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Honorable Chairman Nunzio Palladino ,

PR!t:CIPAL STAFFHonorable Victor Gilinsky j
SA WIF? #[#Honorable James Asseltine .

Honorable Thomas Roberts D/RA dp
URA 6Honorable Frederick Bernthal
RC . ,7 pUnited States Regulatory Commission UWashington, D.C. 20555 ~ - %-- ,' {"

_ _

.' =? ise . ace _, ,' 'Be:. In the Matter of Consumers Power Company --

Midland Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2
Docket Nos. 50-329/330 (10 C.F.R. 2.206)

Dear Commissioners:

On June 13, 1983, the Government Accountability Project (GAP) filed a"

Petition pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206 (Petition) on behalf of the Lone Tree
Council and others (P.etitioners), requesting specific items of relief re-
garding the Midland Nuclear Power Plant (Midland). The Petition has been
granted in part and denied in part in Director's Decision DD 83-16 and

'

DD 84-02. On January 27, 1984 pursuant to 10 CFR 2.772, the Commission
extended the time within which the Commission may act to review the Director's
Decision until February 10, 1984.

On the basis of the information provided in the Petition, and with the
consideration of the additional facts and argument provided in this letter
we request that the Commission take review of the Director's Decision.

.

Specifically, we renew our request for the Commission to:

(1) Reguire that all ongoing activity, including the " soils work" M
be included under the Order of Modification of Consumer's Power Companys'(CPCo)
construction permit for the Midland Plant.(Petition, page 13 - 15.)

-

(2) Remove CPCo from managerial responsibility of the QA/QC function at
the Midland plant, replacing them with an independent third-party with the
responsibility to report simultaneously to both the NRC and CPCo. (Petition,
page 20 - 22).

(3) Increase NRC staffing for the Midland Office of Special Cases (OSC).'

(Petition, page 22 - 23.)

U" Soils work" in this letter refers to all activity, including underpinning
of safety related buildings on the site, undertaken by CPCo following the
December 1979 Stop Work Order issued by the Nucleu Regulatory Commission (NRC).
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BASIS-

The Government Accountability Project (GAP) filed a detailed request
pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206 on June 13, 1983. The Inspection and-En'forcement:
Manual, Chapter 0800, 0860-04 requires that, in order for a request to be
granted,itmustspecifytheactionsoughtbythePetiponersand" setouty

the' facts that constitute the basis for the request."

GAP assumes that the Director.did not see the need for an expansion
-

by Petitioner of the factual basis for its requests,.since no request for
further information was received. Moreover, since the request has been
substanially granted (except for the items enumerated in this letter for
which we renew our request.), we assume that the supporting documentation
and/or explanations provided the Director with an accurate protrayal of the
basis upon which submitted,our request.

However, much has happened at the Midland Project since the Petition
.was filed.
-,

In determining whether or not the Commission should take review of the
two Director's decisions issued in response to the Petition we believe that
'it is necessary to update the factual basis upon which our original petition
was based. (This submittal is not an appeal or request for review of items
granted in DD 83-16 and 84-02, Petitioner recognizes that. there is no procedure
for appeal of Comission' decisions under 10 CFR 2.206. Instances where the
Directors' decision differs from our request which are not mentioned in this sub-
mittal can be construed as acceptable to Pctitioners, unless stated
otherwise in previous correspondence; i.e., our continuing skepticism toward
Stone and Webster's competence and independence in their role as third-
party overviewer.)

UPDATE SUW.ARY

Since June,1983, CPCo's Midland project has suffered from a series of finan-
cial, construction, legal, and regulatory setbacks. Petitioners believe that
the cumulative effect of these setbacks, described below, provides additional

basis for our_ original requests for (1) Institutionelizing(all reinspectionprograms under the Construction Completion Program (CCP), 2) Removal of CPCo
from primary responsibility for the QA/QC function at the plant, and (3) the
assignment of more NRC personnel to the Midland.0SC.

1. DOW PULLOUT

In July 1983 the Dow Chemical Corporation (Dow) cancelled its steam
contract with CPCo and brought legal action against CPCo in Midland County

'District Court. The Dow suit alleges that CPCo

made fraudulent misrepresentations and nondisclosures;
made material breaches of its contractual and fiduciary

2/' Nuclear Regulatory Commission Inspection and Enforcement Manual Chapter'

0800,'Section 0360-04, " Guidance for Accepting or. Denying Requests for Enforce-
ment Action," November 15, 1978.

.
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' obligations to Dow; and demonstrated its inability to
complete the Midland Nuclear Facility within any reason-
able time or cost. '

-

Allegations contained in the Dow complaint point to a " dual cost and
schedule" kept by CFCo since 1978. The Dow allegations are the subject
of a Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB) contention which.is expected
to be' litigated in late spring 1984.

2. STOCKHOLDER SUITS

Four stockholders suits have been filed to date by shareholders
of CPCo stock. These suits have been . filed against CPCo pursuant to
provisions of the Securities Exchange Act. Essentially they allege that
CPCo made certain material omissions in prospectus, made false statements
to its stockholders, and willfully concealed information about the cost,

and completion schedule for the Midland plant. Thty accuse CPCo of deceiving
potential investors about the stability of its construction project and
induci'ng them to purchase' stock that they would not have bought had CPCo
disclosed known to them, or that should have been known to them, at the time.

Of particular interest to the Commission should be the Weiland suit,
included as Attachment 1, which relies in great part on informat. ion pro-
vided fropCPCo to the NRC at its April Caseload Forecast Panel (CLFP) -

meeting

3. CASELOAD FORECAST PANEL CONTROVERSY ,

1

The NRC CLFP for Midland announced on December 20, 1983 that CPCo's,

schedule estimate (based on CPCo's April 1983 CLFP presentation) was "off"i

by at least 16 months. The December 20, 1983 letter from Thomas M. Novak,
Assistant Director for Licensing cf the Division cf Licensing to Mr. J.W.
fook of CPCo designates that tiie NRC intends to use September 1986 as thg" planning date for ccmpleting the Licensing review process for Unit 2." -

Internal disputes between the members of the CLFP and NRR management suc-
ceeded in keeping the NRC's knowledge about the expected delay from public
disclosure for over seven months. Included as Attachment 2 to this letter is
an affidavit from the undersigned, with exhibits, which detail the impropriety
of the staff actions in withholding significant information regarding the
incredulity of CPCo's completion schedule estimates given in April,1983.

s

-( The text of the suit confuses the CLFP and the CCP, particularly with respect
to meetings. However, it should be obvious to a knowledgeable reader whether
plantiff Weiland is referring to CCP activities or CLFP information.

E Richard A. Weiland versus Consumers Power Company, et al. (ED Michigan)

O U.S. NRC letter, Thomas M. Novak to J.W. Cook, CPCo, December 20, 1983.

.

.
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Certain agency staff members'" stonewalled" the release of the CLFP
review, completed in mid-May 1983.(see Attachment 2, Exhibit 4) and prevented
its disclosure to tne Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB), and the
public. CPCo management officials, however, did have knowledge of the CLFP's
May estimates and successfully managed to get NRC release of the infor5Iation
quashed.

Had the CLFP information been disclosed at either the ASLB hearing or
at the planned'(but cancelled) public meeting CpCo would not have been able
to portray false and misleading information to potential investors.

4. DIESEL GENERATOR BUILDING RE-REVIEW

A re-review of the acceptability of the Diesel Generator Building by a
combined team of professional soils and geo-technical engineers from the
Brookhaven National Laboratory, the NRC, and an outside consultant was conducted.
It conc.luded, essentially, that the DGB could not meet federal regulatory

~

standards for the Midland project, but that it would probably.be acceptable.

The impasse continues over the DGB with a seemingly unresolvable controversy
between numerous professionals. Of critical importance for the Commissioners;

consideration at this time in the non-negotiable position of the U.S. Corps of ,
~

Engineers, who have refused to certify the building as safe. .

The DGB review which was issued October 21, 1983 by the NRC, a December 2,
1983 Memorandum frem J. Kane of the Division of Nuclear Reactor Regulation,
and several drafts and supporting memorandum of the report issued to the,

'

undersigned under Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request No. 83- give
insight into tne preposterousness of the " mysterious" sixth conclusion of the
DGB Re-review in the final report.

,

That conclusion, which was added after several levels of internal discute,
states:

While significant cracking has occurred in the DGB, it is our
.

opinion that the structure will continue to fulfill
its functional requirement. Tnis conclusion is based on
the fact that stresses induced in the structure by all other
extreme loadings are small.

I However, the original Brookhaven report contained a conclusion six that was
totally opposite the final, publicly issued, version. That " bottom line" stated

It is recommendedthat a repair program be developed and implemented.i

It is our understanding that, in fact, several repair recommendations were in
the development stage by the team that did the reanalysis. Those recommendations
were, however, never disclosed or even discussed.

.

8
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The ASLB OM hearings must also conclude that there is a reasonable'

. assurance that the public health and safety of the Midland /Saginaw/ Bay
City area would be protected under any conditions. That may not'be possible,
regardless of how many staff " edits" are made of the truth about the DGB.

.

5. FAILURE OF CPCo TO MAP AUXILIARY BUILDING CRACKS

| The NRC discovered in January 1984 that CPCo has not mapped all of the
cracks in the Auxiliary Building (Aux Building), and that neither CPCo nor
the NRC know the extent or.the seriousness of the cracks in the building.

On February.8, *1984 CPCo provided the NRC OSC team with a package
of documentation in an attempt to explain away the. problems. At the
monthly public meeting between Stone and Webster, the NRC, and CPCo
Mr. J. Mooney gave a detailed presentation of the new crack monitoring
program. They.also presented a weak explanation of why the entire building
had not been monitored for cracks for the past five years.

.

Their explanation, that certain " hairline cracks" weren't required
to be mapped or included in the crack mapping, and that crack mapping

' was never intended to cover certain " inaccessible" parts of the Aux Building,
defys reason.

A preliminary review of NRC/NRR time and effort that has gone into an
evaluation of the Aux Building indicates that slightly over half of all
recent efforts have'gone into technical work on the Aux Building. The
money spent by the agency is now largely wasted. Re-evaluations, more
engineering analysis, more staff . inspections will be required. All of
that could have been avoided had CPCo demonstrated any regulatory responsibilit:

The ASLB OM hearings will crocably now also have to be reopened into the
Aux Building. (Tnat motion is per. ding before the Board at this tinie.)

Other problems with the Aux Building as the underpinning effort continues
plague CPCo. For example, the summary of an audit held on January 4 - 6,
1984(Report Nc. 50-329/84-01(05C);50-330/84-01(05C) concluded that upward
building movement limits established by the contractor and proposed by CPCo
in response to unanticipated upward building movement were unacceptable.

I

6. ENFORCEMENT ACTION, RE: VIOLATION OF BOARD ORDER /NRC STAFF

An Office of Investigations (01) investigation into a July 1982 incident
,

where CPCo deliberately drilled into a deep-Q duct bank, and removed soils
in order to lay certain cables, concluded that CPCo had excavated the soil
without the required prior NRC authorization.

As a result of those findings the Region recommended a civil penalty of
$100,000.00 be levied on CPCo. That Enforcement Action was almost issued as

.

.
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. Enforcement Notice 83-69. However, after an unannounced meeting between the '

Director and CPCo Counsel M. Miller, and subsequent discussions between the"

Regional Director and the Director --but not with the RIII staf'f--the
Civil Penalty was withdrawn.

. Instead DD 84-02 was issued which incorporated an Order for CPCo to
submit to an independent management audit. GAP vehemently protested the
withdrawal of.EN 83-69, and the misrepresentation that -the management audit
@hich was first proposed in the Petition and which CPCo agreed to in October
1983) was anadequate response to the OI findings.

Our. foremost complaint about the handling of the Violation of the
Beard Order is that the OSC team and regional management made a firm recom-
mendation for a ci'vil penalty. (Presumably this was based on their cumulative'

experience with CPCo's blatant disregard for regulatory reguirements that
areinconvenienttoCPCo.) Then, exhibiting CPCo's infamous ability to
: seek out and find someone in the NRC who will agree with CPCo's best interests.
a meetingwas arranged between the lawyer (not management) who as responsiblew.

for litigating the very same issue in front of the ASLB and the Director. No
i opportunity was provided for tactual rebuttal by the OSC team, even though

members of the team were present to observe the actual violation of the order.

. .

'

RENEWED REQUESTS

Petitioners requested six specific actions in the original June Petition.
These were requested "to protect the future public health and safety of4

I central Michigan residents..." For the same reason, and addit.ionally based
on information summarized above, we renew our request for three of the
original six items.

2

1. Require that all ongoing activity, including the " soils work " be in-
cluded under the Order of Modification of CPCo's constructica permit for
the Midland Plant. (Petition, page 13 - 15) '

The Director's Decision, issued October 6,1983, responded to that iFequest
as follows

.

It should be noted that the CCP does not include the remedial
soils program, nuclear steam supply system installation, HVAC
installation, and the reinspection of pipe hangers and electrical
cable. The remedial soils activities are being closely inspected
under the conditions of the construction permits which implement
the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board's April 30, 1982 order and
work authorization procedure. Therefore, the staff does not consider
it necessary to require the remedial soils activities to be in-
cluded in the CCP. Controls over the soils work have been imple-
mented under a separate program. |

|
!

s

s
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Similarly, reinspection of the pipe hangers and electrical cable we'

were not included in Phase I of the CCP because that reinspection is
'

'being done under a separate comitment to the NRC... Nuclear Steam-

Supply System installation and HVAC installation were-not drawn
into question by the diesel generator building inspection.

'

(D_D 83-16, at 7. )-

Since the decision was issued in October CPCo activities regarding
the soils program, the HVAC installation, and pipe hanger and electrical
cable reinspection programs have demonstrated that the staff's position

'

In fact, the Decision should have clarified which partwas premature.
of the staff was being represented in that statement.

Each of the above listed systems and the soils work have undergohe
major reviews, and Petitioner acknowledges that construction completien
will occur under the Construction Implementation Overview (CIO), however,y

given recent discisoures and identified problems (such as the identificationof cracks in the Aux building),it is no longer acceptable to "take CPCo's word4

2 for it," in regard to critical systems.~
2

The HVAC reinspection program, and the NRC HVAC inspection, have been
~ Yet, new witnesses that GAP has interviewedon-going for almost two years.

who worked as field engineers on the system disclose that problems wereThese wi,tnesses

being actively " covered up" by CPCo instead of being repaired.would have talked to NRC inspectors, had they been independently interviewed,
GAP investigators are in the process of

however -- no one contacted them.reviewing their concerns and will submit affidavits upon the completion
The message is clear, however, that CPCo continues to viewof the same.

the NRC as capable of identifying only a limited amount of the problems,
and unless forced to by inclusion under DD 83-16 will not comply with
the voluntary disclosure of hardware probicms.

Both the pipe hanger and the electrical inspecticas conducted by CPCo
aisc failed to disclose information given to the NRC by other sources, in-
cluding several GAP witnesses.

the Comission to re-review this request and include.theGAP urges
information from the OSC team regarding problems in the exempted systems.

Remove CPCo from managerial responsibility of the QA/QC function at
the Midland Plant, replacing them with an independent third-party with the

2.
(Petition,

responsibility to report simultaneously to both the NRC and CPto.'

page 20 - 22)

The Director's Decision responded to that request as follows:

While it might be permissible under Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50
for CPCo to retain an independent organization to execute the QA/QC
program, the licensee remains ultimately responsible for theAs stated above, the
establishment and execution of the program.

'
.

I

<
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staff considers the. strengthening of MPQAD to be a positive,

step in improving CPCc's capability to assure the quality
of construction of the Midland facility. In view of the _-
relatively short existence of the MPQAD, there does not
currently exist any justification for requiring CPCo to
rettin an outside organization to execute the QA/QC program.
(Emphasisadded)

That response was based upon the information contained in the
June 1983 Petition. At that time, besides the historical references,
there were three on going Office of Investigations investigations into
deliberate misconduct by CPCo. Two of the three have now been completed,
both which point the finger squarely at CPCo management for misleading the
NRC regarding important s-afety related activities.

First, the Boos investigation, concluded that at least one CPCo
official knew that the representation made at a Bethesda meeting between
NRR/RIII and CPCo was not true. No enforcement action was taken as a
result of that incident. Mr. Keppler, RIII Director, commented at a
public meeting that this incident was the last time he would give CPCo
the benefit of the doubt. _,

.

Tne second incident, drilling through the deep-Q duct bank in violation
cf the board orden about work authorization permits was the next incident. .

As discussed previously in this lette', Mr. Keppler did recommend strong
enforcemer.t action af ter the OI investigation concluded that CPCo had
violated the boarc order. bnfortunately, the Director decided to " gin them
one mere chance," and dismissed the civil penalty recommendation.

The third investigation, still cn-going, into CPCo's witholding of
'

information . boat an inter;ul gaality assuranca breakdown of the Zack
Company is expected te be issued in the near future. Regardless of the
technical findings it is u :likely that CPCo will De able to weasel out of
the simple facts surrounding their failure to notify the NRC. They did not.

Finally, as also discussed previously in this letter, CPCo management has
now conceded that to one, not even CPCo, knows the number or extent of the .

thousands of cracks in the Aux Building. This despite the fact that they have
permitted the NRC to spend hundreds of thousands of taxpayer dollars on evaluations
of the safety of the building.

Contained,in the Dow and stockholder suits are numerous examples of CPCo
deceit of shareholders, business partners, investment compa.nies and the public
at large. Discovery in these cases is revealing, on a daily basis, the extent
to which CPCo has been willing to go to protect its survival as a company. |

!

At Zimmer the NRC witheid approval of a reinspection program that contained
a plan for the H.J. Kaiser company to continue as prime contractor because they
were under investigation! Here the Company has been under investigation, and
multiple investigations for the past two years. Some of those investigations
have concluded that CPCo was guilty of what it was accused of. Surely the staff

f

I
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cannot continue to pretend that there is not now justification for re--

quiring CPCo to retain an outside organization to execute the QA/QC pro-
gram.

'

At a minimum tnat responsibility should be transferred to a third-party
until the completion of the management audit.

This request, the removal of CPCo management officials from the QA/QC
function for the Quality Verification Program (QVP) is of imediate concern.
The QVP is just beginning. At the February 9,1984 public meeting Stone and
Webster officials reported that the first QVP report was issced on February 3,,

1984. Of the thirteen work packages reviewed by S&W three non-confomances
were written and another eight findings were discovered. GAP, nor the NRC,
have yet received that report. However, as S&W begin to step up their
QVP operations this month it is critical that they (or another party) have
an institutionalized responsibility for reportability under 10 CFR to

! the NRC.

If it were possible to indict one person or group of persons for the
problems which CPCo has had over the past 15 years the solution would be a,'

!

simple one. However, that is not the case. GAP's experience with the
management audit of Cincinnati Gas and Electric (CG&E) officials gives'

some insight into the types of problems that can be discovered for the faults
that CP.Co has suffered from. Yet, the identification of the root of the '

problem of a poor managerial attitude and inadec;uate regulatory ' relationships
cannot guarantee the single issue which the Commission is responsible for -
certifying that the Midland Nuclcar Powcr Plant if safe.

Any error in deciding this request should be made on the side of prJdenCe
towards public health and sartty -- rot concern for the corporate financial
viability of CPCo.

,

3. The increase in NRC staffing for the Mioland Office of Special Cases
(Petition at 22 - 23.)

The Director's decision responued
-

The f1fth issue relates to a metter of internal Comission
organization and staffing, namely the allocation of staff to
inspection of facilities. The staff is expecting to augment inspect
inspection personnel available to work on Midland. However,
the creation of positions within the Office of Special Cases
is a matter that will be determined by the Commission budget'

process. For these reasons, the staff is not considering this
aspect of the request in this decision.

We renew our request for increased assignment of personnel to the
OSC team. We understand that there has been the assignment of one additional ,

!

inspector within the past week to the OSC team. We are relieved that the
Commission recognizes the need for increased staffing and has appropriated
funds for an additional inspector. However, there simply is much more (

lwork than even six inspectors can handle.

.

.
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With recent events in Region III (i.e., the cancellation of Marble Hill*

. and Zimmer) we assume that resources'are curr ntly available for designation
to Midland. GAP staff did a review of the inspection-hours expended on
the Marble Hill and Zimmer projects during the calendar year of T983. According
to the Regional inspection reports there were 2,989 inspection hours for

- Zinner and 1,895 inspector hours for Marble Hill. A review of the assigned'

personnel indicated a full-time Project Manager for both plants in the
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation and other technical resources not
identified by Project in NRR. According to NRC files Zimmer had two resident
inspectors and one senior resident inspector, and Marble Hill had one senior
resident inspector.

By comparison, Midland has one senior resident inspector and one resident
' inspector, and also one Project Manager (NRR). At Midland during 1983 there
were 2,501 inspection hours ( that does not include the 734 inspector hours'

spent on the DGB inspection in late 1982). Those inspections were conducted
whenthemajorityofsafep-relatedconstructionwashalted(fromDecember1982-
through the end of 1983)

'

If, as the NRC Regional Director and the Director of IE maintain, the
.

public confidence in the CCP should be based on the oversight of the NRC
inspectors than there'inust be more inspectors. The S&W representative
indicated at the February 9 public meeting that based on workload S&W
would increase its personnel as the QVP operation increased. It is simply -

impossitile for five er six inspectors, with linited technical resources,
to keep up a regular regulatory program, deal with allegations and information
provided by workers and others, overview a floating inspection program, con-
tinue oversight of the underpinning efforts, and monitor the most complicated'

construction program on going in the nuclear industry.

GAP has a great deal of confidence in the CSC team assigned to Midland.
1et we recognize the linitations of a 24-hour day, and a seven day week. We
urge the Director to do the same

&

CONCLUSION

This submittal summarizes our renewed request for three items not responded
to in DD 83-16 and DD 84-02. If the Commission does not take review of theseo

' items under the provisions outlined in this letter GAP requests that it be consider
as a separate request filed pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206.

Our concern for the continuing deterioration of the Midland contruction
project heightens every day. We recognize, as should the Commission, that this
project is out of control. With the recent events in the nuclear industry
that have occurred at plants with late-discovered quality assurance breakdowns,

it is inexcusable that troubled projects, such as Midland, not receive the extra
measures of assurance that the agency is capable of providing.

We look forward to your response.
Sincerely,

Y%' w.)

Billie Pirner Garde
Citizens Clinic Director

Attachments
.
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* Honorable Nunzio Palladino
James E. Brunner, Esq.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Consumers Power' Company

Washington, D.C. 20555 212 West Michigan Avenue
Jackson,iiichigan 49201

* Honorable Victor Gilinsky
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Lee L. Bishop Esq.,

Washington, D.C. 20555 Harmon & Weiss
1725 Eye Stree'., Northwest

* Honorable James Asseltine Suite 506
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Washington, D.C. 20006

Washington, D.C. 20555
Mr. Steve Gadler

'

2120 Carter Avenue
-

* Honorable Thomas Roberts
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission St. Paul, Minnesota 55108

i

Washington, D.C. 20555 Atomic Safety & Licensing
Appeal Panel* Honorable Frederick Bernthal U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissioi

U.S. Regulatory ~ Commission,

Washington, D.C. 20555 Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. Scott W. StuckyFrank J. Kelley, Esq Chief, Docketing & ServicesAttorney General of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory CommissioState of titchigan
Office of the SecretaryCarole 5teinberg, Esq.

Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C. 20555

Environment Protection Division Ms. Mary Sinclair720 Law Building
Lansing, Michigan 48913 5711 Summerset Street

Midland, Michigan 48540

Myron M. Cherry, Esq. William D. Paton, Esq.
Cherry & Flynn Counsel for the NRC StaffSuite 3700 U.S. Nuclear Pegulatory Commissic
Three First National Plaza
Chicago, Illinois 60602 Washington, D.C. 20555

Atomic Safety & Licensing
Mr. Wendell H. Marshall Board Panel4625 Saginaw Road U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissi.Midland, Michigan 48640 Washington, D.C. 20555

Charles Bechhoefer, Esq.
Ms. Barbara StamirisAtomic Safety & Licensing Board Panel
5795 North River Road.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 Route 3

Freeland, Michigan 48623

Dr. Frederick P. Cowan
6152 North Verde Trail

Dr. Jerry Harbour
Atomic Safety & Licensing
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Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. D. F. Judd
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Post Office Box 1260
Lynchburg, Virginia 24505 .
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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
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Frederick C. Williams, Esq.
L Isham, Lincoln & Beale

' 1120 Connecticut Avenue, Northwest
Washington, D.C. 20036

William D. Paton, Esquire
Office of Executive Legal Director
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

. Washington, D.C. 20555

*Neil Thomasson
Office of Policy Research-

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

* Don Berkcwitz, Esq. '
Office of General Counsel *

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cc=tission
Washington, D.C. 20555

* Richard C. DeYoung
IE
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555
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* Hand-Delivered February 13, 1984.
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NOTICE TO ATTORNEIS FILING CASES WITH'-

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE EASTERN OISTRICT OF MICHIGAN _-

Pursuant to Local Rules 8(c)(3)(i) and (ii), the'

following certification is required when filing a
case in this district:

-

PURSUANT TO LOCAL COURT RULE 8(c)(3)(i)
bIS THIS A CASE THAI NAS BEEN PREVIOUSLYyM TINU D(a)

OR DISMISSED WITHOUT PREJUDICE OR REPX.'DED TO A
STATE COURT 7 C3 IS C NO

(b) IF YES GIVE THE FOLLOWING INFCRMAT ON:
,

CASE NO:
"

COURT:
.

ASSIGNED JUDGE: _
.

PURSUANT TO LOCAL COURT RULE B(c)(3)(ii)

OTHER THAN STATED A30VE, ARE THERE ANY PENDING OR(a)
PREVIOUSLY DISCONTINUED OR DISMISSED COMPANION CASES(cases in which it appears ,utstantially similar
evidence will be offered at trial or the same orrelated parties are present and TE cases arise out
of the same transaction er o .:rrence) I,N THIS OR
ANY OTHER COURT, INCLUDING . ATE C "RT?

C"3YES (Z1NO
..

IF YFS GIVE THE FOLLOWING'INFORMATION:(b)

CASE NO: J
COURT:'

ASSIGNED JUDGE: .

:

|

It
-

i-

)

.__ _ - - - . . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ _ _ . _
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. UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
*

**

-
EASTERN DISTRICT pg g:HIGAN

SOUTHERN DIV13Avd,

B3CY6454AA U3 NC718 i,y 12: 2g* ,

-

_________________________________ x'
.

on behalf of
-

RICHARD A. WIILAND,
him'self and all others similartyf.,qe3 y|,Cf-Q, Action No.g

.

situated,
:

*

. -- . .D. .G.E. -JU
.Plaintiff, - . . . . _ , ,

-against-

COMPLAINT
CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY, JOHN D. (Class Action):SELBY, JAMES B. FA.LAHEE,
RUSSELL C. YOUNGDAHL, WALTER R.
BORIS, A. H. AYMOND, ROBERT E. :

DEWAR, JOHN C. SUERTH, DON T. PLAINTIFF DEMANDS AMcKONE, ROBERT B. WHITE, E. :
TRIAL BY JURYNEWTON CUTLER, JR. , RICHARD M.

GILLETT, WILLI AM M. HUBBARD, JR. , :
JOHN W. HANNON, JR., PAUL S.
MIRABITA, MORGAN, STANLEY & CO., :

INCORPORATED, Individually and as
Representatives of a Defendant : ,

Underwriter Class,
:

'

! Defendants.-_-------------------------------x

Plaintiff for his Complaint ("Co= plaint") alleges as follows:
are based enAll allegations made in this Co= plaint

.

1.

information and belief, except as to those allegations which

pertain to the named plaintiff and his counsel, which are based
Plaintiff's information and belief isupon personal knowledge.

investigation made by and throughbased upon, inter alia, the
;

his attorneys.

_i_

l
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JURISDICTION AND-VENUE
.

.

i. . ..

.
~

.

This Court has jurisdiction of this action under:2.

(a) Section 22 of the Securities Act of 1933,_as amended
4

("1933 Act"), 15 U.S.C. 577v.
(b) Section 27 of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934,

as amended ("1934 Act"), 15 U.S.C. $78 aa.
to:

,3. Plaintiffs bring this action under and pursuant

(a) Sections 11, 12, and 15 of the 1933 Act, 15 U.S.C.
.

SS77k, 771, and 77o et seq.

(b) Sections 10(b) and 20 of the 1934 Act, 15 U.S.C.

S S 7 B j (b) and 78t, and Rule 10b-5 of the 1934 Act, 17 C.F.R.
.

10b-5 adopted by the Securities and Exchange Commission24;
_.

("SEC").

4. Many of the acts charged nerein, including the dissemina-

tion of a registration statement, prospectus and various SEC
-

'

public filings wh'.ch contained materially false and misleading
.

statements and omitted to state material facts, occurred in the
.

Eastern District of Michigan. In addition, defendants inhabited,

transacted business, or resided in this judicial district curing
Moreover,.the Class Period as defined infra in paragraph 14.

many of the prospective witnesses to the acts alleged herein

reside in this district.
In connection with the acts alleged in this Complaint,' 5.

the defendants, directly or indirectly, used the means and

instrumentalities of interstate commerce, including the mails

and telephone communications and the facilities of the national

securities exchanges.
4

-2- .

.
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PARTIES,

.

6. Plaintiff Richard A. Weiland (" Weiland") is a resident.

. of the' State of Ohio. On June 22, 1983, during the Class Period

as defined infra in paragraph 14, plaintiff Weiland purchased

200 shares of common stock of Consumers Power Company (" Consumers

Power") issued pursuant to a June 22, 1983. registration statement
(the " Registration Statement" and the " Prospectus")and prospectus

and certain other materials incorporated by reference thereto.
Defendant Consumers Power is a Michigan corporation7.

with its principal executive offices located at 212 West Michigan
Consumers Power is a public utility.

Avenue, Jackson, Michigan.

company engaged'in the generation, purchase, transmission, dis-
tribution and sale of electricity, and in the. purchase, pro?uction

transmission, Sistribution and sale of gas, in thestorage,

Lower Peninsula of the State of Michigan.
Selby ("Selby") , Russell C. Youngdahl

S. Defendants John D.

("Youngdahl") and Walter R. Boris ("Boris") are individuals
times have been, members of thewho are and, at all relevant

Board of Directors and senior of ficers of Consumers Power.
Selby signed the Registration Statement on beb.alfDefendant

of

of Consumers Power as Chairman of the Board and President |
.

the company.
H. AymondDefendants Selby, Youngdahl, Boris, A. .

9.

("Aymond"), Robert E. Dewar ("Dewar"), John C.
Suerth ("Suerth"),

Don T. McKone ("McKone) , Robert B. White
(" White"), E. Newton

Cutler, Jr. (" Cutler"), Richard M. Gillett ("Gillett") ,

1

-3-
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[
'. william M. Hubbard, Jr. ("Hubbard"), John N. Hannon ("Hannon") ,

.

and Paul S. !!irabita ("Mir abit a") (collectively referred to
as the " Defendant Directors"), are individuals who are, a'nd

at all relevant times were, members of the Board of Directors

of Consumers Power and each, with the exception of defendant

Hannon, signed the Registration Statement.

10. By reason of their management positions and/or member-

ship on Consumers Power's Board of Directors, the defendant

directors were controlling persons of Consumers Power within
and Section 15 ofthe| meaning of Section 20 of the 1934 Act,

the 1933 Act, and had the power and influence to cause Consumers

Power to engage in the unlawful conduct complained of herein.

Because of their executive and/or managerial positions with
.

Consumers Power and/or their positions as members of Consumers
.

Power's Board of Directors, each of the Defendant Directors

had access to adverse non-public information about the business,

finances and future business prospects of Consumers Power.

Each Defendant Director acted to conceal the same as particular-

ized herein. All of the Defendant Directors' participated in,

aided and abetted, conspired to effect and/or consciously or

recklessly pursued the unlawful conduct herein alleged.

11. . Defendant Morgan, Stanley & Co., Incorporated (" Morgan,

Stanley"), is an investment banking company with its principal
.

offices in New York City, New York. Defendant Morgan, Stanley

was lead underwriter of Consumers Power's June 22, 1983 offering

of 5 million shares of common stock at S20.625 per share (the

-4-
.

.
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. The public paid approximately 5103 million
'

..

"Public Offering").
.

*

to such public-

to acquire shares in Consumers Power pursuant
,,

'

inter
The proceeds of such offering were applied,

,

offering.

. alia, to payment of fee of over 53 million to the de'fendant
underwriters, proceeds of $8 million received by Morgan, Stanley

sale of shares of Consumers Power commonthrough a " piggy-back"
stock it had previously acquired and Consumers Power received

d
the balance of approximately 592 million as the net procee s

of the said Public Offering. .

Morgan, Stanley, in part through its counsel, conducted12.

or participated in an investigation (known as a "due diligence"
~

-

into the business operations and prospects, finan-
investigation)

cial accounting and management control systems and the construc-
In the course of such investiga-

tion program of Cons,umers Power.
ih btained

tion defendant Morgan, Stanley and its counsel e t er o
knowledge of or recklessly disregarded the f acts set forth inf ra

I

Defendant Morgan, Stanley pursued a conspiracy
in paragraph 45. ided
and common course of conduct with cther defendants and a

'

f

and abetted the making of the false statements conplained o
herein in part to obtain SB million as selling Shareholder in

'

k and in part

the Public Of fering of Consumers Power co;nmon stoci ing fees from
to obtain its share of the S3 ,million in underwr t

the Public Offering.

.

-S-

,
.

.
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CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS.,

r . .

13. This action is brought as a class action; pursuant
,

Rule 23 (b) (3) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.
14. The class represented by plaintiff includes all pe

and entities, other than defendants named herein and their in

diate families, who purchased or otherwise acquired shares of

the common stock of Consumers Power pursuant to the Registrat

Statement and Prospectus and on the open market, from June 2*

1983 through November 9, 1983, inclusive (the " Class Period")g
'

The named plaintiff is a member of the Plaintiff Class.
,

15. Because several million shares of Consumers Power

|
common stock were purchased during the Class Period, the memt

of the class are ao numerous that joinder of all members is
.

impracticable. Although the exact number of class members c4
,

only be determined by appropriate discovery, plaintif f belie-

that class members number in the thousands.

16. Plaintiff's claims are typical of the claims of tt

members of the class. Plaintiff and all members of the clas
'

sustained damages as a result of defendants' wrongful condue
_

complained of herein.

17. Plaintiff will fairly and adequately protect the

interests of the members of the class and has retained couns
.

competent and experienced in class and securities litigation

6--

.
.

O
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18. A class action is superior to other available methods

'for the fair and efficient adjudication of this controversy.
Since the damages suffered by individual class m/mbers may

be relatively small, the expense and burden of individual litiga-
tion makes it impossible for the class members individually

to seek redress for the wrongful conduct herein alleged.

19. Common questions of law and fact exist as to all

members of the class and predominate over any questions affecting

solely individual members of the class. Among the questions

of law and fact common to the class are:
. ,

(a) Whether the federal securities laws were violated
by defendants' acts as alleged herein;

(b) Whether defendants participated in and purs,ued

the concerted actions herein alleged;
-

(c) Whether documents, releases, prospectuses and.

statements disseminated to the investing public and the

shareholders omitted and/or misrepresented material facts

about the business affairs of Consumers Power;
| Whether the defendants acted willfully, reckless 1:(d)

or negligently in omitting to state and/or misrepresenting
material facts, or in aiding and abetting the making of

such omission and/or misstatements;
Whether the offering price and/or market prices(e)

of Consum5rs Power common stock during the Class Period

were artificially inflated due to the nondisclosures and/c

misrepresentations of material facts complained of herein;

and
.

.

-7-
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' ' . (f Whether the members of the class have sustained'

damages, and, if so, the proper measure of damages.-

20. Plaintiff knows of no difficulty which will be encoun-

tered in the management of this litigation which would pr'eclude

its maintenance as a plaintiff class action.

UNDERWRITER CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS

21. With respect to Counts I and II herein, defendant

Morgan, Stanley is' sued both individually and as a representative
of a defendant class consisting of all underwriters who, pursuant

to a single Underwriting Agreement, participated in the Public

Of fering and sale of Consumers Power's stock on or about June 22,

1983 (the "UnderwritIr Class"), for which they were paid fees in
-

excess of 53 million.
22. The members of the Underwriter Class are so numerous--

approximately 118 underwriters--that joinder of all such class
members is impracticable.

23. There tre questions of law or fact common to members

of the Underwriter Class, including whether the Registration

and Prospectus us!d in the Public Offering to discloseStatement

material facts or misrepresented material facts omitted and

whether the lead underwriters exercised "due diligence" in inves-

tigating the financial condition, operating results, construction f
-

program and profitability reported by Consumers Power in said

Registration Statement 'and Prospectus.

-8-

.

I
*



N- -
> u __. . , , __*

-e , ,

'

.,
,

''

.
s

# 24. The defenses of the' representative of the Underwriter-

Class will be typical of the defenses of all class members,' '

and the named representatives will fairly and adequate 1y. protect
_

the interests of the Underwriter Class.
~ 25. A class action is superior to other available methods

for the fair and tiiicient' adjudication of.this controversy.

26. As to plaintiff's claims for violation of Section
11 of the 1933 Act (Count I), the questions of law or fcet common

.

to the members of'the Underwriter Class predominate over any

questions affecting only individual members. As to claims for~

vi61ation of Section 12(2) of the 1933 Act (Count II) plaintiffs
.

will seek certification of a single issue defendant class to

adjudicate the ques ion whether the Registration Statement and
-+

Prospectus were materially misleading.

27. Plaintiff knows of no difficulty which will be encoun-

tered in the management of this litigation which would preclude

certification of the defendant Underwriter Class.

FACTS UPON WHICH CLAIMS
FOR RELIEF ARE BASED

28. In 1968, Consumers Power began construction of a

nuclear power plant in Midland , Michigan (the " Midland plant") .

At that time, completion was expected in seven years and at

a cost of $349 million.

_g_
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While'the Midland plant was in the planning and design |
- .

-
.

.' 29. |-

- stage, prior to December 1966 Consumers Power began negotiations ;

with Dow Chemical Co. ("Dow") concerning the supply of steam

to Dow from the Midland plant. On or about December IIT 1967

Consumers Power and Dow executed an agreement under which Con-

sumers Power agreed to supply steam to Dow on completion of

the Midland plant (the "1967 Dow Agreement").
Thereaf ter the construction of th,e Midland plant30.

.

- These delays resulted in promul-
-

encountered a numb'er of delays.

gation of financing, quality controls and federal regulatory;
("NRC").safety requirements by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission'

As a result of these delays, a dispute between Consumers Power

and Dow over the 1967 Dow Agreement arose and on or about June 21,.

.

1978 a new agreement was entered into between Consumers' Power
.

and Dow which replaced the 1967 Dow Agreement (the "1978 Dow

Agreement").

31. Under the 1978 Dow Agreement, Dow was to purchase

as much as four million pounds of cogenerated steam an hour.

Pursuantfrom the Midland plant beginning by the end of 1984.
- to the 1978 Dow Agreement, if the Midland plant was not to be

completed prior to December 31, 1983, Dow had the option to
Consumers Power was obligatedterminate the 1978 Dow Agreement.

by the 1978 Dow Agreement to keep Dow currently informed of-

Consumers Power's construction schedules, the progress of
,

engineering design and construction, and proposed changes in

engineering design, construction, and operating and maintenance
the

practices and procedures that would significantly af fect

aggregate cost of process stem to Dow.
L

.

-10-
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'. 32. Prior to and during the negotiation of the 1978 Dow
'*

'

Agreement, Consumers Power had discovered, but failed to disclose
,

material adverse information regarding the construction of the

Midland plant, the material information which Consumers-Power

f ailed to disclose to Dow or the investing public, including

.the following:

(a) that the 30 feet of fill soil on which the Midland
plant was being constructed was inadequate for construction

,

of a nuclear power plant; ,

-
(b) that the administration building under construction

at the Midland plant, a structure not subject to NRC saf.ety
'

.

reporting requirements, was experiencing sinking problems

in 1977; -

(c) that an informal investigation conducted by Consupers

Power in 1977 had confirmed that the serious deficiencies.

in the fill soil was present throughout the Midland plant
' site;

(d) that Consumers Power was issuing f alse and mis-
r
,

leading test results to the NRC certifying that the fill
soil was meeting NRC standards;

1
N(e) that at least three audits conducted by Consumers

,

IPower during the period 1974-1977 found numerous instances 1

of failure to meet proper procedures or specifications

in the laying and compacting of the fill soil; and-

(f) that continued construction without first cor-
,

recting these fill soil deficiencies would result in
prolonged delay and substantial additional costs.

-11-'
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Thereafter in 1978, af'ter a itructure eu' ject tob
33.*

the Midland plant,
,

$ NRC reporting requirements began sinki6g at
+

Consumers Power finally disclosed that a sinkage problem existed
'

_.

at the Midland plant.
As early as January 1980, Consumers Power knew or34.

should have known that the 1984 completion date of the Midland

plant and the cost of completion estimated to be 53.39 billion
which Consumers Power was disseminating at the time to the public,

particularly in light of the following:could not be met,

the NRC had rejected Consumers Power's plan(a) that
for remedying its fill soil problems and had ordered a

.

halt to the remedial fill soil work;
teat design and engineering changes had added(b)

significantly to the cost and time of the project; ,

that construction and quality assurance problems(c)
were increasing, thus requiring substantial rework and

reinspection of the facility;
that the NRC was imposing new regulatory require-(d)

in

ments as a result of the Three Mile Island incident
1979 and was imposing delays in the licensing processMarch,

,.

andfor the Midland plant;
a report generated by the Bechtel Corporation(e) that

the Midland plant construction company, had("Bechtel"),
the Midland plant could-

informed Consumers Power that
not be completed until 1985.

|

i-12-
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JNotwithotonding Consumar0 Power'c knowledge of the35.'*

-
problems set out supra in paragraph 34, Consumers Power failed

,

11, 1983 Consumersto. disclose.to the investing public until April
Power's inability to declare the Midland plant operational by

i

the end of 1984 and that its expected costs to complete the

construction of the plant would be substantially more than the
.

previously estimated 53.39 billion.
In December, 1982 Consumers Power halted all construc-36.

tion on safety related portions of the Midland plant structure.
These modifica-

Consumers Power modified its construction plans.
the Construction Com--forth in an internal plan,tions-were set

During this same time, the NRC conducted'.

pletion Plan ("CCP").
an investigation of the Midland plant construction and determined

that Consumers Power had failed to follow mandated construction
and structural appendages

procedures, that certain equipment
were improperly installed and Consumers Power's quality control

inspectors and supervisors had failed to examine properly some
of the construction work which had been improperly done and that

due to the excessive deficiencies in the installation,

inspection and supervision of the Midland construction, levied a
civil penalty of $120,000 against Consumers Power.

to its

37. On April 11, 1983 Consumers Power, pursuant

raised its cost estimates for completion of the,

completed CCP,
f

Midland plant to $4.43 billion and moved the completion date o

Unit 2, the first of the two generators scheduled for completion
'

from December 1984 to February 1985 and the completion date of
to August 1985.

Unit 1 was moved back from July 1984

-13-- s

!
___ ,- - _._. - , ._ _ _ _ . . _ . .., , _ _ _ . _ _ . , _ , _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . , . . _ . _ _ . _ . _ , _



2. _ _ _m ._ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . . . _ . . . _ _ _ . .
,

,

. . .

,
.

,

*

;- ... -.
..

.*_

- ..

andIn the same public announcement of the new cost
4

38.-

,
,

' completion time estimates, defendant selby stated the reasons"

,

for the delay were the discovery by Consumers Power in 1978,

of the fill soil sinkage problems and delays in coming to an
.

arrangement regarding these problems with the NRC..

The April CCP cost and completion time estimates39.

allowed for.an extremely narrow margin for delay or cost overruns

(the April CCP referred to the allowance for such delays and

overruns.as the " float"). These estimates were unreasonably

optimistic. In fact, the " float" was exhausted early in June'

Moreover, at the time the " float" was exhausted in June1983.
issued all the necessary approvals1983, the NRC had not yet

Consumers Power wou[b require for completion of the fill soil
.

repairs.

Contemplating that Consumers Power's April CCP pre-40.

dictions of the cost and completion time were overly optimistic,

Dow began requesting information from Consumers Power regarding
includingthe construction and completion of the Midland plant, ,

i
At thethe information upon which the April CCP was based.

time, Consumers Power management organized a committee to report

the possible consequences of Dow's termination of theabout
inter alia,

1978 Dow Agreement and internally concluded that,
On July 14,

Dow would likely terminate the 1978 Dow Agreement.-

refused to1983 Dow indeed terminated the 1978 Dow Agreement,

pay certain termination payments required by said contract and
initiated a Declaratory Judgment action against Consumers Power

inter alia, that:for a sum in excess of $60 million alleging,

14- .-
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tha 1978 Dow Agrecmsnt b2 discharged on cecount of Consumers
$- ** (1) ,

(2) that ConsumersPower's misrepresentations and non-disclosures;

Power had breached the contract and its fiduciary duties to
that Dow be discharged on the basis of frustrationDow; and (3) _

The claimsof performance and commercial impracticability.
however,set forth above are currently the subject of litigation,4

the facts set forth supra in paragraphs 31 through 39 above

and infra in paragraphs 41 and 42 establish a strong likelihood

.

that Dow's claims.are meritorious and that Dow will prevail.
The April CCP also omitted to include a realistic41.

estimate of the time required to solve the fill soil problem
the additional costs that would be in-i "

and omitted to forecast
curred in executing its planned solution of the fill soil problem,

which included the following: (1) manual digging, of ten with
.

pick and shovel type equipment, tunneling under existing buildings,
.

some as long as three hundred yards; (2) placing the existing
andbuildings on stilts; (3) filling the tunnels with cement;

This planthen (4) dropping the buildings from the stilts.
was expected to be extremely time consuming, has been fraught

with excessive delays, and substantially increased the cost

of the Midland plant.
theIn December 1982 and numerous times'thereafter,42.

the NRC would require a 100%
NRC informed Consumers Power that

reinspec tion of the Midland' plant. Such reinspection was reason-

ably expected in light cf both the NRC's comments and the history
inspectionof Consumers Power saf ety unit construction design, .

Nonetheless, the April CCP omittedand supervision deficiencies.
to estimate delays or cost which would result from the NRC's

!

planned reinspection of the Midland plant.-

-15-
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43. On February 19, 1983, Consumers Power announced that'

. .

it had filed a preliminary registration statement with the SIC'

pursuant to obtain SIC approval to issue 5 million sh, ares of

common stock. Consumers Power stated the proceeds of such sale

would be used primarily for construction costs related to the

Midland plant. Pursuant to a final Registration Statement which

became effective on or about June 22, 1983, Consumers Power

commenced the Public Offering. The Registration Statement was

prepared with the participation, acquiescence, encouragement

or assistance of each of the defendants and their counsel.
44. Said 5 million shares were offered and sold to thousands~

-

of public investors nationwide, through a formal underwriting

syndicateformed[managedandrepresentedbyMorgan, Stanley
which realized some 58 million from the public offering as a'

selling shareholder in addition to its portion of the $3 million'

underwriting fees.

The Registration Statement and the Prospectus prepared45.

and disseminated in connection with the June 22, 1983 Public
4

of fering, as well as Consumer Power's Annual Report on Form<

10-K for the year ended December 31, 1982, the company's quarterly

report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended March 31, 1983 and

Consumer Power's current reports on Form 8-K dated February 15

and April 12, 1983, all of which were incorporated by reference-
_

thereof (col-in such Prospectus and were deemed to be a part

1ectively referred to as " offering Materials") contained untrue

statements of material fact and omitted to state material facts

-16-
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, necessary to make the statements made, in light of the circum-
stances in which they were made, not misleading. The offering'

Materials were misleading in at least the following respects:
_

(a) Plaintiff and the Plaintiff Class relied upon
the integrity of Consumers Power to make honest, fair

and precise estimations with regard to the cost, completion

time and operation of the Midland plant, but instead Con-
sumers Power's April CCP cost estimate of $4.43 billion

and schedule'd completion for the year 1985, recited in

numerous portions of the offering Materials, were false
and Consumers Power knew or should have known they were-

false in that:

(1) The " float" in the April CCP was unreasonably
: narrow in light of Consumers Power's previous history

of delay and cost overrun. As such, the entire cost

estimate was intentionally underestimated by consumers
.

Power in the Of fering Materials.

(2) The " float" in the April CCP was exhausted

.or substantially exhausted in early June 1983, and'

Consumers Power knew or should have known as early

as May 1983 that the S4.43 billion estimated cost

of completion was inaccurate and substantially under-

estimated.

(3) The " float" in the April CCP was exhausted
i
I or substantially exhausted in early June 1983 and

Consumers Power knew or should have known that the
-

1 1985 completion date was inaccurate, unrealistic

' for at least the following reasons:'

-17-
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i) The NRC had informed Consumers Power'

i

' that it would conduct a 100% reinspection of f
.

the site and that such reinspection would sub-

stantiallydelayoperationoftheNidlandplant.
ii) From the start, Consumers Power was experi-

.

encing delays in implementing its solution to.
the fill soil problem and such delays were at

least partially responsible for exhausting the
i

'

' entire float in less than two months.
' iii) Consumers Power knew or should have known

in April 1983 that unresolved NRC construction
.

safety and licensing problems were certain to
.

delay completions and operation of the plant

until well into 1986.
J

iv) Consumers Power knew prior to November

1983 that the NRC step by 100% reinspection

program would substantially delay completion

and operation and materially increase the costs

of the Midland plant.

v) In June- 1983, Consumers Power knew or

should have known that there was a possibility

that the plant's welds were under specifications
and too weak to receive NRC approval and that

-

repair of the weld problem would cause a sub-
stantial delay in completion and materially

increase the cost of the Midland plant.

.
L

-18 ~
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." vi) In June 1983 Consumers Power knew or
should have known that the Midland plant had )(~ ~

.

problems with improper wiring and that repair
of the wiring problem would cause a substantial

delay in completion and materially increase
the cost of the Midland plant.

.

vii) In June 1983 Consumers Power knew or'

should have known that-the reactor cooling pipes
.

were improperly braced and that redesign and

reinstallation of the cooling braces would cause
a substantial delay in co=pletion and materially~

increase the cost of the Midland plant.

(4) Consumers Power knew or should have known .

that any substantial delay in. completion of the Midland

plant would materially increase the cost of completing

the construction and that Consumers Power knew that
the April CCP cost estimate was unrealistic in light'

of the certainty of additional construction and inspec-

tion delays as set forth in subparagraph 3 above.
Statements on page of Consumers Power's March 31,(b)

1983 10-Q, which is' incorporated by reference into the

offering Materials, are false and misleading as fellows:

(1) The statement that:
-

.

I
.

f' -19-
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In 1978, the Company di,scovered foundation..

.
- soils problems at the Midland plan't and.

reported the discovery to the Nuclear Regulatory,
' *

Commission (NRC). Sod.e remedial work related '"

to the soils problems and to more stringent, *

NRC seismic requirements began in April
1982. Additional cost attributable to this
remedial work is included in the cost estimate
for the Midland plant. On April 30, 1982,
the Atomic Safety Licensing Board (ASLB)
issued an order that the construction permits
for the plant be amended to require specific
NRC staff approval before proceeding with
certain soils-related activities. Various
issues relating to the soils work are the
subject of contested public hearings before
the ASLB. The Company estimates that the
remedial soils work will be completed in
February 1985,

is false and misleading in that:

1) Consumers Power discovered the fill soil*
.

problem in 1977 and concealed the existence
''

of the problem from the public and the NRC until
'

a safety related building subject to NRC reporting

requirements began to sink in 1978.

ii) The statement implies that NRC regulations

had delayed completion of the fill soil work,
when, in fact, the Consumers Power's plan for

,

solving the fill soil problem is so cumbersome

and haphazard that a February 1985 estimated

completion date was unrealistic and known by
^

Consumers Power to be such.
'

iii) The ceason for the NRC amending Consumer'

Power's construction permit was because NRC

staff members had expressed doubts that Consumer 1
(

-20-
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Power's plan for solving the fill soil problem'

-

would be effective and that the problem could-

~

be beyond repair.-

iv) Consumers Power had doubts, based upon

reports of engineers and construction profes-
sionals, that the fill soil problem could be
solved in compliance with NRC construction and

safety requirements.

v) The delays in construction and ensuing

cost overruns were not attributable to stringent

NRC safety regulati,ons, but rather, as Consumers-

Power'has admitted to the NRC, to Consumers

P5wer, which was at fault because of a breakdown ]

in control of construction desi'gn and inspectlon

which necessitated NRC intervention.
.

(2) The statement that:
The Company's decision to continue design
and construction of the plant assumes that

!necessary regulatory approvals will be ob-
tained. The Company is vigorously pursuing
efforts to identify and favorably resolve
matters which could cause delays and cost
increases. There can be no assurance, how-
ever, that further delays and further cost
increases will not occur. -

is false and misleading in that:

1) Consumers Power, due to its long history

of design, installation, inspection and construc-
.

tion deficiencies, could not reasonably assume

it could obtain the necessary regulatory approvals;

4

for completion and operation of the Midland

plant without considerable additional delays
,

and costs.
.

-21'- .
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Consumers Power kn2O cr chould Novo known
~

ii)
' ~

. '

'-

that design and construction deficiencies known
. ,

to the company, but as yet undisclosed to the

public or the NRC, would substantially delay

completion and materially increase the cost
of the Midland plant.

iii) Consumers Power knew or should have known
.

that design and construction dpficiencies known

to the compsny, but as yet undisclosed to the

public or the NRC, would substantially delay
and/or jeopardize receiving the necessary regula-

.

tory approvals for completion and operation

of the plant.

(3) The statement that ,

The Company's contract with Dow provides
that if commercial operation of the plant
for process steam service to Dow cannot
begin until after December 31, 1984, Dow
would have the right to terminate its agree-
ment with the Company for such service;
however, Dow would be obligated to pay an
amount estimated to range from S410 million
at March 31, 1983 to S640 million if the
plant were completed at a cost of $4.43'

billion. Should Dow terminate the agreement
for such cause, the remaining portion of
the investment in equipment allocable to"
process steam service may not be salvageable.
That portion is estimate! to range f rom 5305
million at March 31, 1983 to $480 million
if the plant were completed at a cost of
$4.43 billion.'

is. false and misleading in that it omits to

disclose that

.
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i) Dow had alre'ady begun requesting information*
*

.

.

regarding, inter alia, the basis upon which. .

Consumers Power made its April CCP estimates..

ConsumersPowerhadalreadyformhda
ii)

committee to determine the effects on Consumers
'

Power's future financial position if Dow terminated

the contract, but Consumers Power failed to

disclose the existence of such committee estimates
.

or the findings of"the committee.

iii) Consumers Power had already determined

that Dow would, in fact, terminate the 1978
. ,

Dow Agreement.

(4) The statement on page 15 in Consumers Power's

March 31, 1983 10-Q which is incorporat'ed by reference

into the offering Materials which states: ,

In April 1983, the Board of Directors approved
new estimated completion dates and a new
cost estimate for the Midland plant. Com-
mercial operation for Unit 2, the first
unit to go on-line , is scheduled for February,

1985. Unit 1 is scheduled for commercial
operation in August 1985. The cost of the
project is now estimated at $4.43 billion.
Previously, Unit 2 had been scheduled to.
go into commercial operation in December
1983 and Unit 1 in July 1984. The cost

estimate based on that schedule was $3.39
billion.

is false and misleading in that it fails to disclose i

l

that, as set forth supra in paragraphs 32 to 34,

-23-
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Consumers Power knew as early as January 1980 that-
.

the Midland plant could not be completed by 1984.
, ,

Said omission is particularly misleading in that
'

it induced the public, including plaintiTf and the
Plaintiff Class, into believing that Consumers Power's

April CCP cost and completion time estimates were

the product of a reliable and honest calculation
made in good f aith, when in f act Consumers Power

had- been disseminating intentionally f alse and mis-

leading cost estimates since at least 1977. Addi-

tionally, the statement above regarding Consumers
,

Power's April CCP updated cost and completion time

estimates is misleading in that it expressly implies

that the new estimates are a well considered and .
accurate approximation including all the relevant
factors currently known to the company or substan-

tially certain to occur. In fact, the April CCP

failed to consider the impact of numerous delays

and extra costs which Consumers Power was already

aware would be encountered at the Midland plant.

(5) The discussion on pages 18 and 19 of the Con-

sumers Power's June 30, 1983 10-Q concerning the

litigation between Consumers Power and Dow is false
a

and misleading in that:

-24-

.

$

a



, . .- . - .

*
.. ~ s

,
-.

1) Due to misrepresentations, concealments ;'
-

:
.

|
, ,

and generally negligent manner in which the
-

. .

, ,

Midland plant construction has been conducted'

by Consumers Power, it is likely Dow will* prevail
in its Declaratory Judgment actions against

Consumers Power.

ii) Consumers Power does not and cannot expect

to recover any sums of money from Dow and Con-

sumers Power knows or should know that it expects

a disastrous adverse effect on the company's

financial future.
,

The Prospectus and Registration Statement dissemi-c)

nated in connection with the public offering omits any

discussion whatsoever of the difficulties--past, present ,

or future--which Consumers Power has encountered, or expects

to encounter in regard to the construciton of the Midland

plant. Instead, in small plain face type on page 2, the
,

Prospectus states:

INCORPORATION OF CERTAIN DOCUMENTS BY REFERENCE

The following documents, which have heretofore
been filed by the Company with the Commission pursuant
to the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the "1934

are incorporated by reference in this ProspectusAct"),
and shall be deemed to be a part hereof:

(1) The Company's Annual Report on Form
10-K for the year ended December 31, 1982.-

(2) The Company's Quarterly Report on Form
1983.10-Q for the quarter ended March 31,

(3) The Company's Current Reports on Form
8-K, dated February 15 and April 12, 1983.

-25-
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All documents filed by the Company with..
.

the Commission pursuant to Sections 13(a), 13(c),*

14 or 15(d) of the 1934 Act subsequent to the* -

date of this Prospectus and prior to the termina--

'

tion of the offering made by this Prospectus
shall be deemed to be incorporated herein by
reference and shall be deemed to be a part hereof
from the date of filing of such documents.

(1) The above mentioned SEC filing documents were

included in the materials disseminated to prospec-not

tive purchasers of Consumers Power shares, but were

only available upon special request. By omitting

from the materials generally available to prospective

purchasers of Consumers Power Public Offering all

relevant information regarding the problems in con-.

nection,,with the Midland plant, including without
limitation, details of the fill soil problem, NRC
regulatory difficulties and the foreseeable Dow liti-
gation, consumers Power succeeded in burying and

hiding material adverse information from the plaintiff

and the Plaintiff class.
(2) In any event, as described above, each of

those documents which was incorporated by reference

into the Offering Materials contained materially

misleading statements and omitted to state material

facts necessary in order to make the statements made,

in light of the circumstances under which they were~

made, not misleading.
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46. On November 9, 1983, less than.seven months after

publication of the April CCP, Consumers Power disclosed that**

it could not complet- the Midland plant until mid 1986 and that
_

.

the cost of the Midland plant would rise well above the previous

April CCP estimate of $4.43 billion to an amount not capable
_.

o'f estimation. ..

47. As a result of the dissemination of the aforementioned

false and misleading Offering Materials and other communications,
,

the market price of Consumers Power's common stock was artifically

inflated throughout the Class Period. In ignorance of the adverse

facts concerning Consumers Power's business and financial condi-.

tion, in particular the problems relating to the Midland plant,4

~

which were concealed by defendants, plaintiff and the members
,

of the Plaintiff Class purchased Consumers Power's common stock ''

,

at such artificially inflated prices and were damaged thereby. .

4

Had plaintiff and the members of the Plaintiff Class known of
the materially adverse information not disclosed by the defendants,

they would not have purchased Consumers Power's common stock

at the artificially inflated prices they did.
,

.

COUNT I
,

SECTION 11 OF THE 1933 ACT
1

48. Plaintiff incorporates by reference and realleges

paragraphs 1 through 47 as though set forth fully herein.
~

49. This Count is asserted against all defendants, including

the underwriter defendants, individually and in their representative-

capacity, and is based on Section 11 of the 1933 Act, 15 U.S.C.

$ 577k.i

-
.
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The Defendant Directors, the unferwriters a$d the~'

50.-

-
.

.

Underwriter Class owed to those who acquired shares of common'

- stock of Consumers Power, including plaintiff and the Plaintiff
class, the duty to make a reasonable and diligent inveskigation'

of the statements contained in'the Registration Statement, to

insure that said statements were true and that there was no
omission to state a material fact required to be stated in order

j

to make the statements c'ontained therein not misleading. These
i

defendants knew or, in the exercise of reasonable care, should

have known of the misstatements and omissions contained in the-

.

some of which are set forth in paragraphRe(istrationStatement,
45 supra. As such, these defendants are liable to plaintiff

and the Plaintiff Class.'

51. Def endant Consumers Power owed to those who acquired .!
^

- shares of common stock of Consumers Power, including plaintiff .

and Plaintiff Class, the duty to insure that the statements
contained in the Registration Statement were true and that there

-
was no omission to state a material fact required to be stated

in order to make the statements contained therein not misleadi.ng.

By virtue of the misrepresentations and omissions contained'

in the Registration Statement, some of which are set forth in

paragraph 45 supra, defendant Consumers Power is liable to plain-

tiff and the Plaintiff Class.
52. Defendan,ts neglig'ently and/or recklessly issued,

caused to be issued, participated in the issuance of and/or
aided and abetted the issuance of materially false and misleading'

:

28--
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', f written statements to the investing.public which were contained )

in the Offering Materials including the Registration Statement' '

and the Prospectus misrepresented or f ailed to dis.close the

facts set forth in paragraph 45 supra. By reason of the conduct

herein alleged, each defendant violated Section 11 cf the 1933

As, a direct and proximate result of defendants' wrongfulAct.

conduct, the market price for Consumers Power common stock was

artificially inflated, and plaintiff and the Plaintiff Class
suf fered substantial damage in connection with the purchase

of Consumers Power common stock during the Class Period.

53. No securities issued. pursuant to the offering Material~

including the Registration Statement or Prospectus were bona

fide of fered io the public prior to the ef fective date of said

Registration Statement, i.e., June 22, 1983. This action'was

commenced less than three years after the securities were first

bona fide of fered to the public, and the claims asserted herein

were brough,t by plaintiffs within one year after discovery of
the untrue statements and omissions alleged herein and omissions

alleged herein and within three years after the securities were
bona fide offered to the public.

COUNT II-

SECTION 12 (2) OF THE 1933 ACT

54. Plaintiff incorporates by reference and realleges
|

paragraphs 1 through 53 as though set forth fully herein.

55. This Count is asserted against all defendants, in .

cluding the underwriter defendants individually and in their
of therepresentative capacity, and is based on Section 12(2)'

1933 Act, 15 U.S.C. 771(2).
i

90-
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ach of the defendants'were sGbstantial, $2cossary'

I 56.,,;

J participants and factors in the sale of~ Consumers Power common,~

,

stock to the investing public and they conspired and aided and

abetted one another in connection with the preparation"of the'"

.

false and misleading offering Materials including the Prospectus

and Registration Statement used in conjunction with the sale

of Consumers Power common stock. Each of the defendants owed

to the purchasers of said Consumers Power common stock, including

plaintiff and members of the ?laintiff Class, the duty to make
a reasonable and diligent investigation of the statements con-
tained in the Offering Materials including the Prospectus and

.
,

Registration Statement to insure that said statements were true
.

and that there was no omission to state a material fact recuired
to be stated in order to make the statements contained thereip

not misleading. These defendants knew or, in the exercise of

should have known of the misstatements andreasonable care,

omissions contained in the Prospectus and Offering Materials,.

including Registration Statement as set forth in paragraph 45
As such, each of the defendants is liable to plaintiffsuora.

.

and the members of the Plaintiff Class.
None of the false and misleading statements and omis-57.

,

sions contained in the offering Materials including thei

Prospectus and Registration Statement and described herein were
,

known to plaintif f and the members of the Plaintif f Class at

the time they acquired Consumers Power common stock,

i -30-
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h 58. Plain' tiff, on behalf of himself and all those members- +
.

'. of the Plaintiff Class similarly situated, does hereby offer

to tender to the defendants the shares of Consumers Power common

stock acquired through the Public Offering in return for the
consideration paid for said shares with interest thereon.

COUNT III

SECTION 10 (b) OF THE 1934 ACT AND RULE 10(b)-5

59. Plaintiff incorporates by reference and realleges

paragraphs 1 through 58 as though set forth fully herein.

60. This Count is asserted against defendant, Consumers-
.

Power and the Defendant Directors and is based on Section 10(b)
of the 1934 Act, 15 U.S.C. 578j(b) and Rule 10(b)-5 promulgated

.

thereunder.

61. From or about June 22, 1983 through November 9, 1953 .

defendant Consumers Power and the Defendant Directors individually

and in concert, directly and indirectly, engaged and participated
"

in or aided and abetted a continuous course of conduct and con-
the financialspiracy to conceal adverse material information about

condition and future business prospects of Consumers Power as_

specified herein. Defendants employed devices, schemes and

artifices to defraud and engaged in acts, practices and a course

of conduct as alleged herein in an effort to maintain an arti-

fically high market price for the securities of Consumers Power.
This included the formulation, making of and/or participation

in making of untrue statements of material facts and omitting

-31-
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to state matorici fcets nacoscory. to moko the statcmonts mcde'''

'
.

. ,-
about Consumers Power, its financial condition and future business-

. .

prospects, in the light of the circumstances under which they
were made, not misleading, and engaged in transactions, practices,

and a course of business which operated as a fraud and deceit

upon the purchasers of Consumers Power common stock during the

class period.

62. During the class period, Consumers Power and the

Defendant Directors issued the offering Materials as well as

other public reports, releases and statements, including the
statements set forth herein, which were materially false and

i

misleading in violation of $10(b) of the 1934 Act and the Rules
.

promulgated thereunder. Said offering Materials, reports, releases,

and statements were materially false and misleading in that

they omitted to state material facts necessary in order to ma'ke

the statements made, in light of the circumstances under which

they were made, not misleading. Some of the misstatements and

omitted material f acts not disclosed by defendants during the

class period are set out in paragraph 45 supra.
As a result of the deceptive practices, false and63.

misleading statements and omissions, plaintiffs and the class-

purchased Consumers Power common stock, relying on the integrity

of the market and/or the statements made, and have and will

sustain losses and damages therefrom.a

Defendants had actual knowledge of the materially64.

false and misleading statements and omissions set forth herein
theyor acted with such reckless disregard for the truth that

failed to ascertain and disclose such facts.

f*

-32-
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65. By virtue of the foregoing, defendants havo violated''

-

* Section 10 (b) of the 1934 Act and Rule 10b-5 promulgated thereunder
'

.

, ,

and Section 20 of the 1934 Act.
66. Each of the defendants, by acting as hereinabove

described, did so knowingly or recklessly. With knowledge or

r'eckless disregard of the true financial and operating condition
of Consumers Power, they caused the offering Materials, reports,

statements and releases to contain misstatements and omissions
of material fact as alleged herein.

Each of the Defendant Directors is liable as a direct61.-

participant in and as an. aider and abettor of the wrongs ecm-
, '

plained of herein. The Defendant Direetors, because of their

positions of control-and authority as executives or operating
of ficers and directors of the company were able to. and did ,

directly or indirectly, control the contents of the of fering
Materials, reports, statements and press releases of the company.

As officers and directors of a publicly-held company, the

Defendant Directors had a duty to disseminate promptly accurate

and truthful information with respect ot the company's operations,
The defendants parti-finances and future business prospects.

cipated in the wrongdoing complained of in order to continue

and prolong the illusion of the company's continued growth and

profitability, and to conceal the adverse facts concerning the
company's operations, finances and future business prospects.

As a result of the dissemination of the afore-68.

mentioned false and misleading statements and releases, the

-33-
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$roGrti-market prices of Consumers Power's equity $Geurities w' '

the class period. Plaintiff and.

}ficiallyinflatedthroughout,

the members of the class purchased Consumers Power common stock

at those artificially inflated prices and relied upon the
integrity of the market and/or upon the-statements disseminated

by Consumers Power and were damaged thereby.

Had plaintiffs and the members of the class known69.

of the materially adverse information not disclos,ed by the

defendants, they would not have purchased Consumers Power ccmmon

stock at the artificially inflated price that they did.

WHEREFORE, plaintiff, on behalf of himself and the class*

demand judgment againstand/or classes they seek to represent,
,

defendants as follows:
'

Declaring this action to be a proper plaintif f class(a) ,

action and a proper defendant class action;
As to Count I, judgment against all of the defendants(b)

jointly and severally, in such amount as shall be proved by
in accordancethe plaintiff and by all mebmers of the class,

with the formula prescribed in Section 11 of the 1933 Act;
all of theAs to Counts II and III, judgment against(c)

defendants, jointly and severally, for damages in an amount

determined to have been sustained by plaintiff and the other

class members' ,

costsOn all Counts, an award of appropriate interest,(d)
and disbursements of this action, including reasonable attorneys'

and expert witness fees:

-34-
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For an award of punitive damages .against each defendant; ,

'' (e)'
1.

. .

and
,

For such other and further relief as the Court may(f)
deem just and proper.

Dated: Cincinnati, Ohio
November , 1983 Roger E. Craig, Esq.

CRAIG, FARSEF, & D WN s. ,P . C ..

Attorneys'f t P a . tiff
%.

i

' / ''1 /
I

/By: i _

. A Pre be r of t.ae' F i r m
,

1217'First National Buildine~

Detroit, Michigan 48226
| (313) 963-8155-

! OF COUNSEL: .

.

Gene Mesh
Richard S. Wayne
GENE MESH CO., L.P.A.
3133 Burnet AvenueCincinnati, Ohio 45229
(513) 221-8800

JURY DEMAND

'otniE s .Plaintiff requests a trial by jury on 91
/ /

/ '
,

| s' f k
-- ,' .---

_

|

|
\

t
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
'

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
.

Before the Atomic Saf ety and Licensing Bnard

)'

In the Matter of: ) Docket Nos. 50-329-OL
) 50-330-OL

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY ) 50-329-0M
) 50-330-0M

(Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2) )
, '

)
I *

'

AFFIDAVIT

I Billie Garde, being duly sworn, do depose and says
.

1. I am Director of the Citizens' Clinic for Accoun-

table Government.of the Government Accountability Project

'

(" CAP"). ,

2. Based on conversations with Nuclear Regulatory

Commission staf f I uns informed that the init ial Caseload

Torecast Panel meeting f or Midland was requested for October,

1982. That meeting was cancelled at the request of CPCo and

rescheduled to "three to four months later." (See Telecon

Record dated October 5, 1963, attached and incorporated

herein as Exhibit 1.) The meeting wa s rescheduled f or Apr'il

19-20, 1983 in Midland, Michigan.

3. Although I did not personally attend that meeting

I have had'the opportunity to review in detail information

about the meeting made available on the public record and through
'

documents GAP obtained under the Treedom of Inf ormation Acc

("POIA"). The digest of these TOIA documents is attached

and incorporated herein as Exhibit 2.
.

t,
.

O
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4 At that meeting Consumers ?over Company revised its

estimated cost and completion schedule for the Midl,and plants.
,

It announced a revised cost of $4.43 b ill io n , up from $3.39

billion, and completion dates of October, 1984 for' Unit 2, and

February, 1985 for' Unit I. See meeting summary of April 20,

1983, attached and incorporated herein as Exhibit 3.

5. 'After this meetin; the Case Lead Forecast Panel

completed its review of the schedule information.provided it

by Consumers. It then forwarded a draft memo to the Office of

Nu cl ea r Reac t ion Regulation ("NRR") by mid-May, 1983. By May.

17, 1983, Darl Hood prepared a handwritten draft of a letter

byhhomas Novak, Assistant Director of NRR, to Jamesto be sent
'

Cook, Consumers' Vice-President. See Handwritten Novak Letter,

attached and incorporated herein as Exhibit 4.'

6. On May 25, 1983, a typed copy of the same letter was

prepared for signature by Mr. Novak. The concurrence blocks

on this draf t letter indicate that entire Caseload Forecast

Panel concurred in the letter, including Darl Hood, J. Harrison,

Ron Gardr er and William Lovelace.

7. Upon information and belief the NRC Staff urged its

attorney to inform the At o m ic Safety and Licensing Board of its

schedule estimates since they dif f ered substantially from
,

Consumers' projected schedule. ,

4

8. On June 3, 1983, the Dow Chemical Company ("Dow") sent

a l et t er to Consumers indicating concern over the r evised cost

and schedule estimates that Consumers announced in April and
r

requesting documents. See June 3, 1983 Dow Letter, attached

. .

.
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and incorporated herein as Exhib it 5. ,

|

9. The NRC scheduled a public meeting on the Caseload

Forecast Panel schedules estimates for June 23, 1983, at the

Quality Inn in Midland, Michigan. This meeting was postponed

and rescheduled for July, 1983.

This tentativ ely-scheduled July me eting wa s later post-

poned until August.
_

No public meeting was held in Au3ust. An August 9, 1983,

letter written by Mr. Novak to Consumers' Power indicated that

a "public meeting would be held in September but no meeting has

been noticed up to this date.

10. Based on conver sations with NRC Staf f and Consume s'
.

e=ployees I understand that soon after receiving the June 3,
1983 Dow letter, Consumer s' request ed a meeting with NRC

of f icials to discuss the upcoming June 23, 198 3 public meet ing

and the wide divergence in NRC and Consumers' co=pletion dates.

Upon information and belief Con sum er s ' also wished to lobby to

change the members of the Caseload Forecast Panel.

Upon information and belief Consumers told the NRC that

the Caseload Forecast f igures wer e mu ch les s significant to

the NRC than to Consumers. The NRC simply used the figures

tool whereas public release of theas a manpower management

completion-dates would have serious financial c onsequences

f or Consumer s .

11. Upon inf ormat ion afsd belief the NRC did not schedule

a meeting but instead held a telecon in which Mr. Novak of NRR,

s

-= .g.
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and other NRC staff participated. Subsequent to that telephone.

conversation the June public meeting was cancelled and re, scheduled
for August.

12. On July 11, 1983, I made a FOIA request for all docu-

ments related to the Caseload Forecast Panel April meeting. See

FOIA request, attached and incorporated herein as Exhibit 6.

On August 8, 1983, I contacted the NRC F01A Office and was

^

informed that the documents would be released the f ollowing day.

On August 9, 1983, I picked up the documents. I was informed

by FOIA OfficerCarol Ann Reed that the.NRC released all docu-

ments except an early draft of the Novak letter, prep'ared by
''

the Caseload Forecast Panel members.
'

13. On August 9, 1983, Mr. Novak released a l et t er he

wrote to Consumers in which he revised the Caseload Forecast

Panel's estimated completion dates for the Midland plants.

The completion dates cited in the August 9, 1983 Nova k le t t er

are 12 months earlier than the o r ig in al estimates contained

in the draft Novak letter concurred in by the panel in May, 1983.
,

, In addition, the tone of the final, August 9, 1983 Novak

letter dif f ers from the draft in that it does not contain the

statement: "The panel's estimate includ es n o pr ovision for

delay associated with f uture plant financing."
,

O. /M. 0m k,4
Billie P irn er Garde

d.- :::: c! C.ieW
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. TELECON RECORD - DATE Oct s, 4hu

'. . *

Participants-

Co=cany . . .Copi.e. s .to : UTI:.. .

,.,e ,,,_

| T J Sullivan _

CP Co
!o D Hood MIMiller, IL&3

NRC Pireptoe, IL&3
i JE3 runner

DBMiller 3W.argug:
RKJells R7duston
JAMooney A??.ollen)

Route to: DMB u d z i k/ LS G ib s on /3 LHa rs h e /DAS o == e r s
ile: 0505.18/0650

X & '-
SU3JICT: Independent Review Program - p

Caseload Terecart Panel Visit ., "'
Q.

.

%W
DISCUSSION: hk.

.
.

- - - - -

,

I enlled Darl Hood to discuss the scheduling of =eetings on the u. ,m topics. I infor=edhi= that our Independent Reviev Progra= Plan sub=ittal vould be to NRC by Oct 5.
.

He said
that he had. discussed the need for a =eeting within the Staff but would avait our sub=ittalto schedule a meeting. I e=phasized the i=portance of an early =eeting to allow us ti=ely
initiation of the progra=, particularly industry's cc:=it=ent to co=plete INPO-type evalua-tions this year.

In response to D Hood's earlier proposal of a Caseload Forecast Panel visit on Nov 16'- 19,
1982, I pointed out a nu=ber of reasons why CP Ce feels this is inappropriate:,

.(n) CP Co needs to receive and review the forthco=ing soils .SSER.

(b) The soils work is controlling however C? Co has not been released to initiate the work
and this activity should take precedence for both CP Co and NRC.

(c) It vould be beneficial to get into the soils work to better assess production rates,construction sequences, etc.

(d) The current situation is not amenable to nor=al Caseload Forecast Panel assess =ent and
requires = ore preparation on the part of both NRC and CP Co and the key people who needto do tfis work are currently fully occupied trying to,re=ove re=aining constraints to
initiate the seils re=edial activities.

As an. alternative I indicated that CP Co intends to notify the ASL3 this =onth that the 7/83
!fuel load date vill not be =et due to our inability to initiate' the soils work and that the
j

precise date is indeter=inate pending issuance of the SSER, NRC release of the soils verk, i

End CP Co's detailed review cf production rates, construction sequences, etc, based en the !chova. CP Co would be prepared to support a Caseload Forecast Panel visit approxicately
threa =enths following initiation of soils re=edial =easures (auxiliary building) and a =cre
definite target fuel lead date could be provided to the ASL3 at that ti=e.

*1

Hood felt the Board =ight want a = ore definitive schedule but agreed that the preposed approa
cas=s reasonable and that he should discuss it within the Staff. He indicated the soils

' SSER should issue this week. - *

.
- 1

|.
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UNITED STATESE
-

'
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION .*o

. ' . h. .$ . WASHINGTON, D. C. 20655
* ~

| '

\'.cM. .. /
-

-

AUG 0 91983,

Docket Nos. 50-329/330 j
i

Ms. Billie Pirner Garde -

Government Accountability Project
Institute for Policy Studies
1901 Que Street, N.W.

IN RESPONSE REFERWashington, DC 20009
TO FOIA-83-397

Dear Ms. Garde:

This is in response to your letter dated July 11, 1983, in which you
requested, pursuant to the Freedom of Infomation Act, all documents
relating to the Caseload Forecast Panel meeting held April 19, 1983
regarding the Midland Nuclear Power Plant.

'

{
The documents listed on Appendix A are subject to your request. l

These
documents, with the exception of item 3, are being placed in our Public {| ,

!Document Room, 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, DC.
!

-

\On August 5,1983, you agreed to pay reproduction charges. The cost of
reproducing documents is five cents ($0.05) per page, as specified in
10 CFR 9.14(a). Accordingly, the cost of reproducing 857 pages is$42.85.

You will be billed for this amount by our Division of Accounting.

Document 3 on the Appendix is being withheld in its entirety from public
{disclosure pursuant to exemption (5) of the Freedom of Information Act

(5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5)) and 10 CFR 9.5(a)(5) of the Comission's regulations. !
jThis draft was prepared as part of the agency's deliberative process for

developing an independent estimate of construction completion for resource l

planning purposes. Disclosure of this draft would impede the future |
frank and candid exchange of views between members of the NRC staff in

t

the development of these independent staff estimates of reactor construction !
completion. There are no reasonably segregable portions of this document.

Pursuant to 10 CFR 9.9 of the Comission's regulations, it has been I
determined that the infomation withheld is exempt from production or
disclosure, and that its production or disclosure is contrary to the -
public interest.

The persons responsible for this denial are the undersigned
and Mr. Harold Denton, Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation.

This denial may be appealed to the Commission's Executive Director for
Operations within 30 days from the receipt of this letter. As provided
in 10 CFR 9.11, any such appeal must be in writing, addressed to the'

Executive Director for Operations, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission,
Washington, DC 20555, and should clearly state on the envelope and in
the letter that it is an " Appeal from an Initial FOIA Decision."

I
I

Sirgerely,

/ g.:/
. M. Felton, Director

} /' Division of Rules and Records'

' ~

Office of A,dministration

Enclosuresi: As stated

.
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APPENDIX A,

1.' 4/6/83 Memo for Elinor G. Adensam from Darl S. Hood re: NOTICE
OF MEETING AND TOUR BY CASELOAD FORECAST PANEE TO ASSESS
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION SCHEDULES - MIDLAND PLANT, UNITS 1
AND 2 w/ enclosure (8 pages).

2. 4/19/83 Handouts and Viewgraph Slides Remaining after preparation
-

of meeting report (36 pages)-

3. Undated Draft Letter to J. W. Cook from Thomas M. Novak re: CASELOAD
FORECAST PANEL ESTIMATE OF CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION SCHEDULE(2pages)

4. 5/17/83 Handwritten Note to J. Cook from T. Novak re: CASELOAD
FORECASE PANEL ESTIMATE OF CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION (2 ptges)-

5. 4/15/83 Daily News Article by Paul Rau re: NRC TO MAKE OWN ESTIMATE ON
N-PLANT (1 page).

6. 4/20/83 Midland Daily News Article by Lorie Shane re: SOILS, PIPE
HANGER WORK CRITICAL TO N-PLANT COMPLETION (3 pages)

7. 4/83 Activity Schedule (1 page) '

-

8. 6/29/83 Dialy News Article by Paul Rau re: UTILITY !!AY BE FAR FROM
NUCLEAR PLANT COMPLETION (1 page)

9. Undated Draft by Darl Hood re: SUM'iARY OF APIRL 19-21, 1983 CASELOAD
FORECAST PANEL MEETING w/ enclosures (7 pages)

10. 5/16/83 Draft by Darl Hood (Handwritten) re: SUMMARY OF APRIL 19-21,
1933 CASELOAD FORECAST PANEL MEETING w/ enclosures (9 pages)

11. 4/19/83 Handwritten Notes re: CASELOAD VISIT MEETING - MIDLAND 1 & 2(13 pages),

'

12. 4/24/83 Handwritten Note to G. Bachi from Darl Hood re: CLEARA?CES
BETWEEN MIDLAND CONTROL CABINETS AND PANELS (1 page)

13. 4/19/83 Handwritten List re: Meeting Attendants (1 page)

14. 4/20&21/ Handwritten Notes re: Master Punch List Item Effect (7 pages)
1983

15. 4/20/83 CASELOAD PANEL PRESENTATION DATA (138 pages)

16, 4/12/83 TEST PROGRAM STATUS AND REVISION 12 - TEST SCHEDULE (98 pages)

.

.-- ~ , , " __ , - . - - _ _ _ _ __



- - - . . . _ . . _. . - |
.

, . . .

-

Re: FOIA-83-397
*

*

'~
..

.o.,
.

-

\.

APPENDIX A i
.

. '

17. 3.'22/83
MILESTONE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE - PRELIMINARY - CHART(1page) ~

18. 4/14/83
MILESTONE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE - BASE SCHEDULE - CHART(1 page)

19. 6/21/83
Letter to J. W. Cook from T. M. Novak re:CLEARANCES
BETWEEN CLASS 1F PAnFIS AND CABINETS (S pages)

20. 9/22/82
Memo for Harold S. Bassett from Darrell G. Eisenhut re:
REQUEST FOR CASELOAD PANEL VISIT FOR MIDLAND PLANT(1 page)

21. 4/19/83 Midland - List of Critical Systems w/ chart (4 pages)
22. 4/83 April 1983 Appointment Calendar (1 page) .

23. 6/1/83
Consumers Power Company - Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2,

.

re: SUFFARY OF APRIL 19-21, 1983 CASELOAD FORECAST PANEL
MEETI,NG (111 pages)

24. 6/29/83 Midland Daily News Article re: Utility May Be Far From
Nuclear Plant Completion by Paul Rau w/ attached articles

-

(3 pages)

25. 7/15/83
Preliminary Notification re: DOW CHEMICAL TERMINATES STEAM
CONTRACT WITH MIDLAND NUCLEAR PLANT (1 page)

26. 6/16/83
Preliminary Notification re: WORKER LAYOFF (1 page)

27. 6/21/83
Preliminary Notification re: AUTHORIZATION OF FIRST FAJOR
UNDERPINNING WORK UNDER SAFETY-RELATED BUILDING (1 page)

28. 6/29/83 Preliminary Notification re: RESUMPTION OF SAFETY-RELATED
WELDING WORK ON HVAC SYSTEM (1 page)

29.
4/19&21/ MIDLAND PLANT UNITS 1 & 2 NRC CASE LOAD FORECASE PANEL1983 SUFFARY AGENDA (1 page)

30. 4/14/83 CERTAIN HANDOUTS AT THE MEETING (30 pages)

31. 4/22/83 Letter to J. G. Keppler from James W. Cook re:
,

COMPLETION PROGRA$1 (18 pages) CONSTRUCTION

32. 4/13/83 Ongoing Transmission Service Request to Kim Lovelace from
Ron Cook re:
(3 pages) NEWS RELEASE - CPC0 MIDLAND CONST. SCHEDULE

1

33. 4/12/83
Memo to H. Denton et. al. from Darl Hood re: DAILY HIGHLIGHTw/ enclosed Press Release (5 pages)

I
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' 34. 3/24/83 Memo for The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board for the.

Midland Plant, Unit 1 and 2 from Thomas M. Novak rei-
NOTIFICATION OF CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION BY MANAGEMENT
ANALYSIS COMPANY w/ enclosures (4 pages) -

35. 1/31/83 CONSTRUCTION PROJECT EVALUATION OF CONSUMERS POWER
COMPANY MIDLAND ENERGY CENTER PROJECT - UNITS 1 AND 2
(199 pages)

36. 10/1/81 - Schedule for Site Visits (1 page)
9/30/83

37. 3/22/83 Midland Review - Volume 2, Number 13, Operations Moves
Into Control Room Area (1 page,)

38. 3/14/83 Midland Review - Volume 2. Number 12, Pier 9 Excavation
Begins w/ attached Phase II of Aux. Bldg. Underpinning*

(2 pages) *
.

39. 3/11/83 Memo for Elinor G. Adensam from Ronald W. Hernan re: NOTICE
OF MEETING - MIDLAND PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2 (2 pages)

40. 3/4/83 Letter to R. Gene Clark from A. R. Mollenkopf re: QUARTERLY
PROGRESS REPORT ON STATUS OF REACTOR CONSTRUCTION (3 pages)

41. 2/23/83 Daily News Article - by Paul Rau (1 page)

42. 2/8/83 News Announcement 83-08 re: NRC STAFF PROPOSES $120,000 FINE
FOR QUALITY ASSURANCE VIOLATIONS AT MIDLAND NUCLEAR POWER
STATION (2 pages)

,

43. 1/23/83 Midland Review - Volume 2. Number 8 re: Hard Hat Protection
in Containment (2 pages)

44. 2/3/83 Notification of Enforcement Action re: PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF.CIVIL PENALTY - $120,000 (1 page)

45. 1/29/83 News Announcement 83-03 re: CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION PROGRAM(1 page) .

46. 1/12/83 _ Letter to James W. Cook from C. J. Paperiello re: Inspection
Report w/ enclosure (7 pages)

47. 12/28/82 Daily News Article re: Test of Emergency Plans at N-Plant
Postponed by Paul Rau w/ attached articles (3 pages)

48. 12/3/82 Note to Darl Hood from Ron Cook re: Articles from the Midland
Daily News w/ attachments (6 pages)

L 49. 11/29/82 Article - High Court to Consider Waste Disposal Influence on
Licensing w/ attachments (3 pages)

.

.
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50. 12/22/82 Midland Review,- Volume 2, Number 5 - Construction of
Pier 12 East Initated (1 page) -

__

51. 12/3/82 Midland Review - Voluem 2, Number 2 - Turnover Status
(l'page)

52. 12/3/82 Preliminary Notification re: MMOR REDUCTION IN SAFETY-
RELATEDWORK(3pages) -

53. 12/3/82 Draft re: Completion Plan at the Midland Nuclear Plant
(2pages)

54. 11/17/82 Article re: Underpinning Work Delays Scheduling by Lorie
Shane (2 pages)

. 55. 11/10/82 Memo for H. Denton et. al. from Darl Hood re: Daily Highlight
w/ enclosed Press Release (5 pages)

,

,
,

56. 10/29/82 Preliminary Notification re: Potential 53.55(e) Report -
Improper Qables (1 page)

57. 10/26/82 News Announcement 82-84 re: Resumption of the Midlan'd Nuclear .

Power Station Operating License / Soil Settlement Hearings
(1 page)

58. 9/82 Midland Reactor - Various Articles (10 pages)

59. 10/5/82 Telecon Record re: Independent Review Program - Caseload
Forecast Panel Visit (1 page)'

60. 9/27/82 Preliminary Notification re: Stop Work Order on Remedial
Soils Work (1 page)

4

61. 9/20/82 Preliminary Notification re: Defective Radiation Monitoring
Modules (1 page)

62. 9/22/82 IE Information Notice No. 82-40: Deficiencies in Primary
Containment Electrical Penetration Asserrblies (4 pages)

63. 9/17/82 Memo for Thomas M. Novak from Ronald W. Hernan re: Fire
Protection Site Survey - Midland Plant (3 pages)

-

64. 8/19/82 Midland Review - Volume 1, Number 39.- Operating License
Hearing Contentions Established (1 page) ,

65. 8/27/82 Midland Review - Volume 1, Number 40 - Following Procedures
Properly - Goal for All Workers (1 page)

66. 9/2/82 Midland Review - Volume 1, Number 41, Saginaw/ Bay Counties
Moving Toward Full Siren System Approval (1 page)

.
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67.. 8/82 Midlar:d Reactor - Voluae 7, Number 8 - Various Articles
(8pages) '

--

68. 8/19/82 Midland Review - Volume 1, Number 39 - Operating License
Hearing Contentions Established (1 page)

.

69. 8/13/82 Letter to R. Gene Clark from A. R. Mollenkopf re: enclosed
EI-254 " Quarterly Progress Report on Status of Reactor
Construction" (2 pages)

70. 6/28/82 Preliminary Notification re: CONSTRUCTION HALT REQUESTED
PENDING NRC INVESTIGATION OF ALLEGATIONS (1 page)

71. 5/10/82 Note to Darl Hood from Ron Cook re: Articles 'from the
Midland Daily News (2 pages)

72. Undated Computer Printout- Revision 12 - Planning Schedule (52 pages)
. -
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Do'cket Nos. 50-329/330 -
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--

APPLICANT: Consumers ~Pcwer Company

FACILITY: -Midland Plant, Units 1 & 2-

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF APRIL 19-21, 1983 CASELOAD FORECAST
* PANEL MEETING

On April 19 and 21, 1983, members of the NRC Caselcad Forecast Panel met
with Consumers Power Company (CPCo) and Be.chtel to review construction
completion schedules which CPCo completed February 18, 1983 and announced
April 12,1983 for Midland Plant, Units 1 & 2. On April 20, 1983 the

* Panel toured the plant to. observe construction progress. The purpose of
the meeting and tour is to provide for an assessment by the Panel of

a construction completion. Meeting attendees are listed in Enclosure 1.
Enclosure 2 is the meeting and tour agenda. Enclosure 3 shows some of,

- the slides used during CPCO,'s presentations.
'

CPCO's previous and revised estimates are: -

: 7/80 Estimate 4/83 Estimate Difference (Mos.)
,

Unit 2 7/83 10/84 14'
L Unit 1 12/83 2/85 13

Overall plant completion is estimated by CPCo to be about 83% complete;
'

engineering is about 76% complete; design 94%; and underpinning 4%.
.

. . .

CPCo finds there are three separate critical paths for construction
completion: (1) a so called " aboveground" pathway, (2) auxiliary building
underpinning, and (3) the licensing / hearing pathway.

Above;round Pathway

This pathway is primarily based upon rework of large and small bore pipe
supports. However, installation of three HVAC systems, penetration sealing,
and installation of mirror type pipe insulation also presently have zero
or negative' schedule float.i .

.
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29, 1983, notes CPCO's intent to reinspect all installed' A letter of March
safety rdlated pipe supports without regard to the time of their installation

CPCo estimated the new support reinspection procedure, trainingor turnover.
and certification of inspection personnel, QA program revisions, and-o'ther
support activities would be in place in time to commence reinspections

11, 1983. CPCo plans to use three inspection
during(the week of Aprilabout 50 inspectors) and expects to complete hanger reinspectionsteams
in June 1983. Only two inspectors had been certified as of April 15, 1983
and had started hanger inspections. The hanger reinspection pathway is the
critical path for the " Construction Completion Plan" (CCP) described in
CPCo's letters of January 10 and April 6,1983 (and subsequently on
April 22,1983). .
CPCo noted that 544 of 850 total subsystems (64%) have been turned over and

Some systems were accepted with multiple " exceptions" (punchlistaccepted. CPCo's schedule
'

open items such as design changes, and corrective actions).
for preoperational testing, acceptance testing, flushing and specific tests,

for both units provides a total duration of 14 months. Forty-five percent
of the systems have been initially checked out: About 4% of the total of.

683 tests have been completed as of March 31, 1983. Of these 683 tests, CPCo
plans to complete 95% of the 268 preoperational tests and.128 acceptance
tests prior to the Unit 2 fuel load. Currently, no preoperational tests;

have been completed (two are in progress); one acceptance test has been '

completed and none are in progress. The testing program for about 134
-

systems were noted to be constrained by the CCP. The present schedule
assumes little rework of hanger (about 850 out of 7000) will be needed for

.

both units.4

At least seven 50.55(e) reports are considered by CPCo to have some potential
for schedule impact in that reviews and tests are not complete and cannot be
fully assessed at this time. These seven are:

50.55(e) Report No. Management Corrective Subject
Action Report (MCAR) No. ,

,

1. 80-04 40 High-energy line break
analysis (HELSA) pipe
whip restraints

2. 80-09 45B Low alloy quenched and
tempered bolting

| 3. 82-12 63 Design of steel embedments
that use tension bars and
shear lugs

4. 81-01 46 Deficiencies of Limitorque
'

valve operators .

5. 82'-01 55 Deficiencies in electrical
components associated with
main steam isolation valve
actuators, and non-safety
related equipment wired as
Class 1E

-

.
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6. 82-07 59 Safety related equipment ~

cooled by non-safety
- related'HVAC system

7. 83-02 67 Clearances between
electrical control
cabinets and panels

Auxiliary Building Underpinning Pathway

Six of the 57 undprpinning piers have been installed since December 13, 1983,
and a pier load test (pier W-11) was in progress. The construction sequence
will utilize an existing Utility Access Tunnel (UAT) to gain early access
beneath the southern corners of the Control Tower. The revised construction
scheme utilizing the UAT is reflected in CPCO's current completion forecasts.

CPC0's' schedule assumes NRC will approve loading of fuel intediately after
transfer of the EPA load to the permanent wall (i.e. in advance of EPA and
FIVP soil consolidation beneath the wall; pier lockoff and grout'ing;
replacing of backfill beneath EPA and FIVP; and structu.ral stiffening at
critical elevation 659 feet). CPCo estimates that these latter activities
will be completed by late January 1985.

.

Licensing / Hearing Pathway

CPCo considers that completion of the present soils "0M" hearing and "0L"
hearing is also critical to the new Unit 2 fuel load estimate. CPCo's
estimated need dates for the hearing are:

Complete "0M" hearing session August 1,1983
Initial Decision on "0M" matters Mid October 1983
Completion of "0L" hearing session Mid May 1984

'

Initial Decision on "0L" matters Early July 1984-

Staff Conclusions

The Caseload Panel noted that the information provided during the meeting
,

and observations made during the site tour would be further reviewed before
the Panel's completion estimates are reached.

1

M.?.t,. iC P,

Darl Hood, Project Manager
Licensing Branch No. 4
Division of Licensing

!

|
'

Enclosures: |
'As stated -

.

cc: See next page
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Docket Hos. 50-329/330.0M. CL
c '. L PDR

NSIC-

PRC System
LBf4 Rdg
!!Duncan ,
DHood-.

Mr. J. W. Cook OELD
*

Vice President ACRS(16)
Consumers Power Company ELJordan. IE
1945 West Parnall Road JilTaylor. IE
Jackson, Michigan 49201

Oear Hr. Cook:-

.

Subject: Caseload Forecast Panel Estimate of Construction ompletion .

Schedule - ~

. /
On' April 19-2! 1983, the NRC Caseload Forecast Panel isited the Midland
Plant to evaluate construction completion schedules The meeting discussed
in detail the basis for Consumer's revised estima s of October 1984
(Unit 2) and February 1935 (Unit 1). On /gril 2 .1983 the Panel con-
ducted an extensive tour of both units to obser e construction progress.
The Panel has now completed its own evaluatio of construction completion
schedules for Hidland Plant, Units.1 & 2. N"

The Panel concludes that some months beyo d the second quarter of 1985
'

is the earliest date that completion of nit 2 can reasonably be expected.
Unit 1 is expected to be completed abo 5 to 9 months thereafter. The.

critical pathway involves reinspectiof and rework of pipe supports,
followed by execution of preoperati al and acceptance testing.

The Panel believes that Consumer' estimate of 14 months to complete .

preoperational and acceptance testing for both units is unduly optirhistic.
-

The record for a recent sincle' unit to date has been about 24 months.~

i Using a more realistic, but siightly optimistic, duration for two units
and Consumer's present sta s results in a completion date in the second
quarter of 1935. However the Panel also believes that Constimer's fore-
cast does not realistica/ly account for large uncertainties in the work-
which must precede stapt of critical path testing, and that this can be

' * expected to add some months to Consumer's schedule. The Panel believes
that completion of reinspections of large and small bore pipe hangers and,

the amount of rework resulting from this effort is a notable example of
4 the items expected to delay start of critical path testing by some months.

_

.,

!

.
-

,

*
L* # SCI . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..a.................. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......~.a..~~~~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~..*"a~~

l
; aw . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . - . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . - - .

a.,,n....................,..................-....................-..-....~.-. .......................g..................... . . . . - - -

w. pow ais n>nm:w c:o OFFICIAL RECORD COPY m.w =>
.

a.

- - - - . . _ , . - - ,= -- - ,. ,-,--,,--rw.-- -,g- - , - , , . , - , , . - - - - - - - - , - - , , . , , ~ ~ - - , -



, - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ .

4 .
~ ~. ^

.GR:-%N 'y%-f-is*'
' '

'.* ^ ? ~ ''. . .
.

. , , .c , - - '

q.. .

,
. . ('.._':f

. .

*
' .. .

The Panel's cstimate includes no provision for delay associated with future |
i. plant financing. '

.

,
.

~

. .
'

> -

51ncere1y,,

.

.

/. '
-

Thonas H. Novak. Assistant Directori

for 4.'icensings

Divis' ion of Licensing
I Of Ice of Huclear Reactor Regulation

-

i cc: see next page
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' "$' THE DOW CHEMICAL CO M P ANY.

June 3, 1983 M'o'A'do ";cH'C^N '854*

~
~

*
. .

.

Mr. James Cook I -

- Vice President
Projects, Engineering and Construction
Consumers Power Company
1945 West Parnell Road
Jacksoh, Michigan 49201 ,

'
8 : .

'
'

Dear Mr. Cook:

.

-

As' you might expect, Consumers Power Co=pany's announcement of
April 11, 1983 was, and still is, a shock and a source of deep
concern to Dow. Although Consumers had previously given assuran-
ces that comnercial operation of unit one would begin'by July,
1984, it is now confirmed that co==ercial operation will not now
occur until August, 1985 at the earliest, if then. .The ultimats
ability of Consumers to meet the Commercial Steam Operation
deadline of Dece=ber 31, 1984 was a fund,amental assumption of the
Consumers /Dow Agreement. Moreover, you have advised that the
estimated cost of the project has increased .by over $1 billion.

In light of these disturbing developments, Dow has been and is in
the process of a thorough review of the project. In order to
assist us in making such a review and evaluating our alternatives,
we would like you to provide us with the information listed on the
attached schedule. Our review is being undertaken on an expedited
basis and accordingly ask that the requested information be made
available to us, if at all possible'by June 20, 1983.

Sincerely,

.,
,,

R. A. Gaska, Manager
Inorganic Chemicals / Energy & Utilities
47 Building

kjl
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Forecasts 1 through 7 prepared by Consumers and by Bechtel for1.
announcedConsumers Power' Company, and the replanning forecast

in April, 1983, including all adjustments to these forecasts,
which primarily relate to total plant costs and plant co=ple-

'
*

tion projections.. ,
.

.

2) All,' reports or studies prepared since January 1, 1977 by the~

Consumers Power Company Planning Group on the Midland Project
.

primarily related to total plant cost and scheduling.
-

.

3) All monthly or other. periodic reports prepared since January
.

1, 1977 by Bechtel for Consumers Power relating to plant cost
~

.

and scheduling, inspections, rework, non-c'onformances at the
and all minutes of meetings between BechteIMidland Project

and Consumers dealing with these subjects. -

-.

S.
4) All reports prepared by Consumers Power, Bechtel, or U.

~

Testing concerning the discovery and cause of soils-related
and other CFR 50.55(e) problems experienced during plant

-

construction.

|
'

i .,

;

|
..

e

*- --m-mm m

.-y., ,_ - - - _ . - . --v- -y . - . , , , , -- --y ,,.y,,.,,y_----m- ------..---m, ,-, -,-r..-,,._w--



~
|

..
. . _ -- - - - - - - - ~-

EXHIBIT 6
,_

. r .hERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT
_

-.,
. Institute for Policy Studias'

.

#- --

,1901 Ove Street. N.W., Wcshingten. D.C. 20009 (202)234 9382x

-f*~ . .

.

'

-

.

July 11, 1953 8,

Director
Office of Ad=inistration
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com=ission
Washington, D.C. 20555

To Whom It May Concern:.
,

Pursuant to the Freedom of Infor=ation Act (FOIA), 5 U.S.C. f552, the
Government Accountability Project (GAP) of the Institute for Policy Studies

.

requests copies of any and all agency records and infor=ation, including but
not limited to notes, letters, memoranda, drafts,Jminutes, diaries, logs,
calendars, tapes, transcripts, su=maries, interview reports, procedures,
lastructions, engineering analyses, drawings, files, graphs, charts, maps,
photographs, agreements, handwritten notes, studies, data sheets, notebooks,
books, telephone messages, Eomputations, voice recordings, and other data
co=pilaticas, interim and/or firial rep :ts, status repcrts, and -any and all
other records relevant to and/or generated in connection with the case Icad
Forecas't Panel Meeting held April 19,'1983 regarding the construction of the
Midland Nuclear Power Plant.

k This includes all ite.:.s above regarding preparation
,

for the meeting, the meeting itself,and items z.ade subsequent to the meeting.
-

Specifically, GAP requests all the docu=ents (addressed above) between the
Office of Nuclear Rea tor Regulations (NRR) the Office of Inspection and
Enforce _ent (II) and the Region III office of Inspe= tion and Enforcement, *

and Consumers Power Co pany regarding the Case Load Forecast Panel Meeting.
This should include the drafts and any final --but u: released--NRC anal'fsis
of the Consumers proposals, as well as any notes, letters, telephone legs,etc. '

generated by Consumers Power contacts with the NRO.

If any records have been destroyed and/or reroved, please provide all sur-
rounding records, including but not lir.ited to a list of all records which have
been or are destroyed and/cr rereved, a description of the action (s) taken,
relevant date(s), individual, office and/or agency-wide policies and/or

;justification (s) for the a: tion (s), identification of all personnel involved '

with the action (s), and any and all records relevant to, generated in conne= tion
with, and/or issued in order to implement the action (s).,

.

6
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Director of Adr.inistration July 11, 1983,

*

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com=ission .

-

CAP requests that fees be valved, because " finding the information can be
considered as prir.arily benefitting the general public.'' 5 U.S.C. f552(a)(4) (A) .
The Govertsent Accountability Projert is a non-profit, non-partisan public
interest organization concerned with honest and open goverrment. Through legal
representation, advice, national conferences, films, publications and public
outreach, the Project promotes whistleblowers as agents of government account-
, ability. GAP requests the above information as part of an ongoing monitoring
project on the adequacy of the NRO's efforts to protect public safety and
health at nuclear power plants.

For any documents or portions that you deny due to a specific FOIA exe=ption,
please provide an index itemizing and describing the docu=ents or portions of
documents withheld. The index should provide a detailed justification of your
grciunds for claiming each exe=ption, explaining why each exe-ption is relevant

,

to the document or portion of the docu=ent v'.thheld. This index is required
under Vaughn v. Rosen (I), 484 F.2d 820 (D.C.Cir. 1973), cert. denied,
415 U.S. 977 (1974). '

.

'

We look forward to your respense to this request within ten ' days.

Yours TIT.ly,

(

BILLII PIRNIR GARDI
Director, Citi: ens Clinic for

Accountable Goirernment

'

BPG/mv
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Decket Nos. 50-329/330 OM, OL |
'

.

~
~

Mr. J. W. Cook
Vice President ,

Consumer Power Company
1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson, Fichigan 49201' .

Dear Mr. Cook:
'

Subject: Construc, tion Completion Schedule for Midland
'

On April 19-21, 1983, the NRC staff visited the Midland Plant to evaluate
- construction completion schedules. The meeting discussed the basis for

Consumer's revised estimates of October 1984 (Unit 2) and February 1985
(Unit 1). On April 20, 1983, the sta,ff conducted an tour of both units
to observe construction progress. -

'

The staff believes that your estimate of 14 months to complete preoperational
and acceptance testing for both units i.s. unduly optimistic. Recent
experience for a single unit has indicated that this activity will require ,

at least 24 months to complete. Moreover, the staff believes that your -

forecast does not realistically account for large uncertainties in
the work that must precede start 'of critical path testing, and that
this can be expected to add some months to your sche'dule. These factors
alone would infer that your October 1984 projected completion date-is
optimistic by at least a year.

Since the staff's visit, you have requested an opportunity to meet
with the staff to review th2 material previously provided as well as
to provide any additional information for its further consideration
in this matter. We also understand that you plan to reconsider your
scheduling priorities between Units 1 and 2 in light of recent actions
by Dow Chemical Company. At your request, we will be scheduling this ~

...

meeting in September. A final staff position for Midland's construction
completion date will be developed following this further meeting.

Sincerely,
|

's

Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing

Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: See next page

-
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Mr Richard C DeYoung
Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555,

,-

MIDLAND ENERGY CENTER
'

1 MIDLAND DOCKET NOS 50-329, 50-330
EE51'ONSE TO CONFIRMATORY ORDER
flLE 0505.2 SERIAL 28406

Dear Mr DeYoung
.

..

This is in response to your letter of* January 12, 1964 to Mr John Selby of
Consumers Power Company and the attached Confirmatory Order. The Order con-
f1rms the Company's commitment, made during a meeting of October 25, 1983, to
provide for an independent appraisal of managecent of the Midland project.We are currentlyAccordingly, the Company does not contest entry of the Order.
in the process of developing a proposal for the required independent appraisal
and of choosing a consultant to carry it out, and vill submit a plan for such,

an independent appraisal by March 7, 1984, as required under Section 5 of the
Confirmatory Order.

The Company's position as to the circumstances of the alleged Board Order
violations discussed in the Confirmatory Order have previously been made known.

1

en you, and our position bef ore the Licensing Board concerning the subject
matter of the Confirmatory Order remains as stated in our recently submitted

27, 1984.proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law, dated January
.

Thank you for your attention.

'

JWC/JEB/ sib*

f |
CC JGKeppler, Administrator, Region III l

RJCook, Midland Resident Inspector
DSHood, Project ' Manager, US NRC
Stevis, Region I!!

OM/0L Service List f

f ') 0 0 Abe
LV /

OC0184-0742D-MPO4-TM30 ffh ,,

. 19g4-
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OM/0L SERVICE LIST

Mr Frank J Kelley Atomic Safety & Licensing'

Attorney General of the Appeal Board
-

State of Michigan U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Ms Carole Steinberg, Esq Washington, DC 20555
Assistant Attorney General
Environmental Protection Division Mr C R Stephens (3)
720 Law Building Chief, Docketing & Services

U S Nuclear Regulatory CommissionLansing, MI 48913 -

Office of the Secretary
Washington, DC 20555

Mr Myron M Cherry, Esq
Suite 3700 Ms Mary Sinclair
Three First National Plaza 5711 Summerset Street
Chicago, IL 60602 Midland, MI 48640

.

Mr Vendell H Marshall Mr William D Paton, Esq

Counsel for the NRC StaffRFD 10"

Midland, MI 48640 U S Nuclear Regulatory Commissico
Washington,jDC 20555

Mr Charles Bechhoefer, Esq
Atomic Safety & Licensing Atomic Safety & Licensing

B6ard Panel Board Panel
U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission U S Nuclear Regulatory Com=ission
Washington, DC 20555 Washington, DC 20555

Dr Frederick P Cowan Ms Barbara Stamiris
6152 N Verde Trail 5795 North River Road

Rt 3Apt B-125.

Paca Raton, FL 33433 Freeland, MI 48623*

Mr Fred C Williams Dr Jerry Harbour
Isham, Lincoln & Beale Atomic Safety & Licensing
1120 Connecticut Ave, NW, Suite 325 Soard Panel
Washington, DC 20036 U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Mr James E Brunner, Esq Mr M I Miller Esq

Consumers Power Company Isham, Lincoln & Beale

* 212 West Michigan Avenue Three First National Plaza
Jackson, MI 49201 52nd Floor

Chicago, IL 60602 ,

Mr D F Judd Mr John Demeester, Esq
Babcock'& Wilcox Dov Chemical Building

Michigan DivisionPO Box 1260 .

Lynchburg, VA 24505 Midland, MI 48640

.

4

6

9
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Mr Steve Gadler Esq Ms Lynne Bernebei
2120 Carter Avenue Govern:nent Accountability Project
St Paul., MN 55108 1901 Q Street, NW

,

Washington, DC 20009
-

.
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CONSLTERS POWER COMPANY
Midland Units 1 and 2

* Docket No 50-329, 50-330-

.

Letter Serial 28406 Dated February 6, 1984

At the request of the Commission and pursuant to the Atomic En'ergy Acts of
*

1954, and the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended and the Commission's
Rules and Regulations thereunder, Consumers Power Company submits a response
to a Confirmatory Order of January 12,198k.

.

CCFSLHERS POWER COMPANY'

f.), /s/ James W Cook
James W Cook, Vice President

Projects Engineering and Construction

Sworn and subscribed before me this 6th day of Februarv 1984.

/s/ Beverly A. Avery
Notary Public

Jackson County, Michigan

My Commission Expires January 16, 1985

( S E'A L )

.

.

.

.
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.
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Docket Nos: 50-329 OM, OL psp:
',

DE-and 50-330 OM, OL p _1

k htEl'"Q',
i

MEMORANDUM FOR: R. J. Mattson, Director, Division of Systerd Integration
,*f R. Vollmer, Director, Division of Engineering

R. F. Warnick, Director, Enforcement & Investigation
Saff, Region III

J. M. Taylor, Director, Quality Assurance Safeguards
and Inspection Programs,'IE

T. Speis, Director, Division of Safety Technology

FROM: Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing

Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR REVIEW 0F TERA's ENGINEERING PROGRAM
PLAN AND PROJECT QUALITY ASSURANCE PLAN FOR
MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION
VERIFICATION PROGRAM

Enclosures 1 and 2 are forwarded for your review and evaluation. Enclosure 1 is
the Engineering Program Plan, Revision 1, being followed by the TERA Corporation
for the Midland Independent. Design and Construction Verification (ID/CV) Program.
The TERA Plan is one part of a " Construction Completion Plan" (CCP) described in
the Applicant's letter of January 10, 1983, which was the subject of a public
meeting on February 8, 1983. The TERA Plan outlines the scope, philosophy of
review, methodology, independence requirements, organization, control, documenta-
tion, reporting and quality assurance requirements for conducting the Midland
ID/CV Program. The QA requirements (Section 6.1 of Enclosure 1) are being imple-
mented, in part, by the QA/QC methods, procedures and instructions identified in
the TERA Corporation QA Plan, Revision 3 (Enclosure 2).

Enclosure 3 lists lead NRC review assignments for the major elements of the TERA
program. Designation of lead responsibility is primarily with respect to execu-
tiori of the program. All parties are encouraged to comment on any portion of the
enclosures with respect to establishment of a suitable program. Those designated
for lead review should solicit support from other parties as they deem appropriate.

Enclosure 4 outlines a tentative review schedule for the TERA Program. The sched-
ule provides for staff comments on the program and a meeting to discuss these com-
ments. At the completion of staff review, the staff will issue an SSER describing
the proposed Program. The schedule also provides support for the OM-OL April 1983 ;

soils hearing session since the TERA study and its results will be a part of the J
on-going hearing issue to detemine adequacy of Midland QA implementation.

MAR 161983 |
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Please contact the Project Manager (Darl Hood, 492-8474) should you have questions
regarding these assignments or the proposed review schedule.

2,x
Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director

for Licensing
Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:
As stated

cc w/ encl:
E. Goodwin
E. Adensam
J. Keppler -

J. Gil ray
J. Harrison
T. L. Harpster

-

J. H. Sniezek
W. Shafer

,

D. Eisenhut ,

L. Rubenstein *

A. Thadani

.

W
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Enclosure 3'
-. #

|'

REVIEW ASSIGNMENTS FOR MIDLAND IDCV PROGRAM
i

.

Enclosure /Section Title lead NRC Reviewer

1.2 Technical (design) scope DSI

Interfacing of construction with
design scope RIII

I 1.3 Selection of 2nd System DL

1.4 Independence DL<

: 2. 0 Organization and Control

| Design IEHQ

j Construction interface RIII

b 3.1 Design Methodology

3.1.1 Review categories DSI/DE*
3.1.2 Sampling plan DST.

,

3.1.3 Design Scope for AFW DSI/DE*-

3.1.4 Design Scope for Second System DSI/DE*
3.1.5.1 IDV Design Criteria checklists CSI/DE*'

3.1.5.2 Implementing Document Checklists DSI/DE*
- 3.1.5.3 Calculation Checklist DSI/DE*

3.1.5.4 Drawing and Spec. Checklist DSI/DE*'

3.1.6 Additional Sampling or Verif. DSI/DE*

'. 3.2.1 ICV Review Categories RIII
: 3.2.2 ICV Sample Selection RIII

3.2.3 AFW Construction Review Scope RIII
,

, 3.2.4 Second System Construction Review
' Scope RIII

3.2.5 Checklists R,III'

: 3.2.6 Additional Sampling, Verification
and Tests RIII

>
r

'

4.0 Documentation IEHQ

'

5.0 Reporting DL,
,

6.0 QA (Including referenced TERA QA
P1an) IEHQ

<

* Lead designation depends upon system /camponent/ structure involved and corresponds
to primary review responsibility designated by SRP.

t

e

'' '
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MIDLAND ID/CV PROGRAM REVIEW SCHEDULE
-

1~

; Letter to Applicant on Selection of 2nd System March 11
l

Staff Comments to PM March 18

i Meeting with TERA and Applicant on Staff Comments March 22

File QA Testimony with ASLB (Includes staff evaluation
of CCP, including ID/CVP) March 25

QA session of OM-OL Soils Hearing April 26 - May 3

Provide SSER #3 i$put to PM May 13

Issue SSER #3 June 10

TERA completes evaluation and reports results to NRC TBD

Update SSER with results TBD (Results dependent)

.
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2 a NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

- 3 S WASHINGTON, D. C. 20S56
I ,

O i

\.....,/ 'Febr,yary 22, 1983

Docket Nos: 50-329 OM, OL
and 50-330 OM, OL

.

APPLICANT: Consumers Power Company

? FACILITY: Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2

SUBJECT: REVISION 1 0F TERA CORPORATION'S PROJECT
QUALITY ASSURANCE AND ENGINEERING PROGRAM,

PLANS FOR THE MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN
AND CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION PRCGRAM

'

A letter of February 9,1983, from the Tera Corporation transmits to the NRC'
i- copies of their Project Quality Assurance Plan, Revision 1, and Engineering

Program Plan, Revision 1, for the Independent Oesign and Construction Verifi-
cation Program to be performed on Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2. Revision 0

- correction pages are also transmitted.
.

Copies of the February 9, 1983, letter ano transmitted cocuments are enclosed
for docketing and future reference purposes,

arl S. Hood, Project Manager
' Licensing Branch No. 4

Division of Licensing

Enclosures:
As stated

cc: See next page
,

# e . g

f
*;r .,

.

.s

*

y

B

e

.% ,. _e4 : -*

_ . , _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ " * * " ' '



.. -. .

'
-

. .

. . . . .
. .

|

MIDLAND

Mr. J. W. Cook w/o enc 1. ;.

Vice President "

Consmers Power Company |
1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson, Michigan 49201

cc: Michael I. Miller, Esq. w/o encl. Mr. Don van Farrowe, Chief w/o encl.
Ronald G. Zamarin, Esq. Division of Radiological Health
Alan S. Farnell, Esq. Department of Public Health
Isham, Lincoln & Beale P.O. Box 33035

'

Three First National Plaza, Lansing, Michigan 48909
51st floor

-

Chicago, Illinois 60602 Mr. Steve Gadler w/ encl.
,

2120 Carter Avenue
James E. Brunner, E:q. w/o encl. St. Paul, Minnesota 55108-

Consmers Power Company
212 West Michigan Avenue U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission w/o encl.
Jackson, Michigan 49201 Resident Inspectors Office

Route 7
Ms. Mary Sinclair w/ encl. Midland, Michigan 48640
5711 Summerset Drive
Midland, Michigan 48640 Ms. Barbara Stamiris , w/ enc 1.

5795 N. River

Assistant Attorney General
- Freeland, Michigan 48623

"

Stewart H. Freeman w/ encl.
*

State of Michigan Environmental Mr. Paul A. Perry, Secretary w/o encl.
Protection Division Consmers Power Company

720 Law Building 212 W. Michigan Avenue
,

Lansing, Michigan 48913 Jackson, Michigan 49201

Mr. Wendell Marshall w/enci Mr. Walt Apley w/o enc 1
Route 10 c/o Mr. Max Clausen
Midland, Michigan 48640 Battelle Pacific North West Labs (PNWL)

Battelle Blvd.
Mr. Roger W. Huston w/o enci SIGMA IV Building
Suite 220 Richland, Washington 99352
7910 Woodmont Avenue
Bethesda, Maryland 20814 Mr. I. Charak, Manager w/o enc 1.

NRC Assistance Project
Mr. R. B. Borsum w/o enci. Argonne National Laboratory
Nuclear Power Generation Division 9700 South Cass Avenue
Babcock & Wilcox Argonne, Ilitn'ois 150439
7910 Woodmont Avenue, Suite 220
Bethesda, Maryl and 20814 James G. Keppler, Regional Administrator

U.S. Huslear Regula' tory Commission, -
,

Cherry 8. Flynn w/enci Region III
Suite 3700 799 Roosevelt Road
Three First National Plaza Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137 w/o encl.
Chicago, Illinois 60602

.

-

I
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Mr.'J. W. Cook -2-
'

..

cc: Lee L. Bishop w/ encl.
Harmon & Weiss
1725 I Street, N.W., Suite 506
Washington, D. C. 20006

Mr. Ron Callen w/o encl.
Michigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way
P.O. Box 30221
Lansing, Michigan 48909

_

Mr. Paul Rau w/o encl.*

Midland Daily News
124 Mcdonald Street
Midland, Michigan 48640

Billie Pirner Garde w/ encl.
Director, Citizens Clinic

for Accouatable Government
Government Accountasility Porject
Institute for Policy Studies
1901 Que Street, N.W. .

Washington, D. C. 20009

.
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Supplemental page to the Midland OM, OL Service List

Mr. J. W. Cook ..- 3 -
*

cc: Commander, Naval Surface Weapons Center w/o encl.
ATTN: P. C. Huang

.

White Oak
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

'

| Mr. L. J. Auge, Manager w/o encl.
| Facility Design Engineering
' Energy Technology Engineering Center

P.O. Box 1449
Canoga Park, California 91304-

Mr. Neil Gehring w/o encl.
U.S. Corps of Engineers
NCEED - T
7th Floor
477 Michigan Avenue
Detroit, Michigan 48225

Charles Bechhoefer, Esq. w/ encl.
Atomic Safety & Licensing Board

-

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

.

Dr. Frederick P. Cowan w/ encl.
Apt. B-125
6125 N. Verde Trail
Boca Raton, Florida 33433

Jerry Harbour, Esq. w/ encl.
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Geotechnical Engineers, Inc. w/o encl.
ATTN: Dr. Steve J. Paulos
1017 Main Street
Winchester, Massachusetts 01890 - -

.
,

.

.

'
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Feb: uary 9,1983;

.

f

.

Mr. J. G. Keppler, Administrator
Region III, Office of Inspection

and Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
799 Roosevelt Road.

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Mr. D. G. Eisenhut, Director .

,

Division of Licensing
Office of fluclear Reactor Regulation-

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Con. mission
Wasnington, DC 20555

Subject: Midland Indecencent Design Verification Program
'

We are pleased to transmit for your review centrolled cocies of the
Project Quality Assurance ?lan (PQAP), Revision 1 and Engineering
Program Plan (EPP), Revision 1, for the subject program. Mr. Kepoler
has been assigned copy 017 and Mr. Eisenhut copy 018.

Revision 0 corrected pages for each of these documents is enclosed
f,r your information.

Sincerely,

/. .

l -;.

Howard A. Levin
Project Manager

4

Enclosure

cc: w/o enclosure
G. Keeley, CPC
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l.0 GENERAL

1.1 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE
.

The Nuclear Reguletory Commission (NRC) issued a letter on July 9,1982 which

requested that Consumers Power Company (CPC) provide for an independent
essessment of the design odequacy of the Midland picnt. CPC responded to this

request on October 5,1982 by submitting cn outline of the scope of a proposed

independent review program. A public meeting wcs held on October 25,1982 et
the NRC's Bethesde, Merylcnd offices to discuss details of the proposed progrcm.

During this meeting, the NRC requested teat the scope bf the independent design

essessment progrcm be expended, including cn ossessment of the quality of

construction.

TERA Corporation hcs been selected by CPC cnd cpproved by the NRC to scope,

manage, cnd implement the Midland Independent Design and Construction
Verification (IDCV) Program. The selection of TERA is bcsed upon the firrn's
technical qualifications, experience, and independence from the Mid!cnd project

including cl! individuals who may contribute to the IDCV Program,

t

This project instruction, or Engineering Program Plcn (the Picn), hcs been
established to outline the scope, philosophy of review, methodology,
independence requirements, orgcnization, control, documentation, reporting, cnd

quclity assurance requirements for the Midland IDCV Program.

The IDCV cpproach selected is a review and evaluation of a detailed " vertical

slice" of the Midland project with a focus on providing on overcil essessment of

the quality of the design, and the constructed picnt. Therefore, the primcry
emphasis of the IDCV evoluotion is on the end results of the design cnd

.
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in Sections 1.3 and 3.1.2 of this Plan were incorporated to develop the initial

motrix. The design crecs of the IDV review metrix for the AFW system are
divided into three mejor divisions: AFW system performcnce requirements, AFW.

system protection features, and structures that house the AFW system. The
design crecs oddressed within each of these major divisions cre discussed in .
Sections 3.1.3.1, 3.l.3.2, and 3.1.3.3 of this Plan, respectively. As previously,,

mentioned, the identified review scope is subject to chcnge depending upon the

IDV progrcm findings.

Beccuse the AFW system semple selection interfaces with other systems, it is
necesscry to define the boundcries for items within the scope of the IDV.' In
general for the AFW system, the selection wcs mcde to include all components

identified cs being part of the AFW system on Bechtel P&lD drawing M439
sheets 3A cnd 38, revision 9. Specific interface points are es follows:

I

'

,.

e

O .

.
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AFW SYSTEM SAMPLE SELECTION BOUNDARIES -

Interface Point (component
Interfacing System included in AFW)

,

Maia Steam Volves 074 cnd 077 I
*

NSSS Steam Generator Nozzles
Service Water A Volve 283
Service Water B Valve 282

*

.

Unit 2 Condensate Tcnk (from) Valve 008
Condenser Hotwells Volve 006
Unit I Condensate Tcnk (return) Velve 019

Velve 017Cooling Pond (return)2cc/dc Power System Brecker er fuse interf.ceing AFW
__ components with power source

ESFAS AFW cctuction system cnd FOGG
McIn FW Loop A Valve 303
Vents cnd Orcins First Volve
HVAC

NOTES:

1. P&lO M-432, Sheet lA, Revision

2. Power supplies dedicated to AFW system cre within semple selection
boundcries.

'
.

'

,.

O

e

t
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.
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-

added, " revision 9" after 3A and changed rev. 9 to
rev. 10 after 3B

w

Pg; 25- Add System Selection Boundary for HVAC:
add, "AFW pump room fan coolers and associated

ductwork and supports"
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1.0 GENERAL
,

.

l.1 BACKCROUND AND PURPOSE

|
The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) issued a letter on July 9,'l982 which

requested that Consumers Power Company (CPC) provide for on independent
assessment of the design adequacy of the Midiend plant. CPC responded to this

request on October 5,1982 by submitting an outline of the scope of a proposed

independent review program. A public mIeting wcs held on October 25,1982 of
the NRC's Bethesda, Maryland offices to discuss details of the proposed progrcm.

During this meeting, the NRC requested that the scope of the independent design

essessment program be expanded, including on assessment of the quality of

construction,
.

TERA Corporation has been selected by CPC, subject to NRC approval, to scope,

manage, and implement the Midland Independent Design ond Construction
Verificction (IDCV) Program. The selection of TERA is based upon the firm's i

technical qualifications, experience, and independence from the Midland project

including all individucts who may contribute to the IDCV Program.

This project instruction, or Engineering Program Plcn (the Plon), hos been'

established to outline the scope, philosophy of' review, methodology,
Is.. ependence requirements, organization, control, d5cumentation, reporting, and

,

quality assurance requirements for the Midiond IDCV Program.

The IDCV opproach selected is a review and evoluction of a detailed " vertical . _.

s! Ice" of the Midion'd proj'ect with a focus on providing on overall assessment of

the quality of the design and the constructed plant. Therefore, the primary ,

emphasis of the IDCV evolvation is on the end results of the design and

DC-82-13
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.

construction process and not on on evoluotion of the process itself which is

typical of the more common quality assurance audit. The " vertical slice"

, cdnstitutes a carefully selected sample of two safety systems from which the
results of the IDCV may be extrapolated to other similarly designed and

,

constructed systems. Thus, the IDCV is intended to provide the necessary
assurance to CPC, NRC, and the public that the Midland Plant is designed and

constructed such that it is capoble to function in occordance with its safety

design bases and that opplicable licensing commitments have been properly

implemented.
--

1.2 OVERVIEW OF IDCV SCOPE

The Midiond iDCV ' consists of two moJor components: the Independent Design

Verificotton (IDV) Program and the Independent Construction Verification (ICV)

Program. The Unit 2 ouxiliary feedwater (AFW) system ond the (second system -
to be supplied) have been selected as applicable samples of the design

engineering and construction efforts at the Midland plant. These systems were
selected based upon the system selection criterio discussed in Section 1.3 of this

Plan.
.

The scope of review corresponds directly to the design and construction chains,
_

addressing major octivities and outputs of the various contributing engineering
and construction disciplines. Accordingly, the design ond construction process,

from concept to installation, hydros, functional ona preoperational testing will
be evoluoted. Interfoces between CPC, Bobcock cnd Wilcox (B&W), the nuclear

steorn system supplier NSSS) vendor, Bechtel, the architect-engineer (A-E), and

other contractors will be identified and evoluoted relative to such items as the
*

proper tronsfer and interp'retotion of design or construction informotion.
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~ NtTIAL SAMPLE REVIEW MATRIX FOR Tl-E AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM
MIDLAbO INDEPEPOENT DESlCN VERIFICATION PROGRAM ,

f SCOPE OF REVIEW

| 5 1|||
|

8' [' '

DEllCN AREA f s! I't8

||PfI
-

-

_

.

Arw SYSTEv PERFCRV ANCE REQUIREVENTS
.

1.

X X X

f
$YSTEM OPERAT(NC LIMITS X
ACCIDENT ANALY$15 CON 510ERATIONS ~X X X
$lNCLE FAILURE

*
,

X X
TECPf41 CAL $PECIFICAT10N5

.

X X
SYSTEM ALICNMENT/5WITCMOVER X ,

REMOTE OPERATION AND SHUTDOWN
X X

$YSTEM ISOLATION / INTERLOCK $ .

Xf
OVERPRES$URE PROTECTION *

X X X X .,
j

COMPONENT FUNCTIONAL REQUIREMENTS
^

J X X X
$YSTEM HYOR.JJUC DESIGN

<

X X X.
$YSTEM PCAT REMOVAL CAPA8tLITY -

X
COOLING REQUIREMENTS

X X
W ATER SUPPLIES

PRESERVICE TESTINC/CAPA81LITY FOR X
OPERATIONAL TESTING

X X
POWER SUPPUE5

X
ELECTRICAL CHARACTERISTICS X

X X
PROTECTIVE OEVICE5/5CTTING5' ,

*X X, X X .

'

INSTRUMENTATION
| X X X

CONTROL SYSTEMS
X

ACTUATION SYSTEMS X
NDE COMMITMENTS X X
MATERIALS $ELECTlON

; * .

FIGURE l.2-2a
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INITIAL SAMPLE REVIEW MATRIX F.OR TM AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM
MIDLAFO INDEPENDENT DESIGN NERIFICATION PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

SCOPE OF RENEW

1
~

L a 4 q11
es

DE$lCN AREA g C' " pj g

r[i p r$ ef&~

i
-

.

.

II. AFW $YSTEM PROTECTICN FE ATURE$

| X
$El$MIC OE$1CN

X X X X X4

PRES $URE 80VNOARYe
X X X X X

PIPE /EQUtPMENT $UPPCRT Xe
ik X X -

EQUIPMENT GUALIFICATIONe

i:is!!
HICH ENERCY LINE BREAK ACCCENTS

X
*

X X X X
e PIPE WHIP -

-

X
JET IMP!NCEMENT

,

*

X
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

X X X X X -

ENVIRONMENTAL ENVELCPESe *

X X X X
EQu!PMENT OUALIFICATIONe

X ,

e HVAC OE$lCN

X X X
FIRE PROTECTION

; X
Mi$$iLE PROTECTION'

X X X
SYSTEM 31NTERACTION

lit. $7AUCTURES THAT HOU$E THE AFw $YSTEM
*

X X X X
$(l$MIC OE5|CN/ INPUT TO EQUIPMENT '

WINO & TORNADO OE$1CN/ MIS $1LE PROTECT!CN'
X

| X
FLOOO PROTECTION *

X .

HELSA LOAD $*

CIVIL /$T RUCTURAL OE$lCN CON $10ERATICN$
X

,

*

X X X
-

o FOUPCATION$
X X X X

CONCRETE /$ TEEL OC$lCNe
X X X

e TAtKS + .

,

FIGURE I.2 2b
.
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INITIAL SAMPLE REVIEW MATRIX FOR THE AUXILIARY FEEDWATER, SYSTEM

MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAM

SCOPE OF REVIEW

r!||9s,
d

SYSTEM / COMPONENT -! n ,1.
,

. b
ff

k

/ ///i !//
k ~

1 2

1. MECHANICAL _
"

e EOUtPMENT x x x x x
'

e PIPING x x x x

o PIPE $UPPORT$ x x x x
,

it. ELECTRICAL

e EOU!PMENT x x x x x
x

e TRAY $ ANO $UPPORTS X

e CONOUlf AND $UPPORTS X X -

e CA8LE x x x x x

fil. INSTRUMENTATf0N AND CONTROL .

e INSTRUMENT $ x x x x x

e PlPING/ TUBING x x

e CABLE x x

.

IV. HV AC

e EOutPMENT x x x x x'

'

e DUCTS Ato $VPPORTS X x

Y. STRUCTURAL

FkXhCATIONS x xe

e CONCRETE x x x
, ,

e STRUCTURALSTEEL x x x

FIGURE I.2 3
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Figure 1.21 shows the inter-relationship between the Midland design and
construction process and the Midland IDCV program. Figures 1.2-2a,1.2-2b and

1.2-3 present the IDCV scope in the form of matrices which identify the Initial
* level of review and evoluotion in each design or construction oreo respectively.

It should be noted that the scope of review is dynamic and subject to change os

more emphasis will be given to any items which are suspect to the review team

or to Identify the extent and root cause of identified findings. Accordingly,
,

these matrices represent the initial IDCV "somple".

l.3 SYSTEMS SELECTION CRITERIA
~

.

The selection of the auxiliary feedwater system and the (second system - to be

sveolied) was bosed upon the following six criterio:

importance to Safety - Th'e system should have o relo-e
tively high level of importance to the overall safety of
the Midland Plant. .

inclusion of Design and Construction Interfoees - Thee
-system should be one which involves multiple interfaces

.
'

among engineering and construction disciplines as well cs
design and construction organizations, such as the NSSS
vendor, orchitect engineer, constructor, and subtier con-
tractors. The system should otso be one where design or
construction changes have occurred and thus provide the
ability to test the effectiveness of the design and con-
struction process exercised by principal internal and
external organizations or disciplines in or.cos of design or
construction change,

Ability to Extropolate Results - The system should beo
sufficiently representative of other safety systems such
that the design criterio, design and construction control

<

1

ond change processes are similar so that extropolation of I
findings to other systems con be undertaken with confl.
dence.

.

DC-82-13
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Diverse in Content - The major engineering and con- . .o
struction disciplines should all have input to the design of

'

the system.

Sensitive to Previous Experience - The system should be'- e
one which includes design or construction disciplines or*

interfaces which have previously exhibited problems and
thus a test of the system should be indicative of any
generic condition. .

Ability to Test As-Built Instellation - The system con-e
figuration should be sufficiently completed that the
os-built configuration con be verified ogoinst design.

%.

| Each system was selected offer consider 5 Ion of a number of other condidate

j systems. The Midland Plant probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) was utilized as a
tool to essess the importance to sofety on the bosis of the contribution to overall;

plant risk. The profile for this criterion as well es each of the other five criterio
was suf ficiently high for the auxiliary feedwater system and the (second system -

i to be supplied) to justify their selection.
!

.

1.4 INDEPENDENCE REQUIREMENTS
,

/

The Midiond IDCV progrom will be conducted in accordance with the
" independence" criterio documented in a letter from Nunzio J. Pollodino,

. Chairman, NRC, to the Honorable John D. Dingell, Chairman, Committee on

Energy and Commerce, United States House of Representatives, dated
,

,

Febrvory 1,1982. The following criteria are excerpted 'from Enclosure 3 of this

letter _

;

- .

j
i

,

1
*

| DC-82-13
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"The competence of the Individuals or componies is the most
important factor in the selection of an auditor. Also, the
companies or individuals may not have had any direct previous
involvement with the octivities of Diablo Canyon (Midiond) that
they will be reviewing.*

.

,

In addition, the following factors will be considered in
evolvating the question of independence:' .

1) Whether the individuals or companies involved had been '

previously hired by PG&E (CPC) to do similar seismic
(delete seismic) design work.

2) Whether ony individual involved had been previously
employed by PG&E (CPC) (and the nature of the
employment).

3) Whether the Individual owns or controls significant
'

amounts of PG&E (CPC) stock.

4) Whether members of the present household of Individuals
involved are employed by PG&E (CPC).

5) Whether any relatives are employed by PG&E (CPC) in o
management capacity.

.

In addition to the obove considerations, the following
procedural guidelines will be used to assure independence:

1) An auditable record will be provided of all comments on
draft or final reports, ony changes mode os a result of*

such comments, and the reasons for such chonges; el the
consultant will issue only a final report (without prior
IIcensee comment).

~

2) NRC will assume and exercise the respo sibility for
serving the report on all porties."

:__

The Individeols taking port in the Midland IDCV program meet the preceeding
.

criteria and have signed a statemeni ottesting to this foct.-

.-

DC-82-13
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TERA Corporation is under contract to CPC to provide the engineering services

necessory to complete the Midiond IDCV program. Prior to this contract, TERA

hos never been under contract to CPC.
'

=.

The contract requires TERA to molntoin on auditobte record to document the

process leoding to findings os well as meetings to discuss findings. Section 4.0 of
this Plan oddresses documentation requirements which have been developed to

meet obligotions of the contract.

Section 5.0 of this Plan oddresses the report generation process, during the IDCV

program to report findings and at its conclusion as o final report. TERA will
maintain on auditable record of oil comments on the draft finct report.

2.0 ORGANIZATION AND CONTROL
.

2.1 PROJECT ORGANIZATION

The project organization is addressed in Section 2.1 of the Project Guolity
Assurance Plan (PGAP), Midland independent Design and Construction Verifico-

tion Program, Project 3201. Figure 2.1-1 provides the project organization chart.
Technical and administrative personnel (not shown) receive assignments directly

from the Project Mcnoger (PM). The PM serves os the point of contact with
CPC. The Project Quality Assurance Engineers report, to the Executive Vice
President, TERA, but will work with the PM in resolving deficiencies or mcking

recommendations.

...
,

I

.
\
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PROJEC.T, ORGANIZATION
-x

.

._

MIDLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGN AM) CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION PROGRAM '
.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY CONSUMERS POWER

COMMISSION COMPANY
*

I
- I

1 1

I i
----- a.

u-----1.

|-

ii SENIOR REVIEW TEAMN .

PRINCIPAL-IN-CHARGE Donald Davis-~~'g%cggopygic'yc7
John Beck William Hall

****** 70N1t$dYcyfg*y Robert Wilsonv
ar maxct)

_

PROJECT OA . PROJECT MANAGER
.....

Chuck Lemon Howard Levin
- .

i

STRUCTURAL REVIEW SYSTEMS REVIEW ELECTRICAL REVIEW

Curt Stoley Richord Sncider Lionel Bates

*
,

CONSTRUCTION MECHANICAL REVIEW
VERIFICATION Frank Dougherty

Curt Stoley
- .

'
.,

g

FIGURE 2.1-1

-- -- ..- ..
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2.2 AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIBILITY
.

~

The project authority and responsibility is addressed in Section 2.2 of the POAP,

Project 3201, os augmented by vorious project instructions and engineering
7

'

] control procedures which are referenced in the PGAP.

i
The Principol-in-Charge (PIC) is responsible for helping establish the general

philosophy of review, setting forth guidcnce to the Project Manager and the Lecd
TTechnical Reviewers (LTR), cssisting os cn interfcce with the Senior Review

Team (SRT), NRC and Consumers Power Company and reviewing / concurring in

all final reports.

The Project Manager is responsible for planning and direct supervision of all in-
,

house activities undericken os required to fulfill the contract requirements. All

documentation, correspondence, repoits, calculations, etc., issued to Consumers

Power Company are to be issued under his signature or otherwise receive his

opproval as required by the applicable Engineering Control Procedure or Project

Instruction.

I The Project Monoger is responsible for planning and overall management of cli
outside octivities performed by subcontroctors or Associates, but may delegate

responsibility for supervision to other individuals within the project. This

delegation of authority and responsibility is documemedly issvonce of a Project i

Instruction. Documentation may be issued to the subcontractor or Associate
under the signature of the designoted individual, but shcIl receive prior opproval

of the Project Manager.
~

-

. .
,

As requested by the PIC, the Senior Review Team (SRT) is responsible for the

review of Open, Confirmed or Resolved (OCR) Item Reports, Finding Reports,

Finding Resolution Reports and Final Reports to ossess the technical volidity and

DC-82-13 |

|
. 1
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significance of project team conclusions and the proper classification of OCRs
and Findings. (These reports are defined in Section 5.0 of this Pion). The SRT

may of any time recommend to the Principol-in-Charge that the Project
Monoger expand the scope of review, provide clarification or reassess elements*

of the review.
.

The Lead Technical Reviewers (LTR) are responsible for monogement cnd

implementation of all review octivities within their discipline of review,
including supervision of individuals on the project and outside activities
performed by Associates. The LTRs report to the Project Manager. The LTRs
are responsible for the classification of OCRs and Findings, the preparation of

Finding Reporis cnd Finding Resolution Reports.

The Project Quality Assurance Engineer is responsible for verification of the
implementation of the PGAP and will perform audits of applicable procedures
and instructions implementation in accordonce with Section 6.3 and ECP-5.6.

2.3 ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROL 3

The pr'oject odministrative control is oddressed in Section 4.0 of the PGAP,
Project 3201, os augmented 'by various project instructions and engineering

control procedures which are referenced in the PGAP. ,

:

Procedures and instructions are addressed which will be implemented to control

documentation generated on the Midiond IDCV project which is subject to quality
assurance and control measures or is required to provide on auditable record of

the IOCV review process leading to Findings. The following documents are
controlled; engineering evoluotions, documents .ond reports, calculations,
onelyses, computer analyses, POAP, quality assurance documents, personnel ,

DC-82-13
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qualifications, correspondence, Open, Confirmed and Resolved item Reports,
Finding Reports, Finding Resolution Reports, Engineering Program Plan and

, external communications.
.

I

! 3.0 ENGINEERING PROGRAM PLAN METHODOLOGY
,

'

This section provide; the overcil method of opproach for the IOV cnd ICV

portions of the IDCV with pcrticular emphasis on those features of the
methodology which are common to both. Specific details of the methodology for
the IDV and ICV cre addressed below in Sections 3.1 and 3.2, respectively.

The initial review step includes the identification and review of pertinent
documents to permit on understanding of the design and construction choins,

including the interrelationships between the organizations and suborganizations

porticipating in the Midland project. Next, the design bases in the form of
regulotory requirements and design criterio are identified cnd reviewed in
pcrollel with a review of project design and construction related experienc'e.
The design bases review will provide on overall understanding of the plcint and

system, design. The project design and construction experience review will be
conducted to ensure that the IDCV progrcm encompasses previously identified

problem crecs to verify that these have been adequately addressed and that they

do not exist elsewhere in the some or similar form. ,.

For the systems, components, and structures identified in Sections 3.l.3 and

3.2.3, detailed information which documents the implementation of the design
,

and construction commitments will be identified, reviewed, and evotected. The

IDCV review and evoluction process will be documented in accordance with the

procedures oddressed in Section 4.0 of this Plon. The reporting of findingsfe -

e

DC-82-13
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Inc!vding the disposition of items potentic!!y leading to findings will be reported

in occordonce with the procedures oddressed in Section 5.0 of this Plan. The
.

IDCV will be conducted in occordance with opplicable provisions of 10 CFR 50,
,

Appendix B, which are oddressed in Section 6.0 of this Plon.

.

3.1 INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERif~iCATION METHODOLOGY

r

ANSI N45.2.ll defines design verification as the " process of reviewing, conform-

ing, or substenticting the design by one_or more methods to provide cssurance

that the design meets specified inputs." Design inputs include design boses or
criterio, regulatory requirements, codes and standords, cnd other design commit-

ments. The IDV includes a determination of the design inputs; on evoluotion'of

their occuracy, consistency, and odequocy; ond on evolvation of the im;Iemento-

tion of these commitments. The emphasis will be on making a determination of

the overoll quality of the design and en ossessment of its compliance with
licensing commitments. The review opproach hos been designed to be
introspective in making this overall quality assessment by integrating the mcny

design inputs and licensing commitments. This integrated ossessment will ensure

that cll perometers have been considered which cre important for the system in

meeti,ng its functionc! requirements.

The IDV methodology will utilize the cpplicable guidelines of ANSI N45.2.ll.
The methodology will include diverse opprooches such cs checking original

,

calculations, conducting o!!ernative confirmatory calculations, or checking
design ouputs including drawings or specifications. Where independent calculo-

tions are utilized, the may incorporofe methods which cre either similar to or
different from the original design. In certain instances tbse independent
calculations will be " blind," in that the origino! design calculations will be

-s
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compared to the independent calculations upon their completion, without p.rior

review by the IDV analyst.

The categories to be reviewed for certain design creas include review of design .*

criteric and commitments, review of implementing documents, checks of calcu-.

lotions and evolvations, confirmatory calculations or evaluations, and, checks of

- drawings and specifications. These categories are defined in Section 3.1.1. As a.

rule, all design creas will not be reviewed in each of the preceding categories.
For example, o design creo for the APN system is "heet removal capability."
This item would not typically have drawings and specifications associated with it

In other instances, it moy be the judgment 'of the review
~

as o direct output.
team based upon experience that emphasis is not needed in certain categories'for

each design oreo.

The bases for sompte selection are presented in Section 3.1.2, and the definition

of the scope of review is provided in Sections 3.1.3 and 3.1.4 for the APN system
and (second system - to be supolied), respectively. The !DV will be conducted~

Additionolutilizing detailed checklists which are described in Section 3.1.5.

sampling and verification that may be conducted as a result of the IDV cre

discussed in Section 3.1.6.
'

3.1.1 CATEGORIES OF REVIEW: THE DESIGN CHAIN
-

The categories of review selected include the major design activities identified

in the design chain. The IDV review categories included cre:
i
1

Review of design criteria and commitmentse

Review of implementing documentse

j
DC-82-13
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e Check of calculations and evoluotions

Confirmatory calculations or evoluotions. e
.

Check of drawings and specifications- e

6

j Each of thes'e categories is described in detail in sections 3.1.1.1 through 3.I.l.5 ,

respectively. Checklists have been prepored for each of these categories to aid'

IDCV reviewers in the implemenrotion of their review. These checi<!ists are
,,

discussed in section 3.1.5.
_.

~ 3.1.1.1 Review of D-sign Criterio and Commitments

An identification and review of the design criterio and commitments concerning

each specific design crea will be performed. This review category provides the

assurance that oil necessory design inputs are considered in the IDV. The results

of this review of design criterio and commitments are then used in subsequent

sfoges ' here oppropriate. The review of design criteria and commitments begins
'

w

with on identification of oppropriore criteria for tne system. Such criteria may
be determined from sources such as the FSAR, the docket file,10 CFR 50,

Appendix A, criterio suppplied by the NSSS vendor, industry codes and standards,

and other documents which provide criterio for system design.

'

3.1.1.2 Review of imoiementing Documents -
.

Implementing documents are those design documents which translate the design

inputs into working level documentation. Typically, implementing documents
include design crite~rio documents, project procedures, stondord design proctices,

specific plant design basis documents, drawings, and calculo'bns. Most fre-
|

|

-. |
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quently, implementing documents are intermediate steps in the design pro' cess
which cre subsequently used to produce design outputs. It is important that

design inputs are properly interpreted and documented in implementing docu-
ments. Therefore, the objective of the review is to determine the existence and

'
4

general reasonableness of the documentation and whether the documentation
.

*

correctly reflects the design inputs.'

2

Design outputs are defined as documents such as drawings, specifications, and
similar materials defining technical requirements for the fabricction, instello-

tion,. or construction of the system. In:some cases, the design process mcy
reduce design outputs with !.itermediate documentation. In these ecses, the
design output documents are reviewed for the opplication of the design criteria

.

and commitments os port of the check of drawings and specifications.
.

3.1.1.3 Check of Calculations and Evoluotions
.

When specified, o detailed check of calculations and evoluotions is made (i.e.
;

Inputs, assumptions, methodology, outputs, etc.). This activity follows the

review of design criteria and commitments and the review of implementing
documents. The check may toke several forms, ranging from o number-by-,

,

number detailed mothemetical check to o review and evolvation of outputs for

reasonobleness. The overall presentation of the sampled calculations and
evoluotions will otso be reviewed to verify that all steps are clearly presented

and consistent throughout. The iDV reviewer may,.ct his discretion, choose to
;

conduct on alternative calculation as a means of confirming his judgment on the

adequacy of the design calculation or evoluotion. Where computer programs
were used in the analysis, the reviewer will verify that oppropriate inputs have

-

been used in the solculation, and that the oppropriate outputs have been
identified. Additionally, it will be necessory to determine that the computer

,

! OC-82-13
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programs used have been verified in occordance with appropriate verificotion

procedures.

.

3.1.l.4 Confirmatory Cc!culations or Evoluotions
.

For selected crecs, confirmotory calculations or evoluotions will be performed.

Generally, these evoluotions will be made to confirm judgements relative to the
review of creas which are suspect to the IDCV reviewer; however, " blind"
confirmotory calculations will be undertaken in pre-selected creas to
independently verify the original' desigfr calculations.

Such. confirmatory

evoluotions will be performed by obtaining the necessary input dato and
The reviewerindependent specification of calculation or evoluotion objective.

will select and cpply the cppropriate techniques to ochieve the end results. Such

ec|wlation methods will be performed without benefit if first reviewing the
existing design calculational method. In order to preserve the " blind" nature of

this approoch, it will be necessory that a person other than the reviewer of the

implementing documents perform the confirmatory calculation or evoluotion.
The confirmatory eciculation or evo!votion will be performed under procedures

oppropriate for the type of calculation or evoluotion being performed. To the
extent, appropriate, the calculation or evoluotion will be equivalent to that

initially performed. Af ter completion of the confirmatory calculation or
|

evoluotion, a comparison between the original calculation and the confirmotory

methods will be mode to determine whether differences exist. If differences )~

occur, o determination will be mode to ossess whether these differences are due

' to the inherent nature of the calculation methods chosen or due to errors.

For example, dif ferences may result due to the selection by the originator of

simplifying or consdrvative assumptions, in the event that the original calculo-
tion is more conservative than the confirmatory eciculation and meets design

l
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On the other
basis acceptance criterio, no further action will be necessary.I

^ hand, if the confirmatory ccteu!otion uses more conservative methods, a check
of the nriginal calculation will be made to determine whether the difference in
degree of conservatism is oppropriate.

.

,

-

.
3.1.1.5 Check of Drowings and Soecifications'

Where appropriate, design outputs such as drawings and specifications will be
.,

reviewed and checked to assure that they occurately and consistently reflect
that which hos been co!!ed for in design documents such calculations. Drawings
ond specifications will otso be reviewed to determine whether design change'

notices and fie!d change notices have been incorporated. In cases where several
related drawings exist, a cross-comparison among drawings will be mode.
Additionally, o review will be mode of correspondence with vendors to determine
the existence of deviations from the specifications and the approval by the

design organization of such change .
.

3.1.2 BASES FOR SAMPLE SELECTION
.

The crjteria which have been applied to the selection of the AFW system and
(second system - to be supplied) also apply to the selection of specific structures
or components to be reviewed within each design creo of the IDV, including the'

As a rule, the. selection is based upon
depth of review in each design oreo.
engineering judgment, os statistical techniques ose considered to be largely
inoppropriote for o design verification program. Senior members of the project
team with requisite experience ore responsible for selecting the sample and

This process provides greater assurance then a randomdetermining its size.
sampling plan since the initial IDV sample is purposely biased towards typical
problem areos. Furthermore, the initial sompte is considered brood enough to

*

. .
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ensure that significont deficiencies could not propogote through the AFW system
- or the (second system - to be suoolied) without being detected.
-

.

.

In the course of designing a nuclear power plant, numerous reviews and
evolvations are typically performed. These reviews and evoluotions ,moy result

.

in the identification of creos requiring additional work. These rev'iews and
evoluotions reflect the project's design experience and are a valuable input to
the refinement of the IDV scope and sompte selection. In order to make use ofe

this information, o review was made of th_e ongoing inspection programs, 50.55e
~

reports, NRC inspection reports, audit reports, cnd similar documentation.
Three criteria ore used to modify the initial sample. The first criterion is 'that

creos experiencing repeated design related problerns would receive on increased

leve'l of review in the IDV program in order to verify that these problems have

been odequately oddressed and that they do not exist elsewhere in the some or
similar form. The second criterion is that those orecs which have not previously

received extensive review octivities would also be subjected to o higher
frequency of sampling in order to achieve o sufficient degree of assurance of the

odequocy of the design. The third criterion is that those creas where potential

findings have been identified, additional sompting would be considered if
oppropriate to fully assess the extent and root cause. ' '

3.l.3 DEFINITION OF REVIEW SCOPE FOR THE AFW SYSTEM

Section 3.1.1 identified the categories of review whic's essentially correspond t'o
~

major activities of the design chain. When combined with a listing of each of the |
design creos, o motrix is formed which con be utilized to direct the conduct of |
the IDV effort for each system in the program. This matrix is shown on Figures

,

3.1-10 and 3.1-Ib for the AFW system. A set of "X" marks are shown which
indicate the review scope opplicable to each design oreo. The criterio discussed
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INITIAL SAMPLE REVIEW MATRIX FOR THE AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM
MIDLA!O INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAM ,

[. SCOPE OF REVtEW

i !L !!
8' f 't 5 y

" Y*- .* wW

lg[ei si n aDESIGN AREA

e s! E! b

f!/Pfi)|

AFw SYSTEM PERFCRM ANCE REOutRYvENTS1.

X X X
SYSTEM CPERATINC LIMITS 7
ACCICENT ANALYSIS CON $10ERATIONS X X X
SINCLE FAILURE $ji{:{;

X X
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS i:18i:

*

X X
SYSTEM AllCNMENT/5WITCHOVER

X
REMOTE OPERATION AND SHUTDOWN

X X
SYSTEM ISOLATION / INTERLOCK 5

X
OVERPRESSURE PROTECTION

X X X X
COMPONENT FUNCTIONAL REQUIREMENTS

X X X
SYSTEM HYDRAULIC DESIGN

X X X
SYSTEM HEAT REMOVAL CAPASILITY

X
COOLINC REQUIREMENTS

:! '

X X
WATER SUPPLIES

PRESERVICE TESTINC/ CAPABILITY FOR X
OPERATIONAL TESTING

X X
POWER SUPPUES

X
ELECTRICAL CHARACTERISTICS

X X X
PROTECTIVE OEVICES/SETTINC5

X X X X ??'

INSTRUMENTATION
'

X X X
CONTROL 5YSTEMS

X
ACTUATION 5YSTEMS

X
NDE COMMITMENTS

X X
MATERIAL 5 $ ELECTION, ,

|
i

FIGURE 3.1-la
,
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INITIAL SAMPLE REVIEW MATRIX FOR THE AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM
MIOLAND INDEPENDENT DESIGNVERIFICATION PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

SCOPEOF REVIEW *

|11 ie8-

j! b i h Rl

/t! d dy-

/' / I' /'I;
*

.

1

AFW SYSTEM PROTECTION FE ATURESII.
X

SEI5MIC DESIGN X X X X X
PRESSURE BOUPCARY

X X X X Xo

PIPE! EQUIPMENT SUPPORT
.

CX X X Xe
EQUIPMENT QUALIFICATIONe

X
HlCH ENERGY Lite BREAK ACCIDENTS

X X X X ::i4:!:

e PLPE WHIP
X

KT IMPlNCEMENTe

X
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

X X X X X
ErNIRONMENTAL ENVELOPESe

X X X X
EOULPMENT OUALIFICATIONe

X
HVAC DES!CNe

X X X
FIRE PROTECTION iX
MISSILE PROTECTION

X X X ,

SYSTEMS INTERACTION

111. STRUCTURES THAT HOUSE THE AFw SYSTEM
4

X X X X
SEISMIC OE$lCN/ INPUT TO EOU1PMENT
WINO & TORNADO DESIGN / MIS $lLE PROTECTION

X

X
FLOOD PROTECTION W* ,

X
HELBA LOADS

X
CIVIL /57RUCTURAL DES!CN CONSIDERATIONS {X X X,

FOt tCATIONS'e
X X X X

CONCRETE / STEEL DESIGNe
X X X

e Tate (,5 -. .

__

FIGURE 3.1-Ib
' '
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A

in Sections 1.3 ond 3.1.2 of this Plan were incorporated to develop the initial

motrix. The design arcos of the IDV review matrix for the AFW system are
. divided into three major divisions: AFW system performance requirements, AFW

Thesystem protection features, and structures that house the AFW system.*

design creas oddressed within each of these major divisions are discussed in
Sections 3.1.3.1, 3.l.3.2, and 3.l.3.3 of this Plon, respectively. As previously
mentioned, the identified review scope is subject to change depending upon the

IDV program findings.

Because the AFW system sample selection interfcces with other systems, it is"

necesscry to define the boundcries for items within the scope of the IDV. In

general for the AFW system, the selection wcs mode to include oil components
identified as being port of the AFW system on Bechtel P&lD drowing M439 )

sheets 3A, revision 7, and 38, revision 10. Specific interfcce points cre es

follows:

.

.

* O

L
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AFW SYSTEM SAMPLE SELECTION BOUNDARIES
-

Interf ace Point (component
Interfacing System included in AFW)-

Main Steam Volves 074 ond 077 I
'

NSSS Steam Generator Nozzles
Service Water A Volve 283

*

Service Water B Volve 282
Unit 2 Condensate Tcnk (from) Volve 008
Condenser Hotwells . Volve 006
Unit I Condensate Tonk (return) Velve 019

Volve 017
Cooling Pond (return)2 Brecker or fuse interfccing AFWoc/dc Power System

- components with power source
ESFAS AFW cetuation system cnd FOGG
Main FW Loop A Volve 303
Vents cnd Drains First Volve
HVAC AFW pump room fon coolers and

associated ductwork and 1

- supports

NOTES:
1

1. P&lO M-432, Sheet IA, Revision 5

2. Power supplies dedicated to AFW system cre within somple selection
boundcries.

.

/
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In view of the fact that the design process involves a great number of individuals

and organizations who may have contributed to the project engineering activi-
ties, it is necessary to define o reasonable set of limits on the scope of the IDV.'

,

Criterio were established by the project team to define the end points of the

design chain opplicable to this project. The majority of the design was
'

performed by Bechtel. However, portions of the design moy hove been '

performed or offected by work performed by other orgcnizations including, but
not limited to, Bobcock & Wilcox (B&W), engineering contractors, and equipment

vendors. For the purposes of the verification program, the fo!!owing limitations

were opplied. The information obtainedEy Bechtel from B&W does not receive,
.

as part of the IDV program, en independent evoluotion of the process by which
B&W developed its dato. The verificaticn program verifies that data obtained
from B&W ore consistent cnd reasonable based upon engineering judgment.

Equipment vendors are reviewed to verify that the documents with which they
were supplied are occurate and current and that the results of their design
efforts conform with the specified requirements given to them by Bechtel or
CPC. Vendor documentation will be reviewed to determine that his product

does, in fact, meet opplicable requirements of the specifications. In the event
that deviations are determined to exist, the cppropriate IDCV Program reporting

procedures will be applied. For engineering contrectors, the scopes of work
applicable to these contractors will be determined and, in generol, they will be
trected as if they were port of the Bechtel design organization. That is, they
will not be treated like o vendor who is given a specification and is expected to

deliver o product in conformance with that specificatio'n. They will be treated

os port of a design organization which has similar responsibilities to other parts

of the Bechtel project organization. -

-

The following sections dis' cuss the initic! scope of review for each of the design

oreos.

!
,
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3.l.3.1 AFW System Performance Requirements -

The AFW system will be reviewed to ossess its capobility to perform os required

by the design criteria and commitments. Included in the scope of this portion of*

review are design oreos such as system operating limits, single failure, compo-
nent functional requirements, electrical, instrumentation and control, and
hydraulic design.

3.1.3.1.1 System Operating Limits - Topic 1.1-1

_.

The specified system operating limits will be reviewed to determine whether
they have been cppropriately specified in consideration of functional
performance requirements during normal (startup and shutdown), transient and!

-

I occident conditions. These performence requirements will be generally based

upon NSSS considerations. Specified limits such as heat removal requirements,

pressure requirements, time constroints, and system logic will be reviewed. To
accomplish the preceding, the review will consist of a design criteria and
commitments review, a review of implementing documents, and a check of

calculations and evoluotions.

3.l.3.1.2 Accident Analysis Considerations - Topic l.2-1 -

The FSAR occident onelyses will be reviewed to identify those occidents in
which the AFW may be involved either as a contributor or os on engineered

safety system which helps mitigate the consequences of on occident. An

evoluotion will be mode to determine If the system hos been oppropriately
considered in those onelyses and otso to provide feedback into Topic 1.1-1 to

that system opergting limits oppropriately reflect occident enclysisassure

considerations.

DC-82-13
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3.l.3.1.3 Single Foilure - Topic I.3-1

. All "octive" components (e.g. pumps, motor-operated volves etc.) of the AFW*

system will be reviewed to determine whether the failure of one component con

incopocitate the system or whether the system has sufficient redundoney,
including power supplies, to withstand a single failure. (This will include o
review of the flow logic "motrix" (FOGC system) that is designed to prevent
AFW flow to o depressurized steam generator, and provide steem flow to the

turbine-driven pump only from the "gocid" generator). Automatic and mcnual
~ initiation of the system will be reviewed. To accomplish the preceding,. the
review will consist of a design criteric and commitments review, o review of
implementing documents, and a check of design evoluotions.

3.l.3.1.4 Technical Specifications - Topic 1.4-1
.

The technical specifications will be reviewed to assure that important plant
operating limits ossociated with the AFW system are appropriately cnd occurate-

ly specified, consistent with the intent of the NRC's Standard Technical
Specifications.

t

3.l.3.1.5 System Alignment /Switchover - Topic l.5-1

System olignment criterio and commitments under all modes of operation will be

reviewed u!ong with P&lDs and other implementing documents. Additionally, j

since the AFW system incorporates substantic! switchover copobility between i

Units I ed 2 ovoilable water sources, all switchovers and potential clignments

will lie reviewed ogainst opplicable procedures (if ovailable) to determine
whether the system con meet design objectives. Any switchovers designed to
occur automatically will be reviewed against single failure criterio os discussed

DC-82-13
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previously. Switchovers requiring monvol activities will be reviewe[f by
determining time required versus time available to accomplish necessary octions.

:

. . 3.1.3.1.6 Remote Operation and Shutdown - Topic 1.6-1

The criterio and commitments for safe shutdown from outside the cdntrol room
will be identified and reviewed. Selected components employed to meet the

remote operation requirements will be reviewed as described under Topic l.9-1,

Component Functional Requirements. Other design features applicable to
remote operation will be reviewed under Topic 1.16-1, Electrical Chorocteristics

end Topic l.18-1, instrumentation.

3.l.3.1.7 System isolation / interlocks - Topic 1.7-1

The AFW system criterio, commitments, and implementing documents will be

reviewed to determine the odequacy of all isolation requirements and interlocks

which have been designed to implement system performance requirements. The

single failure review in Topic 1.3 1 will oddress these items os well.

3.l.3.1.8 Overpressure Protection - Topic l.8-1

! The APN system criteria and commitments will be reviewed to ossess the need

for and incorporation of protective devices which may. be required to prevent
system overpressurization for modes of operation. - This review will serve os

i input into Topic l.10-1, System Hydraulic Design.
'

3.l.3.1.9 Component Functional Requirements - Topic 1.9-1
. .

Selected mechanical, electrical, instrumentation and control (E,1&C) compo-

nents specified and used in the AFW system will be reviewed for compliance to

DC-82-I3
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their functional requirements. The development of the functionc! requiremer.ts

,, ill be traced from the AFW system design criteria os dictated by licensingw

. commitments, industry codes and stondords, plant environmental conditions, and.

system performooce requirements for the intended operating modes. The desi.gn

criterio and commitments used for the AFW system will be checkey to ensure
the inclusion of all required design inputs. Component functional requirements

design criterio inc!vde factors such as flow rate, oilowable pressure drops, NPSH,
voltage, device settings, and similar chorocteristics. The design process
(calculations or cnolyses) used to translate _the overall system design criteria into

specific component specifications will old be reviewed. Finally, the validated

component functional requirements will be compared to the component procure-

ment specifications. Equipment seismic and environmental qualification will be
'

considered separctely.

3.1.3.1.10 System Hydraulic Design - Topic 1.10-1

'

A review of criteria and commitments and implementing documents will be made

for .the system hydraulic. design. The system hydraulic design review will clso

include a detailed check of calculations and evoluotions of the system hydraulic
'

porometers. This octivity will incorporate results obtained from the configura-
; tion verification ef fort which is part of the ICV. For exomple, line sizes, lengths

of pipe, and numbers of pipe fittings will be checked in the ICV effort. These

quantities will then be compored ogoinst the basis for;colculations of pressure
,

drop in various portions of the AFW system.

3. l .3. l. l l System Heat Removal Capability - Topic I.Il-1

' ~

Calculations and evaluations performed to demonstrate the adequacy of the
system's heat removal capability will be checked. The scope includes a

.
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comparison between the results of the hydraulic design evoluotion and the

system requirements for heat removal.

..

3.l.3.1.12 Cooling Requirements - Topic 1.12-1

Cooling requirements for AFW mechanical and electrical components will be:

checked and a determination mode that these heat foods have been considered as

design criteria for the interfacing systems.

T
3.1.3.1.13 Wcter Supplies - Topic !.13-1

The criteria established for water supply, from both safety and nonsofety

sources, will be identified. A review will be made of implementing documents

for proper use of these criterio.

3.l.3.1.14 Preservice Testing and Copability for Operational Testing -

Topic !.14-1 ,

A determination will be mode of the design criterio and commitments which

exist for preservice testing and the copobility for operational testing. The
results of this determination will be used in the ICV portion of the IDCV, which

will verify that the system has been constructed such that it con function in
occordonce with its design criteria and commitments.

3.l.3.1.15 Power Supplies - Topic l.15-1

The power supplies functional requirements will be reviewed as described under

Component Functionc! Requirements. As defined by the sompte selection

boundaries described in section 3.1.3, the consideration of power supplies will be
.

*

!
1
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limited to the sizing of circuit breakers, fuses and oc or de power to AFW
Instrument loops. The power supply implementing documents will be checked to

|
. verify the proper consideration of system design criteria and commitments which.

dictate the required power supply ratings or sizing. The AFW system design
requirements for separation, redondoney, and single-failure wi,Il also be
determined for power supplies and the implementing documents reviewed for

compliance.

3.1.3.1.16 Electrical Chorecteristics - Topic 1.16-1

The AFW system electrical chorecteristics as determined by design criteria and

commitments will be reviewed to verify that all required commitments and
criteria have been addressed. This will include o consideration of roting cnd fire

protection properties of cable, ccble separotion, system electrical separation,
ccble sizing and voltage drop, and the sizing of electrical motor starters.

3.1.3.1.17 Protective Devices / Settings - Topic 1.17-1

Protective circuit breakers artfuses will be reviewed on a component basis os
'

described cbove. The review process will identify the technical basis for fuse

and selected breaker trip settings. The process will include o review of design

criterio and commitments, component specifications, and implementing docu-
'

ments specifying the protective device, settings for ,the selected protective
~

devices.
,

3.l.3.1.18 Instrumentation - Topic 1.18-1

'

The instrumentation and 'clorms cequired to operate, monitor, and protect the

AFW system; as determined by design criterio, commitments and expected plant.

i
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operations, will be reviewed ogainst that specified for the AFW system to verify

adequacy. The calculations ,to determine instrument ranges and occuracies for
. , normal plant operations, anticipated operational conditions, and for accident

~

conditions will be checked for several representative instrument types to verify -

the odequacy of the specified ronges. Instrument circuit design will also be
checked to verify proper circuit configuration for a sompte of instrumentation
loops.

Calculations for alctm set points or tirne delays for several representative
'

devices (e.g. steam generator water level trip point) will be reviewed for
compliance with design criterio. The implementing specifications or lists
documenting the consideratibn of all the above factors will be reviewed to verify

'

that the original desinn criteria are reflected in the devices chosen for review.

3.1.3.1.19 Control Systems - Topic !.19-l

Design criteric and commitments governing the steam generator water level and

AFW turbine control systems will be checked to verify the inclusion of necessary

regulatory, industry, system performance requirements. Design specifications or

other Implementing documentation will be reviewed to verify that the necessory

requirements were used as input to the control system design. This review will
include o check of coiculations or evoluotions relative to control system
performance, time response, component chorocteristic.s, and separation from

~

actuation systems. FailureJodes Effects Anolyses will be reviewed to verify
that system failures are in the safe direction. Control system circuitry design
(voltoges, curr'ents, polarity) will be reviewed to verify that selected components

will function as intended in the control circuit.

,
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3.1.3.1.20 Actuation Systems - Topic l.20-1

:

. The auxiliary feedwater octuation system (AFWAS - which includes FOGG, feed
'

only good generator) design criterio and commitments will be reviewed to verify

the proper consideration of regulatory commitments, industry codes and,

standards, plant operational requirements and operator actions. The 'criterio will
'

be applied to the octuation system from the sensors required for inputs relative

to the AFW system to the octuation system output devices (relays).

3.l.3.1.21 Nondestructive Examination Commitments - Topic l.21~-1

A determination will be mode of the design criteria and commitments which .

exist for NDE of AFW system piping, components, and structures. The results of

this determination will serve os input to the ICV portion of the IDCV which will

review NDE records to verify quality construction.

3.l.3.1.22 Matericts Selection - Topic 1.22-1
,

This octivity will include the review of criterio and implementing documents

related, to establishing the basis for the material specification process of
selected structural elements, components, and a portion of the AFW piping
system. Included will be o review of material selection requirements related to

such factors os strength, foughness, hordness, compotcbility, electrical insulation

properties, protective coatings, corrosion resistance, fire protection, and other

chemical and physical requirements oppropriate to the porticular structure,

component, or system.

. .-

1

i
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3.l.3.2 AFW System Protection Features

- . In addition to the review of the capability of the AFW system to perform its

required functions, a review will be made of external factors which could offect*

the capability of the system to achieve these functions. Included in the scope of. .

this portion of the review cre factors such as seismic design, high energy lines

break accidents (HELBA), environmental protection, fire. protection, missile

protection, and systems interaction. The following sections address these and
.

other design creas related to system protection.

.
_.

3.l.3.2.1 Seismic Design - Topic 11.1-1 .

Seismic design criteria and ossociated commitments related to the AFW system

will be reviewed, and the establishment of the proper bosis for the essociated

design process will be confirmed. Included will be the review of seismic design

porometers and methodologies which were utilized in the seismic design process

for structures, systems, and components associated with the AFW system. ,

.

3.1.3.2.2 Seismic Design--Pressure Boundary - Topic II.2-1

.

This octivity will include o review of the commitments, implementing docu-
ments, calculations, drawings, and specifications ossociated with the seismic
design of a selected portion of the AFW piping system, The utilization of the

' ~ proper design input, such as response spectro, piping.pnd component weights, and

other piping chorocteristics, will be verified. The ASME code evoluotions will be

reviewed to verify that pertinent acceptonce criterio cre met. Drawings and
specifications will be reviewed for consistency with design colculations.
Included will be on. Independent confirmatory seismic analysis of a selected

portion of the piping system based upon independently verified es-built

I
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diniensions utilizing a verified computer program. Pipe stresses and support
loods will be calculated. To preserve the " blind" nature of the confirmotory

.

calculation, the individuals who perform the calculction will not have prior
,

benefit or knowledge of the specific calculational opproar.h followed by the
2

- original onclysts. Upon completion, o comporison will be mode between the
~

original design ond IDV calculated forces and stresses of key locations. Any
discreponcies will be identified end their ecuse determined..

.

3.l.3.2.3 Seismic Design--Pipe / Equipment Support - Topic 11.3-1
#

A review of a selected portion of the AFW system will be conducted to verify

that selected pipe supports hcve been designed and specified in accordance with
criterio and commitments. Included will be the review of design loods, load

~ combinations, and the methods of analysis utilized. The ossociated design
drawings and specifications will be reviewed for consistency. The support foods

calculated during tile confirmatory piping analysis of Topic I!.2-1 will be
compared to the design foods for cl! supports in the selected portion of the AF.W

,

t: system. Several support types (e.g., snubber, rigid restroint, onchor, spring
hanger, etc.) will then be sampled, and on independent confirmotory onalysis will

be made to verify the copobility of the original design organization to properly

design and size these supporis given the design loods. This analysis will be based

upon independently verified os-built dimensions. In addition, the design

coleulations, drawings and specifications ossociated with the enchoroge and

support of selected AFW system equipment will be reviewed for conformance to

requirements.

3.1.3.2.4 Seismic Design--Equipment Qualification - Topic 11.4 1
* *

r
,-
X This octivity will include the review of commitments, implementing documents,

calculations, drawings, and specifications ossociated with the seismic qualifico-
.

DC-82-13 >

.

-r, - -,, ,- ,- ,-,,,,n , w - - - , - - - - , - - , . - . .



- .-
. .. ~ ..- .-.,

'
. o .

.

,

PROJECT INSTRUCTION

Pl 3201.009 SUBJECT: Engineering Program Plan
Midland Independent Design and

REW 0 DATE: 11/29/82 Construction Verification Progrom
'

APPROVEggPREPARED BY:
PAGE 37 of 80

--j
*

..
,

.

tion of selected equipment. Qualification requirements including response
spectro, food combinations, and equipment functional criterio will be reviewed.

, The review will include the following types of AFW system equipment of,

representative complexity such as: electrical-motor control center, motor-
operated volve, and electrical panel; mechonical-AFW pump, motor-operated

volve end heat exchcnger.

3.l.3.2.5 High Energy Line Breck Accidents - Topic 11.5-1

HELBA criteria and cssociated commitme is related to the AFW system will be

reviewed, cnd the~ establishment of the proper basis for the cssociated design
process will be confirmed. Included will be o review of HELBA design
parameters and the methodologies which have been utilized in the HELBA
design process for structures, systems, and components ossociated with the AFW

system.

3.l.3.2.6 HELBA/ Pipe Whip - Topic II.6-I
.

Design criterio, implementing documents, calculations, drawings, and specifico-

tions es,sociated with pipe whip resulting from postulcted high energy line breaks

will be reviewed. Included will be the review of the definition of the
methodology employed in determining postulated pipe breck locations, the

'

mognitude of ossociated pipe whip loods, and the techniques utilized for pipe
restraing design. In addition, calculations for selected dFW system pipe rupture

~

,

restroints will be reviewed, including the ossociated drawings and specifications

for consistency with these calculations.

. . .
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3.l.3.2.7 HELBA--Jet Impingement - Topic 11.7-1

bi
The design criteria and commitments applicable to preventative protective-

measures token to assure acceptoble consequences due to postuloted jets will be

reviewed. This topic will be reviewed in conjunction with Topic 11.6-1, Pipe Whip,

and Topic Ill.4-1, HE,LBA Loads, and will be considered in the evo!votion of Topic
,

111.7-l, Cor. crete /St' el Design.e

3.1.3.2.8 Environmental Protection - Topje |1.8-1

The design criteric and commitments applicable to all issues related to the
plant's environmental protection will be reviewed.The environmental protection
review will consist of a determination of the oppropriote environmental
envelopes, the qualification requirements for equipment to these envelopes, and

the HVAC design criteria which are necescry to assure that the environmental

envelopes will not be exceeded.

's,

3.1.3.2.0 Environmentcl Envelopes - Topic 11.9-1

,

The environmentol' envelope design criteria will be determined by a review of

existing criteria and commitments and a review of the system crrangement.
These environmental envelopes will be verified by o. review of implementing

documents and c ch' ck of calculations and evoluotions which were used toe

determine the environmental parameters. Drawings and specifications for AFW

equiprr.ent will be checked for consistency with the enviro 1 mental envelope
specified. In addition, o confirmatory calculation or evolvation will be per-

formed to verify t% envir,onmental envelope specification for one portion of the
*

APN system.

N
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To preserve the " blind" nature of the confirmatory calculation, the individuals

who perform the calculation will not have prior benefit or knowledge of the
specific calculational approach followed by the original onelysts. Upon comple-.

tion, a comparison will be mode between the original design and IDV environ-
mental envelopes at key locations. Any discrepancies will be identified and their

,

cause determined.,

3.l.3.2.10 Environmental / Equipment Ovalification - Topic 11.10-1

.-

Equipment qualification requirements will be reviewed to determine whether the
,

correct enviornmental envelopes were specified and given these envelopes,
whether the qualification methods specified were adequate to demonstrate that

the component would meet its functional requirements. The review will include

the following types of AFW system equipment of representative complexity such

as electrical insulation, connectors, transmitters cnd motor-operated volves.

3.l.3.2.11 ~ HVAC Design - Topic !!.Il-1
.

Requirements imposed upon the HVAC system design as a result of the need to

meet evironmental envelope or equipment qualification parameters will be
|

checked. This will be ochieved by a verification of the design interface between '

the AFW system design and the HVAC's system design.

~

3.1.3.2.12 Fire Protection - Topic 11.12-1

The opplicable fire protection criteria will be determined for the AFW system.
A review will be mode of fire protection evoluotions to determine whether the

fire protection system meets the necessary requirements for the AFW' system.
-

included in the review will be the designation of fire zones, rating of barriers,
__ ,

.
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combustible content of zones and the existence of detection and suppression
,

capabilities for on AFW pump room. The scope of this review includes fires
;

. , within the AFW room and fires external to the room which would effect the
function of equipment in the room.

i .

3.1.3.2.13 Missile Protecton - Topic 11.13-1

A review of criteria and commitments will be made of the potentici missiles
which could offect the AFW system o_nd the protection provided for those

~

systems. The review includes missiles external to the AFW system and those

that could be generated within the AFW system and will serve os input to Topic

111.7-l, Concrete / Steel Design.

3.1.3.2.14 Systems Interaction - Topic 11.14-1

As port of the overoll systems review, the potential for systerns interaction and

means of prevention thereof will be reviewed. .The review will include on
examination of criterio utilized to onclyze potential systems interoctions,
whether they be physical (electrical, mechanical, hydraulic), or spatial (thermal,

fluid, mechanical, radiation). The procedures and results for the Midland systems

interaction walkdowns will otso be reviewed and, if possible, ongoing walkdowns

will be observed. Human factors or inherent failure modes (common
manufacturer, similar tec) ;-logy, equal oging or wear),will nat be considered a

_

port of the systems review,

i

3.l.3.3 Structures that House the AFW System l

Many safety-relate <3 plant structures such as the containment, auxilicry and

diesel generator buildings, and the intoke structure support the functioning of

DC-82-13
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the AFW system or its support systems. The overo!! criteria and commitments

j opplicoble to the design of these safety related structures will be reviewed and

evoluoted. Selected features and design creas from one or more of these-

.

{ structures will be isolated for o more in-depth review in the following topics.

i .

3.1.3.3.1 Seismic Design / input to Equipment - Topic 111.1-1-

This cetivity will include the review of commitments, implementing documents,

calculotions, drowings, and specifications _related to the development of seismic
design input for'o portion of the AFW system and components in the auxilicry
building. Included will be o review of seismic input porometers such as seismic

,

design spectro, demping, materici properties, and boundary conditions, including

soil-structure interaction. The methodology utilized for the location of the mass

points and the computation of mosses and equivalent member properties will be

reviewed. Porometer variation studies will also be reviewed to verify that the

variance of important input parameters and modeling ossumptions has been

oppropriately considered. The scope of this oct,ivity will include the review of
i

the dynamic onalysis of the building, the time history analysis and the generation

of floor response spectro for both horizontal directions and the vertical
direction. The utilization of proper floor response spectro for the specification

of selected AFW system components cnd the selected portion of the AFW system

will be verified.
*

. .

3.1.3.3.2 Wind and Tornado Design / Missile Protection - Topic 111.2-1

Criterio and commitments for wind fooding, tornado effects, and missile
protection will be r,eviewed to verify the proper basis is established for the
design process. Included will be the review of th' criteria associated with winde

pressure fooding, tornado wind fooding, tornado depressurization effects, tornado
.
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missiles, and other related requirements. Loading combinations, methodologies
* of analysis, associated c!!owoble stresses or conditions, and other specified

.c'riteria will be included in this review cetivity. The results of this review will.

be considered in evoluction of Topic ill.7-I, Concrete end Steel Design.

.

3.l.3.3.3 Flood Protection - Topic 111.3-1

This activity will include the review of criteria cnd commitments related to
establishing the basis for flood protecfion from sources both external and

~

internal to the plant. The criterio ossociated with the specification of the design
flood level and the methods .to be utilized to provide the necessory ffood

protection will be reviewed. Included will be the review of the criterio
essociated with the determination of postulated pipe break locations, the

methodologies to be utilized in determining flow rates and resulting water levels,

looding combinations, allowable stresses or conditions, and other relcted criteria.
The results of this review will be considered in evoluotion of Topic 111.7-1,

Concrete and Steel Design.

3.l.3.3.4 HELBA Loads - Topic 111.4-1

Criterio end commitments for high energy line break occident locds will be
reviewed to verify that the proper basis is established for the design process.
Inc!vded will be the review of the criteria for jet imp,ingement and pipe whip
loading on structures and components related to the Ai'W system. The review

l

will cddress fooding combinations, methodologies of onelysis, essociated allow-

oble stresses or conditions, and other related criterio. The results of this review

will be considered in evoluction of Topic 111.7-1, Concrete and Steel Design.
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3.l.3.3.5 Civil / Structural Design Considerations - Topic 111.5-1

Civil / structural de' sign criteria and associated commitments related to the AFW>

.

system will be reviewed, and the establishment of the proper basis for the

associated design process will be confirmed. Included will be the, review of
design porometers and the methodologies utilized in the design process for
structures and offected systems and components associated with the AFW
system.

~

3.1.3.3.6 Foundations - Topic 111.6-1

Included in this cetivity will be the review of criterio, implementing documents,.

and calculations associated with the design of selected foundations ossociated

with structures housing the AFW system. The review will oddress des:gn

criteria, methodologies of analysis and co!culations associated with each type of

foundation loading including dead, live, tornado and seismic loadings.

3.1.3.3.7 Concrete and Steel Design - Topic 111.7-1

~

' ' This activity will include the review of criterio, implementing documents,
calculations, drawings, and specifications ossociated with the reinforced con-

crete and structural steel design of selected structural elements ossociated with

the AFW system. Structural elements, including a major load bearing sheer well

and a floor diophrom will be selected that requir'e consideration of a brood
spectrum of loadings such as dead, live, wind, tornado, seismic, flood, and
HELBA loods. The review will address design criterio, methodologies of analysis

and calculations ossociated with each type of looding with emphasis on a

verification that th'ese items have been considered in a realistic menner.
Loading combinations, cllowable stresses or conditions, and other opplicable

.
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criteria will be reviewed. Drawings and specifications for the selected
structural elements will be reviewed against design ec!culctions for consistency.

3

.

'

. 3.l.3.3.8 Tonks - Topic 111.8-1

.

This cetivity will include the review of criteric, implementing documents, and
calculations associated with the design of a selected AFW system tank. A!I
cppliccble loadings will be reviewed, such as dead, live, wind, tornado, seismic

(including fluid dyncmics effects), flood, cnd HELSA loads, os cppliccble. The
review will cddress tank design criterio, methodologies of onelysis, cnd the
associated calculations. Loading combinations, allowcble stresses or conditions,

cnd other cpplicable criteria will be reviewed.

3.1.4 DEFINITION OF REVIEW SCOPE FOR (second svstem to be-

supplied)

,

3.1.5 DEVELOPMENT OF IDV PROGRAM CHECKLISTS .

I

Generic check!!sts were developed for each of the review scope categories

discussed in previous sections utilizing guidance contained in ANSI N45.2.ll cnd

the construction review progrom guidelines published by INPO. For ecch of the

scope design creas shown in Figure 3.1-1, the reviewer develops e specific

checklist incorporating generic checklists os oppro,priate. In most cases, the
specific checklist is derived from the generic checklist by addition of specific-

requirements opplicable to the design crea being reviewed. In some ecses, it
may be oppropriote to use only a portion of the generic checklist or to develop o

unique checklist.
, ,

in each cose, the checklist prepcred by the reviewer will be checked by the lead

technical reviewer for the orec. (Note that if the lead technical reviewer

.
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prepares a checklist, it is permissible for him to both originate and check the
contents of the checklist). During their review process, the lead technical
reviewers examine the checklist for interfaces with other IDV orcos and perform-

~

c general review of the completeness and adequacy of th proposed checklist.
'

The LTR's review is to be coordinated with the project mcnager os necessary to

resolve. questions which cut across discipline lines. the event that the Project

Mcnoger or Lead Technical Reviewers have co, its on the checklist, the

checklist preparer and those having comments wiu discuss the comments and

reach on oppropriate resolution. After reaching concurrence in the adequacy of

the checklist, the LTR wil1 indicate his opproval and the checklist will be
available for use by the reviewer.

.

The reviewer, having on opproved checklist, con then proceed with the reveiw

process for this specified creo, in accordance with Project instruction
PI-3201 -001, Engineering Evoluotion Preparation and Control. In performing the

engineering evcluation, the reviewer will document the information which he
used in order to complete the checklist. Such information will include the dato
or revision number of the document, the document number, on indication of the

source of the document (e.g., whether the document was obtained from cn
individual, a file, or the records center).

3.I.5.1 Develooment of Checklists for Review of Desion Criterio and
Commitments ,

The generic checklist for review of design criterio ond commitments was
developed considering questions such os:

What org the , design inputs for the design area undere
review?

Do any of these design inputs offeet other design crecs?e

DC-82-13
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e

Do any of these design inputs offect systems outside thee
scope of AFW or vice verso?

Are the cesign inputs for this design creo complete?'

e
.

e Are the identified design inputs for this design creo
consistent? .

e Are the design inputs cdequately defined to o!!ow
*

implementation for the design oreo?

For ecch design creo the leod technical reviewer will supplement the generic

checklist with cppropriate addificnol questions.
.

3.1.5.2 Develooment of Checklists for Reviews of implementing Document's
.

The generic checklist for reviews of implementing documents was developed

considering questions such os:

What is the identity of the impiementing document beinge
reviewed? (List document identification such as title,'

revision number, date, etc.) .

Which desion inputs does the document implement?e
-

Are design it tface requirements specified?''e ,

Have the design inputs been correctly interpreted ande
incorporated in this implementing documect?

Is this implementing document consistAnt with othere
implementing documents being reviewed for this crea?

i

e Are assumptions and limitotions on 1 te use of the
document adequately defined?

e Were oppropriate quolity assurant e requirements
specified?

.
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For each design .oreo the leod technical reviewer will supplement the generic
checklist with appropriate additional questions for each implementing document.

-

.

3.l.5.3 Development of Checklists for Checks of Calculations and
Evoluotions

.

~

The generic checklist for checks of calculations end evoluotions was developed

considering questions such as:

What is the identity of the calculation or evolvetion beinge
checked?

-

What is the purpose of the calculation or evolvation?e

e Are the data sources identified?

e Are the assumptions listed?
.

e Have the assumptions been verified?

Was the calculation or evolvotion checked and opprovede
within the originating organization in accordance with
procedures?

Are the equations and methods specified?e
.

e Are the equations and methods appropriate for the
intended purpose?

Were verified computer progroms used?e

e Are the calculations or evoluotion results reasonable?
,

Have design outputs been compared to the acceptanceo
crlierlo to allow verification that design requirements
have been satisfactority accomplished?

- .

'
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For each design oreo the lead technical reviewer will supplement the generic
checklist with oppropriate questions for each calculation or evoluotion checked.

. .

3.1.5.4 Development of C'hecklists for Checks of Drawinos and Specifications
.

The generic checklist for checks of drawings and specifications was developed

considering questions such os:

What is the identity of the drawing or specification (e.g.e
number, revision number, date)'

Does the drawing or specification reflect the designe
inputs?

,

is the drowing or specification consistent with relatede
colculations or evoluotions?

Hos this drowing or specification been checked by thee
originating organization in accordance with procedures?

is the drawing or specification complete?e
.

e Where oppropriate, have adequate hcndling, storage
clecning, and shipping requirements been specified?

Where oppropriate, hos odequate allowonce been made fore
inservice inspection, maintenance, repair, and testing?

For each design creo, the lead technico! reviewer ~will supplement the generic

checklist with appropriate questions for each drowing or specification being
'

reviewed.

. .

of
'y '
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3.l.6 PLAN FOR ADDITIONAL SAMPLING AND VERIFICATION

: .

, Additional sampling or verification within the scope of the IDV or outside the,

scope into other systems will be conducted if discreponcies are found. The level

of odditional sampling or verification will be based upon the noture of the
. ,

discrepancy. In all cases when discreponcles are found, on introspective
evoluotion will follow to identify the extent end root cause. The root cause may

either be rondom or systematic (generic). The odditional review will attempt to

verify whether the discreponey is restricted to the specific system, component,
_

or structure under review; restricted to Gork by a specific design organization;

or if the discreponey cuts across many interfaces and opplies to simiforty
designed systems, components, cnd structures. As a rule, mothematical errors

will not precipitote addificnol sampling and verification unless these are found in

significant numbers, leading to significant deficiencies or o compounding of
errors. Judgement in making this assessment will be required on case-by-case

basis.

3.2 INDEPENDENT CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION METHODOLOGY

The Independent Construction Verification (ICV) Program will consist of a review

ond evoluotion of the quality of construction of selected components and
structures ossociated with the AFW system and the (second system - to be

supplied). The construction activities to be reviewed, include the major activities
,

of the construction chain. These include the fabrication, storage, maintenance,

installation or construction, and verification octivities cssociated with the
acceptance of the system or component, os further defined in Section 3.2.1

herein. The emphos,is will,be on mcking a determination of the overall quality of
construction and on ossessment of its compliance with licensing commitments.~

1

.
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The review will be conducted to vcrying stages of construction compietion

depending upon the specific system, component, or structure under review. The

methodology will include diverse approaches such as checking of records,
.

hands-on inspection of hardware, or possibly confirmatory testing, if required.
The bcsis for the sompte selection is presented in Section 3.2.2, and the
definition of the scope of review is provided in Sections 3.2.3 cnd 3.'2.4 for the

'
AFW system and (second system - to be supplied), respectively. In many
instances, included will be o complete verification of the os-built configuration

against design documents and other opplicable requirements. Where possible,

systems and components selected for the Independent Design Verification
Program will be utilized for review in the ICV Program, thereby providing
verification of the complete chcin from criterio cnd commitments through to the

constructed and verified product.

The ICV Program will be conducted utilizing detailed checklists described in
Section 3.2.5. Additional scmpling, verification, and testing activities that may
be conducted as a result of the ICV Program ore discussed in Section 3.2.6.

.

|
3.2.1 CATEGORIES OF REVIEW: THE CONSTRUCTION CHA!N

The categories of review include the major construction octivities identified in
the construction chain. The ICV review categories inc!vded are:

Review of supplier documentation -
e

Review of storage and maintenance documentatione

Review of construction / installation documentatione

e Review of selected verification activities

DC-82-13

... .

.



-.- ~ . - - - - . . . . . .

.. . . . .-

/'. .

PROJECT INSTRUCTION

PI 3201 009. _ X. SUBJECT: Engineering Progrom Plan
Midiond Independent Design and'

s

REV.: 0 DATE: 11/29/82 Cons tru<: tion Verification Program

PREPARED SY _
APPROV

PAGE 51 of 80

.

.

Verification of physical configuratione

Each of these review categories is described in further detail in the following
.

sections.

'

3.2.1.1 Review of Suoplier Documentation

For those components requiring (cbrication or mcnufacture, selected supplier
documentation and other ossociated information inciuding shop inspection
documentation will be reviewed againsEdesign output documents to ensure

conformance with requirements. Supplier documentation will include such items

as drawings, calculations, test reports, certified materict property reports,
storage and installotion requirements, operations and maintenance requirements,

and other major supplier documentation and dato appliccble to the component.
For selected components, included will be the review of supplier seismic and
environmental qualification documentation ogoinst requirements defined in the

design process.
.

3.2.1.2 Review of Storage and Maintenonce Documentofion

A review of site documentation will be performed to verify that requirements

related to storage, including both in-storage and in-place maintenance have been

met. Included will be the review of receipt inspection documentation.

Requirements to be reviewed will include such portmejers os temperature and

humidity, cleonliness, lubrication, shaft rotation, energization, etc. Where

possible, existing worehousing and maintenance documentation will be reviewed
and associated octivities observed to provide additional verification that compo-

nents have been properly siored and maintained during the construction process.

t
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3.2.l.3 Review of Construction /Instaliation Documentation

A major factor in the evoluotion of the quality of construction is the review of
.

those itema constructed or installed on site. The review of documentation
associated with the construction /insto!!ation process will be conducted to verify

that the opplicable requirements have been met. included in this review will be
verification of the utilization of proper documents in the process such as design

output requirements, erection specifications, insto!!ation requirements,

construction procedures and other specified construction codes and standards, os

opplicable. Design changes, field modific3tions, and other input related to final~

as-built drawings will be reviewed, included will be the review of documentation
associated with such items os concrete materials, concrete, the welding process,

bolting octivities, NDE, etc. Inspection requirements, including personnel

quellfication and training, reports, and associated documentation will also be

included in the review. Where possible, selected on-going

construction / installation activities will be observed to provide odditional
information for the evoluotion of this process.

.

A

3.2.1.4 Review of Selected Verification Activities

Verification octivities conducted subsequent to the construction / installation /

inspection activity will be reviewed and evoluoted, included will be over-

Inspection octivities associated with coble separation verification, bolt hordness

testing verification, the pipe support reinspection ~ pr'ogram, the Construction

Completion Program; os well as routine cold hydro testing, functional and
preoperationoI testing, and other specified preservice system and component
testing programs. Associated requirements, plans, test reports, etc. will be
reviewed and, where possible, these verification activities will be observed in

.

order to provide additional information and dato to support evolvations.
.
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3.2.1.5 Verification of Physical Configuration

-

Field verification of the as-built configuration of selected components of a.

i portion of the AFW system will be conducted to ensure conformance with
requirements. Verificotton will oddress such aspects os identification,
opproximate physical dimensions, location, orientation, nome picte dato,,

grounding, use of proper materials, insulation, weld quality, and other features of

the configuration as cpplicable to the component or system. Configuration
verification will range from the review oLgeneral features for sorpe components
or systems to a 100% detailed dimensional verification of other selected
components or systems, as defined further in subsequent sections herein.

3.2.2 BASES FOR SAMPLE SELECTION

The selection of a sample for the ICV will generally follow the criterio discussed

in Section 3.1.2 of this Plan for the IDV; with the exception that certain ICV

octivities may utilize statistical methods. These methods may be opplied in
establishing sample sizes and statistical levels of confidence for the assessment

of repetitive production octivities such as concrete and steel properties or
welding records. This program will be developed and documented during the
preparation of the associated detailed review checklists.

.

The primary meons of sompte selection will be engineering judgment of the ICV

reviewers. As with the IDV, the initial sample will be biased towards problems

that have previously crisen in the Industry. This sompte will be refined by
incorporating specific Midland project information to verify that the ICV

4

encompasses previous problem creas and, thereby, serve os a verification that
* *

associated problems have been or are in the process of being odequately
oddressed ed that they do not exist elsewhere in the some or similar form.
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3.2.3 DEFINITION OF REVIEW SCOPE FOR THE AFW SYSTEM
.

* The ICV review categories corresponding to the major activities of the construe.

tion chain were defined in Section 3.2.1. Presented in this section is on
;

identification of the selected components and the ossociated level of'construc-

tion completion of each to be reviewed. f~or the AFW system the scope of
,

review is defined in the matrix in Figure 3.21, where the "X" designates the
review scope opplicable to each component. The criterio discussed in Sections

1.2 and 3.2.2 of the Pion were utilized to diivelop this initial matrix. The reviewi

crecs of the ICV ore divided into major divisions by component type: mechoni-
col, electrical, instrumentation and control, HVAC and structural. The initial
scope'of review of each component within these major divisions is discussed in.

the sections that follow. As previously mentioned, the identified review scope is

subject to change depending upon the ICV program findings.

3.2.3.1 Mechanical Systems cnd Components

.

An evoluotion of the quality of construction of selected mechanical systems and

components will be conducted. Inc!vded in the scope of this portion of the
review are selected mechanical equipment, piping and pipe supports associated|

with the AFW system.

3.2.3.1.1 Mechonical Equipment - Topic 1.1-le '.-

A review of the complete construction chain including verificotton of the
physical configuration will be conducted for the three major mechonical
components selected .for detailed review in the IDV. The fabrication docu-*

mentation review will encompass all major supplier documentation, including
functional requirement and environmental and seismic qualification documents.

;

o
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INITIAL SAMPLE REVIEW MATRIX FOR TW AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM
,

'

MIDLAPO IPOEPEtOENT DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAM.
.

SCOPE OF REVIEW
'

!!l! g (
W. 2 gg

,

'-

a- ~
SYSTEM / COMPONENT 8TTJ

b g5
.

~'

#

1 E

L MECHANICAL
x'- x .x x x

e EQUIPMENT
x x x x

e PIPINC
e PlPE SUPPORT 5 x x x x

<

.

!!. ELECTRICAL

e EQUFMENT x x x x x

e TRAYS APC SUPPORTS X X

e COrculf Ato SUPPORTS X x

e CABLE x x x x 'x
~

?

I!!. INSTRUvENT ATiON AND CONTROL
,

' o INSTRUMENTS X X X x x

e PIPINC/ TUBING x A
,

e CABLE X' x
|

IV. HVAC*

e EGulPMENT x x x x x

e DUCTS AND SUPPORTS X x
.

,

V. $TRUCTURAL

e FOUPOATIONS X x

e CONCRETE x x x
i

e' STRUCTURAL $ TEEL , X X x

FIGURE 3.2 1
~

*'
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Included will be the review of the stresses in equipment and supports, including

onchorages, os applicable. Storage / maintenance and construction /installotion
. documentation will be reviewed and, where possible, selected associated activi-
ties will be observed. Verification documentation associated with all major

preservice equipn.ent and related system testing programs will be reviewed and

where possible verification activities including actual tests will be observed.

The as-built configuration review will include verification of equipment identity,

principal features, nome plate dato, location, orientation, and support choroc-
teristics, os applicable. Conformance withJesign documents (including P&lD's,
isometrics and equipment location drawings), supplier documents and associated

installation requirements will be verified.

3.2.3.1.2 Piping - Topic 1.2-lc

This activity will include the review of all major piping fabrication documen-
totion essociated with the portion of the AFW piping system selected for review

in the IDV. Vendor drawings, material certificatien, shop welding and NDE
documentation, os applicable will be reviewed. All major construction /instolic-

tion documentation will be reviewed including insto!!ation specifications,

welding and NDE documentation and oil ossociated inspection reports. Verifi-
,

cation documentation related to all preservice testing programs will be reviewed

and where possible associated activities will be observed. A field survey of the

os-built configuration of the selected portion of ,the AFW system will be
conducted to verify routing, location (to tope measure occuracy), piping
diameter, cleonliness and other major piping chorocteristics. Conformance with

the opplicable design, supplier and other installation requirements will be
confirmed.

, ,
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3.2.3.l.3 Pipe Supports - Topic 1.3-Ic
,

! ..

A review of the quality of construction will be conducted for the pipe supports
,

associated with the portion of the AFW piping system selected for detailed
review in the IDV. For those supports selected for review in the IDV, fabrication

.

ond installation documentation will be reviewed. Verification documentation
.

including that cssocloted with the pipe support reinspection program will be
reviewed and where possible these activities will be observed. Verification

documentation associated with all major preservice system testing will ciso be
_

reviewed and will be observed where possible. Physical verification will include

a 100% verification of the identity, location, and orientation of all pipe supports

within the selected portion of the AFW piping system. In addition, complete

dimensional trification of design details will be made for those supports
selected for detailed review in the IDV. Dimensional verification will encompass

weld size, quality and location, base plate size and thickness, anchor bolt size

and location, and other principal features, os applicable,
,

3.2.3.2 Electrical Systems and Components

An evoluotion of the quality of construction of selected electrical systems and

components will be conducted. Inc!vded in the scope of this review are selected

electrical equipment, cable trays and supports, conduits and supports, and
electrical cable ossociated with the AFW system. ,.

3.2.3.2.1 Electrical Equipment - Topic II.1-Ic
..

A review of the complete construction chain including verification of the~

' physical configurotfon will be conducted for the moJor efectrical components
(e.g. motor control center, motor operated volve, electrical panel) and cable

DC-82-13
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selected for detailed review in the IDV. The fabrication documentation review
will encompass major supplier documentation, including functionc! requirement
ond environmental and seismic qualification documents. Included will be the*

review of the stresses in equipment and supports, including onchorages, os,

opplicable. Storage / maintenance and construction /installotion documentation

will be reviewed and, where possible, selected associated octivities will be
observed. Verification documentation associated with major preservice
equipment and related system testing programs will be reviewed and, where
possible, verification activities including actual tests will be observed. The os-

built configuration review will include verification of equipment identity,
principal features, nome plate dato, location, orientation, cnd support chorocter-

istics, os applicable. Conformance with design documents (inc!vding single line
diagrams, P&lD's, and equipment location drawings), supplier documents and
associated installation requirements will be verified.

.

3.2.3.2.2 Ccble Troys end Supperts - Topic it.2-Ic

This activity will include a review of all major fabrication documentation and as-

built verification of a selected portion of a cable troy cnd support system
associated with a major APN electrical system. Loyost and installation
drawings, material cerifications, and other opplicable documentation will be

reviewed. A field survey of the selected portion will be conducted to verify
location (to tape measure occuracy) routing, troy shor,octeristics, and support

locotton and configuration. Conformance with opplicable design, supplier and

other installation requirements will be confirmed. Proper cable assignment to
troys, troy cleanliness and troy fill will be selectively verified.

. .

*
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3.2.3.2.3 Conduits and Supports - Topic II.3-Ic

This activity will include o review of all major fabrication documentation and a*

,

field verification of a selected portion of a conduit and support system
ossociated with a major AFW electrical system. The scope of review will be
similar to that of the electrical troy ond support review discussed in the
preceding section. The conduit s!ze and fill will be selectively verified.-

3.2.3.2.4 Cable - Topic II.4-Ic -

A review will be conducted of cli major supplier documentation associated with

the cable of a selected portion of a major AFW electrical system. The

fabrication, documentation review will encompass cable material certifications,

insulation certifications, stranding and color coding chorocteristics and other
applicable documentation. The os-built configuration of a selected portion of
the system will be verified including identification, visual inspection, routing,
separation, tiedown, terminations and other principal chorocteristics as
applicable. The cable terminations will be reviewed for proper lugging and
lugging tool documentation. Cable pull documentation will be reviewed to verify

compliance with pull tension limits. Cable meggor and continuity checks will be

reviewed to verify installed cable integrity. Conformance with applicable

design, supplier and other installation requirements will be confirmed.
'
-

.
;

3.2.3.3 Instrumentation and Control Systems and Components

A review of the quality of construction of selected instrumentation and control ii

(I & C) systems on4 components will be conducted. This review will include

selected instruq(entsgiping and tubing, and wiring ossociated with the AFW
system.

.
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3.2.3.3.1 Instruments - Topic Ill.1-le
.

I 'A complete review of the construction chain including verification of the-

physical configuration will be conducted for selected instruments of a major
AFW I&C system. All major documentation will be reviewed including that+

received from the supplier, storage / maintenance (including calibration) and
installation instructions. In addition, the verification documentation associated'

with preservice I&C system testing programs (e.g. calibration, response time,
circuit continuity, trip set points, etc.) Wi!! be reviewed and cetivities observed

where possible. The os-built configuration will be verified including instrument
identity, nome plate dato, locotion, mounting conditions, and other principal

,

chorocteristics, os applicable. Conformance with design ~ documents and

i_ specifications, supplier requirements and installation requirements will be
! verified.

.

3.2.3.3.2 Piping / Tubing - Topic ill.2-Ic

.

This activity will include a review of all mojw fabriestion documentation and en,

as-built verification of piping and tubing associated with a selected portion of a

major AFW l&C system. Material certifications and other applicoble documen-
totion will be reviewed against design requirements. A field survey of the
selected portion will be conducted to verify roeting, supports, size, slope and

volve types. Conformance with applicable design, supplier and other installation

requirements will be verified. Preservice I ydro test results will be reviewed.

--

J 3.2.3.3.3 Cable - Topic ill.3-le __
,

, . -

A review will be conducted of o!! major supplier documentation associated with

the cable of a selected portion of a major AFW l&C system. The fabrication

DC-82-13
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documentation review will encompass cable material certifications, insulation

certifications, stranding and color coding chorocteristics and other opplicable

documentation. The os-built configuration of the selected portion of the system.

will be verified including routing and terminations (correct tools for lugging,
proper crimp and lug size). Conformance with applicable design, supplier and
other installotion requirements will be confirmed. Continuity test results will be

reviewed to verify circuit integrity.

3.2.3.4 HVAC Systems cod Components.

An evolvati.on of the quality of construction of selected HVAC systems and
components will be conducted. Included in the scope of this portion of the.

review are selected HVAC equipment, ducts and supports cssociated with the

AFW system.

3.2.3.4.1 HVAC Equipment - Topic IV.1-le

.

A review of the complete construction chain including verification of the
physical configuration will be conducted for a major HVAC component, one of

the three mojor mechanical components selected for detailed review in the IOV.
.The fabrication documentation review will encompass all major supplier docu-

mentation, including functional requirement and environmental and seismic

qualification documents. Included will be the review of the stresses in
equipment and supports, including anchorages, as applicable. Storage /mainte-
nonce and construction / installation documentation will be reviewed and, where

possible, selected associated activities will be observed. Verification documen-
|totion assoctoted wi,th all moJor preservice equipment cnd related system testing'

programs will be reviewed and where possible verification activitics including
actual tests will be observed. The os-built configuration review will include
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verification of equipment identity, principal features, nom plate 'dcto, location,

orientation, and support chorocteristics, os opplicable. Conformance with
. . design documents (including P&lD's and equipment location drawings), supplier

documents and associated installation requirements will be verified.

.

3.2.3.4.2 HVAC Oucts and Supports - Topic IV.2-Ic

This activity will include o review of all major fabricotion documentation and as-

; built verification of a selected portion of_o duct cnd support system associated
~

with a major AFW HVAC system. Vendor drawings, material cerifications, and

other opplicable documentation will be reviewed. A field survey of the selected

portion will be conducted to verify (to tope measure occuracy) routing, duct
chorocteristics, and support locotton and configuration. Conformonce with

~ '

applicoble design, supplier and other installation requirements will be confirmed.

3.2.3.5 Structural Components

The quality of construction of plant structures will be evoluoted based upon a
review of selected structural components. Included in the scope of this portion

of the. review cre selected foundations, concrete structural elements and
structural steel components of the structures which house the AFW system.

3.2.3.5.1 Foundations - Topic V.l-lc f
,

This activity will include the review of fabrication and construction / installation

documentation associated with building foundations selected for detoiled review

in the IDV. The fabricotton documentation review will encompass all major4

supplier documentofion including material certifications, rebor placement -
,

'drawings, and other applicable documentation. Construction / installation
'
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documentation to be reviewed will include concrete materials documentation,

concrete cylinder test results, inspection reports and other opplicable
documentation. Conformance with design documents, supplier requirements and

associated construction / installation requirements will be verified.
.

3.2.3.5.2 Concrete Components - Topic V.2-Ic
.

A review of fcbrication and construction / installation. documentation will be
conducted and the os. built configuratiorr_will be verified for major concrete
structural elements selected for detoiled review in the IDV. The documentation
review will encompass all major supplier and construction / installation documen-

totion associated with reinforcing steel, inserts and penetrations, and concrete

documentation of a selected portion of each component. A field survey will be

conducted to verify overall element dimensions (including thickness), location

and size of major openings cr.d selected penetrations, and principo! chorocter-
Istics of selected inserts. Conformence with appliccble design, supplier and
other Installation requirements will be confirmed. .

3.2.3.5.3 Structural Steel Components - Topic V.3-Ic

This activity will include the review of major fabricotton and

construction / installation documentation and on os-built verification of the
structurcl steel components selected for detailed, review in the IDV. The

fabrication documentation review will encompcss shop detail drowings, material

certifications,. welding documentation, and other major supplier documentation.

Construction / installation documentation will address field welding, bolting

(torque) and other opplicabl,e documentation. A field survey will be conducted to
verify, where possible, mejor element chorocteristics including member size,

plate thickness, weld size, and bolt pattern and size for a selected connection of'

DC-82-13
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each member. Conformance with applicable design, fabricator and other

Installotion requirements will be confirmed.

.-

3.2.4 DEFINITION OF REVIEW SCOPE FOR THE (second system - to be"

'

supplied) .

1

3.2.5 DEVELOPMENT OF ICV PROGRAM CHECKLISTS

_

Generic checklists were developed for each of the review scope categories

discussed in previous sections utilizing guidance os applicable contained in

opplicable ANSI documents. the construction review progrom guidelines
published by INPO and other industry stonderds. For each of the construction

revieu scope crecs shown in Figure 3.2-1, the reviewer develops a specific
checklist incorporating generic checklists os appropriate. In most cases, the
specific checklist is derived from the generic checklist by addition of specific
requirements applicable to the construction crea being reviewed, in some cases,

it may be appropriote to use only a portion of the generic checklist or to deve'op

a unique checklist.

In each case, the checklist prepared by the reviewer will be checked by the leod

technical reviewer for the creo. (Note that if the lead technical reviewer i
,

prepores a checklist, it is permissible for him to bo,th originate and check the |

contents of the checklist). During their review process, the lead technical
reviewers examine the checklist for interfaces with other ICV creos and perform

a general review of the completeness and adequacy of the proposed checklist.
The I.TR's review is to be coordinated with the project manager os necessary to |

resolve questions which cut across discipline lines. In the event that the Project

Manager or Lead Techncial Reviewers have comments on the checklist, the
checklist preporer and those having comments will discuss the comments and

.
t

,
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reach on oppropriate resolution. Af ter reaching cor.currence in the odequocy of

the checklist, the 1.TR will indicate his opproval and the checklist will be
.

available for use by the reviewer.
,

The reviewer, having on opproved checklist, con then proceed with the review

process for this specified creo, in accordance with Project instructio'n PI-3201-
'

'

011, Engineering Evolvation Preparation and Control. in performing the

evoluotion, the reviewer will document the information which he used in order to

complete the checklist. Such information will include component identification,
the date or revision number of the associoTed documents, the document nu nber,

and on Indicotion of the source of the information (i.e., where dato and any

associated documents were obtcined).

3.2.5.1 Development of Checklists for Review of Sucolier
Documentation

The generic checklist for review of supplier documentation was developed
considering questions such as:

e What is the identity of the supplier documentation being
reviewed (including P.O. number, supplier nome, component-

nome and identification number)?

Hos the documentation been reviewed and accepted by thee
oppropriate orgonization in accordonce with procedures?

.

e is the documentation complete?
,

Does the documentation comply with purchase specificationo
requirements?

. .

DC-82-13
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.

e Where oppropriate,' does seismic and environmental qualifico-
tion documentation comply with purchase specification require-
ments?

*

.

e Have the necessory shipping, handling, storage, installation, and
maintenance requirements been specified by the supplier and

; cre these consistent with purchase specification requiremcots?'

,

For ecch type of system, component or structural element the lec.d . technical

reviewer will supplement the generic checklist with appropriate cdditional
questions, os applicable. __

__

3.2.5.2 Devetooment of Checklists for Review of Storoce and Mointenance
Documentation

.

The generic checklist for review of storoge and maintenance documentation was

developed considering questions such as:

o What is the identity of the storage and maintenance documen-
totion being reviewed, including document type (receipt '

inspection, in-storage /in-place maintenance records, etc.) and
document identification (document title, revision, date)?

-
''

What is the identity of the component being reviewed (nome,e

identification number)?

e Does the documentation for the receiving process include
component review ogainst purchase specificofion requirements?

'

e Are nonconforming items properly identified, processed and
closed out?

'

e Does the maintenance program meet the necessary require-
ments specified for the component relative to humidity,
cleonliness, lubrication, shaf t rotation, energization, etc., os
applicable?

.

DC-82-13
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For each type of system, component or structural element the lead technical
reviewer will supplement the generic checklist with oppropriate additional

, . q0estions, os applicable.
.

~

3.2.5.3 Development of Cbecklists for Review of Construction
*

and Installation Documentation

The generic checklist for review of construction and installation documentation

wcs developed considering questions such as:
-

-

Whct is the identity of the construction / installation documento-e

tion being reviewed, including type (concrete, welding, botting,
NDE, etc.) and identification (title, revision, dote)?

What is the identity of the system, component or element ande
its physical location in the plant?

Are all appropriate construction / installation procedures ande
instructions identified?

e Are the current revisions of drawings, specifications and other
requirements utilized in the work?

Does the documentation include verification that the work hose
been performed by properly qualified personnel?

For those activities observed, do the construction / installatione
activities conform to requirements?

Have the necessory inspections been perform 4d?e

'e Hos the work been performed utilizing the proper tools / equip-
ment? Have such tools / equipment been properly calibrated in
accordonce with procedures?

e Have the rework activities been performed in accordance with
requirements? *

DC-82-13
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e Have deviations from design / supplier requirements been
*

properly documented, processed and closed out in accordance
with procedures?

,

.

For each type of system, component or structural element the lead technical
reviewer will supplement the generic checklist with appropriate additional'

*

'
r

questions, os applicable.
.

3.2.5.4 Develooment of Checklists for Review of Selected

Verification Activities
_

The generic checklist for ' review of selected verification activities wcs
developed considering questions such os:

What is the identity of the verification activity being reviewed je
(cable separation verification, pipe support reinspection, botting !

study, pre-service test, including type, etc.)?

What is the identity of the system, component or element (s)e
included in the verification activity under review? .

i
What is the identity of the verification octivity documentatione
being reviewed (program plan, procedures, instructions, etc.)?

e What is the quality-related objective of the verification
activity and does the activity as specified/ documented meet
the objective?

Where verification activities are observed,* do the activitiese
comply with requirements and are they properly documented?

Are nonconformances properly identified, processed and closed ie
|out?

. . .
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For each type of system, component or structural element the lead technical
' reviewer will supplement the generic checklist with appropriate additional

, questions, as opplicable.

'

3.2.5.5 Development of Checklists for Review of Vetification
1 of Physical Conficurotion

The generic checklist for review of verification of physical configuration was
developed considering questions such as:

,
.

What is the identity of the system, component or structurale

element being reviewed (nome, identification number, location
in picnt, reference design documents)?

e Hos the system, component or element been properly
togged /morked for identification in accordance with
requirements?

On the basis of visvol inspection, has the component beene
properly constructed / installed and has it been maintained and
protected during the construction process in accordance with '

requirements?

e Does the configuration comply with design requirements, -

including physical dimensions, location, orientation, nome plate'
dato, grounding, use of proper matericis, insulation, routing,
etc., as applicable?

e Have deviations from design requiremerits been properly
identified, processed and closed out .in occordonce with
procedures?*

.

For each type' of system, component or structural element the lead technical

reviewer will supplement the generic checklist with appropriate additional
questions, as applicob'le.

~

'
.

OC-82-13

. .. - -



-- - - - -- ----

_ . _ . . _ . . . _ . _ . _ . ._

.. . .

'

.

, .
,

..

PROJECT INSTRUCTION .

PI_ 3201. 009 SUBJECT: Engin'eering Program Plan
Midland Independent Design and

REW o DATE: 11/29/82 Construction Verification Program

PREPARED BY: / APPROVED BY:'
PAGE 70 of 80 .

fp w7>_,

m
__

i v
'

.

3.2.6 PLAN FOR ADDITIONAL SAMPLING, VERIFICATION, AND.

TESTING
.

The initial sampling and verification within the scope of the ICV is based upon on

evoluotion of documentation to verify the quality of both inaccessible-(e.g. rebor
,

placement) and-occessible systems, components and structures. The quality of

occessible items will be further verified by visvol inspection or measurement os

cppropriate.

~_.

Additional sompting or verification within the scope of the ICV or outside.the
scope into other systems will be conducted if discreponcies are found. The level

of additional sampling or verification will be bcsed upon the nature of the
discreponey. In all cases when discrepancies are found, on introspective
evoluotion will follow to identify the extent and root cause. The root cause mcy

either be rondom or systematic (generic). The additional review will attempt to

verify whether the discrepancy is restricted to the specific system, component,

or structure under review; restricted to work by a specific constructio,n-

organization; or if the discreponey cuts across many interfaces and applies to
similarly constructed systems, components, and structures.

At first, the additional sampling 'and verification will be directed of on
evoluotion of odditional documentation; however, if .this documentation is
incomplete or insufficle'nt to identify the extent and root cause of discrepancies;

inspection or testing will be considered, os oppropriate. If required-to
1

supplement internal resources, TERA may consider subcontracting a portion of

any required inspection or testing services (e.g. non-destructive examination,

materials testing, etc.) to o qualified organization that meets the independence
requirements of Section 1.4 of this Pion.,

'

.

i
'
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4.0 DOCUMENTATION

Auditable records must be maintoined to document substantive eiements of the
IDCV review and evoluotion process, to document technical conclusions inciuding*

the status of disposition of items ossociated with the review process leading to
'

findings, to document the revision of records, and to establish quality assurance

measures necessory to provide adequate confidence end ossurance of the quality ,

of services. The following sections establish documentation requirements for

engineering evoluotions, calculations, field verification, and external

communications. Section 5.0 of this Plan establishes the requirements for

reporting documentation. Section 6.0 of th'is Plon establishes the . OA
documentation requirements.

4.1 DOCUMENTATION OF ENGINEERING EVALUATIONS, CALCULATIONS,
.

AND FIELD VERIFICATION RESULTS

Engineering evoluotions, calculations, and field verification results provide the
bases for all substantive conclusions reached in the IDCV. These items provide i

the " trail" of information which supports IDCV conclusions; both positive and

negative, whatever the case may be. While the reporting mechenism established.

in Section 5.0 of this Plcn oddresses the documentation of reporting require-

ments which are generally applicable to negative conclusions, it is equally vital

that positive conclusions be justified end documentedlin on auditable form cs
l-

well.

The requirements for preparation and control of engineering evoivation docu-

mentation required for the Midland IDCV are contained in Project Instruction
PI-3201-001, Engirieering Evoluotion Preparation and Control. Engineering'

i

*
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evoluotions are required for tasks such as design criterio evoluotion, commit-

,. ment complionce evoluotion, design evoluotion, construction records evoluotion,

, and field verification..

The requirements for preparation and control of calculation documentation,
including computer analyses documentation, required for the Midland IDCV ore

contained in Engineering Control Procedure ECP-5.2, Calculation Preparation

and Control. Calculations are prepared as required to verify designs, design
pcrometers, design criteria, performance-porometers, evolucte dato, and other-

wise provide quantitative information in accordonce with accepted analytical

and mothematical methods. Colculations are intended to assist IDCV reviewers
in reaching necessory conclusions relative to the quality of the Midland plant
design.

, ,

4.2 DOCUMENTATION OF EXTERNAL COMMUNIC ATIONS

The requirements for the preparation and control of documentation for external

communications are contained in Project Instruction PI-3201-010, External
Communicottons: Preparation of Contact Log Sheets. Under prescribed

circumstances, oral communications cnd meetings that include discussions with

parties external to the IDCV review organization must be documented to provide

on auditable record of information which may have on impact on IDCV
conclusions and the preservation of an independenk pr6 cess in reaching these

i conclusions. Accordingly, external communications which address the following
,

subjects should be documented consistent with the provisions of PI-3201-010:

e IDCV scope of aview
,

| Confirmed iterns (i.e., potenticiIf ndings)'e

:

L
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e Findings

e Findings resolution

Additionally, cny Information or data having a bearing or potential becting on*

,

IDCV conclusions which may be obtained verbolly during telecons or meetings
,

should be documented consistent with the provisions of PI-3201-010; however,

the IDCV reviewer is encouraged to subsequently seek written documentation to

the some effect from the external pcrty.

Findings cnd findings resolution shall not be discussed with ex'ternal pcrties

without the consent of the Project Mancger. The project menager is responsible

for notifying CPC at least one week prior to meetings where findings or findings

resolution must be discussed. This is required so that NRC ccn be notified that

such meetings will be taking place.

.

5.0 PROGRAM REPORTING

S.I TYPES OF REPORTS

.

The following types of reports will be prepcred in the IOCV:

Open, Confirmed, and Resolved (OCR) Item r,eportse

Finding reports- e

Finding resolution reportse

e Final report
_

-

. ,

e
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OCR reports document the disposition of the IDCV review process feoding to

,either findings or the resolution of items which have surfaced during the review,
but have been resolved offer considering odditional information..

Finding reports document verified deviations in the implementatio,n of designy

criterio, design, or construction commitments and design or construction proce-

dures in oreos such cs: quality assurance, design or construction control,
cnolysis, design, engineering evaluation, specification, design or construction
implementation or field insta:!ction. Flodings may fall into two categories:
those offecting the cbility of systems, components, or structures to meet their
intended safety function ond those without on impact to safety functions.

.

Finding Resolution reports document the conc!vsions of the review process which

hos been undertaken to resolve findings cnd completely close out ony concern

about the findings. Finding resolution may require additional analysis, design, or

construction changes or procedural changes. Full resolution requires the
identification of root cause end extent and a plon for corrective action ,1f
required.

The IDCV Final report documents all substantive conclusions reached in the

IDCV, including the process leading to these conclusions. Both positive and
negative conclusions will be identified to provide a balonced perspective end to

document a complete record. While the overcil IDCV objective is to verify the

quality of the Midland project design and construction efforts identifying cny
deficiencies, it is necesscry to have a record which documents items that have

been dismissed (i.e., positive conclusions) as the bases for these conclusions are

equally important.
. .

e
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5.2 REPORTING PROCESS
4

-
.

5.2.1 REPORTING SYSTEM

The system for IDCV reporting is shown graphically in Figure 5.2-1. This figure

provides a diogram or flow chart of the report generation process and a summary

of the sequence.

Upon initial technical review, Potential Open items may be identified by on
' IDCV reviewer. This determination will be based upon his judgment th'at a

potential deviction exists in implementation of design criterio, design or
construction commitments, and design or construction procedures, thus requiring

odditional investigation or confirmotory anotysis by the IDCV review team.
Upon documenting his determination, the IDCV reviewer forwards a preliminary

OCR report to his Leod Technical Reviewer (LTR) who reviews it with the
project team (Project Manager and all LTRs), if the project team concurs wi.th
the reviewer's determination, the Potential Open item becomes on Open item

which is formally controlled. The project team may resolve the Potential Open

item, .thus requiring reclassification of the item os a Resolved item and
modification of the OCR report reflecting this change svhich is then formally

controlled.

:
The Open item will be reviewed further by the review team until such a point
that available information hos been depleted. At this time, the IDCV reviewer

will prepcre o Resolved item report or o Confirmed item report which documents

his determination offer further review. A Confirmed item is judged to be on
opparent finding by the " review team and requires further action to provide

documentation that may not have been available to the IDCV review team. His
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~~

-. -. . - . . - - .- . ... .,-



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

+e-m.e

* e .
*

j
! . .

{REPORT FLOW CHART

MIDLMO INDEPENDENT DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION PROGRAM

'
** ATEC>eacAL

Review BY
REVIEW TEAM

RE w a:wratON
tv LTR4,

POTENTIAL Pen
OPEN ITEM y'

v 1 P

.

1 P

Fl>CNC
REPORT

Review tpg g e
CL A55#iC ATION g

ITEu BY LTR1 v
9 P

.

/Ol5PC51 TION' ,,

" BY Plc *

OPENITEM
[

v
1P

'F iP 1r

FURh=ER Review CPC/ORICNAL|
'

av REv6ga ; gam

_
g,g,MNTER4NORS MC

NE ON -
ACTION PL AN
PREPARATION

*P

9F
REV'Ew &Rg30(yc

CLA55#scATIONgygg
SY LTR$.

F R LU ION

1 r v
1 r

COP #1RmQ
ITEM REVIE* &

PESOLVED
CL",15 # 'C,87'CNFeCr4 ** 3,

P.7v -e, ,

DISPOSITION
SY PIC *

FPCNG

1 F

9 P
PREP AR ATION

OF RESPONSE SY
CPC/ORICNAL

I AL E*DE5CN ICRCANIZATION Y Plc,SRT

.
i r

1 P

PE5PQNSE
FINAL REPORT **g

1r
.

A
utYi Pu . PROJECT M ANACER

LTR . LE AD TECWC AL REYttwER
Pic . PRiNC:P AL.h.CMARCE

NOTE: * Pic YO OETERutJE $RT REVtEW APC CONCURRENCE REQUWLED SRT . SENICR REVIEW TE AM
CPC - CONSUMERS Pow 1R CCMPANY |** Distr:Bu1ED TO CPC.MC A#C NTf,RVE/ ORS

FIGURE 5.2-1

*
.

~" - - _______ __ ____



s ,-
,

* ''
.

,

. .

PROJECT INSTRUCTION
pg 3201. 009 SUBJECT: . Engineering Program Plan

Midland independent Design and
REV.: 0 DATE: 11/29/82 Cons' ruction Verification Program

PREPARED BY: / APPROgPAGE 77 of 80
,

.

.

recommendation is forwarded to his LTR who reviews the classification and
makes a recommendation to the project team. The project team may ogree with

the LTR's recommendation at which point the Resolved item report or Con-,

firmed item report becomes fincl. Alternatively, the project team may review
the c!cisification md require further work by the IDCV reviewers. All final
OCR reports are forwarded to the Principol-iri-Chorge (PIC) for his concurrence,

disposition, and determination whether a formal review is required by the Senior

Review Team (SRT). In all cases, the SRT receives a copy of the OCR report

irrespective of whether they are requested to undertake o formal review.

The PIC may agree with the, project teom's classification and recommend that
the Project Manager forward Confirmed item reports to CPC with carbon copies

to the oppropriate design organizations, or he may request a review by the SRT

to assist him in making his determination. Alternatively, or in parallel, he may
request that the project team or review team con uct further review.

The LTRs and IDCV reviewers will then review the odditional information
received from CPC/ original design orgcnization and make o determination

whether the item becomes a Resolved item or a Finding. The LTRs will make

the rec;ommendation to the project team who will review the clo.,sification. The

project team may agree with the LTR's recommendation, at which point the ;

Resolved item report or Confi,rmed item report becomes final. Alternatively, i
1

the project team may review the classification and require further work by the '

IDCV reviewers. Upon completion of this process,~the OCR report or Finding

report is forwarded to the PIC by the Project Manager for o similar review j

process os ho's been previously described. Af ter his review and any required |
review by the SRT, the PIC will direct the Project Mcnoger to forward Finding
reports to CPC/ original design organization, recognized intervenors, and the
NRC. '

.

e
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CPC/ original design organization will respond with on oction plan for resolution

of the issues identified. The project team will review the response and
determine whether the issue has been resolved. If so, a Finding Resolution

,

report will be issued by the project team for review by the PIC in a similar
fashion as has been previously described. Alternatively, the Finding rnay not be

resolved, at which point it will remain open and documented in the Final report.

It must be noted that this eventuality is not anticipated since closure must be

sought by the involved organizations. The final report will document all IDCV
conclusions os discussed previously.

5.2.2 REPORT PfkEPARATION AND DISTRIBUTION

The preparation and control of OCR reports, Finding reports, and Finding ,

Resolution reports is oddressed in Project Instruction PI-3201-008, Preparation

and Control of Open, Confirmed, and Resolved item Reports, Finding Reports,

and Finding Resolution Reports. Section 3.0 of PI-3201-008 provides instructions ,

for report preparation, and Section 5.0 oddresses the distribution of these
reports.

The Final report will include documentation of all conclusions, including refer-

ences to applicoble documents that sup' port these conclusions. A draft Final
!

report will be transmitted to CPC and NRC for their review. Resolution of their
comments will be documented in on auditable manner. A copy of the draft Final

report will be sent to recognized intervenors. It sRould be noted that CPC and I

NRC comments are intended to be of a clarification nature or to correct
misinformation. Upon TERA resolution of the comments, the Final report will
be issued and distributed to CPC, NRC, and recognized intervenors.

|| * *

\
'

,

!
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5.2.3 INTERCHANGE OF INFORMATION

The requirements of Section 4.2 are not intended to prohibit the informal
interchange of Information between IDCV personnel and external parties. These

.

communications are essential to the IDCV review process. However, the items

in Section 4.2 require documentation for the reasons cited. Furth'ermore, to

preserve the independence of the IDCV reivew process, it is important that IDCV-

personnel maintain discretion in the dissemination of information bearing on
findings to outside parties until such a time that this information is final. This
procedure will prevent confusion and foster credibility to the. IDCV review
process.

S.3 IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION OF DESIGN / CONSTRUCTION

PROBLEMS
.

It is the duty of all IDCV personnel to identify any deficiency known to him that

may be significant to the public health and safety. He shcIl be permitted to
conduct all reasonable evoluotions necessary to mcke o determination of the''

significance of suspected items. IDCV personnel are responsible for presenting
their conclusions in a menner that other technically qualified personnel may

understand and independently verify. Furthermore, it is the responsibility of
IDCV personnel to ossess the significance of their conclusions and ottempt to
understand the extent and root cause of findings. Any deviation of the above

~

should be brought to the attention of the Project Monoger.

. .

DC-82-13
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6.0 QUALITY ASSURANCE

'6.1 APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS
.

.

.

The Mid!cnd !DCV shall~ be performed in occordance with cpplicable quality
assurance requirements of the NRC's regulation 10 CFR 50, ' Appendix B.
Furthermore, the IDCV will comply with:

e NRC Regulatory Guide 1.28 (6/7/72) including Sections I,
2,3,5,7,17, cnd 18 of ANSI N_45.2-1971

NRC Regulatory Guide 1.64 (Revision I, 2/75) includinge
Sections I,2, cnd 6 of ANSI N45.2.ll-1974

These requirements are implemented by the TERA Corporate Quality Assurance

Plan (GAP), Revision 3 (January 1,1980) and the Midland IDCV Project Guality
Assurance Plan (POAP), Revision 0 (November iI,1982).

6.2 VERIFICATION OF COMPUTER CODES

All corpputer codes utilized by IDCV analysts shcIl be verified as follows:

Program Verification - The quality of the code should bee

determined from o comparison of the code generated
solutions with known solutions of selected problems,

_

Facility Verification - Given that the generic quality ofe
the code hos been determined, the copobility to reproduce
known results utilizing hardware and softwcre available to
TERA must be determined.

. .

Program verifcation may be completed by external pcrties; however, facility
verification is the responsibility of TERA and must be so demonstrated.

DC-82-13
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I. CBJECTl'/ES & SCOPE

'Ihe objective of this audit was to evaluate the adequacy _and_imple=entation of the -
C

- - - -
--- - - > . "r .Bechtel Site Quality Cont.'ol Inspector training and certification progrs=. r-t

'Ihe scope of the audit included yitnessing the inspection performanc.e de=custratiens~

,ar.d oral _exc=inations_.of candidates for inspectEn certification to spiiicific
Inspection Plans for each discipline, reviewing persocnel records and reviewing~

, inspector training plans. (Level I & H) j

H. AUDIT TEAM

'Ihe Consu=ers Power Cc=pc=y audit tea = consisted of the folleving personnel: .

WCCarr, Group Supervisor-Quality Aiditi Aidit & Management Syste=s ,- Team Imader--

RDDavis, MRAD (Site) Welding - Aiditor (Ievel H) .

LPF.cVell. !GQAD (Site) Mechanical IE&TV Supervisor A:ditor (IcVel IH)
Dehorn, IGQAD (Site) Civil QA Section Head (Part-Ti=e) Auditor level TTT(G3, c4, Cl3'a)
RESevo, MPQAD (Site) Ci'.-il, IZLTV Supervisor (Part-Ti=e) Invel HI)

' ~

.

EIJenes,12QAD (Site) Electrical /I&C - IELTV Supervisor ;(Iavel IH)' 1 IPA...M

.

GIRichardsen, BPCo QA Staff-A:ditor {''

1
-

'

HI. ,F_E,RSONIEL CCNTACTED DURING AUDIT
OEC151931

*+MADietrich, PQAE/ MRAD,)Bechtel (Site) FIEi.0 qugurt ASSURANCE*RA bray, QCE-BPCo (Site
++*RKSiple, Lead QC Services, Bechtel (Site) Ml01.MO,,WIbf5Ibg

,

*

***ESnith, PMCI, Bechtel (Site)
**EUrbana,,1 , QC Training Coordinator, Bechtel Site

In addition, varioths other Bechtel inspection personnel vere contacted by
the Aidit Team.

* Attended A:dit Entrance Meeting Only
** Attended A:dit Exit Meeting Only

**+ Attended both A2dit Entrance & Exit Meetings
*

.

IV. E'' TRANCE MEETING

h1 Entrance Peeting was conducted on Nove=ber 2,1981 vith those personnel
identified in H I above. During the necting, the audit purpose and scope i<cre
discussed, the audit plcn was presented, the audit s0g;.r.c.ce,vas ciscusseu c.rp

,

the audit cc:=r.uilention channeln were estchlished.
- - - - . _ ,

..
, , , , , , , , , .

. . . _ .

. - . - -
-

. . . .

1
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V. Ai]DIT Stw.ARY i
,

|
A. Areas Aidited

his audit was li=ited to the qualification and certifictition process of ' - 7*

. , Bechtel's 4C Inspectors , therefore, compliance to Procedure PSP G-8.1 [GS y' f *'~

was the only area audited.-

-

:' Findings, Unresolved Items & Obserfations i3.

~ ' ~~ Mithin the scope of the audit, there were no findings nor unresolved
ite=s identified, however, there were two (2) observations (reco=endations)
in the areu of certification oral exa=inations and training facilities. -
(Reference Atta * ent A for detnils).

- -

'

C. Audit Evg uation -

.

. .

he A:dit Team reviewed the records of Inspection Personnel for accuracy
, and ec:::eleteness in co=pliance with the procedure PSP G-8.1. he 3 115H ng

re' cords were reviewed: -

.

o Cral Exa=ination --

u .: :: . t
e Perfe mance De=enstration ,,

,

* - -

e Physical Exa=ination
I

.

e Training -
-.

'

e' Certification of Qualification *
.

Education & E: perience,e ,

Co=pleted QCIR for Each Certification^

e .
,

h e quantity of records reviewed for each disciplinary area were as'

follows:

Civil,- 12 (Ievel I)o

Electrical /I&C - 50 (40-Iavel I & 10 Ievel II)e

kelding - 11 (Invel I)e

Mechanical - 10 (Ievel I)e
- 90 (Ievel I ) - Oral /Perfomance Evaluations

b ere were no deficiencies identified in any of the records related to
inspector qualifications. boo % r.t h % 4 % d'pde Ace + +

he Audit Team vitnessed the Oral /Perfomance de=enstration examinations"!*"'
as follows:

Civil - 2 (I4 vel I) - No failurese

Electrical /I&C - 10 (Ievel I) conducted by two Ievel II Era =iners -e
3 failed first test. .

Welding - 2 (Ievel I) -

e

Mechanical - 3 (Invel I)e
.

~ . ..
- 1.*. :~,~ .' "

-

*
.- . . . . .

- ..

,
- - . , . - r -- , , . ., - - - - , . - - - , - ,
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.

Se Andit Team witnessed and agreed with the exa=iner's evaluation of all .

inspector candidates including the three (3) first atte=pt failures in .i

the Electrical /I&C area.' .! ,.

Se Audit Team vitnessed so=e actual instections by recently certified (within
*

- the last year) inspectors as follows:
Wald4na - 2 (Ievel I) Inspectors performing two (2) inspections each~

e ,

.

~g
.

Mechanical - 6 (Ievel I) # ~N.. ,e N -

[m .All inspectors adequately conducted t,he inspections in co=pliance with
.

'

.

(procedures and Inspection Plan require =ents.-M
K ._

..

-

2e Audit Tea = also enlusted the Ievel II examiners while witnessing the
Oral /Perfor=anceDe=enstrationsandconcludedthattheyconductedco=prehensivef
_ examinations and co= plied with ;alli,progrs= require =ents. 5,

~

Be Audit Tea = reco== ends that 1GQAD (Site) contir.ue to overview the
training / certification progra= to assure that the certification of
inspectors continues to be adequate to meet the Midland Project .

,

,

requirements.

VI. D",IT ICTING
*

.

' An Dcit Meeting with those personnel identified in,Section III of this report ~,

v u conducted on Nove=ber 6, 1981. During this meeting, the results of the
audit were presented.

.

VII. CICSING ITDS
.

Correspondence regarding'this audit should be forwarded to:

D A Taggart, JSC-206B, Section Head-
Audit & Manage =ent Syste=s, in accordance
with the established co-" 4 cation

*

agree =ents.
*

.

VIII. ATTACH!E"E
'

AuditCbservation(s)M01-72-1 Obs.1. & 2

Audit Notification Ietter (File Only)

Audit Plan (File only)
Q %MED od L CensQ cG 7hg re f.r.'.'.u 'y .-- -

Auditchecklists(Fileonly) ,

.

f@EgrMB e u t+( C W5
te g e g4 ~nu,e
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-
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\
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~

|
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AUDIT OBSEEVATIONS (OBS)
. .

.s-

.

Audit obserystions are either: --

(c) A hdition which if allowed to continue may become a nonconfor=ance, or

(b) A recem=endation which may improv'e the Quality Assurance Program.

As a result of Audit Mof-72-1, 2 Audit Observatien(s) .naae/ vere identified -

*

and h/are included with this attach =ent. No specific written response (s)
4e/ ara required to h/these observation (s).

.

- /
.

. .

.

-
.

.

.

.
.

.

.

.. .
.

.

~
.

.

.

.

:

-
.

. .

.

| -

. .
,

I
l -
,

i

- - - - ~ ~ - - - - - - - - . . -

. _ . -....- . ._._-. ..-
-. . . . . . . .. . - .
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CBSERVATIONS -

. . . . .,3.... ,

.

1. Se Audit Team recomends that a concerted effort be made to
-

provide an area, free from interruptions and peer observations
for Inspector Certification Orni Examinations.

2. Be Audit Tes= recemends that Bechtel Quality Control and Midle=d
Project Quality Assurance Department (Site) verk together to obtain ,

an area designated pri=arily for construction activities training.
With the increased e=phasis being applied to tr=4n4"g, it is

,

i=portant to provide an at=esphere which will opt 4*4 ze the effective-
ness of the training.

.

.

'' e.

4

.

$

.

O

.

.

%

0

.
e

.

.

.

4

- - , ,-, , - . ,. - - s-- ..v e ,



--- -- . .

~ .

o)temmas
,,

AUDIT CHECKLIST .

~

e-. .
.

ma
Ce: pally Pact 3 or 1 .! i ;'

M '3 79-0 .

.

AUDt? SiOs *

/40/- 7Z-/AU1tTib OPCAillZATIOWs IT00ECT/!'t. Ant: ;*a '* .

Hidland I and 2Bechtel' Quality Control
M*ETED of - ALDt1T*t/ ATE: ,{

REVIDfED 2)/DATI'sitfrf.RfD Fli/IsATE: .

*

.,

'

rt3ttOtttfrf. c0:rTAClill/TITIES:
.

litT1RDICF lu0LU3%7 - 78787. R0. Bil:T s [-

A) AAPD/PSPC-8 '1, Revision 4
j B) ANSI-H45.2.6-1973

C) AAPD/PSPC-6.1, Revision 6
'

- _.
DOCLA4EllTATION Rf'VIDirO SAT. UsSAT,

prrtRtJect
RO. RfX)Ulstf24f387/CMARACTERISTIC

1 OBSERVE CERTIFICATION ,.g
' . . .ai- -- >-.. r- . s ... 1 s,- 7.=

+r.; '.=1 II) f ram e "--* * * * - ' F-gr .,

, b .., '.,le:- k r c r. 3 - ;''

4 w g ..t . .a . r.. -- , ,

;.
,__ ,__

, . - . . . _ - .

The oral examination shall cover the check- (A) Observe the conduct of the oral examina-
'

13 points entered in Figure 8.1-1 for each PQCI 6.2.2 tion. Was the depth and accuracy of the I

in which the candidate is to be evaluated. As questions and answer adequate to evalu- |
ate the Level I's understanding of the

- a minimum, two questions covering each of the j'3

following areas of the instruction shall be PQCI?
,
*

-

asked; general instructions, prerequisities,
inprocess inspection activities, final inspec- ,
tion activities, supplementary records, and :
exceptions. The examiner may expand the sub- '

Ject and number of questions to further evalu- !
-

ste the individual's understanding of th'e in- q

-) iV I ;
struction. I,

.

'

|

f .i
p p

< ,.: . c r u ts , (.. M ,.. *
..

< ., o I

. (, \.< . . e f ||
.~

i ) ,-) .di
-

-

\
.;-

'q}
. ' " ~'

,-.
;

a .* f

_ . . ' . .i .

_ _ _ . _ . - _ _ _ _ . ___
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t[J) L. aMM AUDIT CHECKLIST - CONTINUATION
WP '*

..;[g;;,,
-

.

k'I MW' 1 0 Q
, *'I *

gpyp.s)
ITIGEllEL costTACTIN/TITIIDs .'

A) AAPD/ PSP C-8.1. Ito. Mt.ve
isin.!stisCE 1841C:5187 - TITI); , ,

;'-Rev 4 , .. s.
.

B) ANSIN45.2.6,I973 .j'.

C) AAPD/ PSP C-6.1, Rev 6 (;
I'

i uns , ; [so. arquinnant/cnAl'AcTrnistic avventact: E.7 moctanerArros stvstuto est.

| .

I
4

14 The performance demonstration shall be conduc- (A) Observe the performance demonstration. i-

4, ted in such a manner (by actual demonstration 6.2.3 Was the performance demonstration conduc- ! [[
or an oral description of the specific activity ted in such a manner that the Level II t-

| |.task during a physical walk through utilizing could evaluate the Level I's ability to -

Implement an IR for the PQCIT | ~.the actual equipment or material) as to allow, -
4

the examiner to' evaluate the Level I candidate's <

,
.. *ability to implement the IR prepared in Section ' '

|, 6.2.1. The checkpoints entered in Figure 8.'l-2 -
,

; :

!:.shall be used to evaluate the candidate's pro-
-

l.* * *ficiency during the performance demonstration. .

The candidate will be required to prepare the
'

|:
i .

| IR for the PQCI, Also, as a minimum, two ques-
8tions covering each of the following areas of -

i the IR shall be asked: general information
-

|
.

,

(IR identification, scoping, reference criteria l

*

!, pr'erequisites, inspection tools and instruments ||
-,

*

! inspection activities, supplementary records, !'
exceptions and processing. i

.

2 OBSERVE ~ INSPECTIONS
-

s.
,

j 2a "The lead discipline CQCEs shall be responsible (C) Request the current inspection assignment .

for verbally assigning CQCEs to cover the work 8.8 for a inspector from the lead'
.

activities. The lead discipline CQCEs shall discipline CQCEs records. Observe the' i

f
! keep a record of current inspection assignments performance of this inspection as.signment . .

; made to each of their CQCEs." 'l " i
,

I 2b "He shall be familiar with the tools and equip- (B) Verify test equipment and inspection tool [
* :
.

ment to be employed and shall have demonstrated 3.2.2 agree with instructions. Inspector dem- 8

j proficiency in their use." . onstrates proficiency in their use. !'
- ..e

| 2c "He shall be familiar with inspection and meas- - (B) . Verify calibration status of test equip-

j uring equipment calibration and control methods 3.2.2 ment and inspection tools and that the *

-
'

and shall be capable of verifying that" the equit equipment is in proper condition for use, j
| .

,

I ment in proper condition for use."- ~' '

|

- * I
,

'

|
- 6.

i

t
'

__ __ __ __ _ _ _ _ _
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t(>O)!'g AUDIT CHECKLIST - CONTINUATION
*

.nsumme
- .- F

.
-

,

, ,,
FARE 3 0F 3 (?

.

~~' 4477-0 - *
su:x* net. coerracra z/T : Ic . 'pr.nm: ct swts2:87 - Titu: wo. nEv

A) AAPD/ PSP C-8.1, Rev 4
. i '1

.-a 'a
B) ANS I-N45. 2.6-1973 fi

*

A AAPD/ PSP C-6.1. Rev 6
so. Requin w sr/cnAPACTERISTic RFFrnf31cM E. - *NNTATICII REY!tvrp SAT. m

"When insp'ct (I), witness (W), test (T), or (C) Verify the adequacy of sampling plan and2d e
- review (R) activities are to be implemented by 3.3.3(7) methods when used.

| use of a sampling plan, the sample plan shall ':
be identified in the PQCIs." f|

t

| 2e "The activitie(s) described in the PQCIa shall (C) Verify the inspector performs activities -

be inspected for conformance to the referenced 8.6 as instructions direct. Does the inspec-'

inspection criteria by CQCEs certified to at tor check instructions, materlaftsnd set-
least Level I in the applicable PQCI." up for adequacy?

.
. ,

i 3 Each certification awarded shall be documented (A) Check the certification package for the ,

! by entering the required information on the 9.2 inspectors observed in items 1 and 2 for *

appropriate forms shown in the Figures section minimum documentation requirements. |'
.

of this project special provision notice. 'Ib e
minimum documentation requirements for certifi-
cation are as follows:

,
*

.

Figure 8.1-1 or 8.1-8, Oral Examinationa.
I b. Figure 8.1-2, Performance Demonstration Record.

Figure 8.1-3, Physical Examination Record.c.

d. Figure 8.1-4,Traluing Record. *

e.. Figure 8.1-5, certification of Qualification. .

f. Figure 8.1-6, Education and Experience,,
*

g. The QCIR completed for each certification, or .
'l '' -

for Level III, the PQCIs prepared for certifi- -

'

cation.)

|
h. Any necessary additiond supporting documents. -

,
.

]
.

]
'

*
,

* e

e

s eem e *=e
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g f j/ #$ y)\ l ( |FRCM: MJSchaeffer,MPQADh?/

7EP. nd ^ uc /M'1, 'DATE: February 25, 1982 ' - ' "

ta

SUBJECT: SPECIAL ELECTRICAL OVERINSPECTION

Enclosed is the report on the results of the Special .ElecL*ical
overinspection requested by the NRC to support their testimony
as to the adequacy of the certification / qualification process
of Bechtel Electrical Quality Control Inspectors.

Distribution: WKBird, P14-418A
JWCook, P26-336B
RCook, NRC Inspector on Site
PCorcoran, Bechtel-Midland
MLCurland, Midland
LHCurtis, Bechtel-Ann Arbor
LEDavis, Bechtel-Midland
MADietrich, Bechtel-Midland
BWMarguglio, Midland
DBMiller, Midland
JARutgers, Bechtel-Ann Arbor
ESmith, Bechtel-Midland

KIS/da

bec RGardner, NRC Region III
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.RESULTS OF T5fE SPECIAL ELECTRICAL OVERINSPECTION
REQUESTED BY NRC

I. Introduction

A. NRC requested that MPQAD perform special overinspections of the inspec-

'tions made by 4 Bechtel Electrical Quality Control Engineers whose cer-

tifications were questioned by NRC because of the amount of training

which was documented in their certification files.

B. NRC requested also that MPQAD perform special overinspections of the

inspections made by any other Bechtel Electrical Quality Control

Engineers whose original inspections were Dnpacted by any then exist-

'ing Nonconformance Reports originated by MPQAD. This resulted in the

identification of 5 additional Bechtel Electrical Quality Control

Engineers whose inspections were to be subject to the MPQAD special

overinspection.

C. In a telephon~e conversation with Mr William T.ittle of the NRC, it was

agreed that 250 of these overinspections coul'. be accomplished by Bechtel

Electrical Quality Control Engineers,' otaer than the 9 Engineers whose
work was subject to this special overinspection.

D. MPQAD performed overinspectiens of 1,118 original inspections for cable

pulls, cable terminations and cable tray supports. Each of these orig-

inal inspections was documented on a Bechtel Quality Control Inspection
Report (QCID1

E. Bechtel Quality Control overinspected 250 cable pulls which were orig-

inally inspected by one Engineer. Each of these original inspections

also was documented on a QCIR.
F. Therefore, 1,368 original inspections were overinspected by either

MPQAD or Bechtel Quality Centrol.

II. Cable Pulls

A. For each cable pull, 24 characteristics were overinspected by either

MPQAD or Bechtel Quality Control. These characteristics are enumer-

ated in Table 1.

B. MPQAD overinspected 834 cable pulls and Bechtel Quality Centrol over-
inspected 250 cable pulls, for a total of 1,084.

.
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C. Therefore, a total of 26,016 cable pull characteristics were over-

inspected (24 x 1,084).

-D. There were 101 nonconforming via characteristics and 66 nonconform-

ing recordings of cable reel numbers, for a total of 167 nonconform-

ing characteristics. Therefore, 0.64 percent (167 + 26,016) of- the
'

cable pull characteristics were nonconforming.

E. There were 61 misrouted individual cables in 1 or more vias, result-

ing in 5.6 percent (61 + 1,084) of the cables being misrouted at 1

or more points.

III. Cable Terminations
.

A. For each cable terminaticn, 12 characteristics were overinspected,

as enumerated in Table 2.

B. MPQAD overinspected 282 cable terminations.

C. Therefore, a total of 3,384 characteristics (12 x 282) were over-

inspected.

D. There were 2 nonconforming charac'. eristics, or 0.06 percent (2 + 3,384).

E. Each of the termination no.icenformances was on a different cable.
Therefore, 0.71 percent (2 + 282) of the terminations was noncon-

forming with regard to 1 characteristic.

IV. Cable Tray Supports

For each of the 2 cable tray support overinspections, there are 8 inspec-+

tion characteristics, resulting in the overinspection of 16 characteristics.

There were no nonconformances.

V. Totals

Fcr all jobs ovarinspected, there were 169 individual nenconforming char-
acteristics, from a total of 29,416 individual characteristics. There-

fore, 0.57 percent (169 + 29,415) of the characteristics were noncon-

forming.

.
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VI. Disposition

A. Cf. the 169 individual nonconfoming characteristics,147 were

' dispositioned by Bechtel Project Engineering to be "used as is. "

The basis for this disposition for the cable routing nonconform-

ances is thatrthey have no impact on separation, segregation,

physica1\ loading and themal loading and, therefore, no impact,
I

whatsoever, on plant safety. The dispositien of these cable
1

,
routing 'nonconfomances also calls 'for the drawings to be changed
to reflect the "as built" conditions.

B. Twelve characteristics were dispositioned to be " reworked. " Ten

of these were for cable pulls involving 4 different cables. The
.

other 2 were for cable terminations. In each of these cases,

Bechtel Project Engineering stated that there was no public

safety impact, ie, that these nonconformences could not have

caused an accident or impeded the ability to emeliorate' the con-1

sequence of an accident. As a matter of fact, in the opinion
I

of Bechtel Project Engineering, it was doubtful that any of these
'

nonconformances would have impaired the functionability of the
circuits involved. Attachment A provides the specifics of the

Bechtel Project Engineering disposition and the justification
i

for that disposition.

VII. Cenclusions
,

Cn the basis of the above information, the undersigned believe that
i the Bechtel certification process for the 9 Bechtel Quality Centrol

Engineers was adaginte. In the interest of further imprevement, en-

the-job training is now being documented and MPQAD, en a sampling
basis, is overviewing the Bechtel Quality Control Engineer certifica-
tion process. However, in each case for which the ANSI N45.2.6-1973,

1

education and expe'elence criteria are not met, MPQAD is now overview-
ing the Bechtel certificaticas.

M J Scnaeffer Date
j Electrical I&C Section Head, MPQAD
;

f

i E L Jones Date
i. Electrical /I1C IE&TV Group Supervisor

| MPQAD

r
,

- . . , _ . . _ . . . _ _ _
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TABLE 1 - CHARACTERISTICS ASSOCIATED WITH CABLE PULL

Number of Each Type
* Type of Characteristic of Characteristic

Ceble jacket color. band 1

Cable jacket color stripe 1

Cable. identification tagging at each end 2

. . Cable reel number 1

Minimum cable bend radius (a) 1(a)

Cable vias (b) 15(b)

Cable ties (a) 1(a)

Cable tray damage 1

Cable damage }
TOTAL 24

""
1

(a)There are multiple points at which the cables are bent or at which
the cables are tied but, in the interest of conservatier., these are
each counted as one characteristic.

(b)For each cable pull, it is estimated that there is an average
of 15 vias. This is considered to be a conservative estimate,
although it was not arrived at by an actual count of the vias for each
of the jobs overinspected.

I
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' TABLE 2 - CABLE TERMINATION CHARACTERISTICS
,

.i+,

, ./'' = Numb 9r of Each Type
Type of Characteristic _

- f
<s of' Characteristic

Cable scheme number identificatiere - .1

Cable type identification 1-

Cable code. identification -
4

,.
. ,

wj t
Cable reel' number 1

,

.s ;)
Cable minimum bend radius 1

Cable permanent identification tag 1

Tug integrity 1,

7 Termination integrity 1

Crimp 1ntegrity
,. . 1,. , , ,

.n- '

Correct termination per wiring diagram / 1
-

,

~

Shield and drain wires 1."

i

Insulation 1
_

s TOTAL 12
-

.
r

+

/

/*

=
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ATTACHFINT A., ,

.

Bechtel Associates ProfessionalCorporation.
.

'

777 East Eisennower Parkway
Ann Arcor, Michigan

muasieu P.O. Box 1000. Ann Arbor, %CnH;an 48106

059360

BLC 12497
, February 18, 1982

Consumers Power Company
P.-O. Box 1963
3500 E. Miller Road
Midland, Michigan 48640

Attention: B. W. Marguglio

Subject: Midland Plant Units 1 & 2

Consumers Power Company
V' .9UMCM MW'? 00MPAN) Bechte1 Job 7220

Additional Response to CPCo

ECEIVED
NCR M-01-9-2-016 and Becht 1

gn NCR 3996

FEB181982
"

'

References: A) CPCo NCR M-01-9-2-016 dated

RELD QUALITY ASSURANCE $$*[7@3f9fa,e,a3) 3
MIDLAND, MICHIGAN February 17, 1982

As requested, the following is additiona1 information to the response
which we provided to the above-referenced NCRs.

Cables 1DQ157A, 1DQ396D, IDQ396F, 1DQ396H, IDQ396L, 1DQ396T, IDQ177E,
(NCR M-01-9-2-016) 1DQ403E, ILQ403D, and 2BB5626A (NCR 3996) have been
reviewed for control / power and instrument cables being routed together.
Based on an induced voltage calculation for the power cable (2BB5626A),
cable characteristics, and length of run, engineering has determined
that if these cables were to have been left in the as-installed
condition, they would not adversely affect the safety operation of the
plant through its design life.

If y'ou have any questions on the subject, please advise.

;i

'
L. i

Project Engineering Manager

| LHC/PJC/CDW/sil

Written Response Required: No

ec: M. Schaffer
| D. Turnbull

W. Bird
D. Taggart

i
~

. . . _ .
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TO: Distribution

MJSchaeffe & f "%4S
FRCM: r, MPQAD

DATE: March 24, 1982

SUBJECT: SPECIAL ELECTRICAL OVERINSPECTICN (REVISED REPORT)

Enclosed is the revised report on the results of the Special Elec-
trical Overinspection requested by the NRC to support their testi-

( mony as to the adequacy of the certification / qualification process
of Bechtel Electrical Quality Control Inspectors.

This report was revised to reflect that a total of 55 cables were I'

t - . misrouted, in lieu of 61, which was o;-iginally reported on the now
superseded report dated February 25, 1982.

Distribution: WRBird, P14-418A
JWCook, P26-336B
RCook, NRC Inspector en Site
PCorcoran, Bechtel-Midland
MLCurland, Midland
LHCurtis, Bechtel-Ann Arbor
LEDavis, Bechtel-Midland
MADietrich, Bechtel-Midland
RGardner, NRC Region III
BWMarguglio, Midland

|
DBMiller, Midland !

JARutgers, Bechtel-Ann Arbor
ESmith, Bechtel-Midland

%

IAPR 2 gy
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1 RESULTS CF THE SPECIAL ELECTRICAL OVERINSPECTICN
REQUESTED BY NRC

I. ' Introduction

A. NRC requested that MPQAD perform special overinspections of the inspec-
tions made by 4 Bechtel Electrf cal Quality Control Engineers whose cor-
tifications were questioned-by NRC because of the amount of training
which was documented in their certification files.

B. NRC requested also that MPQAD perform special overinspections of the
inspections made by any other Bechtel Electrical Quality Control

~

Engineers whose original inspections were impacted by any then exist-
ing Nonconformance Reports originated by MPQAD. This resulted in the

identification of 5 additional Bechtel Electrical Quality Control
Engineers whose inspections were to be subject to the MPQAD special'

overinspection.

C. In a telephone conversation with Mr. William Little of the NRC, it was
agreed that 250 of these overinspections could be accomplished by
Bechtel Electrical Quality Control Engineers, other than the 9 Engin-
eers whose work was subject to this special overinspectien.,

D. MPQAD performed overinspections of 1,118 original inspections for cable
pulls, cable terminations and cable tray supports. Each of these orig-

inal inspections was documented en a' Bechtel Quality Centrol Inspectien
Report (QCIR). .

E. Bechtel Quality Control overinspected 250 cable pulls which were orig-
inally inspected by one Engineer. Each of these original inspect'icns
also was documented en a QCIR.

F. Therefore, 1,368 original inspections were overinspected by either
MPQAD or Bechtel Quality Control.

II. Cable Pulls

A. For each cable pull, 24 characteristics were overinspected by either
MPQAD cr Bechtel Quality Centrol. These characteristics are enumer-
ated in Table 1 (attached).

B. MPQAD overinspected 834 cable pulls and Bechtel Quality Centrol over-
inspected 250 cable pulls, for a total of 1,084.
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l C. Therefore, a total of 26,016 cable pull characteristics were over-

inspected (24 x 1,084).

D. There were 91 nonconforming via characteristics and 66 nonconform-

ing recordings of cable reel numbers, for a total of 157 nonconform-

ing characteristics. Therefore, 0.60 percent (157 + 26,016) of the

cable pull characteristics'were nonconforming.

E. There were 55 misrouted individual cables in 1 or more vias, result-

ing'in 5.07 percent (55 + 1,084) of the cables being misrouted at,

1 or more points.

III. Cable Terminations

A. For each cable terminatien, 12 characteristics were overinspected,
as enumerated in Table 2 (attached).

4

B. MPQAD overinspected 282 cable terminations.

C. Therefore, a total of 3,384 characteristics (12 x 282) were over-

inspected.

D. There were 2 nonconforming characteristics, or 0.06 percent (2 + 3,384).

E. Each of the termination nonconformances was on 6 diff erent cable.
Therefore, 0.71 percent (2 4 282) of the terminations was noncon-

forming with regard to 1 characteristic.

IV. Cable tray Supports

For each of the 2 cable tray support overinspections, there are 8 inspec-
tien characteristics, resulting in the overinspection of 16 characteristics.

There were no nonconformances.

V. Totals

For all jobs overinspected, there were 159 individual nenconforming char-
acteristics, from a total of 29,416 individual characteristics. There-

fore, 0.54 percent (159 + 29,416) of the characteristics were noncon-

forming.

I

-- ., . . -
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' . VI . Disposition

A. Of the 157 individual nonconforming characteristics, 145 were dis-

positioned by Bechtel Project Engineering to be "used as is."

The basis for this disposition for the cable routing nonconform-
;

ances is that they have no impact on-separation, segregatien,

physical-loading and thermal loading and, therefore, no impact,

whatsoever, on plant safety. The disposition of these cable
e

routing nonconformances also calls for the drawings to be changed

to reflect the "as built" conditions.

B. Twelve characteristics were dispositioned to be " reworked. "; Ten
of these were for cable pulls involving ten different cables.. )

I The other two were for cable terminations. In each of these cases,
,

Bechtel Prc, ject Engineering stated that there was no public safety

impact, ie that these nonconformances could not have caused an,

accident or impeded the ability to ameliorate the consequences of

,
an accident. As a matter of fact, in the opinion of Sech'tel Pro-
ject Engineering, it was doubtful that any of these tonconformances

would have impaired the functionability of the circuits involved.

,

Attachment A provides the specifics of the Bechtel Project Engin-

eering disposition and the jurisdiction for that disposition.

VII. Conclusions

'

On the basis of the above information, the undersigned believe that

the Bechtel certification process for the nine 3echtel Quality Con-
^

trol Engineers was adequate. In the interest of further improvement,
'

on-the-job training is now being documented and MFQAD, en a sampling
basis, is overviewing the Bechtel Quality Centrol Engineer certifica-

tien process. However, in each case for which the ANSI N45.2.6-1973

educatien and experience criteria are not met, MPQAD is now overview-

ing the Bechtel certifications.
'

'

h 9 snn 3/u h3
M J Schaeffer,'*Section Head 'Cate

Electrical / C, MPQAD

/k4% u d re
T 10 Jones,(Group Supervisor Date
Electrical /I&C, MPQAD

BWM/da

,
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f "A3LZ 1 - CHARACTERISTICS ASSCC*ATIO '4 -"-I CAELE FL" L
. . .

t - Number of Each ?/pe

g- ?/ce of Character:.stic of Characteristic

.

I.
' '

Cable Jacket ecler band 1:

t

.

"

. Cable Jacket ecler stripe l'
,

)
. Cable identification tagging at each end 2
i
.

, Cable reel nu.tber 1s
,

k !dnimumcablebendradius("I 1("I
L

Cable vias (b) 15(b)

~ Cable ties ("I 1("I
. .

'

i Cable tray damage 1

| Cable damage J
,

- TCTAL , 24.
i -,

.
.

t
i

(a)There are multiple points at which the cables are bent er at wh:.ch
the cables are led but, in the interest of censervation, these are

*

each counted as one characterist:.c.

(b)For each cable pull, it is estimated tha. there is an average
of 15 v:.as . This is considered to be a conservat:.ve estimate,
although :.: was not arr:.ved at by an actual count cf ne vias f:r each
Of the 3c's over:.nspected.e

.

b
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" TABLE 2 - CABLE HRMINATICN CHATdC~TRIST*CS

e
:
i

Neser cf Each ?fpe

f' :.
'

of CharacteristicTvee of Characteristic
-

p .

Cable scheme n=ler identification 1
p

f Cable type ident:.fication 1
:

( Cable cede identification
L
5:
. Cable reel neter 1
t

,

t
' Cable minimum bend radius 1
?
e

} Cable permanent identification tag 1
t

F"

Lug' integrity 1
e
r

1 -

f "ermination integrity 1

~ Crimp integrity 1

t Correct ter:5inatien per viring diggrara 1
:

Shield and drain wires 1

2nsulation 1
-

TOTAL 12
-

.
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Bechtel Associates Professional Corporation
L* 777 !ast 5:$ennCwer Parxway
[ Ann After. %c'hgan

waa awess. 7 C. Sex !ctC. Ann At:Or. we.mpn :stts

059360

3LC 12497
rebruary 18, 1982
.

.. 1

Consumars Power Company ' '
,

''P.-O. Box 1963
3500 E. Miller Road
Midland, Michigan 48640

'

Attention: 3. W. Marguglio -

k
i Subject: tiidland Plant Units 1 & 2

{ Consumers Power Company
Sy;3g t 'M Wi"? SQ*jlPAN Bechtel Job 7220
'm1 p yg Additional Response to CPCo

Q |* p,bC yL NCR M-01-9-2-016 and 3echtel
yg NCR 3996,

""
FFB 131982 l*' References: A) CPCo NCR M-01-9-2-016 dated

FIELD QUALITY ASSURANCE ','b'"y3S'3y2 ,e j1

MIDLAND, MICHIGAN j ' 3)
February 17, 1982

S

As requested, the following is additional infor=ation to the response
which we provided to tha above-referenced NCRs.

,

Cables 1DQ157A, DQ396D, IDQ396F, 1DQ396E, 1DQ396L, IDQ396T, IDQ177E ,
(NCR M-01-9-2-016) DQ403E,13Q403D, and 2335626A (NCR 3996) have been
reviewed for control / power and instrument cables being routed together.
Based on an induced volcap. calculation for the power cable (2335626A),
cable characteristics, and length of run, engineering has determined
that if these cables were to have been left in the as-installed
condition, they would not adversely affect the safety operation of the
plant through its design life.

If you have any questions on the subject, please advise.

j WW7%
L. 1

Project Ingineering & nager

LEC/PJC/CDW/sil

Written Response Required: No
%

cc: M. Schaffer
D. Turnbull
W. Bird
D. Taggart

* *

_ _ ,_._ ._, __
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November 2, 1981

Mr E R De ten
Office of Nuclear Reacter Regulatica
US Nuclear Regulatory Cc:.. issien.

Washington, DC 20555

MIDLAE PROJECT -
DOCKI:' NOS 50-329 AND 50-330
RESPONSE TO QUALI?! CATION OF INSPICT!CN, EIAMINATION
AND TESTING AND AUDIT PERSONNEL (GINERIC LETTER 81-01)
PILE: 0.k.3 SERIAL: Ik605
References: A. D G Zisenhut letter to All Licensees of C;erating

Plants and Holders of Constructic: Per its (. Generic
Letter 81-01), dated May k,1981

3. D P Eoffman letter to D M Crutchfield (NRR), Subject:
" Docket s 50-155 & 50-255 - Licenses DPR-6 & DPR-20 -
Big Rock Point & Palisades Plants - Response to
Qualification of Inspectica, Examination, and
Testi=g and Audit Persensel (Generie Letter 81-01)",
dated July 9,1981

Refereuce A requested our statement of c-it=ent to meet Regulator /
Positicas C.5, 6, 7, 8 and 10 of Regulatery Guide 1.58, Revision 1 scd
Regulatcry Guide 1.1h6 cr cur alternative =ethed of cc= plying with
10CFR50 A;;endix 3 regarding qualificatica of inspectica, exa=i=ation
and testing and audit persennel.

Refere=ce 3 inadvertently did not include the position for the Midland
Nuclear Pla=ts. The attach =ent to this letter prevides our respense fer
the Midisad Plants. Our cc==ents to Regulatory Guide 158, Revisien 1
=akes our positien en this Reg Guide the sa=e as cur presently stated
positien in the Midland FSAR to the August 1973 versien of the sa=e
Reg Guide,

s

)WR3/lr /
JGKe;;1er, NRC Reg !!! RCcok, *:RC Resident Inspecter, Midland
CHcod, NRR r c's ~v w:- t j

'
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Seric 14605*

;

BCC: J'atcok, P26-3363
WRBird, Pik-kl8A
DNBudzik, P24-517A
3RC Corres File, P24-517
MADistrich, 3ochtel-Midland
JFFirlit, JSC-236A
WDGreenwell, 3echtel AA
DPHoff: nan, P2k-11SA

[ GSKeeley, Pik-1133
I 3WMarguglio, JSC-220A
! DBM111er, Midland
L JAMooney, Pik-115A

JARutgers, Bechtel AA
F. Smith, Bechtel-Midland

f
TJSu111 van, P24-62kA -

!
. . _ , . . . . . . _.

RAWells, Pik-113A

.


