. S. Hood, NRR/DPM

W. H. Lovelace, MIPC

T. E. Vandel, RIII Project Inspector

Consumers Power Company (CPCo)

T. C. Cooke, Project Superintencent

D. D. Johnson, Comstruction Control Supervisor
G. S. Keeley, Project Manager

K. R. Kline, Project Control Supervisor

Bechtel Associates Professional Corporation (Bechtel)

W. G. Jones, Project Cost and Scheduling Supervisor

The facility scheduling philosophy for completion of Units 1
and 2 as scheduled for fuel load dates of November 1980 for
Unit 2 and November 1981 for Unit 1 was presented and discussed.
Mr. Lovelace of the Office of Management Information and
Program Control presented their facility scheduling experience
and Methodology for Fuel Load Nate Forecast. .
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B

Reportable Deficiencies 550.55502)

During the inspection the licensee discussed the following
reported deficiencies: t

The licensee performed an NDE records audit of the radio-
graphy performed on the decay heat removal pumps based on
information from B&W Canada Ltd. that indicated some
irregularities existed in the radiographic techniques used
by the nondestructive test subcontractor in the examina-
tion of the pumps. The NDE audit revealed several dis-
crepancies which required all decay heat removal pumps

to be returned to the pumps manufacturers for additional
radiography and repairs {f necessary. The licensee stated
that their NDE personnel were reviewing the reexamination
and any subsequent repairs of the decay heat removal

pumps.

The licensee has been informed via a design change that
seismic supports for the containment spray system piping
located in the containment dome were welded directly to

the pipe without benefit of load distribution pads. This
would allow stresses in excess of ASME Code allowable to be
{nduced in the spray piping. The licensee is presently
{nvolved in evaluating the extent of repairs necessary to
rectify the potentially overstrcssed conditions of the
containment spray system.



SECTION I
Prepared By: E. W. K. Lee
Reviewed By: D. H. Danielson, Chief

Engineering Support Section 2

Reactor Vessel Installation - Review of QA Procedures

The inspector reviewed Babcock and Wilcox Construction Company
(B&WCC) QA Manual, Rev. 0 dated November 4, 1977, three B&WCC
Field Construction Procedures and three Reliance Truck Company
Procedures relative to the installation of the Reactor Vessel.
The procedures reviewed included testing, handling, placement,
leveling, setting and cleanliness preservation. The inspector
determined that the QA Manual met 10 CFR 50, Appendix B require-
ments and the procedures are acceptable and good construction
practices were adhered to.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

Safety Related Piping - Observation of Work and Work Activities

The inspector observed the following safety related piping work
activities:

8. Handling suf procection of Unit 1 Auxiliary Feedwater System
Spool No. IDBC-5-5-633-7-2.

b. Weld end preparation of Unit 1 Auxiliary Feedwater System
field weld No. 8Cl on drawing No. M633, sheet 4.

¢. Installation and aligmment of Unit 2 Feedwater System flued
head No. 2238.

The inspector determined that work activities were performed in
accordance with the applicable procedures and good construction
practices were adhered to.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

v
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Safety Related Pipin elding) - Observation of Work and Work
Activities

Joint Preparation and Alignment "

The inspector observed fit-up of Unit 1 Decay Heat Removal
System field weld No. 1 on drawing No. M610, sheet 6 and
Auxiliary Feedwater System field weld No. 8Cl on drawing
No. M633, sheet 4 It was determined the joint alignment
met the applicable code requirements and QC verified the
alignment prior to welding.

Welding of Root Pass

The inspector observed welding of root pass of Unit 1 Decay
Heat Removal System field weld No. 1 on drawing M610,

sheet 6 and Auxiliary Feedwater System field weld No. 8Cl
on drawing No. M633, sheet 4. It was determined that:

(1) proper welding procedure was used, (2) welders were
currently qualified and (3) physical appearances were
acceptable.

Welding Beyond Root Pass

The inspector observed welding of Unit 1 Component Cooling
wWater System field weld No. 59 on drawing No. M616, sheet
6, Auxiliary Feedwater System field welds No. 19Cl1 and

No. 8Cl on drawing No. M633, sheet 4., It wvas determined
that: (1) applicable welding procedure was used, (2)
wvelders were currently qualified, (3) welding procedure
requirements were met and (4) work area is free of weld
rod-stubs.

Storage and Control of Welding Materials

The inspector visited the welding material issuing location

at Unit 1. It was determined that: (1) the welding materials
are properly identified and segregated, (2) the temperature

of the rod ovens is maintained, (3) records are properly kept
and (4) issuance and return of welding materials are controlled.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.



SECTION II
Prepared By: K. R. Naidu
Reviewed By: D. H. Danielson, Chief

Engineering Support Section 2

1. Review of Containment Structural Steel Supports Records (Unit 2)

The inspector reviewed the records relative to the structural
steel beams 209 Bl, 212 Bl, 212 B2, and 220 Bl which form the
supports for the core flooding tank. Material Receiving Report
(MRR) AE0-1204 dated January 12, 1976, indicates the following:

a. Beams 209 B1, 212 Bl, 212 B2, and 220 Bl were visually
inspected and determined acceptable on January 12, 1%75.

b. Field Inspection Plan C-38-R-58, Revision O, indicates that
the material was purchased to Material Requisition 7220/C~
38, title "Structural Steel for Auxiliary Building Above
Elevation + 603'." 1In response to a question why reactor
building structural steel was purchased under the resquisition
for auxiliary building structural steel, the Bechtel represen-
tative stated, that this was additional material which was
ordered against the specification.

c. Preparation and painting record dated December 4, 1975,
documents that surface preparation and painting (Carbo
Zinc-1l1) was inspected by inspector No. 82,

d. Material certifications identify the steel beams with heat
numbers as indicated below:

Beam Heat Number
209 Bl 180T5 82
212 Bl 181TO 42

) 212 B2 181TO 42

f 220 Bl 181T0 42

- Material certifications certified that the above beams
s conformed to the requirements of ASTMA-36-74.

L2

e. Test Reports indicate that MT inspections were performed
on selected welds by W. H. Flood and Company.
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f. Stiffening plates were welded to some of the above beams
in the field to serve as reinforcement. Documentation on
the stiffening plates were not available onsite during the
inspection. The irspector stated that lack of documentation
would be considered an unresolved item. (50-329/78-03-04;
50-330/78-03-04) N

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in the
above areas.

Observation of Containment Structural Steel Support Welding
Activities (Unit 2)

The inspector observed structural steel suppport welding activit-
ies relative to the core flood tanks.

a. Weld on Beams 209 Bl to 212 Bl was iden*ified to be performed
by weldor 195; weld on Beams B212 32 to ."9 Bl was identified
to be performed by weldor I25. Quality Ccntrol Inspection
Records (QCIR) indicate that the fitup was checked. Weldor
qualification records indicate that weldors indentified
as I95 and 125 were qualified to the procedures used.

b. Weldrods were being stored at the work location in port~-
able electrode ovens.

s Uncontrolled weldrod was not obs~rved at this work location.

d. Two QC welding inspectors were assigned to inspect ongoing
activities in ti. Unit 2 reactor building area.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in the
above areas.

Review of Containment Structural Steel Supports Welding Records

(Unit 2)

The inspector reviewed QCIR No. C 304-543 which covered the
inspections on the welding performed on the splice on column 3
adjacent to the core flooding tanks and determined the following:

a. The welds on the east side and west side of the column
were visually inspected for weld size, length, location,
contour, and surface and were determined ncccptab}c.

b. Heat treatment and NDE were not specified.

olle




Weld procedure Pl-A-LH Structural was specified. o

Weldor identified as 130 performed the welding; records
indicate that the weldor was qualified to weld to proce-
dure Pl-A-LH Structural.

Fit up was checked and released on March 16, 1978.

Back gouge was inspected z1d released for welding.

Final inspection was performed on March 17, 1978, and
determined acceptable.

No items of noncompliince or deviations were identified in the
above areas.

Observation of Inadequate Concrete Cover on 5team Generator Pecestals
(Unit 2)

—_—

On March 22, 1978, the inspector observed that several rebars
on the inner peripheries of the steam geuerator pedestals were

exposed due to inadequate concrete cover. The relevant drawings
were:

C-360Q, Reinforced Concrete Sections and Details, Sheet 2,
Revision 10, dated January 6, 1978.

¢=355Q, Reinforced Concrete Plan at Elevation 593'-6"
Revision 6, dated February 15, 1978.

The inadequate concrete cover was documented in Field Change
Request (FCR) C-1072 dated August 10, 1977, and identifies that
both the north and south Unit 2 steam generator curbs had concrete
cover problems on all three sides. The cover problems on the
inside and outside edges were attributed to an incorrect lay-

out of drill holes for the grouted ties. That the rebar protruded
too high was attributed to Revision 4 of drawing C-360 which

added B8 drilled and grouted ties on top of the original curd

ties (embedded in the base slab) but kept the top of the curb

at elevation 594'-9"., The field requested change was to increase
the top of the steam generator curbs to elevation 594'=~11" and
fill the inside of the curb to certain dimensions specified with
5000 psi grout. This change was approvea by Bechtel Resident
Engineer on August 15, 1977.




The corrective action will be completed after the sole plates
are installed. Corrective action recommended appears to be
acceptable.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in the
above areas.

5. Review of Welding Procedure Pl-A-LH Structural

The inspector reviewed Bechtel Welding Procedure Specification
(WPS) Pl-A-LH Structural which was being used to weld structural
steel and determined that the welding voltage requirements were
not specified. The above WPS referenced a General Welding
Procedure (GWP) which was to be used in conjunction with the
WPS Pl-A-LH Structural. Paragraph 4.2.1, on Sheet 3 of 18, of
the GWP Revision 2, dated September 1, 1977, states "Electrical
process variables shall be specified in the applicable WPS."
The Bechtel personnel informed the inspector that the welding

b voltage was never measured and recorded. Americ.n Welding
Society (AWS) D1.1-1972 code which was referenced in the WPS
in Section 4, Paragraph 4.10.2, states "The classification and
size of the electrode, arc length, voltage, and amperage shall
be suited to the thickness of the material. . . . "

Also, in Section 5, Paragraph 5.5.2.1(4), the AWS Code states "A
charze of more than 15% above or below the specified mean arc
voltage and amperage for each size clectrode used is considered

a change in the essential variable and requires establishing a
procedure qualification."” The inspector stated that the control
ot welding was consider»d inadequate in that the welding voltage
was not specified in th: WPS and that this was contrary to 10 CFR
50, Appendix B, Criteri.n IX and Paragraph 5.2 of the Consumers
Power Company Quality Assurance Program Procedure for Design and
Construction Procedure 9-1.

-~ This 1is an item of noncompliance identified in Appendix A.
- (50-329/78-03-02; 50-330/78-03-02)

6. Observation of Electrical Cable Tray Welds

The inspector observed the welds on the seismic Class 1 cable tray
supports in the lower cable spreading room at elevation 646' in

the auxiliary building and noted that several welds were inadequate
in size. At the request of the RIII inspector welds on Column 19,
wvhich were documented as inspected and acceptable in QCIR-C304-244W,
were reinspected and the results documented as follows in Bechtel
Discrepancy Log W097:

- 13-
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a. Welds on Column 19 where attachment is made to structural
steel are reauired to be 5/16" size with a 5/8" return, by
Detail 3 of Drawing E740(Q). Reinspection by the .Bechtel QC
inspector indicated the following as welded conditions:

(1) Weld Southwest Side

Leg 1/4" x 5/16"
one end return undersize
one end return short

(2) Weld Northwest Side

Undersize throat, complete length of the weld
one end return siort

(3) Weld Southeast Side

Legs 1/4" x 5/16"
one end return short
¥ one end return undersize

(4) Weld Northeast Side

Undersize throat, complete length of the weld

The inspector stated that QCIR-C304-244W was in error in
that the reinspection results established that the welds

did not meet the criteria established in Drawing E 740 (Q).
The inspector further stated that this is considered an

item of noncompliance and is contrary to 10 CFR 50,

Appendix B, Criterion IX and Paragraph 5.2 of the Consumers
Power Company Quality Assurance Program Procedure for Design
and Construction Procedure 9-1. The inspector recommended
that corrective action to correct the above noncompliance
should include a complete reinspection of all the welds in
the lower cable spreading room to determine compliance with -
the relevant drawings. (50-329/78-03-03; 50-330/78-03-03)
Furthersore, the inspector observed that additional work,
such as installation of cable trays to attachments that had
been welded to various structures, had taken place even
though the welds had not been inspected.

Selected welds were reinspected at the request of the RIII
inspectors. The QC inspector determined that some of the




welds were nonconforming. The inspector noted that a system
should be developed and implemented to perform timely inspec-
tions of welds to preclude installations of items on attachments
with nonconforming weldments. The licensee agreed to review
this matter. This is considered an unresolved item. (50-329/
78-03-05; 50-330/78-03-05)

V‘

Except at noted, no items of noncompliance or deviations were
identified in the above areas.

Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of noncom-
pliance or deviations. An unresolved item disclosed during the inspection
gre discussed in Section 1I, Paragraphs 1.f and 6.

Exit Interview

The inspectors met with licensee representatives (denoted under Persons
Contacted) March 23, 1978 at the conclusion of the inspection and
summarized the scope and findings of the inspection. Licensee comments
are noted in the applicable sections of this report.
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