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CHAPTER 0516 SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

0516-01 COVERAGI

This Chapter and Appendix describe the basic structure and overall procedures
for implementation of the NRC program to assess licensee performance. This
program applies to all power reactors with operating licenses or construction
permits (hereinafter referred to as licensees).

0516-02 OBJECTIVES

021 To improve the NRC Regulatory Program with emphasis on resource
allocation .

022 To improve licensee performance.

023 To collect available observations on an annual basis and evaluate
licensee performance based on those observations, through the Systematic
Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP), an integrated NRC staff effort.
Positive and negative attributes of licensee performance are considered.
Emphasis is placed upon understanding the reasons for licensee's performance
in important functional areas, and sharing this understanding with the
licensee. The SALP process is oriented toward furthering NRC's understand-
ing of the manner in which: (a) the licensee management directs, guides,
and provides resources for assuring plant safety; and (b) such resources are
used and applied. The integrated SALP assessment is intended to be suffi-
ciently diagnostic to provide a rational basis for allocating NRC resources and
to provide meaningful guidance to licensee management.

0516-03 RESPONSIBILITIES AND AUTHORITIES

031 The Executive Director for Operations (EDU) provides oversight for
the activities described herein.

032 The Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE):

a. implements the requirements of this chapter within the Office of
Inspection and Enforcement.
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b. provides monitoring of SALP process and evaluation of SALP policy,
criteria, and methodology; and assesses the uniformity and correct-
ness of the Regions' implementation of the program.

033  The Directors, Offices of Nuclear Reactor Re tion (NRR), Analysis
AEOD Safet

034 Regional Administrators:

a. implement the requirements of this chapter within the Regions.

b. assure that assessments of licensee nuclear safety performance are
conducted.

c. assure that meetings are conducted with licensees subsequent to each
SALP Board assessment to provide NRC assessment findings to utility
management.

d. evaluate the SALP Board's report and the licensee's comments;
provide a characterization of overall safety performance; transmit
the results to the licensee; and initiate appropriate actions.

0516-04 EVALUATION CRITERIA AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS

041 Evaluation. Licensees will be evaluated in the functional areas listed
in this section using the criteria provided herein and further amplified in the
Appendix to this Chapter. Each functional area evaluated will be assigned a
Category as defined in Section 042. Not all functional areas need be covered
in a given review. If a functional area appropriate to a licensee is not
covered, the reasons should be given in the report. The Appendix to this
CL pter lists a number of attributes for each evaluation criterion. The func-
tional area being evaluated may have some attributes that would place the
evaluation in Category 1 and others that would place it in either Category 2
or 3. The final rating for each functional area will be a composite of the
attributes tempered with judgment as to significance of individual items.
Departures from this guidance may sometimes be warranted. In such cases,
the rationale for such departures should be explained in the report.

042 Performance Categories.

a. Category 1. Reduced NRC attention may be appropriate. Licensee
management attention and involvement are aggressive and oriented
toward nuclear safety; licensee resources are ample and effectively
used such that a high level of performance with respect to opera-
tional safety or construction is being achieved.

b. Category 2. NRC attention should be maintained at normal levels.

ensee management attention and involvement are evident and are
concerned with nuclear safety; licensee resources are adequate and

Approved: March 23, 1982
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are reasonably effective such that satisfactory performance with
respect to operational safety or construction is being achieved.

¢. Category 3. Both NRC and licensee attention should be increased.
see management attention or involvement is acceptable and
considers nuclear safety, but weaknesses are evident; licensee
resources appear to be strained or not effectively used such that
minimally satisfactory performance with respect to operational safety

or construction is being achieved.

043 Functional Areas.

a. Operating Reactors
(1) Plant operations
(2) Radiological controls

(a) radiation protection

(b) radioactive waste management

(e) transportation

(d) effluent control and monitoring
(3) Maintenance
(4) Surveillance - includes inservice and preoperational testing
(5) Fire prectection
(6) Emergency preparedness
(7) Security and Safeguards
(8) Refueling - includes initial fuel loading
(9) Licensing activities
(10) Others (as needed)

b. Construction Phase Reactors

(1) Soils and foundation
(2) Containment and other safety related structures

(3) Piping systems and supports - includes welding, NDE and
preservice inspection

Approved: March 23, 1982
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(4) Safety related components - includes vessel, internals, pumps
(S3) Support systems - includes HVAC, radwaste, fire protection
(6) Electrical power supply and distribution
(7) Instrumentation and control systems
(8) Licensing activities
(9) Others (as needed)

¢. Preoperational Reactors. For reactors in the preoperational phase,
h\_nctm::'l nal areas from the listing for either Operating Reactors or
Reactors under Construction should be selected as appropriate for
evaluation .

044 Evaluation Criteria.

a. The evaluation criteria are as follows:
(1) Management involvement in assuring quality
(2) Approach to resolution of technical issues from safety standpoint
(3) Responsiveness to NRC inituatives
(4) Enforcement history
(5) Reporting and analysis of reportable events
(6) Staffing (including management)
(7) Training effectiveness and qualification

b. Guidance for using these criteria to arrive at a category assignment
is found in the Appendix to this Chapter.

0516-05 BASIC REQUIREMENTS

051 Applicability. This Chapter applies to and shall be fsllowed by
NRC Headquarters ﬁﬁicu and Regional Offices.

052 Ag‘¥endix 0516. Procedures for implementation of these directives
are presented in the Appendix to this Chapter.

053 Reports. The SALP Board report will be transmitted to the licensee
by the sﬂrﬁard Chairman, who should normally be_at the Branch Chief
level or above. Following receipt and resolution of licensee comments, if any,
the Regional Administrator issues the SALP report to the licensee, provides
the characterization of overall safety performance and identifies further actions,
as appropriate.

Approved: March 23, 1982
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PART 1
GENERAL

A.  Overall guidance for the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance
(SALP) is provided in Chapter NRC-0516. Procedures for SALP are
provided in this Appendix.

B. The NRC will conduct an annual review and evaluation of the performance
of each power reactor Lcensee possessing an operating license or construc-
tion permit. The individual facility assessments are intended to take place
at an approximately uniform rate throughout the year. The evaluation
process is comprised of three parts: (1) a SALP Board assessment;
(2) a meeting with licensee management to discuss the assessment; and
(3) issuance of the report.

1 Approved: March 23, 1982
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PART Il
EVALUATION CRITERIA

The assessment of licensee performance is implemented through the use of
seven evaluation criteria. The criteria which provide standard guidance, are
applied to each functional area for the categorization of licensee performance.

To provide a consistent evaluation of licensee performance, several attributes
associated with each criterion are listed to describe the characteristics appli-
cable to the three categories.

The seven criteria discussed in Chapter NRC-0516-04 are listed in Table 1
with their associated attributes. These form the guidance which aids in
understanding and evaluating licensee performance by identifying the causes
and factors appropriate for categorization. It is not intended that considera-
tion of these attributes influence established programs of the agency. For
example, it is not intended that specific inspections be performed to evaluate
attributes. [t is expected that during the implementation of established
programs many of the attributes which describe performance will be observed.
Cognizance of these attributes should assist the staff in their observation of
licensee performance during routine activities.

All of the attributes of the evaluation criteria are not necessarily applicable.
In some instances, the observed performance within a functional area may be
insufficient to allow consideration in the evaluation. Conversely, additional
attributes may be appropriate for the evaluation. Matters such as Quality
Assurance, Design Control, Training and the like, are attributes of each
functional area and should be considered in the evaluation of the functional
areas. On the other hand, if there is a problem with one of these attributes
that is observed in several functional areas, it may be desirable to highlight
that attribute in a separate discussion, e.g., Quality Assurance may be a
problem in Operations, Radiological Control and Surveillance. It would be
appropriate to discuss Quality Assurance as if it were a functional area, in
addition to covering the specific QA problem in each functional area.

The listed attributes are intended only as guidance in the assessment of
performance in the functional areas and thus, are indicators of the licensee
performance.

It is emphasized that all available information should be analyzed by the SALP
Board, and its significance, whether it be positive or negative, should be
weighed. [f information is scarce or nonexistent, a decision as to performance
as it relates to an attribute should not be forced.

3 Approved: March 23, 1982
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TABLE 1

EVALUATION CRITERIA WITH ATTRIBUTES FOR ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

I. MANAGEMENT INVOLVEMENT AND CONTROL IN ASSURING QUALITY

Calegory 1

consistent evidence of prior plan-
aing and assignment of priorities;
well stated, controlled and explicit
procedures for control of activities

well stated, disseminated and under-
standable policies

decision making consistently at a

level that ensures adequate
management review

corporate management frequently
involved in site activities

audils complete, timely and thorough
committees properly staffed and
functioning in almost all cases

reviews timely, thorough and
technically sound

records complete, well maintained
and available

procedures and policies strictly
adhered to

Category ¢

evidence of prior planning
and assignment of priorities,
stated, defined procedures
for control of activities

adequately stated and under-
stood policies

decision making usually at a
level that ensures adequate
management review

corporate management usually
involved in site activities

audits generally complete,
and thorough

committees usually properly
staffed and functioning

reviews generally timely,
thorough and technically sound

records generally complete, well
maintained and available

procedures and policies rarely
violated

Category 3

little evidence of prior planning
and assignment of priorities;
poorly stated or ill understood
procedures for control of activities

poorly stated, poorly understood
or non-existent policies

decision making seldom at a level
that ensures adequate management
review

corporate management seldom
involved in site activities

audits frequently not timely,
incomplete or not thorough

committees not properly staffed
or functioning

reviews not timely, thorough or
technically sound

records not complete, not well
maintained or unavailable

procedures and policies occa-
sionally violated

FONVIWHOJIHId FJISNIOI']
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v
corrective action systems promptly

and consisten'ly recognize and
address non-reportable concerns

procurement well controlled and
documented

design well controlled and verified

2. APPROACH TO RESOLUTION OF TECHNICAL ISSUES FROM A SAFETY

corrective action systems
generally recognize and
address non-reportable concerns

procurement generally well
controlled and documented

rare breakdowns of minor
significance in design control
or verification

corrective action syster:s rarely
recognize and address non-
reportable concerns

revetitive oreakdown in procure-
ment control

repetitive breakdown in designs
control or verification

STANDPOINT

Category 1

clear understanding of issues
demonstrated

conservatism routinely exhibited
when potential for safety
significance exists

technically sound and thorough
approaches in almost all cases

timely resolutions in almost all
cases

Category 2

understanding of issue:
generally apparent

conservatism generally exhibited

viable and generally sound and
thorough approaches

generally timely resolutions

Category 3

understanding of issues
frequently lacking

meets minimum requirements

often viable approaches, but
lacking in thoroughness or
depth

resolutions often delayed

910 Xpusddy DN
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3. RESPONSIVENESS TO NRC INITIATIVES

Category 1
meeis deadlines

timely resolution of issues

technically sound and thorough
responses in almost all cases

acceptable resolutions proposed
initially in most cases

4 ENFORCEMENT HISTORY

Category 1

major violations are rare and are
not indicative of programmatic
breakdown

minor violations are not repetitive
and not indicative of programmatic
breakdown

corrective action is prompt and
effective

Category 2

generally timely responses

few longstanding regulatory
issues attributable to licensee
viable and generally sound and
thorougl. responses

acceptable resolutions generally
proposed

Category 2

major violations are rare and may
indicate minor programmatic
breakdown

multiple minor violations or
minor programmatic breakdown
indicated

corrective action is timely
and effective in mosl cases

Category 3

frequently requires extensions
of time

longstanding regulatory issues
attributable to licensee

often viable responses, but
lacking in thoroughness or

depth

considerable NRC effort or
repeated submittals needed to
oblain acceptable resolutions

Category 3

multiple major violations or
programmatic breakdown
indicated

minor violaticns are repetitive
and indicative of progran-auc
breakdown

corrective action is delayed
or not effective

FONVIWHOIHEd FASNIOIT
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5. REPORTING AND ANALYSIS OF REPORTABLE EVENTS

Category 1
evenls promptly and completely
eported

r

evenls are properly identified
and analyzed

corrective action is effective

as indicated by lack of repetition

Category 2

evenls are reported in a timely
manner, some information may

be lacking

events are accurately identified,
some analyses are marginal

_corrective action is usually

taken but may not be effective
as indicated by occasional
repetition

6. STAFFING (INCLUDING MANAGEMENT)

Category 1

positions are identified, authorities
and responsibilities are well defined

vacant key positions are filled
on priority basis

staffing is ample as indicated by
control over backlog and overtime

Category 2

key positions are identified,
and authorities and responsi-
bilities are defined

key positions usually filled
in a reasonable time

staffing is adequate,

occasional difficulties with
backlog or overtime

i\/l

Category 3

event reporting is frequently late
or incomplete

events are poorly identified or
analyses are marginal, events
are associated with programmatic
weaknesses

corrective action is not timely
nor effective, events are

repetitive

Category 3

positions are poorly identified,
or authorities and responsibil-
ities are ill-defined

key positions are left vacaat
for extended periods of time

staffing is weak or minimal as
indicated by excessive backlog
and overtime

9160 Xtpusddy DUN
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7. TRAINING AND QUALIFICATION EFFECTIVENESS

Category 1

training and qualification program

makes a positive contribution,
commensurate with procedures
and staffing, to understanding

of work and adherence to procedures

with few personnel errors

iraining program is well defined
and mplemented with dedicated
vesources and a means for feed

back experience; program is applied

to nearly all staff

Category 2

training and qualification
program contributes to an
adequate understanding of
work and fair adherence
to procedures with a modest
number of personnel errors

a defined program is

implemented for a large portion
of the staff

Category 3

training and qualification
program is found to be the
major contributing factor to
poor understanding of work,

as indicated by numerous proce-
dure violations or personnel
errors

program may be either lacking,
poorly defined, or ineffectively
applied for a significant segment
of the staff

NEOT1
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PART III
SALP BOARD ASSESSMENT

The SALP Board Assessment should include the following activities:

1.

Obtain assessment data applicable to the appraisal period.

a.

Notify NRR, AEOD, and NMSS of the assessment period and the
date when inputs from those offices are needed. The notification
should be at least 30 days before the inputs are needed.

NRR will provide written input.

Normally, NMSS will respond to the notification by telephoning the

security experts and, if appropiiate based on licensing
activities during the appraisal period, providing input to the draft
functional area analysis.

AEOD will respond and will provide input, if appropriate based on
AEOD activities relative to the appraisal period.

Inputs will be directed into the functional areas as defined in
Chapter NRC-0516.

Tabulate and analyze the data obtained for the facility.

Prepare the enforcement and inspection summary data - numbers
and types of inspections performed and enforcement findings for
each functional area.

Provide the number of LERs submitted under each of the licensee's
cause categories. This information will be included in the SALP
Board report. If the review indicates that the proximate cause
classification of significant LERs persistently varies from that
reported by the licensee that issue should be discussed under the
appropriate functional area of the performance evaluation. LERs
should be discussed under the appropriate functional area.

Provide the number of Construction Deficiency Reports (CDR) and
10 CFR Part 21 reports submitted by the licensee., These reports
should be discussed in the appropriate functional area.

Any events which have been determined to be "Abnormal
Occurrences” should be identified.

The number and nature of unplanned trips.

Develop the performance analysis for each of the functional areas. It is
expected that the performance analysis would be drafted (in a pre-
liminary form) by a knowledgeable member of the NRC staff prior to the

n Approved: March 23, 1982
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SALP Board meeting. The analys's shall include a characterization (Cate-
gory 1, 2, or 3) and its basis, s well as SALP Board recommendations
for NRC action, if necessary. The criteria for these categorizations are
discussed in Part [I of this Appendix. For some functional areas there
may be insufficient licensee activity or NRC observation to warrant char-
acterization. This would be appropriate for functional areas for which
licensee action or involvement was not necessary during the appraisal
period.

Conduct the SALP Board meeting to review the performance analysis and
supporting data, develop the report including determination of each func-
tional area's performance and recommendations for NRC action. This meet-
ing should be attended by senior regional management, the NRR Project
Manager, resident inspectors, and other individuals as determined by the
Regional Administrator. As part of the SALP Board meeting it may be
appropriate to make recommendations for reallocation of NRC resources.
Also note that even in the absence of recommended changes to inspection
frequencies, the Regional Office may adjus: the frequencies based on
SALP evaluations as discussed in the inspection procedures. In some
t.““ the inspection program may mandate a change in scope, depth or
requency.

Approved: March 23, 1982 12
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PART IV
MEETING WITH LICENSEE

The licensee management meeting should be planned and conducted considering
the following:

1.

Notification of the meeting should be made at least two weeks in advance.
Notification should be made to the licensee, the resident inspectors at
the involved facilities, the NRR Project Managers for the involved facil-
ities and cognizant NRC ranagers.

The licensee should be encouraged to have the following management
representatives participate in the meeting:

a. Senior corporate management representative.

b. Management officials responsible for the major functions wherein
preblem areas have been identified (e.g., health physics, security,
engineering).

¢. Site Manager.

The Board Chairman will transmit the Board's report to the licensee one

week before the meeting. The transmittal letter will identify weak areas

and request licensee response in these areas, as appropriate, within

20 days after the meeting. The licensee will also be given the oppor-

tunity to make comments on the report during the discussions at the

meeting or in wriung within 20 days after the meeting.

NRC reprecontatives for this meeting should include the following:

a. Either the Regional Administrator, Deputy Administrator, or Divi-
sion Director

b. Responsible Regional Division Director(s), Branch Chiefs, or
fection Chiefs, as appropriate

2. NRR Project Manager or designated NRR manager.

d. Resident Inspector and/or assigned inspectors

For meetings with minimal issues, the Regional Administrator may elect to
involve fewer staff members in the licensee management meeting .

S.

The Regional Administrator, Deputy Administrator, or Division Director
will chair the meeting and discussions of the adequacy of the licensee's
management controls. These meetings are intended to provide a forum
for candid discussion on issues relating to the licensee's performance.

Those aspects of the licensee's operation that need improvement will be
identified.

13 Approved: March 23, 1982
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PART V
ISSUANCE OF REPORT

After the meeting and after considering the licensee's oral and written com-
ments, the report wil be transmitted by letter to the licensee over the
Regionai Administrator's signature. The letter should acknowledge the
licensee's comments and amplify as appropriate on these comments or other
findings of the review board. Additionally, the letter will include a characteri-
zation of overall safety performance. This letter, enclosing the report and
licensee comments, will receive standard distribution including PDRs.

15 Approved: March 23, 1982
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PART VI
FORMAT FOR SALP BOARD REPORT

Report Cover Sheet (Report Number)

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION ___

Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance
(Name of Licensee)
(Name of Facility)
(Date)

Report Body

I. INTRODUCTION
Provide an introductory statement.
II. SUMMARY OF RESULTS
Provide a tabulation of functional area assessments.
ITII. CRITERIA
Describe the evaluation criteria used.
IV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSES

Functional Area Analysis

For each functional area considered, provide a brief narrative of signifi-
cant strengths and weaknesses; summmary of major problems; significant
events (LERs or CDRs); enforcement issues; and summary of NRC and
licensee actions. Include a brief summary of the previous vear's evalua-
tion if there has been a significant change or if there should have been
significant improvement but there was not.

17 Approved: March 23, 1982
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-

6. Management Conferences Held During Appraisal Period. Discuss
conferences that dealt with regulatory performance or enforcement.

7. Other. Narrative of any significant strengths, weaknesses, or
issues at the discretion of the SALP Board.

19 Approved: March 23, 1982
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& NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTOW, D. C. 70548

AL )]
ket Nos: 50-329 ::D‘ { -

and 50-330 R

EMORANDUM FOR: Roger Mattson, Director, Division of Systems Integration
Rictard Vollimer, Director, Division of Engineering
Edward Jordan, Director, Division of Emergency Preparedness and
Engineering Support

‘HRU: Thomas M. Movak, Assistant Director
for Licensing
Divisfon of Licensing

Elinor 6, Adensam, Chief
Licensing Branch Ko. 4
Division of Licensing

"ROM: Melanie A. Miller, Project Manager .
. Licensing Branch No. 4
Division of Licensing

SUBJECT: EVALUATION FOR SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE :
PERFORMANCE (SALP) - CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY :
NIDLAND NUCLEAR PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2 5 .

Inclosed is a draft of the MRR input for the SALP focLonsumers Power Company, Midland
fuclear Plant. This draft report fs based upon inpdt solicited from selected staff
sersonnel who have had contact and favolvement h Consumers Power Company's licans-
ing materfal. Please review the draft evalpagion and provide any comments feel
wppropriate. All comments recefved by M . 1983, will be considered fn the final
report. In order to mest ti is deadline, © comments directed to the project manager,
X24259, would be adequats. To assist you with review and cooment, tha following
persons were contacted for fnput:

3 ost o
Randy Eberly CNEB 8111 LefFave ASB Darl Hood LB #M
Joe Kane SGEB Hulbert Lf 1Cs8 Ron Hernan LB #4
Ray Gonzales EHEB
Frank Rinald! SEB DEPES
Mark Hartzman NEB
Arnold Lee EQB Dave Rohrer EPLB
Hal Walker EQ8 __ John Gilray QAB
Jeff Kimball 6S8
Kaz Campe SAB

Melanie A. Miller, Pruject Kanager
Licensing Branch No. 4
Division of Licensing

Enclcsure:
1. Evaluation Matrix
2. Input for SALP Report



FACILIT? NAME : Midland Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2

UCENSEE: Consumers Power Company
NRR PROJECT MANGER: Darl S. Hood '

1.

11.

I1l.

Iv.

INTRODUCT ION
This report presents the results of an evaluation of the applicant Consumers

Power Company, in the functional area of licensing activities. It s
intended to provide NRR's fnput to the SALP review procass as described in
NRC Manual Chapter 0518, The review covers the period July 1, 1981 to
March 31, 1983, A distinction of activities between Units 1 and 2 was

not considered feasible or appropriata.

The basic approach used for this svaluation was to first select a nusder
of Vicensing {ssues which involved a significant amount of staff manpowar,
Conments were then solicited from the staff. The staff applied the evalu-
ation criterfa for the performanca attributes Dased on their experience
with the spplicant or his products. Finally, this information was
assembled 1n a matrix which allowed an overall svaluation of the appli-
cant's performance. i .

. -

Surmary of Results

MRC Xanual Chapter 0516 specifies that each functional area evaluated wiil
be assigned a performance category based on a composite of a number of
attridbutes. The single final rating shculd be tempered with judgement
with respect to the significance of the individual elements.

Based on this approach, ths porfomnci of Consumers Power Company in the
functional area - Licensing Activities - is rated Category 2.

Criteria

Evaluation criteria, as given in MRC Manual Chapter Appendix 0516 Tadle 1,
ware used for this evaluation.

Performance Analysis

The applicant’s.performance evaluation is basad on a consideration of seven .

attributes as given in the NRC Manual Chapter. For the licensing actions

-
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receiving—individual-ratingsof Category 1. § For tha licensing activi-
ties evaluated, there appesred to be appropriate management attention
with decision making taking ‘\m at adequate lTevels. During numerous
audits conducted by MR, Including audits relating to the solls fssue,
emergency plannin? instrumsentation and control systems, fire protection
and equipsent qualification, the records maintained by the Ticensea were
guneralily complete, well maintained and available. In almost every arsa,
*“he appropriate level of management participated in meetings with the NRC
on safety, technical, and lcensing issues and demonstrated knowledge on
the meeting’'s subject matter. In the sofls and structures area, howaver,
sanagement involvement was less than desiradle since some of the. infor-
mation given to the NRC at meetings,was later determined to be fnaccurate
or misleading. Also, an axception sdequate management control occurrad
when the licensee proceeded with excavation prior to fulfilling MRC

conditions previously estadblished.




Clear Vines of responsibility were established in support of the staff's
safety evaluation and subsequent fisuance of the Safety Evaluation Report.
Priorities established by licensee management were generally consfistent
with and supportive of those priocrities established by the staff.

mftments made to incorporate resolutions into FSAR revisions were kept
and were generally timely. The licensee also made an objective and
extensive effort to track open issuas ralated to the safety evaluation.
One issue which involved implementation of a TMI Action Plan ften (Item
1.8.1.2) reached an apparent fmpasse between the staff and spplicant.
However, when the proper Jevel of management attention was focused on
the izsuve, both sides ware able to reach an acceptable resolution. .

SSUES _ITCN 8 SBTEL)Y JLaNUFass

thres—arens:

tachniczl questions were knowledgeable and clearly undarstood the fssves.
During the appraisal perfod, the licensee was usually complete and con-
servative in tachnical sibmittais to the NRC. Resolutfon of two tech-
nical issues during the safety evaluation required elevation to the
Division Director appeals lavel. In one of these issues, relief was -
given to the licensee. In the other, the licensee was required to com-
mit to installation of a third auxiliary feedwater pump. In both cases,
however, the licansee prepared reasonable technical justification for
their position. In addition, the Jicensee's response once the appeals
decision on the auxiliary feedwater pusp had been made was excallant.
Licensing activities for which this crjterion was rated a Category 1 F
- include the area of safsmic equipment qualifications, where a clear
understanding of equipment qualification requirements against design
basis & seismic margin sarthquakes was demonstrated. The licensing
arse of soils and structures needs improvement insofar as the approsch
to technical fssues. In the absence of NRC requirements, there was
reluctance by the Yicensze te perform certain sofls remedfal work
utilizing accepted quality assurance procedures. In regards to the
buried piping fssue, Consumers appeared to lack s thorough understard-
fng of the safety issues involved. Improvement in the soils area over
the appratsal period has been evidenced by more specific and clearer
submittals to the NRC. ) o

/ﬁ-‘ MZW‘W \
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Responsiveness to NRC Initiatives

The overall rating for this area is Category 2 with the perforsance

rating for individual Ticensing action falling fn all 3 utog::la.

In general, responses to the NRC were timely and thorough.

licensee was particularly responsive in the areas of equipment quale
$fications and instrumentation and control s{stm. Additionally,

in questions concerning the natural gas pipeline, the licansee demon-
strated @ willingness to effectively address NRC concerns and relpon- \
siveness increased accordingly. Responsiveness was rated poorly form
1icensing 1ssues which remained unresolved forpiong period of time

such as resolutfon of the buried piping prob‘lA. e

Enforcement History .
There is no important basis for an NRR evalaution of t.M: attribute.
Reportable Events

There is no important ba;is for a NPR evaluation of this attribute jt
this time. ; ‘ .

Staffing

Overall rating of this criterfon is Category 2. Positions appear to

be well-defined and responsibilities identified. Stafﬂng is sdequate
and at levels consistent with the activity for the licensing activities
evaluated. The licensee effected reorfanizations and personnel replace-
ments within a reasonadble time insofar as key positions. In some cases,
howaver, the staff considers that too much reliance was placed upon
representation by consultants and by the architect/engineer.

Training

There is no important basis for an NRR evaluation of this attribute at
this time. ¥ .

CONCLUSTON

Based on the evaluation of Consumers Power Company's performance for & nusb
of activities ih the functional area of licensing, an oyerall performance
rating of Category 2 ﬁ‘g m

-
-
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Generally, in licensing activities the 1icensee expressed 3 willfngness
::Ompr:d to MRC inftiatives. Submittals wers usually timely and
roug "

qualifications and
fnstrumentation and control systems reviews. Conversely, although J
improvement in the sofls areas has been sean 4w this appraisal perfod,
aspects remain weak such as technical mpome/nd menagesent control.
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CRITERIA

The licensee performance is assessed in selected functional areas
depending upon whether the facility is in a construction, pre-operational
or operating phase. Each functional area normally represents areas
significant to nuclear safety and the environment, and are normal
programmatic areas. Some functiomal areas may not be assessed because

of little or no licensee activities or lack of meaningful observations.
Special areas may be added to highlight significant observations.

One or more of the following evaluation criteria were used to assess
each functional area.

1. Management involvement in assuring quality

2. Approach to resolution of technical issues from safety standpoint
3. Responsiveness Tt0 NRC initiatives

4. Enforcement histoery

5. Reporting and analysis of reportable events

6. Staffing (including management)

7. Training effectiveness and qualification

However, the SALP Board is not limited to these criteria and others
may have been used where appropriate.

Based upon the SALP Board assessment, each functional area evaluated
is classified into one of three performance categories. The definitivn
of these performance categories 1is:

Category 1: Reduced WRC attention may be appropriate. Licensee man<
agement attention and involvement are aggressive and oriented toward
auclear safety; licensee resources are ample and effectively used such
that a hizh level of performance with respect to operational safety or
construction is being achieved.

Category 2: NRC attention should be maintained at normal levels. Li-
censee managemeat attention and involvement are evident and are concerned
with ouclear safety; licensee resources are adequate and are reasonably
effective such that satisfactory performance with respect to operational
safety or construction is being achieved.

Category 3: Both NRC and licensee attention should be increased. Li-
censee management attention or involvement is acceptable and considers
aguclear safety, but weaknesses are evident; licensee resources appear to
be strained or net effectively used such that minimally satisfactory
performance with respect to operational safety or construction is being
achieved.



IT1. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Functional Area Assessment Category 1 Category 2 Category 3
1. Soils and Foundations X
2. Containment and other

Safety Related Structures NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT*
3. Piping Systems and Supports X
4. Safety Related Components X
5. Support Systems X
6. Electrical Power Supply

and Distribution NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT*
7. Instrumentation and

Control Systems NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT*
8. Licensing Activities X
9. Quality Assurance . NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT*
10. Precperational Testing NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT*

*For Functional Areas "Not Addressed In This Report" see Section
Introduction.
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1V. Performance Analvses

1. Soils and Foundations
a. Analysis

During this SALP period the licensee finalized the Remedial
Soils program and initiated steps to implement the Remedial
°oxls measures necessary to correct prevxously identified

The excavation of the access shafts to elevation 609

The installation of six temporary underpinning piers

Preparatory work for the Service Water Pump Structure
underpinning

Initiation of temporary dewatering system for the Service
Water Pump Structure

; Initiation of probing for buried utilities adjacent to the
| Service Water Pump Structure

The installation of the permanent dewatering system wells

The installation of the auxiliary building underpinning
instrumentation system

\vjﬁ/l Thirteen inspections (or nortions of ipspections) were per-

w\ A Wing this SALP period a total of nine

€>V¥ B { noncompliance wo deviations with NRC requirements were
4’ identified as follows:

* /t/,-.a
W o~ (1) Severity Level IV - examples of failure to follow pro-
\l/’k' cedures and failure to develop adequate procedures

(329/82-303; 330/82-03)

’>V (a) Failure to revise design drawings according to site

procedural requirements

(b) Failure to develop an adequate excavatior procedure

(c) Eailure to assure design verification according to

site procedural requirements




» (2)

(3)

(4)

P
,j:§;Zi,f ] ()

(6)

) (M

(8)

) (9)

L

Severity Level IV < examples of failure to develop adequate
procedures (329/82-05; 330/82-05)

(a) Access shaft work was initiated without having a
reviewed and approved procedure

(b) Failure to develop adequate procedures to control
specification design changes

(c) Failure to develop adequate specification for
permanent dewatering wells

(d) Failure to develop an adequate procedure to prepare
or implement overinspection plans

Deviation - failure to provide a qualified civil QA staff
(329/82-05; 330/82-05)

Severity Level IV - failure to establish a QA program
which provided controls over the underpinning monitoring '
system (329/82-06; 330/82-06). This finding resulted inrﬂ
the issuance of a Confirmatory Action Letter (CAL) on
March 31, 1982

Severity Level V - failure to install anchor bolts in
accordance with site procedures (329/82-11; 330/82-11)

Deviation - failure to use approved installation/coord-
ination forms to ducument the installation of underpinning
monitoring instrumentation (329/82-11; 330/82-11)

Severity Level IV - failure of specifications to identify
the location of well sampling points (329/82-18; 330/82-18)

Severity Level IV - failure to assure that the slope
layback at the Auxiliary Building access shaft was con-
structed in accordance with design (329/82-18; 330/82-18)

Severity Level IV - examples of failure to establish measures
to control the issuance of documents (329/82-21; 330/82-21)

(a) failure to use a controlled copy of a Project Quality
Control Instruction (PQCI) to prepare a QC recerti-
fication examination. this finding resulted in the
issuance of a CAL on September 24, 1982

(b) Failure to control QC manuals

Severity Level III - failure to translate applicable
regulatory requirements concerning the purchase of armor
stone for a "Q" portion of the perimeter dike into approp-
riate specifications and design documents (329/82-22;
330/82-22)



(11) Severity Level III1 - failure to maintain current remedial
soils dravings (329/83-03; 330/83-03)

The noncompliances identxfied during this rating period

=aTe ev nsee s continued tack of atten-
‘T on to detail in assuring that the requirements of the
an program were progg;*x_;gplemented Furthe.-

‘-ore—'tn!l!‘naﬁijggllgn_es indicate the lack of manage-
"l!ﬂ!'itfihtxon to quality in this area.

/l/z

As a result of noncompliance item (4) an investigation
was performed by NRC to determine whether material false
statements had been made by the licensee's staff in regard
to the installation status of the auxiliary building under
pinning monitoring instrumentation. The investigation
failed to provide conclusive evidence that a material
false statement had been made.

An investigation by NRC was initiated during this

evaTuation period to d termine whether the licensee
vidltated the April icensing
Burrd—' rder which suspended all remedial soils

activities on "Q" soils for which the licensee did not

X
hl}‘}l 0 bave prior explicit NRC approval. This investigation,
which is continuing, foqgig;_gn_;hﬁ:Ingﬁ;gg:gIggzgg;Eflow
€ ank" hout NRC approval:

A man nt meeting was held at the site on Aug
1982, to discuss the potential violation of the Board Order

A CAL was issued on this matter on Au 198
.

// Noncompliance items (10) and (11) are individual examples
related to the soils area taken from much broader items
xj)" l of noncompliance not associated with this functional area.

\Vﬁh (Items 10 and 11 were part of two separate citations for
////T(’ failure to adequately implement a quality assurance program.)
’Yl//// The two individual examples taken by themselves would not

ave been rated as severity level III.

In view of continuin ncies in the soils area, the

: -.
ial soi jvities on safet -related (Q) soils

whi A a v

Subsequent to this order the licensee resumed remedial

%Maﬂmwu-

ing occurre

"tTUnT!tsunder#ttadtng-bPtvteu—tht—ttteusee—ced—the
mxuuon
Procedure was deve . edure the
[iCensee comcm

"Rrior to the initiation of each remediai-seils work




X :
activity. ¢ +Ton, f the Work Excavation
Permit System was expanded to include 31T Femedtai—soils

wotk including underpinning. Due to the NRC'S concerns
~with—the Tivensee's aoility to properly implement the
qnalxny—psoefal—;a—&he'remed1al soils area an independent

third party overview was establxshed All the precedxng
actions occurred at the dxtecg1op of the NRC, and were

not a resu of the licensee's initiative. - —

—————————

Conclusions

The licensee is rate’ Category 3 in this area. Although this
is the same rating as the previous assessment period, the
licensee's overall performance in this functional area has
continued to decline. NRC findings during this assessment
period indicate a continued lack of attention to detail by the
licensee and the continuing inability on the part of the li-
censee to implement properly the requirements of the Midland
QA program. A rating of less than minimally acceptable (Not
Rated) was considered by the Board; however, a Category 3
rating was assigned because of the stringent controls insti-
tuted to govern work in this area, i.e., the Work Authorizaticn
Procedure, the Work Excavation Permit System, the independent
third party overview, and continued scrutiny by the NRC staff.

Board Recommendations

The Board recommends that thg_;1;gnagg.Lhn:nughlx.x:!;:!_&___
erformance of construction, engineerin urance
managers in the Remedial Soils area. The implementaiion of
‘Mméasures to provide closer attention to detail in remedial
soils work activities and to provide assurance that future
remedial soils work will conform to the requirements of the
Midland QA program should be a continuing management goal.

Wz%;mmmwe
evaluation period, the Board notes that the licensee has con-

_tinued to have performance problems ip this area.

3&4. Safety-Related Components and Piping Systems and Supports

Analysis
™
Portions of ten inspections were performed in the Nuclear Steam
Supply System area during the evaluation period. The inspec-
tions involved the observation of large and small bore hanger
installations (including snubbers and restraints), receipt and
installation records, modification of the reactor pressure
vessel supports, auxiliary feedwater internal header modifica-
tion, and containment structural steel welding. Within the

Z-scope of this effort one item of noncompliance was identified

lo
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ok |

gt;l \ L Sgverity Level V - Failure to follow procedures regarding

3 \?/ M(g_s_i_;j_gf_ a valve located in the welding fabrication
/\" area (329/83-01; 330/83-01). 4

. 7 ——

\ﬂy@f’ The licensee's resources appear to be adequate. The management

r's controls being utilized, the records, and the records control

system met requirements. The overall effectiveness and attitudes
\Az of licensee personnel in complying with requirements were con-

sidered acceptable.
b. Conclusion

The licensee is rated Category 2 in this area. This is the
same rating as the previous assessment period.

e. Board Recommendations

The Board notes that subsequent to this evaluation period the
NRC has indicatiomns that quality problems exist with installed
components, piping, and piping supports. These indicators
include the Independent Design and Construction Verification
Program (TERA's Monthly Status Report dated May 27, 1983) and
the licensee audit conducted February 23, 1983 through March 10,
1983 (including the R. Sember memo to D. Miller dated March 13,
1983). :

NRC inspection activities should focus on =eeuring that in-
stalled items meet the design and regulatory requirements.

3. Support Systems

B, Analysis

/ Portions of four inspections were performed covering Heating,
Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) welder certificationms,
welder procedure qualification, and material traceability.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified during
these inspections.

As a result of a 1 oton Testing, Inc., the
ensee suspended welding of safety-related WOTK.

“PRoton lesting, Inc. had previously been contracted by the
licensee to qualify welding procedures and certify welders

for HVAC fabrication and installation. The ¢ tive audit
findings made the credibility of some of the certification

“6t-prevtonsly certified welders, as well as the adequacy of
W T the WeIdINg procedures, indeterminate. Due to the
audic ; the NRC imposed a hold point for the restart

of safety-related HVAC welding.




- G W

An initial attempt by the licensee to demonstrate to the NRC
that affected HVAC welding procedures had been qualified and
were ready for implementation demonstrated that the welding
procedures were still inadequate. As a result, the NRC did not
authorize the licensee to restart safety-related HVAC welding.

No other problems in the HVAC area were identified.
Conclusion

The licensee is rated Category 2 in this area. This is a lower
rating than the previous assessment due to the licensee's
failure to initially take adequate corrective action to resolve
the deficiencies identified in the Photon Testing, Inc. audit
and the licensee managements failure to identify the inadequate
initial corrective action.

Board Recommendations

Licensee management involvement should be increased in the area
of ensuring proper and timely followup to correcting identified
deficiencies. The board notes that subsequent to this evalua-
tion period the licensee successfully demonstrated the adequacy
of welding procedures and welders to perform to those procedures.
Based on the demonstration, the NRC authorized the resumption
of HVAC welding.

8. Licensing Activities

Analysis

The assessment was based on our evaluation of the following
licensing activities:

- Soils and Structures
- Emergency Planning
- Equipment Qualification

. Quality Assurance Program
Natural Gas Pipeline
- Auxiliary Feedwater System
- Instrumentation and Control Systems Review

Seismic Spectra
- Fire Protection
- Implementation of NUREG-0737 Items

For the licensing activities evaluated, there appeared to
be appropriate management attention with decision making
taking place at adequate levels. During numerous audits
conducted by NRR, including audits relating to the soils
iésue, emergency planning, instrumentation and coentrol
systems, fire protection and equipment qualification, the
records maintained by the licensee were generally complete,

10



well maintained and available. In almost every area, the
appropriate level of management participated in meetings

with the NRC on safety, technical, and licensing issues and
demonstrated knowledge on the meeting's subject matter. In

the soils remedial areas, a reorganization provided an execu-
tive manager fully dedicated to this area; however, some diffi-
culties occurred in the early phases of this reorganization.

Clear lines of responsibility were established in support of
the staff's safety evaluation and subsequent issuance of the
Safety Evaluation Report. Priorities established by the li-
censee management were generally consistent with and supportive
of those priorities established by the staff. Commitments made
to incorporate resolutions into FSAR revisions were kept and
were generally timely. The licensee also made an objective

and extensive effort to track open issues related to the safety
evaluation. One issue which involved implementation of a TMI
Action Plan Item (Item I.B.1.2) reached an apparent impasse
between the staff and applicant. However, when the proper
level of NRC and licensee management attention was focused on
the issue, both sides were able to reach an acceptable
resolution. On the other hand, licensee's management failed to
recognize the safety significance of constructing a high pres-
sure gas facility in close proximity to safety structures until
after construction completion.

Generally, licensee personnel involved in resolution of
technical questions were knowledgeable and clearly understood
the issues. During the appraisal period, the technical sub-
mittals by the licensee to the NRC were usually complete and
conservative. Resolution of two technical issues during the
safety evaluation required elevation to the Division Director
appeals level. In one of these issues, relief was given to
the licensee. In the other, the licensee was required to
commit to installation of a third auxiliary feedwater pump.
In both cases, however, the licensee prepared reasonable
technical justification for their position. In additiom, the
licensee's response once the appeals decision on the auxiliary
feedwater pump had been made was excellent.

The licensing area of soils and structures needs improvement
insofar as the approach to technical issues. There was
relucrance by the licensee to perform certain soils remedial
work utilizing accepted quality assurance procedures until
required by the NRC. In regard to the buried piping issue,

the licensee appeared to lack a thorough understanding of the
safety issues involved resulting in the submission of additional
information several times before acceptable resolution was

11



achieved. Improvement in the soils area over the appraisal
period has been evidenced by more specific and clearer sub-
mittals to the NRC.

Responses to the NRC were generally timely and thorough. The
licensee was particularly responsive in the area of instrumenta-
tion and control systems. Additionally, in questions concerning
the natural gas pipeline, the licensee demonstrated a willing-
ness to address NRC concerns effectively and responsiveness
increased accordingly. Responsiveness was rated poorly for
those licensing issues which remained unresolved for a long
period of time such as resolution of the buried piping problem.

With respect to licensing staff, positions appear to be well
defined and responsibilities identified. Staff is adequate
and at levels consistent with the activity for the licensing
activities evaluated. The licensee effected reorganizations
and personnel replacements within a reasonable time insofar
as key positions are concerned. In some cases, however, the
staff considers that too much reliance was placed upon repre-
sentation by consultants and by the architect/engineer.

Conclusion
The licensee is rated Category 2 in this area.

Generally, in licensing activities, the licensee expressed a
willingness to i1espond to NRC initiatives. Submittals were
usually timely and thorough. Especially notable is the
degree of management attention directed toward licensing
activities as evidenced by meeting participation and the
level at which decisions occur. Areas of above average
performance in all criteria include instrumentation and
control systems reviews. Conversely, although improvement

in the soils area has been seen during this appraisal period,
it is imperative for the licensee to continue to focus a high
level of management attention in the soils area in order to
maintain an acceptable level of performance insofar as
licensing activities are concerned.

Board Recommendations

A high level of licensee management attention should be con-
tinued in resolving the adequacy of responses to techmical
issues and improvement of management controls in the area of
remedial soils and underpinning activities.

12



Supporting Data and Summaries

A.

Noncompliance Data

Facility Name:

Inspections: No. 81-14 through 83-05

Functional Are: Assessment

2.

10.

Soils and Foundations

Containment and Other
Safety-Related Structures

Piping Systems and Supports
Safety-Related Components
Support Systems

Electrical Power Supply
and Distribution

Instrumentation and
Control Systems

Licensing Activities
Quality Assurance

Preoperational Testing

TOTALS

13

Midland, Units 1 and 2

Docket Nos. 50-329
50-330

Noncompliance and Deviation
Severity Levels
II I11 IV v Dev

2 6 1 2

NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT

NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT

NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT

NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT
NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT



Report Data

1.

Construction Deficiency Reports (CDR)

During this SALP period, 19 CDR's were submitted by the licensee
under the requiremeats of 10 CFR 50.55(e).

Operating procedures must be modified to require at least
one reactor cavity cooling fan in service during normal
plant operation.

For certain control circuits, a voltage below the limits
for proper operation of the motor control center starter
coils was calculated. This line voltage drop is a direct
result of currents passing through long control cables.

The design of electrical components associated with the
main steam isolation valves does not conform to the channel
separation criteria in Reg. Guide 1.75; also, satisfactory
seismic qualification reports have not been submitted.

Rodent damage has occurred in electrical penetration wiring
and cables.

The auxiliary {eedwater level control valves are fed from
Class 1E instrument control power instead of Class 1E
preferred power supplies as specified in the FSAR.

The existing design of the auxiliary feedwater system pump
turbine driver steam admission valve interlock system would
block steam entry and prevent proper operation.

It has been determined that instrument string error in the
steam generator level circuits, under accident conditions,
exceeds that allowed to establish steam generator ECCS
control setpoints.

Recent inspections at three operating B&W plants indicated
damage to the internal asuxiliary feedwater header assemb-
lies. New external headers will provide all functional
requirements.

During an engineering review it was discovered that some

Q-related equipment is located in the auxiliary building

that is cooled by a non-safety grade HVAC system. During
an accident, this could result in some Q-equipment being

lost.

B&W supplied non-seismically qualified transmitter mount-

ing brackets for transmitters forming part of the reactor
coolant pressure boundary.

14
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Approximately 80% of the radiation monitoring modules,
manufactured by Victoreen, Inc. were found to be noncon-
forming. This was due to a significant QA breakdown at

the supplier.

During field modifications of 460V Class 1E motor control
centers supplied by ITE-Gould it was discovered that some
of the control power transformers were undersized.

The incorrect size class 1E power cables were pulled and
installed.

ACI 349, Appendix B, issued August 1979 specifies that
shear lugs in embedment designs shall be considered effec-
tive only in compression zonmes. Some Midland embedment
designs, which were completed and installed prior to this
date, do not meet this new criterion.

No specific features to mitigate frazil ice formation on
the service water intake structure are contained in the
design of the service water intake structure.

The design of the suction piping for the auxiliary feed-
water system did oot include cverpressurization protection.

Unacceptable workmanship conditions have been identified
or electrical control panmels and cabinets supplied by
various suppliers.

Bailey Controls Company NI/RPS and ECCAS cabinets have
terminal blocks which are fastened to the termination
panels by Tinnerman Nuts. These nuts could become loose.

Class 1E electrical control cabinets appear to have in-
sufficient clearances from adjacent equipment or walls.

The licensee's threshold for reporting is considered to be
appropriate and the total number of items reported is not con-
sidered to be excessive.

- |8 Part 21 Reports
The licensee issued no Part 21 repbrts during the reporting period.
C. Licensee Activities

The main construction areas during the evaluation period were NSSS work,
electrical equipment, conduits, cable trays, cables, HVAC, remedial soils
work, small and large bore piping, pipe hangers and snubbers. As a
result of the diesel genmerator building inspection, the licensee halted
on December 3, 1982, safety-related work with the exception of the

following:

system layup, hanger and cable reinspections, post system

15



turnover work, HVAC work, NSSS work, remedial soils work, and design
engineering. Preoperational testing was conducted on the Component
Cooling Water System, the Decay Heat Removal System and the Fuel Transter

System.

Units 1 and 2 were reported by the licensee to be 79% complete per the
licensee's letter to Hatfield (NRC) dated May 6, 1983. Fuel load dates
are estimated by the licensee to be February 1985 and October 1984,
respectively.

Inspection Activities

The routine inspection effort by the NRC consisted of 39 inspections during
the evaluation period.

In addition, a special team inspection (329/82-22; 330/82-22) was conducted
to assess the adequacy of implementation of the quality assurance program.
This assessment was done for the most part in the diesel generator build-
ing where the majority of work was performed subsequent to 1980. This
inspection resulted in the licensee suspending some safety-related work

on December 3, 1982.

Investigations and Allegations Review

1. An investigation was conducted to determine whether material false
statements had beeu made by the licensee's staff in regards to the
installation status of the auxiliary building monitoring instrumenta-=
tion. The investigation report (329/82-13; 330/82-13) failed to
provide conclusive evidence that a material false statement had been
made.

r

An investigation was being conducted during this SALP period to deter-
mine whether the licensee violated the April 30, 1982, ASLB order
which suspended all remedial soils activities on "Q" soils for which
the licensee did not have prior explicit NRC approval. The report
was not issued during this SALP period.

3. A number of allegations were received during this SALP period regard-
ing HVAC work by Zack, welding, electrical work, and deficiencies in
the implementation of the CPCo QA/QC program. Investigations or
special inspections to resolve some of the issues identified within
these allegations were initiated during this SALP period.

Escalated Enforcement Action

1. Civil Penalties

A Civil Penalty for $120,000 was issued during this evaluatiou period
in regard to the adverse findings identified during the diesel gener-
ator building inspection (329/82-22; 330/82-22). The licensee's

request for mitigation of the amount is under review by the NRC staff.

16



Orders

The ASLB issued an order on April 30, 1982, which suspended all
remedial soils activities on "Q" soils for which the licensee did
not have prior explicit NRC approval. The ASLB issued a subsequent
clarifying order on May 7, 1982.

Administrative Actions

Correct.ive Action Letters

a. A letter of understanding was issued by the licensee on
March 31, 1982, in response to deficiencies observed during
the inspection of the auxiliary building monitoring imstru=
meptation. (329/82-06; 330/82-06). This matter 1S also
4iscussed in Section V.E.1. of this report.

b. A Confirmatory Action Letter (CAL) was issued on August 12,

1982, ia response t°E%_22;;2E}ll_ﬂ§L§—9‘dﬂl-!lﬂl£EiS“
(329/82-18; 330/82-18). is matter is also discussed in
Sections IV.1.a and V.E.2 of this report. Resolution of
these concerns was still under investigation at the end of

the SALP period.

c. A CAL was issued on September 24, 1982, in response to

deficiencies observed during the ins ection of remedial soils
QCinspectors recertifications (329752-51; 330/82-21).

r/’—'
d. A letter of understanding was issued on December 30, 1982,
in response to defici i i e diesel

generator building inspection (329/82-22; 330/82-22).
MYYEer 15 also discussed in Sections V.C and V.F.1 of this
report.

Management Conferences W /L 17 'Foa:ti.:/ PP

During this SALP period eighteen conferences were held between
NRC and licensee management: :

a. On July 24, 1981, a management meeting was held to discuss
inspection findings pertaining to irregularities in control
and review of small bore piping system design packages.

b. On January 12, 1982, a management meeting was held to review
and discuss receut changes to the Midland QA organization and
the QA program for the remedial soils work.

e On March 30, 1982, a management meeting was held to discuss
NRC findings in the installation of underpinning monitoring
instrumentation.

d. On April 26, 1982, a meeting was held to present to CPCo
management the SALP 2 findings.
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On May 14, 1982, a meeting was held during which the licensee
presented a preliminary report of the results of the electrical
cable reinspections.

On June 21, 1982, a meeting was held to discuss CPCo's response
to SALP 2.

On August 5, 1982, a meeting was held to further discuss CPCo's
responses to SALP 2.

On August 11, 1982, a management meeting was held to discuss
a potential violation of the ASLB order of April 30, 1982.

On August 26, 1982, a management meeting was held to discuss
Midland QA problems.

On September 2, 1982, a mapagement meeting was held to discuss
the Quality .wprovement Plan.

On September 29, 1982, a management meeting was held to discuss
the integration of QC activities into Midland Project Quality
Assurance Department (MPQAD) .

On October 5, 1982, a meccing was beld to discuss the CPCo-TERA
proposal concerning the Independent Design Verification Program
(IDVP).

On October 29, 1982, a meeting was beld to discuss Bechtel
performance/problems.

On November 5, 1982, a meeting was held to discuss Stone and
Webster (S&W) qualifications for performance of remedial soils
third party overview.

On January 18, 1983, an enforcement conference was held to
discuss the diesel generator building findings.

On February 8, 1983, a management meeting was held to discuss
the CCP and the IDCVP as wel] 2: LPCo and Bechtel performance
and desire to take prcper ¢ .: -tise action. In addition, the
NRC announced the imposi®i 1 . 2 £120,000 fine due to diesel

generator building fir i
On March 7, 1983, a'ueet;ng was peld to further discuss the CCP.

On March 15, 1983, 3 meeting was held to discuss the INPO Self
Imposed Evaluation results.

Construction Permit Amendment

On May 26, 1982, the NRC amended the Construction Permits, CPPR-81
and CPPR-82, to implement the ASLB April 30, 1982, Order suspending
all remedial soils activities on "Q" soils without prior explicit
NRC approval.
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I111. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Functional Area Assessment Category 1

Category 2 Category 3

1. Soils and Foundations

Containment and other
Safety Related Structures

L]

Piping Systems and Supports
Safety Related Components

Support Systems

o U > W

Electrical Power Supply
and Distribution

7. Instrumentation and
Control Systems

8. Licensing Activities
9. Quality Assurance

10. Preoperational Testing

X

NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT*
X
X
X

NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT*

NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT*
X

NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT*

NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT*

*For Functional Areas "Not Addressed In This Report" see Section I,

Introduction.



V.

Supporting Data and Summaries

A. Noncompliance Data

Facility Name: Midland, Units 1 and 2

Inspections: No. 81-14 through 83-05

Functional Area Assessment

1. Soils and Foundations

2. Containment and Other
Safety-Related Structures

3. Piping Systems and Supports

4. Safety-Related Components

5. Support Systems

6. Electrical Power Supply

and Distribution

7. Instrumentation and
Control Systems

8. Licensing Activities

9. Quality Assurance

10. Preoperational Testing

TOTALS

13

Docket Nos. 50-329
50-330

Noncompliance and Deviation

Severity Levels
II II11 IV \ Dev

2 6 1 2

NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT

NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT

NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT

NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT
NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT
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