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

Gentlemen:

Thank you for your letter dated January 14, 1982, informing us of the
steps you have taken to correct violations 4 and 5 and the dates of
corrective action for several other items identified in our Inspection
Reports No. 50-329/81-12 and 50-330/81-12, forwarded by our letter dated
July 10, 1981. We have no further questions regarding the responses pro-
vided in this most recent letter and your earlier letters dated August 7,
1981 and October 30, 1981.

Your cooperation with us is appreciated.
Sincerely,
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CONSUMERS POWER CCMPANY'S RESPONSE TO
US NUCLEAR RECULATORY COMMISSION, REGION III
LETTER DATED DECEMBER 3, 1981
DOCKET NUMBERS 50-329 AND 50-330

1. Paragraph 1 of the Region 1II letter of December 3, 1981, requests
clarification of two issues.

a. Paragraph la of this letter states:

Field alteration of piping support and restraint
installations subsequent to QC inspection and sign
off has not been clearly addressed. Identification
and correction of problems during final system walk-
down prior to preoperational and/or startup tests
should be the exception, not the rule. Your QA pro-
gram should include measures to protect systems from
damage and alterations after final acceptance by
quality control

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY'S RESPONSE

We regret that there was an editorial error which made it appear that we
were not being fully responsive to your concern regarding field alteration
of piping support and restraint installations subsequent to QC inspection
and sign off, 1In the third paragraph on page two of the attachment to

the October 30, 1981 letter, as a part of our response to Violation Item &,
we referenced "Item 6 in your Notice of Violation". We should have refer-
enced Item 3. We apologize for the confusion this editorial error must have
caused you.

Our response to Item 3, transmitted on August 7, 1981, stated:

Bechtel Construction has developed Administrative Guidelines
addressing rework. The Administrative Guidelines provide refer-
ence to particular field procedures and outline the means of
administratively processing rework information such that proper
notifications and coordination are attained, Bechtel Quality
Control has also developed Administrative Instructions to indi=-
cate the process followed for processing rework items.

It is noted that the above-referenced Administrative Guidelines
and Instructions have been developed for Civil, Instrumentation,
Mechanical and Electrical disciplines, and these actions in the
Mechanical area.are considered responsive to Unresolved Item -
329/81-12-15 and 330/81-12-16 concerning procedural provisions to
control design revisions on small bore piping and piping suspen-
sion systems., In the Mechanical area, the guidelines have been
issued and revisions to the appropriate Mechanical procedures have
been made and are expected to be issued for use by August 12, 1981,
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The definition of rework as used in these guidelines and procedures
includes both the removal of an accepted installation for the purpcse
of accowplishing a design change on it, and temporary removal og an
accepted installation simply to accomodate construction congestion.
These guidelines and procedures have ncw been released and are being
implezented. This action should preclude unauthorized rework subse=-
quent to QC inspection and sign off,

b. Paragraph 1b of the Region III letter states:

Your response states, "Project Engineering has been
requested to evaluate the conditicns represented by
Items e, g and h." What consideration has been given

to the possibility that field installation was carried
out without a clear understanding of the design require-
ments and related interpretations?

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY'S RESPONSE

With respect to Item e, Bechtel Project Engineering was asked to
consider whether or not the pipe hanger and restraint installation
tolerances given in Specification 7220-M-326(Q) are ia conformance
with the design requirements., In response to this question, 3echtel
Project Engineering stated that there is only a minimum installation
clearance requiresment and that there is no maximua installation
clearance requirement, unless specified on the drawing., There is a
fabrication interfacing dimensional constraint, which when zet, re-
sults in an acceptable zaximum installation clearance. This dimen~
sional constraint is verified at the time of fabrication. Wken

the zinizum {nstallation clearance and the fabrication dizeasiocnal
requirezents are zet, design stresses will not be exceeded,

Based on this Project Tagineering respcuse, wve conclude that the
tolerances are in conformance with the design requirements., Further-
more, we have verified that the Bechtel QC inspections and the MPQAD
cverinspections are being performed with the full understanding of
the tolerances as set forth above. Finally, since it appears the
circumstances concerning this item should have raised scme question as
to the proper interpretation of the pertinent design requirements, it
has been reemphasized to all QA/QC personnel that, any time such a

question or doubt arises, they are to promptly seek written direction
from Project Engineering,

With respect to ltems g and h, Bechcel Project Engineering was asked to
consider whether or not the Technical Specification is an adequate and
complete statement of the design requirements, 1In response to this
question, Bechtel Project Engineering stated that the strength of grouted
anchor bolts is controlled by the bdond strength between the grout and the
concrete interface. The strength of the concrete cone pull-out, calcu-
lated per ACE 349-81, Appendix B, is approximately three times the design
strength of the grout-to-concrete interface. Therefore, small holes

drilled within this concrete cone vill zot. have a detrizental effect until
the potential pull-out surface of that concrete conme is reduced by approxi=-
mately two thirds, Based on this Project Engineering response, we conclude
‘that the design requirements ,4s currently atatad in the Technical Specifica-
tion are adequate, The occurence of abandoned holes in the proximity



of a single grouted-in anchor bolt in such numbers that they would
reduce the pull-out area of the concrete cone around the bolt by
two-thirds seems highly improbable. Never-the-less, to preclude

even the remotest possibility of such an occurence, Project Engineer-
ing will revise the Technical Specification to incorporate their
Tesponse to our question.

Paragraph 2 of the Region III letter states:

Our letter dated September 16, 1981, requested that you
provide a date when full compliance was or will be achieved
for each of the eight items of noncompliance. While your
additional response for Items 4, S and 8 satisfied our re-
quest, you failed to provide a date for the other items.

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY'S RESPONSE

The dates for which we were in full compliance are as follows:
a. Item 1 - December 31, 1981

b, Item 2 - December 31, 1981

c. Item 3 - November 24, 1981

d. Item 6 - August S5, 1981

e, Item 7 -~ May 29, 1981
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Consumers Power Company

ATTN:

Mr. James W. Cook
Vice President
Midland Project

1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson, M1 49201

Gentlemen:

Thank you for your letter dated October 30, 1981, responding to our
letter dated September 16, 1981, which addressed the need for you to
provide additional information so we could complete our evaluation of
the steps you have taken to correct the items of noncompliance which
we brought to your attention in Inspection Report No. 50-329/81-12;
50-330/81-12 forwarded by our letter dated July 10, 1981.

We have reviewed your response and have the following comments:

1.

Response to Items 4 and 5

Your response is generally acceptable; however, two issues warrant
further clarification:

Field alteration of piping support and restraint installations
subsequent to QC inspection and signoff has not been clearly
addressed. ldentification and correction of problems during
final system walkdown prior to preoperational and/or startup
tests should be the exception, not the rule. Your QA program
should include measures to protect systems from damage and
alterations after final acceptance by quality control. —

Your response states, "Project Engineering has been requested
to evaluate the conditions represented by items e., g., and h."
What consiceration has been given to the possibility that field
installation was carried out without a clear understanding of
the design requirements and related interpretations?




CONSUMERS FOWER COMPANY'S RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF
VIOLATICNMS DESCRIZED IN NRC I X _REPCPT

Item L from Appendix A (Item of Noncompliance 50-329/81-12 and 330/82-12-32
provides the follewing:

"10CFRSO, Appeadix B, Criteriocn Vv states, in part, 'Activities affecting
quality shall be Frescribed by docuzented instructions, procedures, or
drawings. . . and shall be accomplished in with these instructions, pro-
cedures, or drawings.'

The Consumers Pover Cezpany Quality Assurance Progra= Policy Ne. S, Re-
vision 9 states, in rart, 'Instructions for controlling and perforzing
activities aff-cting quality of equipment or cperaticns during the design,
construction . . . phases of nuclear power plants, such as . , , construc-
tion, installstion . . . are documented in instructicns ., . . and other
forns of docuzents, and the responsible CP departzents shall 'also verify
through sudits trat the required instructions . . - &re implemented.'
Contrary to the above, seven large bore ripe resiraints, surports, and
anchirs were not installed in accordance with design draving and specifi-
cation requiresents. (329/81-12-11; 330/81-12-12)

This is a Severity level V violation (Supplesent 11)."

Violation Itex &

The pipe supports identified in the NRC repoert of the May 18-22, 138:
inspection which were used as sSupperting details for Item L in the Nlotice
of Violation were all turned over to QC for inspection in 1880 (inspec-
tions completed tetween 5/80 and 12/80).

An evaluation was conducted by MPQAD of the quality indicators related to

hangers for the time period of June 1580 to May 1981, mnis study found that

half of the indicators were issued between 9/17/80 and 11/19/8C which coine

cides with the QC inspection dates for the hangers identified by Mr Yin,
This study concluded that censtruction d4id not @ssure that hangers and

related items were complete and in accordance with the most recent draving

revision prior to turnover Lo QCZ} ‘

As a result of ections taken primarily in the Quelity Control area, the nu-her
of quality indicators dropped from a peak of 13L in August /Septezber 1580 ta
An average of 19.25 per month from March 1981 thry June 1981, and thas
general level has been maintained, Cverinspections conducted by MPQAD have
confirmed that the Bechtel QC inspection of Nangers has improved and is
providing increased assurance that pipe hangers which have been QC inspected
and accepted do meet draving and specification requirezents.






Contrary to the above, licensee constructis. quality control inspectors
inspected and a:cepted six of seven large Sore pipe resuraints, supporss,

and anchors that, in fact, had aot been installed in accordance with design
dravings and spacificsticis as deterained by the NRC inspector. (329/81-12-12;
330/81-12-13).

This is a Severity Level V v.olation (Supplevent 1J,."

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY'S RESFONSE
Viclation Itexz S

The pipe supports identified by the NRC in the report of their site inspersicn
of May 18-22, 1981, which were used ecs sulport.ng details for Itez 5 in the

Netice of Violatior were all inspected in the tize period of May 1980 to

Dece=zder 1560.

"An evaluation conducted by MPQAD of gquality indicaters related to Rangers ‘for
the time pericd June 1580 to May 1581 founi that (alf of the indicators were
issued detween 9/17/80 and 11/19/80, which coincidzs with the 3C irspection
dates “or the hangers identified by Mr Yin.

The evaluation also found that during that time pericc, the nuster of crafs
perscnnel significantly increased. (onstruction had not assured that hanger:
were cozplete and met the requirerments of the zost recent éraving revisicn
prior te turncver to QC. The resuit was that QC received a lerge number of

| hangers to inspect and these hangers had a relatively large nuzber of
L\¢:£iciencic|.”

In October and November of 1580, plenned per.cnnel changes included & new
Lead Mechanical QCE, and pipe suppcrt group sujervisor. These shanges
brought sdiitional experience to t .e QC crganization. Additfomally, {ncressed
effort vas directed to the inspec.ion of pipe supports.

fubsejuent to these actions, the number ¢’ quality indicators dropped frez &
peak of 13k In August/Septexber 1980 to ¢. average of 19.25 per menth frem
March 1981 through June 1581, and that general .evel has been =aintsined.
Cverinspections coi fucted by MFQAD have. onfirmed tiat the Beshtel QC
inspection of hangers has improved and is proviuing increased assurance

that pipe hangers whl.h hava been QC inspected and accepted do meet

drawing and specilication riqu.rements.

A question regarding the intent of Specification M-326 with regaris tc the
locaticn for the measurement for clearance determination ‘is a clearance
that varies from 1/16" to 3/8" acceptabie if the drswing requires a 1/16"
clearance) has been referred to Bechtel Prolect Enginevring.

All of the specific hanger deficiencies are deing addressed, Item a through 4
and f rave been resolved. Project Fagineerina has been requested to evaluate
the cunditions represented by {tems o, g and h. Disposition and corrective
g:tliu residts froz the disposition f= anticipated to be completed by

January 5, 1982, Jinding the result of the overinspection to be sccomplished
by MPQAD of the hefger. installed grior to January 1981, the plant will be in
compliance in rogrrds to this matter st that time, It is felt that our present
inspection program is !n ~okpiiance with npplicable requirements in regards

to hanger inspecticns.
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Consumers Power Company
ATTN: Mr. James W. Cook
Vice President
Midland Project
1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson, MI 49201

Gentlemen:

Thank you for your letter dated August 7, 1981, informing us of the steps
you have taken to correct the items of noncompliance which we brought to
your attention in Inspection Report No. 50-329/81-12; 50-330/81-12 for-
warded by our letter dated July 10, 1981.

Your letter has been reviewed, and particular attention was given to the
information presented. We do not consider the actions delineated in your
letter to be fully responsive as described below.

1. Response to Iiems 1, 2, and 3

We will examine these matters during a subsequent inspection.

2. Response to Items 4 and §

These two noncompliance items involve installers who failed to follow
work procedures and design instructions and also QC inspectors who
failed to provide adequate installation verification. We contend that
installation and inspection are two distinctly different functional
areas. In addition, in our review of this matter we cannot support
your statement that approximately half of the specific findings could

\ be substantiated after further analysis.

‘ Itewm e (Rigid Frame Restraint 18-1HCB-2-H13). We do not concur
with your statement that this item is not in fact nonconforming
- to its design requirements nor was there an inspection error,
Our basis is: (1) the procedure did not call for the usez of a
level and angle finder for this specific application, (2) due
to the small surfaces involved, use of the angle finder may not
be considered applicable, (3) calculations proved that the
reading from the angle finder was not conservative, and (4) as
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it stands, portions of the gap clearance are in noncompliance
with the restraint design. Furthermore, your response did got
address our inspector's question as to whether or not the 2
criteria is permissible since the design drawings called for a
full load bearing surface between the pipe lugs and box frame
restraint shims.

Item f (Sliding Stanchion Assembly JHBC-124-H7). Your statement,
"It is believed that the hanger movement occurred after the QC
inspection that accepted the installation" raises concerns that
you are not aware that alteration of installation, subsequent to
QC inspection without proper control could indicate a breakdown
in your site QC inspection program.

Item g (Rigid Frame Assembly 12-2HBC-124-H5R) and Item h (Anchor
I ¥y ol 1CCB-2-H7). During our inspection discussions with your
staff, we did not understand that the :nchor bolts installed were
grouted-in type; however, we feel the issues identified are still
valid. This is based on the engineering consideration that the
load capacity for both types of anchor bolis is principally
dependent on the condition of the affected shear cone area of the
concrete. Small holes drilled within this concrete cone body will
net only weaken the concrete, but they will also initiate cracking
along the disturbed regicns. If design and test data for grouted-in
type anchor bolts installed in this manner is available, we will
review it during a subsequent inspection.
.
Item i (Sway FSK-M-2HBC-137-3-H3(Q)). We could not concur with
your statement that since this item had not as yet been released
for QC inspection, it is considered "under construction" and as
such, no inconsistency is noted. As we stated in our inspection
report, ve recognized that the hanger installation had not been
QC inspected. We consider the problem warrants attention, even
if your QC inspection could identify and correct the problem at
\ iater date. We believe that the installer should implement
. design requirements independently of QC inspection.
In addition to the comments presented above your response did not
address ()) the program inspection performed to insure that similar
deficicncies do not exist in other systems, (2) when the specific
problems and extended inspection program will be initiated and
completed, and (3) the corrective action taken to prevent future
recurrence.

Response to Item 6
We performed a followup inspection in this area prior to receipt of

vour response to this item. We will continue this inspection effort
during future inspections.
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Additionally, the field procedures were revised to more clearly address rework
in some areas. Specifically, within the electrical area, Field Procedures
FPE-3.000, "Installation of Electrical Tray and Conduit;" FIE-3.100, "Class IE
Tray Support Installation;" and FIE-3.300, "Class IE Conduit Support," have
been revised to address the rework of electrical raceway. These documents are
in the approval cycle and are expected to be issued by August 12, 1981. 1In
addition to these procedure revisions, an Administrative Guide E-1.00,

"Processing Rework of Scheduled Raceway," was issued for use by Bechtel
Construction.

Bechtel Quality Control has developed and issued QC Administrative Instruction
No 617, "Instructions for Processing Rework Electrical Items." This
instruction details how rework is processed by Quality Control.

The lack of prompt corrective action described in the Item of Noncompliance
relative to the Bechtel and Consumers Power Company audit findings was due to
considerable discussion between parties on the need, extent and detail
necessary to adequately cover the rework activity procedurally. There was a
lack of any identified nonconformances relative to items being reworked and as

such, there were not and are not now, indications that the rework processes
were out of control.

e e —— . S W — eyt B
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[ It is noted that the above-referenced administrative guidelines and

' instructions have been developed for Civil, Instrumentation, Mechanical and
Electrical disciplines, and these actions in the Mechanical area are
considered responsive to Unresolved Item 329/81-12-15 and 330/81-12-16
concerning procedural provisions to control design revisions on small bore
piping and piping suspensioca systems. In the Mechanical area, the guidelines
have been issued and revisions to the appropriate Mechanical prccedures have
been made and are expected to be issued for use by August 12, 1981.

RN e - e
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Full compliance will be achieved upon issuance of the procedures.

Item 4 from Appendix A (Item of Noncompliance 50-329/81-12-11 and
330/81-12-12) provides the following:

"10CFR50, Appendix B, Criterion V states, in part, 'Activities affecting
quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions, procedures, or
drawings . . . and shall be accomplished in with these instructions,
procedures, or drawings.'

The Consumers Power Compaay Quality Assurance Program Policy No. 5,
Revision 9 states, in part, 'Instructions for controlling and performing
activities affecting quality of equipment or operations during the design,
construction . . . phases of nuclear power plants, such as . .
construction, installetion . . . are documented in instructions . . . and
other forms of documents,' and the responsible CP departments shall 'also
verify through audits that the required instructions . . . are
implemented.' Contrary to the above, seven large bore pipe restraints,

mi0881-0001a-12
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of previous licensee inspecticns of this area and the
identified barrier requirements for raceways 1DHO058 and
1BFFOO1. (50-329/82-11-03)

b. The inspector observed the condition of Class 1lE cables
stored in the Cable Storage Yard. Two instances were
ohserved in which the ends of Class 1E cables were not
properly capped. The licensee stated that immediate
corrective acticn would be taken.

3. Freeze-wall Monitoring Pits

The inspector reviewed the procedures and drawings for the

four monitoring pits and determined that they were acceptable.
The inspector also inspected the four pits for conformance with
the design drawings and also determined they were acceptable.
The inspector gave the licensee verbal concurrence that they
could activate the freeze-wall on May 21, 1982. The only open
hold point is that they cannot dig below the deep duct bank
until they get NRR concurrence on the proposed method.

4, Pond Fill Line Repair

The inspector gave the licensee verbal concurrence that they could
repair the 72 inch pond fill line if the following two conditions

were met:
a. An approved site excavation permit for that activity.
b. Fines monitoring on the dewatering wells to be the same as

previously approved by NRR for plant area dewatering wells.

. Slope Lavback at Auxiliary Building Access Shafts

The inspector gave the licensee verbal concurrence that the
slope layback scheme proposed for the auxiliary building access
shafts was acceptable. This scheme was shown on Drawings C1420
and C1421, Revision 3.

6. FIVP Temporary Supports

The inspector while reviewing drawing C-2020, which defines
the FIVP support system, requested evidence that the as-built
configuration of the supports is as shown on the drawing. The
licensee could not produce any documented evidence that the
support structures were built as illustrated on the drawing
since it was installed non "Q" several years ago. The licensee
agreed to do an inspection of the supports to determine their
adequacy. Subsequently, the licensee determined that Unit 1
support steel has nine deficiencies from the drawing; while
Unit 2 has ten deficiencies from the drawing. That is, the
specific details of the installation drawing have not been

g
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Docket Nos.: 50-329/330 OM, OL

APPLICANT: Consumers Power Company

Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2
SUMMARY OF JUME 2

2 MEETING ON SOILS RELATED
REQUESTS FOR INF{ N

16
ATZ
On June 25, 1982, a meeting was held in Bethesda, Maryland between Consumers
Power Compnany (the applicant), the NRC, Bechtel and various consultants to
discuss the applicant's responses to enclosure 8 of the NRC letter of
May 25, 1982 which requests additional information on soils related remedial
activities for the Midland Plant. At the outset of the meeting the staff
presented memoranda containing specific structural and geotechnical auestions
which are attached as enclosures 1 and 2. During the meeting the response
the ouestions in enclosures 1 and 2 were prepared by the applicant and are
s eﬂ:WOSJre 3. Enclosure 2 also includes the applicant's responses
on piping raised during the meeting (see Section 1Il); a
caucus (see Section IV); and a review of the FIYP design

Meeting attendees are listed by enclosure 4,

Z .
/A
,'/
Darl Hood, Project 'lanager
Licensing Branch #4
Civision of Licensing

See next page




MIDLAND

Mr. J. W. Cook

Vice President

Consumers Power Company
1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson, Michigan 49201

cc:

Michael 1. Miller, Esqg.
Ronald G, Zamarin, Esqg.
Alan S, Farnell, Esq.
Isham, Lincoln & Beale
Suite 4200

1 First National Plaza
Chicago, Illinois 60603

James E. Brunner, Esq.
Consumers Power Company
212 West Michigan Avenue
Jackson, Michigan 49201

Ms. Mary Sinclair
5711 Summerset Drive
Midland, Michigan 48640

Stewart H, Freeman

Assistant Attorney General

State of Michigan Environmental
Protection Division

720 Law Building

Lansing, Michigan

Mr. Wendell Marshall
Route 10

Midland, Michigan 48640
M. Roger W. Huston

Suite 220

7910 Woodmont Avenue
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Mr. R. B. Borsum

Nuclear Power Generation Division
Babcock & Wilcox

7910 Woodmont fvenue, Suite 220
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Cherry & Flynn

Suite 3700

Three First National Plaza
Chicago, I1linois 60602

Mr. Don van Farrowe, Chief
Division of Radiological Health
Department of Public Health
P.0. Box 33035

Lansing, Michigan 48909

William J. Scanlon, Esq.
2034 Pauline Boulevard
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48103

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Resident Inspectors Office
Route 7
Midland, Michigan 48640
Ms. Barbara Stamiris

795 N. River
Freeland, Michigan 48623

Mr. Paul A. Perry, Secretary
Consumers Power Company

212 W, Michigan Avenue
Jackson, Michigan 49201

Mr. Walt Apley

c/o Mr. Max Clausen

Battelle Pacific North West Labs
Battellie Blvd.

SIGMA 1V Building

Richland, Washington 9935

Mr. I. Charak, Manager

NRC Assistance Project
Argonne National Laboratory
9700 South Cass Avenue
Argonne, 111inois 60439

James G. Keppler, Regional Admimistrator

U.S. Nuclear Reguliatory Commission,
Region 111

799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, I1linois 60137

Steve Gadler
0 Carter Avenue
. Paul, Minnesota 55108
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Commander, Naval Surface Weaoons Center
ATTN: P. C. Huang

White Qak

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Mr. L. J. Auge, Manager

Facility Design Engineering

Energy Technology Engineering Center
P.0. Box 1449

Canoga Park, California 91304

Mr. Neil Gehring

U.S. Corps of Engineers
NCEED - T

7th Floor

477 Michigan Avenue
Detroit, Michigan 48226

Charles Bechhoefer, Esq.

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissico
washington, D. C. 20555

Mr. Ralph S. Decker

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
U.S..Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Wwashington, D. C. 20555

Dr. Frederick P. Cowan
Apt. 3'125

6125 N. Verde Trail

Boca Raton, Florida 33433

Jerry Harbour, Esq.

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Geotechnical Engineers, Inc.
ATTN: Dr. Steve J. Poulos

1017 Main Street

Winchester, Massachusetts 01890



