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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 commit that all to-go 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) Is there any basis to CPC's belief that instrumentation was not Phase 2

and therefore not required to be Q? (CPC testimony, p. 12) r.

(4) Did Region III think that all wiring for the underpinning had been

completed? (CPC testimony, p. 13)
,
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H, (5) Why do we believe instrumentation was not "well underway?" _(CPC
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testimony,p.13)
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say that proper controls could be ignored o at NRCs
N -'

approval was unnece'ssary. Because t e fireline relocation
was essentially an ancill'ary'f.a/sk, I do not believe the

x -

]
Company had discussions with b concerning it.

N'

.
..

f . .

Q6. . Mr. Mooney, could you please describe your views of the *

so-called " cable-pulling incident" of March,1982.

. .
,

' A6. Because I was . personally involved in these discussions,

I wish to explain my v'iew of the, " cable-pulling" incident -
referenced in the Attachments to Mr. Keepler's testimony.'

This incident has been the subject of a formal NRC~

f investigation as to whether material false statements were

made. I believe that the incident arose because of
.

ineffective co=munication between the Company and the NRC
.

Staff.
.

.

The, Cempany proposed a quality assurance plan for the

auxiliary building underpinning work to the NRC in a letter
...

da~ted January 7,1982, and at a meeting with Region III 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, ,l
1
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[ Companysoughtto'de$inethoseunderpinningactivitieswhich

j were considered' safety-related and subject to the quality
g . _

$
assurance program and therefore needed to be Q-listed.

I| However/ the NRC Staff did not acceht the classifications.

p / ''

) proposed by the Company and took the p'esition that all soils -
d

fi activities beginning with Phase 2 work should be Q-listed

except for specific items for which it could be shown, in a
4,

' fashion acceptable *to the NRC, that there was a specific
..

basis to justify non-Q treatment.-

-
.

,

; '

O One area of. misunderstanding between the NRC Staff and
I

the company was the question of whether the Compahy agreed

. to the Staff's position at the March 10 meeting. Apparently
5.

Isome NRC Staff me=bers believed that the Co=pany had com-
,

mitted at that meet;i.ng that all to-go underpinning work
'

would be Q-listed unless specifically excepted. I and other

Co=pany e=ployees believe no such coc=it=ent was made. I .
.

viewed this meeting as a chance to discuss the issue.with'

i the NRC Staff and not as one at which a ce=mitment would be
'

.)
-

made. I can recall ihdicating to the NRC Staff that we'

understood the Staff's request for such a co=mitment and
u

($
that we would "get back to them on it.." The NRC Staff's

s

j meeting minutes do not indicate any such commitment,
.

q ,

A corroborating my recollection that no commitment was made.
m
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A second area of mi,sunderstanding arose because of the[
V

failure to define instrumentation installation as either a -

.

part of Phase 1 or Phase 2 of the underpinning work. The

$ NRC Staff's position at the March l'O' meeting was that they-

i
-
..

j vanted all underpinning activities begining with Phee 2 to -
3 .

be Q-listed unless specifically excepted. Since instru- -
"

.

K
L mentation had to be installed and functioning before the.

~
u

fj
* start of Phase 2 w6rk, the Company believed that the NRC

a
,

Staff did not require that the installation of underpinningj . .

V

] instrumentation be covered by the quality assurance program.
ii

] The Company had stated that calibration of instruments and
L

L checkout of the system would be Q-listed. -

,

-( . .

; .
.

j A third area of confusion related to the co=pletion l

>
status of underpinning instru=entation on March 10 and 12,4

"
. 1982. At the March 10 meeting, Region III inspectors formed

T

the impression that underpinning instrumentation had been

co=plete,d. 'The NRC investigation conducted to review this ,

c ,

O matter determined that statements made by the Company at b e

May 10 meeting were understood by several NRC personnel to

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

.,

j of completion."
, ,

'
-

j, ..

.

.

On March 12, 1982, I and others from the Companyj'
* -

- .

initiated a telephone call to Region III Staff. During this

call, the company identified,a list of items which we-

.

n'
y
b
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- believed could justifiably be treated non-Q. The Region III

inspectors were provided a matrix which showed that instru-
1

-

IJ mentation installation was one of the items that was to be
le '

'l non-Q. *With no intent to mislead the NRC Staff, but meaningy

j. only to inform the Region III inspe'ctors that underpinning-
''a

1
I instrumentation worX had begun, Al'an Boos of Bechtel stated,

il "Our instrumentation is essentially well underway. , Wiring

h has been pulled'-- raceway has been installed." The*

Region III inspectors apparently understood these statenents[ -

to mean that all wi' ring for the underpinning instrumentation

N had been completed, an unintended inference.
Il .

!!
p
I; / The misunderstandings and poor co=nuhications of
i

.

j March 10 and.12, 1982 came to light during the March 17-19,.
'

.

1982 Region III safety inspection. The NRC inspectors dis-

;i covered that instrument!ation installation was in progress,
'

not co=pleted. They then informed the Cc=pany that,this .

activity was to be Q. In response, the company suspended

I all underpinning instrumentation installation and reclassi-

' fied the activities as Q.
yj .

Subsequent to these events, Mr. Cook had a nur.ber of
s '

)R
. discussions with the NRC Staff Management leading up to a

.

h
March 30,1982 meeting with Region III and NER, at which

>
' time the company committed to Q-listing essentially all of
-

' '

the o-go underpinning work. As a result of the March. 30'

.r: i -

3
7 . .
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~ .ik commitment by company Management, . instru=entation installed-

_

'

and cables pulled without being covered by quality assurance

i requirements were upgraded to comply with 'all quality
' assurance requirements. Since March 30, 1982, all

.

'

- - underpinning instrumentatien has been installed pdrsuant' to.
-

.

. .
'

quality program requiremen*J. *
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Docket No. 50-329
Docket No. 50-330

Consumers Power Company ]
ATTN: Mr. James W. Cook

Vice President ..

Midland Project
1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson, MI 49201 g
Gentlemen:

* .
.

Thank you for your letter 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. ,

,

f Sincerely,
,

G. Fiorelli, Chief*

Reactor Construction and
Engineering Support Branch

cc w/1tr dtd 1/12/81:
Central Filesr

Reproduction Unit NRC 20b
PDR

'

Local PDR ,

NSIC
TIC
Ronald Callen, Michigan

Public Service Commission
Myron M. Cherry '

|

.< '/
RIII RIRIII

W .gu( -L

Sutphin/so Knop Fiorelli .
,

1/28/81'

:

w O /m o 4 4 h[./M 2a

u av c..c. v - a *-
l'
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CORSum8tS.r James w cook-

Power v.,, m u ,.,- m ,ui o .,,.. ,.,
i .i

CompBRy a.d Cons,ru,,now
. g

.:
I w

49201 * (5171 788 0453 .
,

1945 West Pernest 14oed, Jecteen, ade
General of4ces.

January 12,.1981

Mr J G Keppler, Regional Director
Office of Inspection and Enforce =ent
US Nuclear Regulatory Coc:=ission.

Region III
799 Roosevelt RoadGlen Ellyn, IL 60137

50-329 7 -/ 8 03-03;

MIDLAC PROJECT - SUPP'EME: CAL RESPCNSE TO INFRACTION 50-330/78-03-03 (ERRONEOUS WELD INSPECIION RESULTS ON CASLE TRAY SUPPORTS,
FILE: 0.h.2 UFI: 73*60*13 SERIAL:

11006

LOWER CABLE SPREADING ROOM)
50-329/78-03, 50-330/78-03;CPCo Response' to IR

References: (a) Serial Hove-89-78; dated June 7,1978

CPCo Final 50 55(e) Report on Seismic Cable Tray
Supports; Serial Hove-16L-78; dated September 8,1978f (b)

50-329/80-30, 50-330/80-31,,

(c) NRC II Inspection Report
(a).

The infraction described above was initially responded te by referenceto the date
This supple = ental response is provided to clarify the record asThe initial response indicated that all of the
full ccepliance vcs achieved. 8 and noted that

required actions should have been co=pleted by July 1,197co=pleted ccrrective actions and the date of full co=pliance veuld be stated
cable Tray Supports.

through sub=ittal of the final 50.55(e) on the seis=icThe fins 150.55(e) report was sub=itted on Septe=ber 8,197
8 by reference (b),
tion vould be in

and it stated that all the cable tray support velds in ques sary)
conformance' upon co=pletion of the inspection (and repair as neces360) for undercut
required by the disposition of Nonconfor=ance Report (NCF 1i Change Notice
conditions using the acceptance criteria given in Specificat on

It was expected that the actions vould be co=pleted byNCR 1360 had corrective actions acccuplished and was closedNo C-30k-8003
However, during sub0equent review for closure of theNovember 1, 1978.

on Nove=ber 2,1978. infraction in March 1980, an ancma17_ vy observed by the NRC Inspector on
,

subject._

(No 967) associate _d__vith tha ework had
_the closure of an earlier Techtel 1CRThe ancmaly was that mt yoi did not indicate that other neces_sary r

' t d as is.
been accenplished but only that the oversize velds had been accep ehad been
Thus, there was no docu=ented evidence that the necessary reworkNCR 987 This NCR I

|
accomplished on other velds identified as nonconforming onh ndition. The NCR !

vas therefore reopened on March 6,1980 to address t e coi h d and was closed on
vas redispositioned, had necessary actions accompl s ewhich now constitutes the date by which full compliance was-

'*
October 10, 1980,

-

achieved.
blM 151991
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7-10, 1980, reviewed>

.a

The Region III Inspector, during a Site inspection October d the correction1

the documentation and hardware associated with this infraction an
.'

-| i ts. This
thereof and has deter =ined that we are now in ecupliance with requ remenfulli

item has remained open with the NBC pending formal notification of whenThis letter constitutes that nottfication.i

ecupliance was actually achieved.

DRK/1r

RJCook, NBC Resident InspectorCC:
Midland Nuclear Plant
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Consumers
. power James W Cook

v. , m a ,.,- m ,u , 1.,, ,,,,,

j. Company s.d Constrecries

1,
-

N Generes offices: 1945 West Pernell Road. Jackson. Mt 49201 + (517) 788 0453
.

a

January 12, 1981
..

,

>.

Mr J G Keppler, Regional Director
Office of Inspection and Enforce =ent
US Nuclear Regulatory Cc==ission
Region III

799 Roosevelt Road
Glen' Ellyn, IL 60137

MIDLAND PROJECT - SUPPLEMENTAL FISPONSE TO INFRACTION 50-329/78-03-01
,

50-330/78-03-03 (ERRCNEOUS ELD INSPECTION RESULTS ON CABLE TRAY SUPPORTS,
.| LOWER CABLE SPREADING ROOM) FILE: 0.h.2 UFI: 73*60*13 SERIAL: 11006

References: (a) CPCo Response to IR 50-329/78-03, 50-330/78-03;t

Serial Hove-89-78; dated June 7,1978

CPCo Final 50.55(e) Report on Seis ic Cable TrayI

(b)
Supports; Serial Hove-16h-78; dated Septe=ber 8,1978

(c) NRC II Inspection Report 50-329/80-30, 50-330/80-31

The infraction described above was initially responded to by reference (a).
This supple = ental response is provided to clarify the record as to the date,

full ccepliance was achieved. The initial response indicated that s11 of the
required actions should have been co=pleted by July 1,1978 and noted that
co=pleted corrective actions and.the date of full co=pliance would be stated
through submittal of the final 50.55(e) on the seis=ie Cable Tray Supports.
The final 50.55(e) report was sub=itted en Septe=ber 8,1978 by reference (b),,

and it stated that all the cable tray support velds in question vould be in
conformance upon co=pletion of the inspection (and repair as necassary)*

required by the disposition of Nonconfomance Report (NCR 1360) for undercut
>

conditions using the acceptance criterin given in Specification Change Notice-

It was expected that the actions vould be co=pleted byNo C-30L-8003
November 1, 1978. NCR 1360 had corrective actions accceplished and was closed'

on November 2, 1978. However, during subsequent review for closure of the
infraction in March 1960, an ancmaly was observed by the NRC Inspector on
the closure of an earlier Bechtel NCR (No 987) associated with the subject.?

The ancmaly was that NCR 987 did not indicate that other necessary rework had
"

been aceceplished but only that the oversize velds had been accepted as is._'

Thus, there was no docu=ented evidence that the necessary rework had been,

This NCR
acccuplished on other velds identified ac nonconforming on NCR 987 The NCRwas therefore reopened on March 6,1980 to address the condition.
vas redispositioned, had necessary actions acco=plished and was closed on,

d October 10, 1980, which now constitutes the date by which full co=pliance was
.;

) achieved.
i

hjAN 15 591A
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durine a Site insreetien October 7-10, 1980, revieved
The Region III Insrecter.

the documentation and hardware associated with this infraction and the correctionThisthereof and has determined that we are nov in empliance with requirements.,

!j item has remained open with the NRC pending for=al notification of when full
empliance was actually achieved. This letter constitutes that notification.

,

!
.

h&!
DRK/1r

CC: RJCock, NRC Resident Inspector
Midisa2d Nuclear Plant
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NRC inspector noted that NCR 987. , .

docu-

As a result of the above observation, t ebecause the licensee determined that[I
h

.

1 wereThe weldsd reinspection. 28, 1980 was
f

was reopened on March 6, 1980was unavailable on the rework anf

Log 62820 dated FebruaryThe results of the reinspection?.

was
-!

rainspected, and QCIR C-304-1545V,crntation| welds.
initiated to reinspect the 3

.

dscumented in NCR 987 dings of the reinspection; thewere &

NCR 987 was reopened to correct the fin 1977 several modificationsrequirements.
licensee stated that since October 13,October 13, 1977

ected and reinspected with

implemented which did not match with theRecords indicate that the findings were corrThese three itemsThe NCR 987 is con-
were corrected on

C inspection.the exception of three items.
October 9,1980 during the current NR980.
sidered closed as of October 10, 104-01)

-

(Open) Unresolved (329/78-04-01; 330/78-the safety related item list.were collected and
Cable trays and fittings not included inand fittings

Coupon samples from installed cable traysTest reports have not been issued.
tested. 12-05)

-

(open) Unresolved (329/79-12-05; 330/79-three concerns, namely, leakage,and two phase
i

A proposal to test the PORV address ngdischarge of steam, watervalve in additionthis lete

operability, and capacity duringThe facility to conduct reliability tests onizer code valve is scheduled to be comp
will be scheduled thereafter.to the block valve and pressuractual tests

mixes.

in March 1981; the / 9 12-06)
-

(Closed) Unresolved (329/79-12-06; 330 7 -
i

reevaluating whether the pressur zerThe licensee informed the inspector
It was previously identified that B&W was spray line for which alated.
spray control valves were safety rewas made introducing an auxiliaryAs this new line is considered safety
that a design change d

quired to be updated.
new specification is being develope .related, the existing valve is not re

0/79-12-08)
-

(Open) Unresolved Item (329/79-12-08; 33
d

J
tal qualification of gaskets anUnderwriter laboratories

It was previously' reported that environmen
d4

t available.ted "Hardcast Tape" for flame sprea ,
sealants used in HVAC ductwork was no

A letter
determined it acceptable. indicates that "Hardcast Tape

"28, 1970 tes
in a letter dated Septemberfuel contributed and smoke developed, and

dj.

and that the irradiate30, 1975

from ITT Research Institue dated Aprilil 14-16, 1975 tion,.

of unirradiated tape; no discolorain physical properties were ,obserwas irradiated with cobalt-60 on Apr
ved..

was compared with a sample
embrittlement, or apparent changes sota Mining and Manufactur-sample

' e

of conformance was issued from M nne02 was manufactured in strict conformanc
i

ing Company that Weatherban No.12A certifieste
.

f

i-

$ 4-'
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!
.

A Persons Contacted __

3' _:-
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, IE&T-

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 licessee personnel during the course
of the inspection.

Licensee Action on Previous Inspcetion Findings

(Open) Noncompliance Item (50-329/78-03-0?; 50-330/78-03-03): The NRC
inspector, accompanied by licensee representatives, selectively rein-
spected 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

i 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-QD02.
Paragraph 5.3.2 and Section 8 of Specification J218(Q) originally re-
quired the completed drawings to be submitted "for review, analysis and

a
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DETAILS

8 /
l-
J Persons Contacteds

3' Consumers Power Company Personnel 7
>
j B. Marguglio, Corporate QA Director

'

P D. B. Miller, Site Manager
i *T. C. Cooke, Project Superintendent
j *J. L. Corley, QA Section Head, IE & TV
:j *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. Vo11ney, QA Engineer+

*R. Vbeeler, Field Civil Engineer.

*R. E. McCue, Project Testing
E. L. Jones, QA Engineer'

P. K. Kyner, QA Electrical Supervisor

Bechtel Power Corporation Personnel
.

*A. J. Boos, Project Field Engineer
*V. 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. $mith, Lead QA Engineer
:

B & V Personnel

*V. N. Asgaonkar, Project Manager
*R. V. Shope, QC Supervisor

,-

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

d The inspectors also contacted other contractor and licensee personnelb
H during the course of the inspection.
-

,.
,

d
Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings

d (Open) Noncompliance Item (329/78-03-03; 330/78-03-03) The NRC inspectors
9 reviewed the interim and final reports relative to this matter. During
5 discussions with the licensee and Bechtel personnel, the NRC" inspectors

determined that there was no documented evidence that the field engineering;
recommendation in NRC 987 "to rework all fillet velds that have coarse4

ripples, high crowns, excessive concavity or convexity, and where

)
y . .

-J ,

j 2
j
l
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W. J. Woolley Company 0

Q .30 ) hf R. A. Maffei, Manager of Engineering .

"
1- USNRC-RIII -

** R. Cook, Resident Inspectot k,

Other licensee and contractor personnel were con acted 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.

t

NCR 987 dated October 13, 1977 documents several discrepancies in the welds
in the Unit I 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 recoc: mends the following two corrective actions:

at Rework for all fillet welds that Jiave coarse ripples, high 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 conforin to
the specification. .

A weld on No. 82 in Unit I lower cable spreading room was identified to be
porous and had a crater. During a previous inspection, the inspectors could
not determine that this weld was repaired and reinspected. The licensee,

agreed to reexamine this item and provide additional information.
,

i
,

1
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,/
the base metal has been ground and grooved to unacceptable thickness" was

I / in fact accomplished. The. contractor personnel af ter consultations statedi f[ that an engineering review was performed on the above unacceptable welds,
and concluded the welds "as is" were acceptable. The NRC inspec_ tors:

| \-
' informed the licensee that these welds will be reexamined duriqg a subse-

quent inspection. /,

(Closed) Noncompliance (330/79-22-02) Control of welding material. The'

inspector established that Bechtel supervising personnel and craf tsmen
have been instructed the procedure requirements of handling welding rods.

'

ets ,

(Closed) Unresolved item (329/79-17-01 and 330/79-17- M) Welder Qualifica-tion Records. The inspector reviewed the qualification records of the
-

welders in question. It was determined that the errors have been corrected
j

'

and a discrepancy was also corrected immediately. Additionally, the
inspector randomly selected qualification records of 30 other welders for
review, with no further discrepancies being identified.

v- s

(Closed) Unresolved Item (329/79-24-01 and 330/79-24-01) B & W proceoure:
The inspector reviewed the revised procedure No. 9-WG-107, Revision 3.
It was determined that the procedure has been revised to clarify the'

handling of return udused welding material.'

J
(Closed) Unresolved Item (329/79-24-02) Ground out in pipe: The inspector
reviewed a Bechtel letter to Consumers Power Company dated January 3, 1980
stating that the ground in the pipe was examined and no mimimum wall thick-
ness was violated. liowever, why and when it was ground was undeterminable.

I (Closed) Unresolved Item (330/79-22'-01) Design changes after work is
This item became an item of deviation (Section I, paragraph.complete:

r . .
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Docket No. 50.-329 f f
Docket No. 50-330 {{, [y'

b|0 &: ??'.-t4 , %- Y, *
Consumers Power Company g-- ,~

,

ATTN: Mr. Stephen H. Howell [t.c R L4,

l Vice President
-

1945 West Parnall Road $ ',jy,

Jackson, MI 49201

Gentlemen-.

)

Thank you for your final report dated September 8,1978, pursuant to.

10 CFR 50 35(e) regarding cable tray support welds. We will complete'

our review of this matter during a future inspection.
i

Tour cooperation with us is appreciated.

Sincerely,

.!

R. F. Heishman, Chief
Reactor Construction and

Engineering Support Branch

cc: Central Files
Reproduction Unit NRC 20b,,

PDR.

Local PDR. .;

NSIC.

TIC
Ronald Callen, Michigan Publ'u:

Service Conmission
Dr. Wayne R. North,;

. Myron M. Cherry, Chicago ,

)

;

,

78'100|0iOW Ip. ,;
-

,,
- KII [__RIII / RI

orrier > _ &____ . . _ _ .I __ _ _ . _ _ .. Q_____ . _ _ _ _ _ - _

|1 Vande/de,c Ma 11 Hayes S sa Hei nan
q SURNAldC >

9/26/78
-| carr >, . - - -_ _ _ _ .._____________.. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ..__ _ _ _ _ _ ._________

I NRC Form 318A (R2IE) (5-74) NRCM 02040 'U. S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1978-253 8

L _ _ _ _ _ ... - _ _ _ _ ., - --
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Docket No. 80 .b3 0
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Q Ltd, k ,72
Centlemen: /9
Thank you for your E report) dated'

'

pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e) regarding /%[ o ,

*

LoJ L We will complete ou review of ..
r

this matter during a future inspection. ~2 'n's will . .I u your -

* 4nN#4--I :qvt u d,i - " ar unnn va =
vu

k Your cooperation with us is appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

R. F. Heishman, Chief

' Reactor Construction and
'

Engineering Support Branch*

.
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fi,,"';r. 't Stephen H. Howell ;,

\ ' '' ''*

Vice President* .
,

$ 4

:
E General Offices: 1945 West Parnall Road, Jackson, MicNgen 49201 * Area Code 517 7884453
1

September 8, 1978' '

| Hove-16k-78
b

-

.

x

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

Region III
US nuclear Regulatory Co==ission
799 Roosevelt Road
Glen Ellyn, IL 60137-

MIDLAUD NUCLEAR PLAUT
,

UNIT NO 1, DOCKET NO 50-329
UNIT NO 2, DOCKET NO 50-330>

SEISMIC CA3LE TRAY SUPPO.TS

Reference: 1) Letter, S H Howell to J G Keppler; Midland Nuclear Plant;
Unit No 1, Docket No 50-329; Unit No 2, Docket No 50-330;
Seismic Cable Tray Supports; Serial Ho-ze-75-78; dated P.a3 12,,

i 1978

2) Letter, S H Hovell to J G Keppler; Midland Nuclear Plant;
NRC Items of Nonce:pliance; Inspection Report No 50-329/78-03
andNo50-330/78-03; dated June 7, 1978

3) Letter, S H Howell to J G Keppler; Midland Nuclear Plant;
'

Unit No 1, Docket No 50-329; Unit No 2, Docket No 50-330;
i Seismic Cable Tray Supports; Serial Hove-107-78; dated

June 30, 19783
.i

? h) Letter, S H Howell to J G Keppler; Midland Nuclear Plant;
L Unit No 1, Docket No 50-329; Unit No 2, Docket No 50-330;
:i Seismic Cable Trey Supports; Serial Hove-136-78; dated
j August k, 1978
% e

p References 1, 3 and k were inte-im 50.55(e) rero-ts. Refe- ~ ~ 2 vas also
'f related to this subject. gisletteristhefinal5055(e)reporjt Reference,

i k reported that the last remaining correcuve salon was tne resolution of
'

changes to Specification 7220-C-304. This was accompl'shed on August 28, 1978i

with the approval of Specification Change Notice SCN No C-30h-8003 vhich
j revises Section 6 dealing with acceptance criteria on velds.
4
.:. t

-

d ::- 1 : 1978-

09/8 DOS 3;
.
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All the cable tray support velds in question vill be in conforzcance upon
completion of the inspection (and repair as necessary) required;by the~

disonsi+i na -ee TR 1960 for undercut conditions, using the acceptance criteria
given in SCN No C-304-Boo 3 This vill be completed by November 1,1978.

.

g .a,
.

'

|

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

Director, Office of Management
Information and Program Control, USNRC (1)

.
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b Generet Omces: 212 West MecNgen Avenwe.JacheOM. MecNgen 49201

E' May 12, 1978
|. Howe-75-78

i

Mr- J. G. Keppler, Regional Director
( US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
" Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Region III

799 Roosevelt Road
Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

MIDLAND NUCLEAR PLAh"f -
UNIT NO. 1, DOCKET NO. 50-329
UNIT NO. 2, DOCKET No. 50-330
SEISMIC CABLE TP.AY SUPPORTS

In accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50 55(e), this letter constitutes
an interim report of the status of nonconforming velds in cable tray supports.
Attachments 1 and 2 to this letter provide a description of the nonconfer=ing
conditions, corrective action plans and a report of the initial actions taken.

Another report, either interim or final, vill be sent on or before June 30,
1978.

5

) Attachments: 1) Quality Assurance Pro 6 ram Management Corrective Action
Report, MCAR-1, Report No. 23, dated April 17, 1978.

2) Interim Report fl, dated May 1,1978, MCAR-23, Cable Tray
Support Construction Welding Discrepancy.

CC: Dr Ernst Volgenau, USNRC (15)j
r

Director, Office of Mana6ement
Information and Program Control, USNRC (1)

65.Y 1U
,

'A

.
-

g /1 n f. I '] n o n n
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i Attachm3nt 1-

,

d Howe-75-781
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QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM
h MANAGEMENT CORRC.TIVE ACTION REPORT. ,

j MCARt
'

23REPORT NO-

}i JOB NO. - 7220 0 NO. 3.005 DATE April 17, 1978
_

i | *pESCRIPTION | Including references):

1 Seismic Cable Tray Supports were audited by CPCo on Augest 29, 1977 (F-77-31) and
' found that velding of raceway supports did not comply with design drawings. Thej drawings called for transverse welds, and on two type 3 supports, longitudinal velds
j were used. This was resolved by Specification C-304 revision to allow Field

Engineering to approve additional welds.1

.

Bechtel QC perfor=ed an inspection of seismic cable tray supports in the Cable
Spreading Room Elevation 646 on 10/13/77. There were 59 Hold Tags applied on columns>

*RECOMME'NDEO ACTION (Optional) (Contd)
: 1) Project Engineering evaluate the conditions on NCns 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 confidence that the as-built

condition meets design requirements.;

3) If reinspection of additional welds is required, Quality Con, trol is to establish
a schedule.

(CONT'D.)
TEFERRED TO ENGINEERING X CONSTRUCTION QA MANAGEMENT

I
*Potentially Repertable

.

ISSUED B #d ^ - L '0I21/78'

M.[ICA Engle C'"

'

il REPORTABLE DISCREPANCY N * ~ 'D CLIENT U # 'D II
NO * YES - ' h "

8 -

Proiect Man.ger cate g
Ill CAUSE M

.

4

.

g CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN
.

;

i. .i.;i
,

.

| .

f c i . gG%;=.s . ~<
. .

.'

/.k k. ;b} .

I?

&
.

N
Id

APR:? 4 k.y

@hlily33t;gq35i:
u~

,

AUTHORIZED BY '

! oate {
'

oistaisuvio : y* 3* yiolete. !Pe

,

c g.cg M !

..u.,, T. M. Leverette FORMAL REPORT TO CLIENT4

of sect.on it Apoteest
!. E al.".*.***' C. L. Richardson

''
oeie

'* U*i /,$' ,,,C*"O,Q J. Amaral (Caithersburg) CORRECTIVE ACTION IMPLEMENTED
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{ I DESCRIPTION (Including references): (CONT'D.) [
.

in the lower spreading room h=ccu e ef ca--=a rieples, high crowns, excessive
L

-f convexity and undercut CR-987 remains open. ].

. . ..
*

Inspection of seisnic 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
preparntion of a Discrepancy Report to document incomplete work and assurance

i that welds would not be painted until after inspection.

[
The NRC performed an inspection on March 21, 197G and found that cable tray
supports in the cable spreading room had several unacceptable fillet welds.I

This is a potential item of nonconpliance, 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 the lower spreading room, elevation 646 feet, to determine if the NRC
| finding is an isolated case. All ten columns were detected to have undersized

,

welds. NCR-1207 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 velds.

|E .

The Project Manager called a meeting en 3/24/78 with the Project Engine,er, !

Electrical APE, and the PQAI. A telephone discussion with the Construction
'

Superintendent and the PFQCE resulted in the following action items.

-

1)- Construction Superintendent to determine why undersize welds are occurring'
,

and to instruct welders on the inportance of making velds within specifica-
*

tion tolerances.
.

2) PTQCE to perform 100% reinspection of cable tray supports'until further.. .
'

notice.
.I

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

,
,

.

*

4) PQAE to reviev Quality Trend Analysis charts to determine if Discrepancy
Reports (DRs) prepared during in-process inst .ation of electrical cable
tray supports involved welding problems.

'

The PQAE was also to de'termine if the original inspection was performed
before or after Specification C-304 had been revised to include weld size

'

tolerances.
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j I DESCRIPTIOM (Including references): (C0NT'D.) . -

,,
- .

j A reinspection made on 4/13/78 of cor:pleted fillet welds in the lower
,

spreading room, elevation 646 feet, found 550 welds out of 2058 im:nected.*
]

-

li unacceptable to the latest criteria of Specification C-304 ev._3, plus ,

'j SCH-8002. Rejected welds consisted of oversize, undersize n h eld defects d_

The rejection rate for colu:sns was 50.5%; for unistruts,12%;% h cross-U overs, 27.6%. NCR-1306 was issued April 13, 1978.
,

The Project !!anager called a meeting on 4/20/70 of the Project Superintendent,a
1{

Chief FQCE, Chief Civil Ingineer, !!&QS Supervisor, QA Manager, PQAE and
other project representatives to discuss the safety aspects of the discrepancyq
as well as recot::nend corrective actions. The discrepancy is considered
potentially reportable until completion of a structural analysis.

REC 012-|E11DED ACTION (Optional) _(CONT'D.)

4) Project Superintendent provide instruction to the responsible craf ts,
supervision and field engineering personnel to assure they clearly under-
stand the welding require =ent. Cotcpletion of this action is to be,

documented.*

5) Quality Control to evaluate the existinr. instructions and training for.
-

QCEs in this area and take any further actions, if necessary, to assure
Proper inspection of all future fillet welds. Docu=ent 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 addrer.s clearly the question of

~

2i reportability. -
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Bechtel Associates Professional Corporation-

,

)i . 777 East Eisenhower Parkway. .

| Ann Arbor. Michigan *
.

! *

aneuseess:P.O. Box 1000. Ann Atbot, Mechegan 48106 -

-

| SUBJECT: MCAR #23 (Issued 4/17/78) :.t.* * 'r
'

*

Cable tray support construction welding discrepancy, ,

'

INTERD1 REPORT # 1 DATE: 5/1/78 i
-

* PROJECT: Consumers Power Company Midland Plant Units 1 & 2 Bechtel Jiab
.

7220,
'

.
.'

Ceneral .

i

This interim report is prepared in response to Midland Project Management
Corr.ective Action Report No. 23 dated April 17, 1978. Project engineering's

,

.

action following the issuing of Nonconformance Reports 1287 and 1306 up
to !!ay 1,1978, is cummarized in this report. -

Ennincering Evaluation on NCRs 1287 and 1306
*

NCR 1287 was issued by Bechtel QC on March 23, 1978. This r port contained
the reinspectibn 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, i sued on April 13, 1978, reported 550 weld'

; discrepancies out of 2 inspec ' The discrepancies consisted' .

of oversize, undersize. and weld defects the lower cable sprerding
room. Engineering's evaluation effort 'is o 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 minimum

.

weld size were evaluated by Bechtel welding engineers. .

There are four groups of typical connectons reported in the NCR 1287
and NCR 1306 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
} system. End returns are in general not considered in the design evaluation.

Engineering's evaluation has concluded that both the undersized ahd -
*

oversized wclds reported in both NCRs meet design requirememts cnd
. -

project design criteria and is not a significant deviation from performance -

~.specification. (See CPCo Note. !),

.
.

::- e . - L " --**a .
.

ATSC f a4 " snot accompli Ids, the minimum weld size required by'

and the oversized welds exceeded Specification
tz20-C-30 Faev 3 m m umuu s. Engineering is presently evaluating code

..

and specification deviation cases as well as any possible adverse effect'

j to the weld strength. -

.

q CPCo Note. 1: This paragraph should be i teAp>teted to say that st>tucturat design
n - Aequirements are not violated and the deviation u:itt not affect

performance. I
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Cable Tray Support Uelds for Areas Not Reinspected |
,

* '

4 ' NCRs 1287 and "1306 reported weld' reinspection results limited to the
b lower spreading room at elevation 646' only. Data obtained from these
b ' reports is sufficient to evaluate the weld co.ndition in this arca,[ however, it is inadequate to extend these results to' evaluate welding in~ ; other areas. This is due to the lack of sampling data obtained from
! other rooms. .

r

( ,' To evaluate welding adequacy in the areas other than those welds in the
lower spreading room, project engineering selected a sample of 50 velded

-

support connections from installed cable tray support in the auxiliarybuilding on Aprilg 25, 1978. These sample connections required the field
quality control group to conduct a detailed inspection and provide
results for project engineering to perform similar evaluation.4 Resultsof this inspection are still pending as of this date.

. .

! Reportability

'

Projest engineering's evaluation to date tentatively indicates that the
i

,

descrepancy of the weld size as reported in NCR 1287 and NCR
1306 does not present a potential detrimental effect to public safety
and is not a reportable condition within the requirements of the Nucleara

''

Quality Assurance Manual Section 5. Number 10. (See CPCo Note 2).
.

. The final engineering report on this investigation 'is expected to be5

completed by May 31, 1978.

. CPCo Note 2: The dhcrepancy scill be btcated a reportable by CPCo until
:

-

such time u the evaluation of the condition are ccmplete,

and if final judgment can be made to the contran.y.. .
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.| # "*%g UNITEo STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION1 y g
g j g REGION 111

*qw.J e
q 7ee noossvatr noAo*

/
*

o u ~ .<tv,... w ois . m ;e
2 ....
4 MAY 0 4 . 8
:
'

T,;

h Docket No. 50-329
{j Docket No. 50-330

U Consumers Power Company
i ATTN: Mr. Stephen H. Howell h, - k._3
l Vice President
i 1945 West Parnall Road
} Jackson, MI 49201

p
N Gentlemen:

b
1 This refers to the inspection conducted by Messrs. R. J. Cook,
d E. W. K. Lee, K. R. Naidu, and T. E. Vandel of this office on
;I March 21-23, 1978, of activities at the Midland Nuclear Power

Plant construction site authorized by NRC Construction Permits
No. CPPR-81 and No. CPPR-82 and to the discussion of our findings

j with Messrs. Bird, Corley, others of your staff, and others of
i the Midland site staff at the conclusion of the inspection.

3 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.

h During this inspection, certain of your activities appeared to
be in noncompliance with NRC requirements, as described in the

} enclosed Appendix A.

This notice is sent to you pursuant to the provisions of Section'

.;j 2.201 of the NRC's " Rules of Prsetice," Part 2, Title 10, Code of
y 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, including for each item of non-1 *

I 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. ,
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't Consumers Power Company -2- MAY 0.4 .,8
-

'

.

%

1
In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules ~ of Practice,"

1
Part 2 Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter,
the ecciosures, sad your response to this letter will be placed in
the NRC's Public Document Room, except se follows. If the enclo-

!

i sures contain information that you or your contractors believe to be
proprietary, you must apply in writing to this office, within twenty1 >

days of your receipt of this latter, to withhold such information
from public disclosure. The application must include a full statement
of the reasons for which the information is considered propriatary,I'

and should be prepared so that proprietary information identified in
,

the application is contained in an enclosure to the application.

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this.

inspection.

I Sincerely,

i
.

1. F. Heishman, fMaf
Reactor Construction and

Engineering Support Branch

! Enclosures:
' 1. Appendix A. Notice

of Violation4

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

cc w/ encl:
Central Files

j Reproduction Unit NRC 20b
FR<

j Iscal P R'
j NSIC ,

TIC
Q

.

Ronald Callen, Michigan Publia
3
i Service Commissica
] Dr. Wayne E. North

Myron M. Cherry, Chicago e

R
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Appendix A--

|j .
- T.

3

- NOTICE OF VIOLATION
-

, ,

. .

Consumers Power Company Docket No. 50-329 ;'

- Docket No. 50-330 1

.

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

NRC requirements as noted below. Items 1 and 2 are considered
,,
' infractions and item 3 is considerad a deficiency.

1. Contrary to the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion II, and Paragraph 5.2 of the Consumers Power
Company Quality Assurance Program for Design and

_

Construction, Procedure No. 9-1 it was dete~ mined that,

tt.e documented inspection results, asserting that the
# welds on cable tray supports in the lower cable spreading

z room were acceptable, were erroneous.
e

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
7 No. P1-A-LH Structural specified the welding voltagei

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,,

a
.3 ,
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- U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION T
'

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT
!

REGION III
;

. Repert No. 50-329/78-03; 50-330/78-03

Docket No. 50-329; 50-330 License No. CPPR-81; CPPR-82

Licensie: Consumers Power Company
"

1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson, MI 49201

Facility Name: Midland Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2

Inspection At: Midland Site, Midland, Michigan |

Inspection Conducted: March 21-23, 1978<

Inspectors; T. Van e f 78'.

/

-

$/t/78Cook.

R.Nau s / 78

. W. $. e Yf ?Y

Approved By: . W. Ha Ch 6 [1F
Projects Section / /

,

.

Inspection Sumarv
,

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

j dates; safety related piping work activities; reactor pressure vessel
installation procedures; work activities and record review for containment"

I 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
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noncompliance were identified in three areas (infraction - failure to
accurately document inspection results - Section II, paragraph 6;y

) infraction - failure to assure welding voltage requirements are speci-
i fied - Section II, paragraph 5; deficiency - failure to assure purchased

material documentation included compliance to all specification require-
a

! ments - previous unresolved item escalated).
i
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DETAILS

T.r

Persons Contacted

Principal Licensee Employees

T. C. Cooke, Project Superintendent
D. D. Johnson, Constru:: tion Control Supervisor
Z. Johnson, Construction Control 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, Project 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 section, 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. ,
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I (Closed) Unresolved Item (50-329/77-ht-01; 50-330/77-15-01): It was

previously reported that there was inadequate information to verify
; that the bent containment liner plate referenced in !!RC 009t wasj
! repaired. The inspector reviewed field inspection plan C-ITI-111a,

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-111-111a, 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:

j 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.*

is'

(closed) Unresolved Item (50-329/77-)$102, 50-330/77-15-02): It was
previously reported 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 initiated on December 9,1977, and closed
on January 16, 1978, identifies that several NCRs initiated during 1971,

- 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. Sufficient evidence was available in NCRs 0084 and
0085 to resolve NCR 0083.

fI 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.'

Whether water was used as a couplant or the object was i=mersed ina.
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

1 stated that the BSI signature on the UT report indicates that he
Whether he witnessed the test itselfreviewed the test report.

could only be determined by examining the " Supplier Quality Surveil-
lance Reports" which are stored in the Bechtel Ann Arbor Office. ~

Bechtel stated that the surveillance reports were not reviewed.*
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The bistance Amplitude Curve (DAC) did not indicate calibration) c.

1 point; however, the report stated that it was calibrated at 75%
I full screen height. Further discussions on the subject indicated
! that the UT required examination for possible laminar tear of a
j heat affected zone directly below a weld to determine any laminar
j t ear. The DAC curve was not calibrated because only one point namely
f

the 75% of the full screen height was required.
.

During the initial inspection in December 1977, this embed had been
installed in place and rebar was being installed around it. Concrete
had not been placed and hence the licensee had the opportunity to
reexamine the piec'e 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
9 that Shop Welding Inspection Reports of Haven Busch did not document

whether root passes which were repaired were reinspected af ter 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 net documentation on reinspections. Bechtel is awaiting an |
assessment by Haven Busch as to the extent of inadequate documentation,
including a reasonable rationale to justify the inadequate documentation.
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
'i burried under concrete precluding further inspections.
d.'*

i 's% Q This item has been escalated to an item of noncompliance contrary to
10 CFR 50, Appendix 3, Criterion VII and Paragraph 5.3 of the Consumers'

'k Power Company EPPQASD Procedure No. 7. (50-329/78-03-01; 50-330/78-03-01)

(Closed) Unresolved Item (50-329/77- 05; 50-330/77-15-05): It was

] previously identified that several G-321-D forms related to certain
components, were signed by the Bechtel Shop inspector even though there

,

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

significance of the shoF inspector's signature on the G-321-D form.
1 Dr mg this inspection, the RIII inspector reviewed a lettes from the
? Be .stel 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 mJace the entire Bechtel Supplier Quality M'anual 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

1. Licensee /NRR Facility Construction 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:;
J

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

R. J. Cook, RIII Inspection
L. P. Crocker, NRR/DPM
D. S. Hood, NRR/DPM4 '

W. H. Lovelace, MIPC ,

T. E. Vandel, RIII Project Inspector

Consumers Power Company (CPCo)

T. C. Cooke, Project Superintendent
D. D. Johnson, Construction 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 experience7

|
and Methodology for Fuel Load Date Forecast. ,

.
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A 2. Reportable Deficiencies (50.55(e))
i

.

During the inspection the licensee dist ussed the following*7

reported deficiencies:
;f

The licensee performed an NDE records audit of the radio-a.] 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 if necessary. The licensee stated,

f that their NDE personnel were reviewing the reexaminationJ
and any subsequent repairs of the decay heat removal
pumps.'

b. The licensee has been informed via a design change that
-

^

seismic supports for the containment spray system pipingi located in the containment dome were welded directly to',

Thisthe pipe without benefit of load distribution pads.3

would allow stresses in excess of ASME Code allowable to be
induced in the spray piping. The licensee is presently
involved in evaluating the extent of repairs necessary to
rectify the potentially overstressed conditions of the
containment spray system.
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| SECTION I
p -

'
,

;

!

!
- Prepared By: E. W. K. Lee

!

j' Reviewed By: D. H. Danielson, Chief
; Engineering Support Section 2
:

1. Reactor Vessel Installation - Review of QA Procedures

: The inspector reviewed Babcock and Wilcox Construction Company
(B&WCC) QA Manual. Rev. O 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 identif'ied.

2. Safety Related Piping - Observation of Work and Work Activities

The inspector observed the following safety related piping work
activities:

.

Handling and procection of Unit 1 Auxiliary Feedwater Systema.
Spool No. IDBC-5-S-633-7-2.

b. Weld end preparation of Unit 1 Auxiliary Feedwater System
field weld No. 8C1 on drawing No. M633, sheet 4.

.

c. Installation and alignment 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.
t
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3. Safety Related Piping (Welding) - Observation of Work and Work

Activities
T
*

$ a. Joint Preparation and Alignment

j 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 fi''id weld No. 8C1 on drawinge

'

No. M633, sheet 4.- It was determined the joint alignment
;

met the applicable code requirements and QC verified the
alignment prior to welding.

,

N b. 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,
4

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.
.s

c. Welding Beyond Root Pass

The inspector observed welding of Unit 1 Component Cooling
Vater System field weld No. 59 on drawing No M616, sheet
6, Auxiliary Teedwater System field welds No. 19C1 and
No. 8Cl on drawing No. M633, sheet 4. It was determined
that: (1) applicable welding procedure was used. (2)
welders were currently qualified, (3) welding procedure
requirements were met and (4) work area is free of weld
rod-stubs.'

d. Storage and Control of Welding Materials

The inspector visited the welding material issuing location
1
1 at Unit 1. It was determined that: (1) the welding materials

are properly identified and segregated, (2) the temperature4 of the rod ovens is maintained, .(3) records are properly kept"

i
and (4) issuance and return of welding materials are controlled.

I No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

5

! r

,I
.t

-

1

s

f

3

J -9-
;
t

s
j

%f

, .. -_ - _ - _~~ ~~.'.'~_"'~~"._'_,m..'_''*"* * *_ _ _''
'T *~ p

5 , _''

e
#

, , , ,4



.

' wr u w x- .w.-.u..
$
4

-

.
-

i
*

- .

:
.

i SECTION II

I
s -

} Prepared By: K. R. Naidu

] Reviewed By: D. H. Danielson, Chief
Engineering Support Section 24

;

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

The inspector reviewed the recordr. relative to the structural
,

. steel beams 209 B1, 212 B1, 212 B2, and 220 B1 which form the
! supports for the core flooding tank. Material Receiving Report

(MRR) AEO-1204 dated January 12, 1976, indicates the following:

a. Beams 209 B1, 212 B1, 212 B2, and 220 31 were visually1

inspected and determined acceptable on January 12, 1975.
i
- b. Field Inspection Plan C-38-R-58, Revision 0, indicates that
'. the material was purchased to Material Requisition 7220/C-
'

38, title " Structural Steel for Auxiliary Building Above
Elevation + 603'." In response to a question why reactor
building structural steel was purchased under the requisition

,

; 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
Zine-11) was inspected by inspector No. 82.

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

Beam Heat Number;
't

209 B1 180TS 82
i. 212 B1 181TO 42

212 B2 181TO 42
- 220 B1 181TO 42

Material certifications certified that the above beams.

conformed to the requirements of ASTMA-36-74..
,

%
i s. Test Reports indicate that MT inspections were performed j

] on selected welds by W. H. Flood and Company. l
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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 stif fening plates were not available onsite during the .-j

inspection. The inspector stated that lack of documentation }^,
would be considered an unresolved item. (50-329/78-03-04; -

*

50-330/78-03-04) 42<k{f
No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in the
above areas.

2. 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 B1 to 212 B1 was idet.*1fied to be performed'

l' by weldor 195; weld on Beams B212 32 to .99 B1 was identified
to be performed by weldor 125. 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. Weldreds were being stored at the work location in port-
:

able electrode ovens.

c. Uncontrolled weldrod was not observed at this work location.'

i

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.

3. Review of Containment Structural Steel Supports Welding Records

(Unit 2).

i-
,

The inspector reviewed QCIR No. C 304-543 which covered the
- inspections on the velding 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 veld size, length, location,

. . _

L' contour, and surface and were determined acceptable.
.

b. Heat treatment and NDE were not specified.
',

.
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c. Weld procedure P1-A-LH Structural was specified.

d. Weldor identified as 130 performed the welding; r cords
indicate that the weldor was qualified to weld to proce-
dure P1-A-LH Structural.

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

y, f. Back gouge was inspected and released for welding.

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

:.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in the'

above areas.
,

4. Observation of Inadequate Concrete Cover on Steam Generator Pedestals
(Unit 2).,

,
On March 22, 1978, the inspector observed that several rebars
on the inner peripheries of the steam generator 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.

C-355Q, Reinforced Concrete Plan at Elevation 593'-6",
Revision 6, dated February 19, 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 th'ree 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 i<

too high was attributed to Revision 4 of drawing C-360 which
p added 8 drilled and grouted ties on top of the original curb
i

*

ties (embedded in the base slab) but kept the top of the curb
l at elevation 594'-9". The field requested change was to increase
l the top of the steam generator curbs to elevation 594'-11" and
{ fill the inside of the curb to certain dimensions specified with
j 5000 poi grout. This change was approved by Bechtel Resident
'i Engineer on August 15, 1977. *

,
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} The corrective action will be completed after the sole plates <

Ef
. are installed. Corrective act. ion recommended appears to be '

acceptable.
.

s .

0
'

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

$ 5. Review of Welding Procedure P1-A-LH Structural
4

The inspector reviewed Bechtel Welding Procedure Specification
; (WPS) P1-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
i Procedure (GWP) which was to be used in conjunction with the

WPS PI-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
9 voltage was never measured and recorded. American Welding
i 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, are 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
change of more than 15% above or below the specified mean are

, voltage and amperage for each size electrode used is considered
I a change in the essential variable and requires establishing a

procedure qualification." The inspect'or stated that the control-

or welding was consider 1d inadequate in that the welding voltage
was not specified in the WPS and that this was contrary to 10 CFR
50, Appendix B, Criterien IX and Paragraph 5.2 of the Consumers
Power Company Quality Assurance Program Procedure for Design and
Construction Procedure 9-1.

;
-

This is an iten of noncompliance identified in Appendix A.' s

4 ''Y (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
c supports in the lower cable spreading room at elevation 646' in

the auxiliary building and noted that several welds were inadequates
j in size. At the request of the RIII inspector welds on Column 19,
j which were documented as inspected and acceptable in QC'IR-C304-244W,
Q were reinspected and the results documented as follows in Bechtel
;. Discrepancy Log WO97:

1

I
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a. Welds on Column 19 where attachment is made to structural.

l' steel are required to be 5/16" size with a S/8" return, by
Detail 3 of Drawing E740(Q). Reinspection by the;Bechtel QC
inspector indicated the following as welded conditions:y ,

(1) Weld Southwest Side
~ ..

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

one end return short
a

j (2) Weld Northwest Side
1

i Undersize throat, complete length of the weld
one end return stort '

(3) Weld Southeast Side'

Legs 1/4" x 5/16"4
* '

one end return short
] y one end return undersize

(4) Weld Northeast Side

j Undersize throat, complete length of the weld

| The inspector stated that QC1R-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

1 the lower cable spreading room to determine compliance with ~-

j the relevant drawings. (50-329/78-03-03; 50-330/78-03-03) '
'

,.

Turthermore, the inspector observed that additional work,1

such as installation of cable trays to attachments that had
been welded to various structures, had taken place even

,

thqugh 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,

i

i
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i
I welds were nonconforming. The inspector noted that a system
j should be developed and implemented to perform timely inspec-
! tions of welds to preclude installations of items;on attachments R, .

[/; with nonconforming veldments. The licensee agreed to review
this matter. This is considered an unresolved item. (50-329/ o

.

78-03-05; 50-330/78-03-05) c' hl
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
I order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of noncom-

pliance or deviations. An unresolved item disclosed during the inspection
are discussed in Section II, 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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