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MEMORANDUM FOR: “R. L. Spessard, Director, Division of Project and
Resident Programs

C. E. Norelius, Director, Division of Engineering and
Technical Programs

J. A. Hind, Director, Division of Emergency P: sparedness
and Operational Support

In the past, the primary contact for entrance and exit interviews at the
Midland site has been with the QA Department. The Midland Section has
determined that the method of communications has not been effective, possibly
due to the similarity in the work performed by the QA Department and the NRC.

We have notified CPCo management that in the future the primary contact

fer RIII inspectors will be w.th the management having line responsibility
for the activities being inspected. We encourage all inspectors to maintain
open communications with the QA Department; this will ensure that QA is
aware of all concerns and potential noncompliances before the inspector
leaves the site.

Additionally, we recuest that all inspectors communcating with the licensee
by telephone please notify the Midland Section of your plans prior to the
notification. This request is made to ensure that the Midland Section is
knowledgeable or aware of your division activities as they relate to Midland.

Would you pleasc laic:a your staff about the above changes. Your cooperation
is appreciated.

RFlanr. b
R. F. Warnick, Acting rector
Office of Special Cases

cc: J. G. Keppler
A. B. Davis
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Consumers Power Company
ATIN: Mr. James W. Cook
Vice President
Midland Project
1945 West Parnail Road
Jackson, MI 49201

Gentlemen:

By letter dated January 10, 1983, Ccnsumers Power Company described its
proposed Construction Completion Program [CCP; for the Midland nuclear
facility. This submittal was followei by a public meeting in Midland on
February 8, 1983 for the NRC to obtain a better understanding of your
proposed program and to obtain public input on the CCP. As & result of
our review of the CCP to date, we find we need the following additional
information.

A. Please provide a more detailed description of the scope of the CCP
and how it is goeing to function. Your discussions should address the
following subjects or concerns:

i. Because of problems identified by the NRC during the special
inspection of the diesel generator building and because similar
problems were found in other areas of the plant during subsequent
inspections by CPCo, we believe that 100% reinspection of access-
it ie safety related structures, systems, and components is war-
ranted. Should you intend doing less than 100% reinspection,
please provide the details of your proposed program and the
technical rationale for accepting a sampling approach.

2. A description of the reinspection program for accessible systems
and components important to safety.

3. A description of the measures you intend to institute to assure that
QC reinspection will be sufficiently independent of team controls.
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4. A description of the training that will be provided to all
personnel including craftpersons. Concerning QC inspector
recertification training, describe the actions you have re-
cently taken to address the adequacy of the review of PQCI's
prior to training being initiated on the PQCI's. In additionm,
describe the steps you have taken to ensure that all questions
raised during PQCI training sessions will be resolved prior
to certification to affected PQCI's.

5. As a result of the diesel generator building inspection, hold
points were established by the NRC for the purpose of determin-
ing that you adequately performed all of the actions to which
you have committed before allowing the work to proceed beyond
the hold point. In view of the total CCP effort, the NRC does
nct wish to remain in the approval chain; therefore, you are
requested to develop measures that will ensure that key held
points are honored and that critical parameters of your program
are in place before proceeding to the next step.

6. A description of the controls you will use to ensure all problems
have been identified during reinspection of a system or area
prior to start of repair work or new work on that system or in
that area.

7. A description of the controls you will use to ensure that no new
work will be performed that would cause a known nonconformance
to be inaccessible.

8. A description of your proposed program for in-process QC sur-
veillance (inspection) of rework and new work.

9. A description of the CPCo management review process for changes
to CCP and how CPCo intends to keep the NRC informed of such
changes.

B. Please provide a more detailed description of the third party in-
stallation implementation overview mentioned in your January 10,
1963 letter. Your description should address the following subjects
or concerns:
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The installation implementation overview appears to fccus so ely
on future construction and rework. We believe the overview should
also encompass all aspects of the CCP, including the reinspection
work. Please expand the installation implementation overview to
include other aspects of the CCP and provide us with additional
details of the overview.

Weekly reports, similar to those issued by Stone and Webster to
inform the NRC of the results of the soils overview, are needed.
Please provide your commitment to have the third party CCP over-
viewer prepare weekly reports similar to the soils overview weekly
reports.

The CCP overview shou'd continue until CPCo and the NRC have con-
fidence in the adequacy of the CPCo quality assurance program.

c. Please propose a candidate organization that Consumers Power Company
considers acceptable for the installation implementation overview
together with your rationale for selecting that organization. The
NRC will also need the following:

1.

Sworn statements from the candidate corporation and all personnel
who will be involved in the third party installation implementa-
tion overview, addressing the independence factors described in
Chairman Palladino's letter of February 1, 1982 to Congressmen
Ottinger and Dingell.

The resumes of the key personnel to be involved in the third party
overview.

A description of the experience of the candidate corporation
that qualifies the corporation to perform an independent third
party overview,

The NRC will determine the acceptability of the candidate corporation
and will notify CPCo. Owr present view is that the installation
implementation overviewer would not be acceptable to also perform the
independent design and construction verification program.
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In order to ensure adequate communications between the NRC, CPCo, the
independent third party proposed or selected to conduct the independent
design/construction verification program, and the public, the protocol

in Enclosure 1 should be adhered to. This protocol does not apply to the
third party overview of the remedial soils work or the third party over=-
view of the CCP.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter please contact
Mr. R. F. Warnick of my staff.

Sincerely,

01574l stoned by
A. Burt Davis

James G. Keppler
Regional Administrator

Enclosure: As stated

cc w/encl:
DMB/Document Control Desk (RIDS)
Resident Inspector, RIII
The Honorable Charles Bechhoefer, ASLB
The Honorable Jerry Haibour, ASLB
The Honorable Frederick P. Cowan, ASLB
The Honorable Ralph §. Decker, ASLB
William Paton, ELD
Michael Miller
Ronald Callen, Michigan
Public Service Commission
Myron M. Cherry
Barbara Stamiris
Mary Sinclair
wWendell Marshall
Colonel Steve J. Gadler (P.E.)

Diveusred with
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Docket No. 50-329
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1.

PROTOCOL GOVERNING COMMUNICATIONS B CONS

POWER COMPANY AND THE ORGANIZATION CONDUCTING THE INDEPENDENT DESICN/
CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION PROGRAM

Recommendations, findings, evaluations and all exchanges of
correspondence, including drafts, between the independent reviewer

and CPCo will be submitted to the Regional Administrator at the

same time as they are submitted to CPCo. For purposes of this protocol,
the independent reviewer includes the independent reviewer and any of
its subcontractors and Consumers Power Company (CPCo) means CPCo,
Babcock and Wilcox, Bechtel, Management Analysis Corporation, S&W,

and all of their subcontractors.

The ifadependent reviewer has a clear need for prompt access to
whe cever information is required to fulfill its role. To this
end, the independent reviewer may request documentary material,
meet with and interview individuals, conduct telephone conversa-
tions, or visit the site to obtain information without prior
notification to the NRC. All communications and transmittals of
{nformation shall, however, be documented and such documentation
shall be maintained in a location accessible for NRC examination.

1f the independent reviewer wishes to discuss with CPCo substantive
matters related to information obtained, to provide an interim
report to CPCo, or to discuss its findings or conclusions with CPCo
in advance of completing its report, or if CPCo desires such
communication, such discussions shall be accomplished in meetings
open to public observation. In this regard, CPCo shall provide a
minimum of five days advance notice to the Regional Administrator of
any such meeting. The Regional A ' ‘inistrator shall make reasonable
efforts to notify representative f {nterested members of the public
of the meeting, but the inabilit) ,f any person to attend shall not
be cause of delay or postponement of the meeting. Transcripts or
written minutes of all such meetings should be prepared by the
organization requesting the meeting and provided to the NRC in a
timely manner. Any portion of such meetings which deals with
proprietary information may be closed to the public.

All meetings between the Staff and CPCo and/or the independent
reviewer will be open to public observation, except wvhere the Staff
determines that it is appropriate to conduct a meeting(s) in private
with CPCo and/or the independent reviewer.

All documents submitted to, or transmitted by, the NRC subject to
this Protocol, unless exempt from mandatory public disclosure, will
be placed in the NRC Public Document Rooms in Midland, Michigan and
Washington, D. C., and will be available there for public examination
and copying.
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MIDLAND NUCLEAR COGENERATION PLANT -
MIDLAND DOCKET NO's 50-329, 50-330 -
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM
FILE 0655, Bl1.1.7 SERIAL 22027

REFERENCES 1. LETTER TO MR J W COOK DATED MARCH 28, 1983 FROM MR J G KEPPLER
REGARDING CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM

2. LETTER FROM MR J W COOK DATED APRIL 6, 1983 TO MR J G K PPLER
REGARDING CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM THIRD PARTY OVERVIEW

Your letter of March 28, 1983 regarding the Construction Completion Program
(CCP) consisted of Parts A, B and C. My letter of April 6, 1983 to you
replied to items AS, all of Part B, all of Part C and to Enclosure 1, the
“rotocol document for the Independent Design Verification. At the April 13,
1583 meeting in Bethesda on Independent Design Verification (IDV), we provided
additional discussion and clarification of the communications between the
parties during the IDV.

The enclosure to this letter provides responses to items Al, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8
and 9 of your letter of March 28, 1983.

Based upon this letter and my April 6, 1983 letter, we believe that complete
responses have now been provided to your March 28, 1983 letter.

0c0483-0426a100



JWC/GSK/bjb

CC Aromic Safety and Licensin
CBechhoefer (w/o att)
FPCowan, ASLB (w/o att)
JHarbour, ASLB (w/o att)
MHMCherry (w/o att)
FSKelley (w/o att)
HRDenton, NRC (w/att)
WHMarshall (w/o att)
WDPaton, NRC (w/o att)
BStamiris (w/o att)
MSinclair (w/o att)
LLBishop (w/o att)
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8 Appeal Board (w/o att)



Response To NRC Questions On
Construction Completion Program

QUESTION Al

"1. Because of problems identified by the NRC during the special inspection
of the diesel generator building and because similar problems were found
in other areas of the plant during subsequent inspections by CPCo, we
believe that 100% reinspection of accessible safety related structures,
systems and components is warranted. Should you intend doing less than
100% reinspection, please provide the details of your proposed program
and the technical rationale for accepting a sampling approach."

RESPONSE

Consumers Power Company has developed two major programs already committed to
in addition to the Quality Verification Plan (included in the CCP). These two
programs include the following 100% verification efforts:

A. Verification of spproximately 13,500 closed Inspection Reports
through reinspection of approximately 7,000 piping supports and
restraints.

B. Reinspection of accessible attributes of approximately 9,000
1-E cables installed to PQCI E-4.0 including cable routing and
identification.

The Quality Verification Plan includes the following 100% reinspectiocs:

A. All closed Inspection Reports (IR) that contain in-Process Inspection
Notices (IPINs). This involves approximately 4,300 IRs.

B. All closed IRs that contain Deficiency Reports (DR). This includes
approximately 4,500 IRs.

C. All closed IRs associated with specific PQCI which have less than 100
IRs.

De In addition, the Quality Verification Program also requires that 100%
el , inspection of the remaining PQCIs will be initiated and continued until it has
@' q been demonstrated with 95% confidence that 95% of the inspectable elements
ncﬁ? . | meet quality requirements. Upon demonstration of the 95% quality level,
Ih It Consumers Power Company will reconsider the basis on which to continue the
verification effort for the remaining population of each PQCI. This may
include the statistical sampling techniques as noted below.

Exceptions to the plan may be taken in those cases where other means of
verifying quality bave been demolistrated as described in the plan details
below.

Ds Cmp'(’lc ,f,’,‘_—},-—"._, whe,o Q¢ 14070 /3"'.‘"‘/’“.,'/
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Quality Verification Program Description

Consumers Power Company has prepared a Quality Verification Program to confirm
the quality status of safety-related equipment and comstruction activities
completed and inspected by the Engineer/Quality Control personnel prior to
December 2, 1982. .

The program will cover all closed Inspection Records of inspections performed
prior to December 2, 1982, except:

A. Remedial Soils Work which has been under the direction of Consumers
Power Company quality personnel since it began.

B. HVAC work which has been under the direction of Consumers Power
Company QA personnel since the major reorganization in June 1981.

C. Verification of 1-E cable routing and identification and verification
of ASME hangers which are being performed under separate reimspection
programs as noted previously.

D. B&W Conmstruction Company activities which have been performed under
B&W Quality Assurance Programs.

The quality verification program will address safety related equipment,
systems and structures in which the prior 100% inspections have been performed
and completed under the direct supervision of the Engineer/Constructor. Such
inspections were performed in accordance with approximately 100 Project
Quality Control Instructions (PQCIs) that specified the inspection
requirements to be achieved by quality control personnel. The program will
include PQCIs for which mo other verification activity has taken place or is
scheduled to take place. Tuere are closed IRs for approximately 139,000
primary inspections. Closed IRs are those where the Engineer/Constructor has

completed a 100% inspection of installed hardware. Where a reinspection has > °
occurred on a specific commodity, the latest IR will be addressed. J 4
This program will assess the validity of prior inspections and provide

assurance of the quality of completed work. To accomplish this, accessiblg IR A=
attributes of items covered by completed IRs will be reinspected. For B -

inaccessible attributes, the original inspection documents will be reviewed » -, <,/
for evidence of acceptability and additional justification will be developed

as required to support the validity of inspections associated with such PQCls.

Each IR relates to a specific PQCI. PQCls are organized by discipline and

further structured to activities within that discipline, eg, there are

separate PQCls and corresponding IRs for preplacement, placement and post-

placement inspections of concrete. Closed Inspection Records related to each

PQCI provide a population of like activities.

To assess the validity of these past completed inspections, Consumers Power
Company will reinspect on a 100% basis, the accessible attributes of all
populations where the quantity ofeclosed IRs is less than one hundred. In
addition, where the population of closed IRs for a specific PQCI is more than
100, Consumers Power Company will reinspect on a one hundred percent basis a

mi0483-4087a-66-44



sufficient number of items to establish a quality baseline and predict with
95% confidence that the quality level is in excess of 95% for the specific
PQCIs. Consumers Power Company will then make a determination as to whether
further verification of specific PQCI populations can be conducted by a
statistical sampling plan. This sampling approach, which is based on a
nationally accepted standard and is consistent with past NRC recommendations
related to reiunspections of safety-related items, is fully described in the
Quality Verification Program. The NRC Resident Inspection staff will be _
informed of such a determination before implementation of a sampling effort./

Anv nopcouformip ondition observed during the implementation of this pro

» her than tho O revic iden ied on nonconforman ports, wi e
identified b nonconformar e nd will be dispositioned in accordance
wit ov

Reinspections will be conducted in accordance with PQCIs which have been
reviewed-revised since implementation of the Comstruction Completion Program
(CCP) and in accordance with current design drawings and specifications. An
Jacceptable reinspection will validate the installed hardware and, for the
.purposes of the program will validate the prior IR. If an apparent deficiency
exists between the as built condition of the item and the referenced design
drawing or specification, a further check will be made to determine the design
basis against which the original IR was completed. This check as well a5 the
current stage of construction will allow a determination to be made as to
wvhether a nonconformance of "as built vs design" exists.

Documentation of deficiencies will be noted on the newly initiated IR, entered
on a nonconformance report and will be cross referenced to the original IR.

Program elements that differ from that described above will be treated as
follows:

fza 1. Exceptions to this program may be taken where objective evidence is
o 15 available of a CPCo overinspection of the Engineer/Constructor’s
P TR inspections and where such overinspection demonstrates effective
7 C gualxty control and provides the basis to verify acceptability of the
. f . tems or attributes covered by past IRs and validate the original
oY ’;‘ inspection with minimal or no further reinspection or review. Where
o2t ¥ P such exceptions are proposed to be taken, a special report will be
o, prepared by the MPQAD-QA Superintendent for review and approval of
o the Executive Manager-MPQAD. This report will contain full
- . ~Justification for the exception. The Executive Manager-MPQAD will
~L./_')nfon the nc.]elﬂnt)mspeg&wn staff whenever he has made a
decision to allow such a exception to the program prior to
implementing the exception.

4, 7. +//2.,7 There are 55 PQCls which cover activities that are inaccessible for
s A pee reinspection. These include rebar installation, placed concrete,
" _, containment building temdon reinspection, and PQCI: relating to
~ surveillance of subcont¥actor actions. Documentation relating to
“these PQCIs will be reviewed as indicated in this program. These
¢ PQCIs, either individually or by groups, will be reviewed and

L ”m
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justification will be developed by a document review to support the
validity of completed inspections associated with these PQCIs. This
justification or recommendation for additional verification
activites, will be provided by the MPQAD-QA Superintendent to the
Executive Manager-MPQAD for decision and approval.

<> 3. The Executive Manager may group special populations of PQCIs or IRs
that may be treated as a unique population provided all other
elesents of this program are applied to this unique population.

-

Reports And Documentation

Results of reinspections and document reviews will be recorded on IRs opened
specifically for this pupose. Each such IR will cross-reference to the
existing IR. A notation will be made on the new IR to identify whether the
existing original inspection covered by the IR was validated, rejected or is
indeterminate. The new IR will provide the basis to document the quality =
status of the items or attributes being reinspected. - .

A veekly written report will be made jointly by the MPQAD QC and
QA Superintendents to the Executive Manager of MPQAD summarizing the results
. .».9of the program. The Executive Manager will inform the CPCo Site Manager, the
" Vice Presideat, Projects Engineering and Construction and the
Engineer/Constructor Project Manager of the status of the Quality Verification

~*, ¢ _Program on a biweekly basis. The Executive Manager-MPQAD will provide a

monthly report of Quality Verification Program results to the CPCo Site
Manager and Vice President, Projects Engineering and Construction and the
Engineer/Constructor Project Manager. This report will be made available to
the Construction Implementation Overviewer and the NRC.

The Executive Manager-MPQAD will have total overall responsibility and
authority for the development and implementation of all quality related
aspects of this verification program which will be solely under the direction

of MPQAD.

mi0483-4087a-66-44
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/ ../ QUESTION A2
#/_ "2. A description of the reinspection program for accessible systems and

*r

'

A L

components important to safety."”
RESPONSE

The Midland Nuclear Plant has been designed and constructed with a two level
philosophy of quality classification. Those structures, systems or components
which are safety related (such as those identified in Regulatory Guide 1.29,
Section C.1, as modified by the Midland FSAR) are designated "Q". All other
structures, systems, and components are designated "Non-Q".

Items that are considered important to safety, but that are not classified as
"Q" are being addressed by a separate program. This program was developed to
address the generic safety task A-17 "System Interaction," and was described
in a letter, J W Cook to H R Denton dated January 28, 1983. This Systems
Interaction Program will provide assurance that equipment important to safety,
because of its potential interaction with safety related (Q) equipment, has
been evaluated to ensure that such equipment will not compromise the
capability of safely systems to perform their intended functions. The
protection of the safety-related systems is part of the design process. In
the installation of these systems coupled with the field routing of certain
commodities, however, it is possible that pew items become important to
safety. To this end the Systems Interaction Program describes a comprehensive
effort which includes an integrated series of walkdowns to identify potential
interactions. The evaluation of these potential interactions will assure that
equipment important to safety has been identified, and that its potential for
degrading the performance of safety systems has been resolved.

The seismic II/I and proximity walkdown, which forms an important part of the
Systems Interaction Program, is being conducted in part dy the
Engineer/Constructor and in part by the consultant who performed this work for
other sites. This inspection is separate from the CCP, but it is being
integrated into CCP activities for purposes of scheduling the availability of
uncongested areas, areas that are sufficiently complete to warraant inspection
and the use of inspection aids such as scaffolding.

Three additional walkdowns identified in the Systems Interaction Program are
_HELBA, missiles and flooding. These walkdowns serve to further increase our
confidence that the primary walkdowns are effective with respect to
identifying equipment important to safety. These walkdowns are performed by
individuals with perspectives different from the proXimity and Seismic 11/I
walkdown teams. All of these walkdowns are expected to occur in 1983 and
early 1984.
‘The design engineering process, the construction process and the Systems
* Interaction Program form a multi-layered approach to assuring that systems
important to safety will nct inhjbit safety systems from performing their
intended function. Once the plant is complete and turned over to Nuclear
Operations Department, equipment important to safety is addressed by Nuclear
Operations Department Standards A2]1 and the QA Topical Report CPC-2A. This

M. » J )
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list starts with the construction Q list then adds structures, systems
components and chemicals considered important to safety via a detailed review
of the equipment data base. Items placed on the operations Q list are then
subject to applicable elements of the QA program from then on regardless
whether they are safety-related or important to safety.
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QUESTION A3

"3. A description of the measures you intend to institute to assure that QC
reinspection will be sufficiently independent of team controls."

The QC reinspection effort is independent of team controls although work
schedules will be coordinated on a team level. This independence is
maintained as follows:

Quality Verification Plan

This effort is solely under the responsibility of MPQAD to plan, implement and
evaluate results. MPQAD personnel will coordinate with construction for
services support. The Quality Verification Program will be implemented under
MPQAD Procedures.

Team Activities-Status Assessment And Systems Completion

The Team Quality Representative and other MPQAD members assigned to the teams
are independent of team control. The system team charter is defined in Field
Engineering Procedure FPG 9.700, which indicates that the team quality
representative will only reveive schedule input from the team supervisor and
that other technical and administrative direction will come from MPQAD
management. MPQAD approves this procedure and‘ﬂngD Procedure N-k'gggjnes

this interface. el Vo )’

All quality department personnel zssigned to the team report to the Team
Quality Representative who reports solely through the MPQAD management chain.

In addition, the Team Quality Representative is lo.ated, based on his
permanent reporting assignment, within the MPQAD organization. He will, of
course, be required to spend most of his time with the team on field
assignments but nevertheless continues as a permanent member of MPQAD.

Organization charts show the reporting channels for the team quality members
to emphasize the independence from team technical comtrol.

Administrative controls for team quality members, such as time card approval,
overtime approval, etc, are the responsibility of MPQAD supervision assigned
to the team organization. A high level manager within MPQAD is specifically
responsible for management and performance of the team quality personnel.

The actual inspections are conducted in accordance with PQCIs and IRs approved

by MPQAD.

The above controls assure independence of the team quality representatives
from the standpoint of location, 2r;anization, procedures.

m:0483-4087a-66-44
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QUESTION A4

"4. A description of the training that will be provided to all personnel
including craftpersons. Concerning QC inspector recertification
training, describe the actions you have recently taken to address the
adequacy of the review of PQCIs prior to training being initiated on the
PQCIs. In addition, describe the steps you have taken to ensure that all
questions raised during PQCI training sessions will be resolved prior to
certification to affected PQCI's."

RESPONSE

T s e
Training Of Construction Personnel ,/=-2T? i

The existing comstruction training orocedure (FPG-2.000)is under revision to
incorporate the training requirements of the CCP. The procedure sets down
specific requirements for type of training and subject matter for each
organization element.

The team training will include the major elements described below:

A. Geperal training will be provided in

e, o P - ﬁ*.'."l e See g /rﬂu. DIIPI F i ¥
Ercii /; . o 1. Quality reqnircnc‘?l for nuclear work
“” ’ I = —
p 8/'.o,fr“l" | 2. Requirements of.thc ccp
rrre e )//,':: ‘43, Safety orientation
\'I

Croes ri@si “cer ;/e 4. Inspection and work procedures

!

vip=. /Jess rwe&Training in Items (1) through (3) and selected parts of (4) will be

conducted in a formal setting and will be given to all personnel
including the craftpersons.

In addition, a "tool box" training session will be conducted
periodically for the craftpersons by the foreman. The subject matter
will be developed by the training coordinator, and will include
information regarding quality issues across the job.

B. Training in the procedures used to govern the performance of work
will be conducted for dosi.natcdﬁficld engineering and support
personnel as appropriate. In #bme cases the training will include
the eraft foreman. ¢ -« + « =, s av..me

Formal training will be conducted for identified procedures that

define the control of the designated work process, procedures for
control of special processes and requirements for inspection and

acceptance of completed work.

C. Training in procedures fBr selected processes will be conducted for
the craftpersons. This will consist of discussion and/or field

mi04B83-4087a-66-44



demonstrations for the selected process. A list of the selected
processes will be maintained by the Training Coordinator.

Training Of MPQAD Personnel

MPQAD laitiated &« program in late 1982 to retrain and receitify all Engi-
neer/Constructor QCE's (Inspectors) to existing PQCIs. A significant number
of QCE's have been recertified under this process. Early in 1983, MPQAD
decided to terminate recertification of old PQCIs, except in selected cases;
focus efforts on completing the review and revision of Is; and then train
and recertify to the pew 8

MPQAD current plans are to re~train and re-certify all inspectors to the
revised "QCls. As a part of this activity, the Project Quality Control
Instructions (PQCI) ace undergoing a complete review to assure:

Attributes required for the safety and reliability of specific
components, systems and structures are identified for verification.

Accept/reject criteria are clearly identified.

Appropriate controls, methods, .aspection and/or testing equipment are
specified.

Requisite skill leve.s are required per ANSI N&45.2.6 or SNT-TC-1A.

After the PQCIs are revi.ed ar necessary, Quality Control Engineers (lnspec-
tors) are being trained and must pass a closed-book examination and a demon~
stration test to assure their proficiency in utiliziag the new imstruction.
Upon successful completion, each jnspector is being certified to perform
iuspections to those PQCIs in which E: was trained.

The following actions are ongoing to maximize the effectiveness of recertifi-
cation training:

Review PQCI Prior To Initiation Of Trajniag

The adequacy of PQCls prior to training is assured by the following program-
matic requirements: gut
Py SIDE e
A. The PQCI evaluation effort is being ¢ uuusted under the direction of
MPQAD QA persounel. MPQAD Procedure t-i*’ual issued April 11, 1983
and establishes the respousibilities and requirements for the pre-
paration, revision, and centrol of PQCIs by QA personnel.

As part of the PQCI revision process, Project Fugineering does a
review of the PQC) to insure that attributes are identified for
inspection arcordig to specification requirements and that
clarifications ar: wade to specifications wherever necessary.

B. Whenever a PQCI is rcvt:;d. the revision is evaluated to determine if
s pilot run for testing the implementing capability of the PQCI is

010483-4087a~66~44



required. If a ;110& run is required, the PQCI is tested by a team

from QA, QC and
further revised.

Once the PQCI is ready for issue, an effectivity date is established
io conjunction with the Training Department.

raining. Based on this pilot run, the PQCI may be

1. For PQCIs on which training was not previously conducted, the
training and certification process is then started.

2. For PQCls on which training and/or certification was previously
conducted, a determination is made as to the need for retraining
or recertification. When a revised PQCI is issued, it is eval-
uated in accordance with established procedures to determine if
retraining and recertification is required. Based on this
evaluation, approj riate action is taken.

During the training process, student questions (see below) are
monitored. Based on this, further revision to a PQCI may be
initiated.

Resolution Of Questions Raised During PQCI Training Sessions

Steps taken to ensure all questions raised during PQCI training sessions are .
resolved prior to certificat’on include:

A.

The development of an MPQA Department "Statement of Training Policy.”
A copy of this Policy is attached.

The Policy Statewent is lLanded out at the start of each class and
reviewed with the trainees.

Statement 2 of the Policy deals with student questions. Instructo-s
handle many questions as a routine part of a class. Hovever, whe' an
instructor is faced with questions he cannot answer, he makes note of
them for subsequent resolution with the students.

When required, a QA Engineer, Project/Resident Engineer or other
resource person is scheduled to participate as part of the class and
answer questions raised by the students.

If there are unanswered questions at the end of the scheduled rlass
time, an evaluation is made by the instrucior as to whether training
can wevertheless be considered complete and the examination given
vithout jeopardizing the students opportunity to satisfactorily write
the exam.

Even if the examination can be given, prior to answering questions,
the questions are still tracked and answered prior to certification.

0i04683-4087a-66-44



. Trainees are encouraged to defer taking examinations or performance
demonstrations ii they feel they have received inadequate
instruction.

mi0483-4087a-66-44
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-MPQA bEPARTMENT STATEMENT OF TRAINING POLIC\-

It is the objective of the MPQAD Training Department to provide training that
meets the needs of the trainees. To help meet these needs the following
policies apply:

1. Personnel who are required to attend classroom training shall not be
administered an examination without 100% classroom attendance. 100%
attendance is defined as total classroom time less instructor excused
absences for brief periods of time. A lesser percentage may be requested
in writing by the trainees supervisor and approved by the apuropriate
Training Supervisor.

2. When trainees have pertinent questions that relate to the training
subject matter the instructor shall take action to answer the questions
or obtain the answers and provide them to the students prior to fiaal
examination or certification as appropriate.

L

The time required for self-study prior to examination shall be determined
and scheduled by the appropriate Training Coordinator, based on the
duration of the lesson and complexity of the subdject.

4. The instructor will review the class evaluation sheets or a composite to
determine the acceptability of the training prior to administering the
exam to the class. If judged unacceptable, the exam will not be admin-
istered until appropriate action has been taken.

5. When a trainee indicatesz that he is not prepared to take an examination

or a performance demonstration he shall not be administered the examira-
tion or performance Jemonstration until his specific concerns are resolved.

STUDENT HANDOQUT

RAWells ) %A’

X Vg ‘
GFEwert A/L'Lh()n /‘Pﬁ‘;(‘ -5¢ 5
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QUESTIONS A6, A7, AND A8

"6. A description of the controls you will use to ensure all problems have
been identified during reinspection of a system or area prior to start of
repair work or new work on that system or in that area."

"7. A description of the controls you will use to emsure that no new work
will be performed that would cause a known nonconformance to be
inaccessible.”

"8. A description of your proposed progranm for in-process QC surveillance
(inspection) of rework and new work."

RESPONSE

The process for release of work will be controlled by procedures that ensure
that the requirements of the CCP are met pricr to initiation of new work. The
requirements for release of work include; checking, review and approval to
ensure that verification and status assessment activities are completed and
that the new work activity will not cover up (make inaccessible) items that
have existing nonconformances. These procedures are idectified in Figure 1.
They define the overall process for identificaticn and approval prior to
release of work. These procedures require an identification of equipment or
items that may be affected by the new work package and a check to see that
there are no existing nonconformances or incomplete inspections on these
items.

The interactions between project management, the installation *eam and the
QA/QC organization are as follows. Initially, a list of Q items by area will
be prepared by the instzllation team. The complete and inspected items will
be provided to the QA/QC organization for the verification of completed vork.
The remaining items will be placed in an incomplete category and will be the
basis for the status assessment by the completion team. The list will be
updated as the verification and status assessment activities are carried out
and will result in a complete list for each system/area.

The lists from ail systems in au area will be combined and will form the basis
for management review prior to release of the area for new work. The comuined
list will be used in the preparation of construction work packages (CwPs) for
new work.

There are several major steps in the preparation and approval of the CWP.

Each CWP will have a comparable Quality Work Plan (OWP) that defines the
quality activities. Inspection hold points will be identified and included in
the CWP. Following intitial preparation of the CWP, the package is taken by
the team quality representative. The inspection hold points are reviewed and
approved by the MPQAD organization and a QWP is initiated for this work
activity. The QWP contains the inspection records that will be required for
that work activity. A review will be performed to ensure existing nonconform-
ances are not covered up. The reyiew will be based on the steps in the three
procedures listed in Figure 1. Af*er the CWP is returned to construction, and
the QWP is prepared, work can proceed.

mi0483-4087a-56-44



FIGURE 1

it

Procedures For Controlling Release Of New Work

Procedure

Area Release
for Coastruction
(FIG 7.500)

Construction Werk
Plans (FPG 7.300)

vontrol, Release and
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Work Plans and Quality

\ Work Packages (N-17)
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Organization Purpose
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These three procedures together
ensurc proper completion of
verification and status assessment
Construction activities prior to initiation
of new work and ensure no
cover-up of existing noncon-
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QUESTION A9

"9. A cescription of tie CPCo Management Review process for changes to CCP

and how CPCo intends to keep the NRC informed of such changes."
RESPONSE L Rl _ S
e e s o ; it
A procedure (MPPM-19) iis being issued to comtrol changes tc the CCP. The
procedure waI'pYoVide that Q work activity will meet the requirements of the
CCP or will receive management review and approval for any deviation from
these requirements. The requirments that must be maintained for work
activites under the CCP are:

A. Management reviews are scheduled and held of (1) activily planning
for verification and status assessment and (2) results of status
assessment and planning for new work activity.

B. A process is in place to ensure that no existing nonconformances will
be covered up by new work activities. ;

-
4

C. Procedures to control work definition 2nd release including
definition of inmspection requirements and hold points are in place.

D. Inspection and contruction personnel involved must have received all
required training.

Any work activity that does not meet these conditions will be considered 2
change. A change will be reviewed by the Construction Implementation
Overviewer. The NRC Region III management will be informed prior to
implementation.

mi0483-4087a~-66-44
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Mr. J. G. Keppler, Administrator, Region 1[Il
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

795 Roosevel. Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

SUBJECT: MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REVIEW (June 23, 1983)
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June 30, 1983

J.0. No. 14509
NRC File #83-06-30

A copy of observations noted by CI0 of the Management Review Committtee of the
discussions relating to the Bulk Hanger Organization (BHO) is attached for your
review and consideration. CI0Q has commented upon three subjects and have

indicated conditional approval of BHO.

If you have any questions with respect to this report, please contact me at

(517) 631-4286, extension 486.

Very truly yours,

Ao

/
S. W. Baranow
Program Manager

Enclosure
SWB/ka

cc: JJHarrison, NRC Glen Ellyn, IL
RCook, NRC Midland (site)
DBMiller, CPCo Midland (site)
RBKelly, S&W
APamaruso, S&W




CI0O OBSERVATIONS OF MANAGEMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE (MRC)

MEETING SUBJECT: BULK HANSER ORGANIZATION

A meeting was convened by MRC on June 23, 1983 for discussion of %he Release of
Area and System Teams to start statusing. An agenda was distributed prior to
the meeting.

All the members of the MRC were in attendance and actively participated in the
proceedings. Key team members of CPCo, MPQAD and Bechtel were present. The
handouts and the presentation covered the subject of discussion in definitive
and understandable detail.

CI0 reports the following observations:

1). Audit responses, once addressed should not be readdressed unless responses
are inadequate. In particular the question of all training requiring an
examination or qualifying test was raised at ar earlier MRC meeting and again, at
this session.

There appears to be two schools of thought on requirements for examinations. The
audit group (CPCo) is taking the position that examinations are all encompassing
while SMO favors examinations only for those personnel having accept/reject
responsibilities. The position of across the board examinations or for the accept/
reject responsibility only should be clearly established.

2). Observations by the Review team should be presented to MRC, in one document,
several days priortomeeting date. This would enable MRC to respond in full at
the meeting and avoid "conditional" approval of the review subject.

3). Restraints require expeditious resolution. The restraints presented to MRC
at this session were of a minor nature and should have been cleared prior
to the meeting or the meeting postponed until restraints are removed. As
in (2) this would allow approval to be considered at the meeting. At present
“conditional" approval by MRC is discussed.

CIO considers that preperation for Status Assessment is essentially ready for
implementation. Training all personnel to all procedures and waiting for all
prcCedures to be issued is an unnecessary restraint. If sufficient material
is available, then a team should start implementation so that the results of

that effort may be evaluated and fine tuned as necessary.
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Mr. J. 6. Keppler, Administrator, Region III June 28, 1983 i D

Nuclear Regulatory Commission J.0. No. 14509 -
799 Roosevelt Road NRC File #83-06-28

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

RE: DOCKET NO. 50-329/330
MIDLAND PLANT - UNITS 1 AND 2
OVERVIEW OF THE CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM

A copy of a Stone & Webster Quality Control Instruction QCI 10.01, Construction
Implementation Overview Assessment Revision I is enclosed for information. The
revision to the QCI added verification responsibilities of the Superintendent
of verification.

If you have any questions with respect to this report, please contact me at
(517) 631-8650, extension 486.

Very truly yours,

S. W. Baranow
Program Manager

SWB/ka

¢c: JJHarrison, NRC Glen Ellyn, IL
RCook, US NRC Midland (site)
DBMiller, CPCo Midland (site)
RBKelly, S&W
APamaruso, S&W
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Page 1 of 3

T-391
QCiI NO REV. DATE PREPARED B
STONE & WEBSTER 10.01 1 J.C TnomEson
DIVISION LOCATION
EOC. MNP
QUALITY APPLICABILITY APPROVE 'lz" i
. " A
CONTROL N2 -~ s S/
INSTRUCTION BE VES N
SUBJECT
CONSTRUCTION IMPLEMENTATION OVERYIEW ASSESSMENT |
1.0 PURPQOSE AND SCOPE

2.0

3.0

4.0

1.1 To establish a program for management planning, conducting and dccumenting
the Construction Implementaticon Overview (CIO) assessment of the Con-
struction Completion Program (CCP). This QCI shall be applicable to all
phases of the CCP and may cover additonal activities as directed by the
SWEC Program Manager.

REFERENCES

2.1 SWEC Third Party Construction Implementation Overview Procedure 5/19/83
2.2 SWEC Project Quality Assurance Plan

2.3 Constructior Completion Program

ATTACHMENTS IN FO RMAT' 0 Ja\4 COLEY

3.1 Evaluation Checklist (Sample)

3.2 Verification Checklist (Sample)

GENERAL

4.1 This CIO program sha'l assure proper implementatiorn of the CCP through
a systemmatic assessment of procedures, instructions, directives, cor-
respondence, specifications, drawings and commitments as applicable.
Assessment shali confirm conformance in the development, approvals and
implementation of the CCP and shall encompass program evaluation and
physical verification.

4.2 CIC shall pruvide for the evaluation of the CCP in a planned and system-
atic manner, i.e., prepare schedules for preparation of checklists, develop
checklists applicable to specific Project Quality Control Instructions
(PQCI) and perform evaluations of documented inspections/activities.

4.3 CIO shall use the checklists to perform evaluations and/or verification
of the documented inspection or activity.

4.4 Results of assessments shall be documented in accordance with Section 6
of this QCI .




5.0 RESPONSIBILITIES

QC! 10.01
REVISION 1
PAGE 2

5.1 The ProgramManager is responsible for:

Implementation and control of the overview of the CCP  activities
Evaluating compliance and effectiveness of the program

Approval of checklists

Participating in Management Reviews

Preparation of reports of progress and nonconformances for presentation
to the US NRC and CPCo

Documenting those meetings and telephone conversations that pertain
to the CCP

5.2 The Evaluation Supervisor shall be responsible for:

°

e

=]

Developing checklists comprised of attributes based upon activities
described in PQCI's, commitments and other project directives.

Maintaining and up-dating checklist matrices

Directing the implementation of the Evaluation Program

5.3 The Vverification Supervisor shall be responsible for:

o

-]

Developing checklists comprised of attributes basec ‘'non
activities described in PCCI's, commitments and other project
directives

Maintaining and up-dating checklist matrices

Directing the implementation of the Physical Verificati~n Program

6.0 PROCEDURE

6.1 Evaluation/Verification shall be performed in accordance with the
following instructions:

6.1.1 Attribute checklists shall be prepared utilizing the PQCI and

appropriate additional data. Attribute checklists may include
direction for information and guidance to the evaluator. Attributes
shall be numbered sequentially, shall be clear, concise, without
ambiguity and shall indicate the precise source of the attribute

by page and paragraph. In addition the source data shall address

any of the 18 criteria of 10CFRS50 Appendix B as applicable. The
CPCo team number shall be indicated in the "Responsible Organization®
Column.



QCl 10.01
REVISION 1
PAGE 3

6.1.2 Review referenced documents, including correspondhnce. procedures,
and inspection records pertinent to the CCP.

6.1.3 Complete the checklist attribute sheets during the assessment Dy
entering the total number of observations made of each attribute
and the number of observations found unsatisfactory, noting any
remarks under “Cor—znts”.  wenarks shall contain sufficient in-
formation to er:u-: ~z;ei%abli .y of the observation. This in-
formation shall : :..1e 17er-:fication of specifications, drawing
procedures, repor-:. %est reiults and nonconforming conditions and
shall include copiz: cf supporting documentaticn as necessary.
Attributes determined to oe nct applicable shall be marked "N/A"
and exrlained.

6.1.4 Each attribute noted as unsatisfactory shall be evaluated by the
Program Manager to determine if the unsatisfactory observation
warrants the issuance of a Nonconformance Identification Repurt (NIR).

6.1.5 Checklists with attributes noted as unsatisfactory that do not re-
sult in the issuance of an NIR shall be kept in an active file
until reinspection determined that the attribute is considered
satisfactory.

6.1.6 The checklist attribute sheets shall be considered as a guide for
performing assessments. Attributes maybe modified or added or
deleted (with explanation) as necessary to satisfy the objectives
of References 2.1 and 2.2.

Records

e |

iUpon completion of all activities asssociated with a specific PQCI, the
completed package (with copies of NIRs) shall be transnitted to CPCo
Permanent Plant Files.

CI0O shall maintain a working file of all documentation transmiited to
CPCo Permanent Plant Files. This file maybe used for reference or review
by the US NRC.



STONE AND WEBSTER MICHIGAN INC

MIDLAND ENERGY CENTER PROJECT

EVALUATION ATTRIBUTE CHECKLIST

ATTRIBUTE CHECKLIST N°

TITLE

REV DATE

PQC! N°/REFERENCE

|
|
|

TITLE

m

REV | CAT

Hﬁis Attribute Checklist shall be completed in accordance with tie following

procedures.

Stone & Webster Quality Assurance Plan Third Party CIO procecure.

i
QC! 10.01 (Construction Implementation Qverview Assessment
QCI 15.01 Nenconformance Identification Repcrt

S.W. Baranow
Program Manager

Attribute Checklist prepared Dy

Checklist Approved Dy

Checklist Completed Dy

Completed "hecklist Approved

SIGN

SIGN

SIGN

DATE

CATE

CATE

DATE



STONE AND WEBSTER MICHIGAN INC

MIDLAND ENERGY CENTER PROJECT

VERIFICATION ATTRIBUTE CHECKLIST

¢

ATTRIBUTE CHECKLIST N°

TITLE

REV

| DATE

!

|

PQCI N°®/REFERENCZ

TITLE

REV

| RP—
tCATE

—
This Attribute Checklist shall be completed in accordance with the folicwing
procedures.

- — Stone & Webster Quality Assurance Plan Third Party CIO procedure.

QCI 10.01 Construction Implementation Overview Assessment

acI

15.01 Nonconformance Identification Repert

S.W. Baranow
Program Managar

Attribute Checklist prepared Dy

Checklist Approved Dy

Checklist Completed by

Completed Checklist Approved

SIGN

w
(o)
e

SIGN

SIGN

DATE

CATE

CATE

DATE
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' STONE & WEBSTER MICHIGAN, INC.

P.O. Box 2325. BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS 02107

Mr. J. G. Keppler, Administrator, Region III June 28, 1983
Nuclear Regulatory Commission J.0. No. 14509
799 Roosevelt Road NRC File #83-06-28

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

RE: DOCKET NC. 50-329/330

MIDLAND PLANT - UNITS 1 AND 2

OVERVIEW OF THE CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM
REPORT NO. 3

A copv of the Construction Implementation Overview Report No. 3 for the period
June 13, 1983 through June 24, 1983 is enclosed with this letter. Also included
are minutes of the meetings attended during this reporting period between members
of the Qverview Team, CPCo Management Review Committee. A status of the program
development is provided herein.

If you have any questions with respect to this report, please contact me at
(517) 631-4286, extension 486. -

Very truly yours,

S. W. Baranow
Program Manacer

Enclosure

SWE /ka

cc: JJHarrison, NRC Glen Ellyn
RCock, NRC Midland (site)
DBMiller, CPCo Midland (site)

RBKelly, S&W
APamaruso, S&W
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Report No. 3

June 13, 1983 through June 24, 1983 ¢
Personnel on Site
Stone & Webster Michigan, Inc.
S. Baranow W. Miller
F. Bearham A. Saith !}
R. Scallan 5. ihawia M
J. Langston J. TNOMESCN
Meetings Attended
Date Attendees Purpose
June 16, 1983 Stone & Webster CCP Work Schedule
CPCo
June 23, 1983 Stone & Webster Release of Area and
CPCo System Teams to Start
Bechtel Statusing g

Meetings
June 16, 1983 - Meeting with D.B Miller to discuss the following:

a) schedule of work

b) listing of priorities for implementation of the CCP by systems/areas
¢) listing of CCF comuitments

d) computer printout of NCRs

e) scope of Stone & Webster overview other than CCP

f) additional Stone & WebDster manpower loading

June 23, 1983 - Management Review Committee meeting for discussion of the
Release of Area and System Teams to start statusing. During the meeting

an evaluation checklist, MP-MIS-002 was utilized to evaluate the performance
of the Review Committee. A total of 28 observations were noted and were
judged to be satisfactory. A letter, under seperate cover, will detail

CIO comments and concerns on the conduct of the meeting.

Activities

1) System Interaction Walkdown of the Service Water Pumphouse and the
Auxiliary Building commenced on June 22, 1983. The walkdown was
performed in accordance with WTP-3-Q "Procedure for Performing
Walkdowns of SSIP/S Targets."
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The CI0 evaluation was nerformed utilizing attribute checklist,
MP-MIS-WTP-3-Q. CIO personnel witnessed 6 interactions in the
Service Water Pumphouse and 2 interactions in the Auxiliary Building.
The evaluation of the implementation of the program was judged to

be satisfactory and in compliance with the procedure WTP-3-Q.

CI0 participated in and evaluated the training of Corstruction
Bulk Hanger Organization non-manual supervisory personnel. The
training course sudject was titled "Identification and Marking
of Embeds affected by Anchor Bolt Proximity Requirements."

The training sescion was presented to 33 Bechtel Field Engineers and
Supervisors. The duration of the presentation was approximately 30
minutes followed by some of the attendees completing a Course
Evaluation Sheet.

CIO has concerns as to the approach taken in conducting this particular
training session. Evaluation sheets were distributed to 15 attendees.

The completed evaluation sheets were submitted to the instructor, un-

signed. This practice is somewhat unusual and coes not provide objective .
evidence of who cor-ectly or incorrectly answered the questions on the
evaluaticn sheets.

Action Items

1)

3)

With reference to our Report No. 2 dated June 14, 1983, we are still
waiting for CPCo response to 5 items addressed in the June 1, 1983
meeting. CIO0 has received a partial listing of commitments (item e).
on June 16, 1983. Two further questions were addressed:

“Are job descriptions and responsibilities of CPFCo perscnnel engaged
to implement the QVP available?" This item has been added to the
management evaluation checklist as an attribute.

"Has a program been devzloped c¢nd responsibilities establisred of
personiel assigned to process nonconformances?" Upeon receipt of
the program, CIO shall develop a checklist to evaluate the effect-
iveness of the program.

Status of Program Development

A)

B)

Third Party Construction Implementation Overview Procedure, Rev. 1
at Boston for approval signoff.

Stone & Webster Quality Control Instruction, QCI 10.01 Rev. ! - Con-
:truction Implementation Overview Assessment - revised and ready
or 1ssue.



JOB NO. 14509

MIDLAND PLANT - UNITS 1 AND 2
OVERVIEW OF THE CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM
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PAGE 3

;
C) Of a total of 96 PQCI's scheduled for issue by MPQAD for CIO
review, 65 have been submitted for review and checklist

development.

D) To date a total of 64 change notices and 16 revisions of the PQCI's
has been received by the CIO.

E) Checklist Development Status s

a) first draft - 36

b) review cycle - 15

c) typing completed - 7

d) final approval - 7
Personnel
Mr. J.C. Thompscn, Superintendent of Field Quality Control reported to the
site on June 14, 1983 to assume the duties of Superintendent of Verification.

Mr. Thompson was intraduced to Mr. R. Cook US NRC and Mr. D.B. Miller (CPCo)
Site Manager.
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Bachtel Construetion Soils and soils related work i muhr% < S
L. oms oo - . vau sToreD: 3. 8/40/92. =R 7:L0am

= JDelarm =: eeler | ”

= 8/9/82 e 6:00-6:10 PM mx: 8/9/82 e 6:25 PM

Additional deep duct bank excavation work was performed based

on a Consumers Power Company understanding that regulatory = 0.4, 9 20.6 & 16.13

approval to proceed had been cbtained. Subsequent discussions | ’:Eg: "‘/; ;‘-" b
revealed that an apparent misunderstanding had occurred. Con- DISTRIBZ';':ON- sher
sequently, all remedial soils and soils related construction i gt
and installation work is stopped until communications and the RS

. : ; . WRBird JKMeisenheimer
approval process is resolved. Specifically, the following ATBeos DEMi1ler
work is stopped: ' IR neY
a) Construction work on the underpinning instrumentation and ﬁgm:ner IARGLESES
calibration of underpinning instrumentation. (Operations ML;irol a M.JSch;e!fer
of the instruments is allowed). MAD - . JRSchaub
b) Work on non-operating dewatering wells. JDa';:t'nc g £Smi th
c) Work on the Feedwater Isolation Valve Pit, including crack 'AHochl- R:_"h’h;e‘-e—
. " J | -2
mapping . (Continued on page 2) on REWh i taker

BwMarguglio

s

CAUAETIVE AT TALEN:
1) 1Issue of NRC and CPCo Work Authorizatior Procedure, dated August 12, 1382,

2) Receipt of letter WDShafer to DBMiller, FRemedial Soils Work Activities, dated August
1982 which authorizes work on specific line items.

3) 1Issue of letter, Serial 17575, WRBird tco AJBoos, Quality Plan for Underpinning Activities,

dated Augzust 13, 1882.

{ & g

NCTE: Lifting the Stop Work on all soils acti‘vities does not authorize work. Authorization

of work is only through the work permi. system.

DX @ CEFIETTVE ACTTOR VDI TTATIOR:
1) Verification of the issue of Items ! through 3 above.

2) Telecon WREird and JRSchaub with WDShafer at approximately 10:15am, August 13
Mr. Shafer concurred with:

a) the wording on Item 3.,
b) the proposed wording as reflected on this Stop Work Order (Blocks 14 & 1%)

¢) that the items listed ir Block 14 constitutes basis for lifting the Stop Work.

Mr. Shafer gave verbal authorization for lifting the Stop Work.

T e [ S

‘ Walter R. Bird M®: August 13, 1982

= 3/3/82 e |2:03,,




13.

Sto~ Work Order: FSw-24
Da 8/10/82 °
Fage 2 of 2

DESCRIPTION OF CONDITION REQUIRING STOP WORK ACTION: (Continued)

d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)

3)

Crack mapping of any structure.

Excavaing and/or backfilling in "Q"-areas per Drawing c-45. Revision 7.
Removal of waterproofing membrane from the Borated Water Storage Tank.
Work on the 72" line repair.

Scanning for embedded items in the Borated Water Storage Tank.

Probing for the Service Water Building dewatering wells.

Work in the access shafts.

The following activities shall continue:

Operation of the freezewall, operation of the dewatering wells, operation
of underpinning instrumentation (no adjustment or calibration is permitted).
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13.

Stop Work Order: Fow-24
Cate: 8/10/82
Face 2 of 2

DESCRIPTION OF CONDITION REQUIRING STOF WORK ACTION: (Continued)

d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)
3)

Crack mapping of any structure. .
Excavaing and,/or backfilling in "Q"-areas per Drawing C-45, Revision 7.
Removal of waterproofing membrane fron the Borated Water Storage Tank.
work on the 72" line repair.

Scanning for embedded items in the Boratsd Water Stcrage Tank.

Probing for the Service Water Building dewatering wells.

Work in the access shafts.

The following activities shall continue:

Cperation of the fresezewall, operation of the dewatering wells, operation
of underpinning instrumentation (no adjustment or calikbration is permitted).



PROJECTS, ENGINEERING
AND CONSTRUCTION -
QUALITY ASSURANCE DEPARTMENT

-
CO) iy ORAL COMMUNICATIONS RECORD e

CHRON. PILE WO
QA5-0 . mz_ Lo 1
B 5F COMEFIICATION 8/5/82 A-PEAC PERSONNEL PARTICIPATING W R Bird, MPQAD
11:00AM R B Landsman, NRC Region III Inspector

. TDT OF COMQTIICATION OMMER PARTY(S)

; h= Le :ﬂ 6 éz R Gardner, NRC Region III Inspector

82-03 REPORT, AND SOILS QA PLANS

speary o7 covessatzey 1) Confirmed with Dr Landsman and Mr Gardner that we would extend the response

due date tc August 13, 1082.

2)

Mr Gardner wanted to be certain that my transmittal letter for the Subiject Plans did not

indicate that we thought the QA Plans had NRC approvals. I said I used the word

"coordinated" and really mean what the word implies. In person with Mr Gilroy, and by

phone with Mr Gilroy and Dr Landsman I went over word by word the full content of those

plans. Wording was changed where it was agreed to, by marking up cur respective coples.

The last words of the meeting with Mr Gilroy, in whicn Dr Landsman was particzipating by

phone, was that CPCo snc.ld issue the plans prior to going onto Phase 2. No discussion

occurred which addressed a further need for formal NRC approval of the plans. 1 agree

that we have not received a formal approval on the plans and that up to the other day when

Jaryl Hood talked to J A Mconey, 1 didn't know one was reeded.

CC JWCook, P26-336B BwMargugiio, Midland i
AJBoos, Bechtel-AA JKMeisenheimer, Midland ‘h ERS POweR COMPANY
JEBrunner, M-1079 JAMooney, Pli4-115A ; ;‘7 V E
DMBudzik, P24-517A JARutgers, Bechtel-AA = 6 1982
DEHorn, Midland JRSchaub, P13-309A B - n
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I : turned Mr Williams 12:00 phone call in vhich he stated it wvas wurgeat that I call him

;1 - .-

v ook withis the next 15 minutes, I placed a conru-en::. call such that Site QA couwld
npt s ;:‘.e and I also asked N Fa=aaujaa to jcin us,

J— o m——— y — - - 3 | 2

- -, wm wmesw - — s

. yg--'.'j‘__‘.jr;s pninted a picture vherein i_f the XRC had not ccae ta the site Wednesdny

ve would tave beea deflicieat in having identified all the actions nacessary to de

;wt in place prior to the s‘:a.—t of the borings. 7Tt {s their perception ttat CP%o

var ready to go Wedresday 9.!' they (NRC) hadn't benw. there and there "muld have een

- — -

;.'Ct‘lc:.s. po

2. I resoonded thot such a scezaric wvas absolutely incorrert. Cohaumers Pover recog-

rizes the need to ctart the borings as soon as porsible in order to suppert both

loasu~ers and RRC's Interests {n having the results eveiladble for the soils dearing

—

ot tnat we ‘Myl)ly recormize the nececsity to acconplish the Yorings under an

- romorelace OA procram, My manarement is fully surportive of the conservative

- wo” coss *ret CA has been takine to essure that aAll elcments are in nplaco, nand they

—  SLiii= wits Ant ctarrine anv harin~s wnti] ve (OA) say ve are resdy. We had Just

e o ltzativAa tha tetsiled nracedures [ for vhich most of the comments vere renernted) st

g v ey ve RBE hal Cha NS0OAUAY SNINGP IR them, _and Shere SAS no wav uork

2 — . -
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~ould have started until those procedures vere revicwved 'J\d approved by QA. 1

tod that T felt the chearacterization that vork wvould heve staried prior to ovp
+ing completaly ready was an inaccurate perception on NRC's pare.,

3, Mr Szescard then stat:d that his feelings echo Mr Williams, They don't share tie

vismgs that sl) tha technical requircments wveould have becn {dentified Yy CPCo. Trey
b-ped that vistever work we perform vill Sa done in conformance wvith procedures
e-4 will be under control. It {s their beliaf that if wve had started vork wvitheny
Vr Laugsman's input, ve vould bave beean found in noncospliance.

A A dtscussion vas tlea held concersing when ve would be startirg work aod bov ve could
sive the XRC 12-0k hours nctificatlom. The fizal conclusion -as that ve would ocaly
veve to notify (dy telephone) Mr Willlams vhea ve d4id start the dorings.
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