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Consumers Power Co.'s Mid.
land nuclear complex !s sink-
ing slowly into the soil, giving .
the company yet another: - ¢
worryatthe problem-plagued °
B 3Lt e :
", The sinking building !s de-
signed to house a dlese! gener. ,
‘ator to provice backup power
to the §1.74 billion complex,
which is scheduled to be com.
pleted In 1982, - %
"7 According to Consumers,-
the building has already sunk -
-about three inches, as much
settling as the company ex-
‘pected over the 40-year life of - |.
the complex, "~ 1™ . e
.y “All of It s " belng ; Y
" Wwatched,” said Gen Roy, dep-’
uty director of the Chicago - .[-4"
-region of the Nuclear Regula- . -
‘tory Commission. Roy said, 'k
: the NRC, which recently fin. g
. ished an inspection of the site,” .*
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doesa't know yet if the sink.: “—=

gbout, " ;=T s - .

“I couldn't give you a time
estimate on that," said Roy,
when_asked. when the NRC
will know whether the sink-.
la;'!s a serious problem, |

%5 & e . : 2

. s s gy or ¥ *He §
nuclear components of the
complex,.is an important..
structure, The diesel genera-
plant’s moeitoring system if -
the nuclear generators aren't
operating or if the power that

i

b, o TN e
<".. ROY SAID that NRC sta’f

tor provides power to run the %

.ing I8 anything to werry | Consumer Power Co..’s pr:oblem-p!aguofl nuclqn( complex at Midla
e IR L . - O X -

e ab 2" s gty Wy
FRRTE 5 o S Ml [

L | P i g ¥ o A
changes, cost Increases and
Consumers' financial prob..
lems,.. . xpeiises
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THE UTILITY, however,

sought to micimize the prob. .

lem, = o SR
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.years behind schedule, and its .

nd oo pal,

CTRLE™ Bt g
v L]

of construction oz the guclear |
complex. ..., ...~ -

CONSTRUCTION "o " the,
complex !s more than six

cost {s S1.4 billion over the+

rmembers attribute the s'nk-
ing to several factors, among
-, them a'20-foot rise in the local
. Water table caused by filling a
- pond that will provide cooling

water for the nuclear plants,
‘7 Thediesel generator build.
Ing, while not as vital as the

runs the complex itself is cut . Steven Howell, 8 Consum'-’

off for some reason. o

" Mary Sinelalr, a long-time
critic of the complex, said the
settling problems “may be the
end” for the plant, which has

" the rate at which the

the company

< 1 erssenior vice-president, sald

Is sinking has declined, and . ..Comsumers, has had nus
hopes that the, ' mMerous run-ins with the NRC
sinking will step after Cog-

“original budget of $267 mil.:
lion drawn up in 1857, when
building - the project was anzounced, '

over construction practices at.

been plagued by construction
problems, . regulatory

-

o

- BigeRge evoe
RICEB4-96  ppp

sumers puts gbout 2,000 tons ,
of send in and around the
bullding, - Coaw e
Howell said the weight of.
the sand will compact the soil

, under the building and pear ¢, -

siopping the sinking, : .

He said the sinking prob.’
lem Isn'taffecting the partsof
the complex that house the
nuclesr generators and staam
turbines, because those were
built on rock while the diesal
generator building was built
on fill dire,

Howe!l also sald that the
£'nking won't affect the nace

the complex on schedule,

the complex, and other delays;
were caused when Consume:
ers reduced its predictions of.
future electric demand |3 its’
service area and when the:
company decided it didn's: |
have enough money to fiaish:

=

The utility is aow tryiag to
sell shares of the complex to
rural electrie Co-operatives
and citySowned oleciric com-
panies In & move designed to
help raise morney and settlaes
sults which the co-ops and
citles brought against the
company several vears egos ! e
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By STARR EBY :

Daily News staft writer .t
Consumers Power Company officials
and representatives of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) will

inches, respectively at the- most re-
cent measurement, he said: < n
| Consumers specifications 3]
NO more than a 3-inch settlement even
after the imstallation of four 100-ton

towed for

\

; meet to discuss .the Midland auclear »
Wiplant at |

P-m. Sunday and
Monday » v .

They will observe and discuss
" cessive settiing of "the plant's

9 am.

et |

the ex
diese| -

generator duilding’at

the plant site.

Bechtel«
workers
ina

Coastruction Corporation
first discovered the problem
foutine check. C nstruction
ind the NRC was informed
prodlem, according to Con.
pokesmen
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taker 4 Week ago

SNow that the building is still settling,

nough IS decreasing

As of Oct. 27, the building’s
east corne;

south-
Nad- settled 2.64 inches A
weex ago ~as

astruction super

aith ne rate

cdown to 1.5
Peck

sumers

ned

474G west

2

settied 1

wy Qet

diese! generators.. e e

An. NRC memorandum from- James
G. Keepler, director of NRC' Region
i, cited several factors that could
responsibie for the excessive settling
" These are the compressability of f
dirt used to Support the building, the
lesign and foun lation of the buildin
piping undgeriving part
and soil compaction
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The diesel generator buiiding will
house the alternate power needed if a
quick shutdown of the reactor must be
effected-and there-is-no otlter power
Source availabie from .outside the
plant, = S gt
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 205568

APR 25 1979

Docket Nos: 50-329

50-330

APPLICANT: Consumers Power Company
FACILITY: Midland Plant, Units 1 & 2

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF APRIL 10-11, 1979 MEETINGS ON OPEN ITEMS REGARDING

FSAR REVIEW

On April 10 and 11, 1979, the NRC staff met in Bethesda, Maryland with
representatives of Consumers Power Company, Bechtel Associates, and
Babcock and Wilcox to discuss some of the open items associated with
the staff's review of the FSAR for Midland Plant, Units 1 & 2. These
open items are identified in the staff's letter of March 30, 1979 and
served as the agenda for the meeting.

The discussions in Enclosures 3 & 4 for this meeting summary correspond
to the same-numbered item by technical review branch as specified in
the March 30, 1979 letter. .

Meeting attendees for April 10, 1979 and April 11, 1979 are listed
in Enclosures 1 & 2, respectively.

‘,:;;:;f;;. /?3 13

Darl S. Hood, Project Manager
Light Water Reactors Branch No. R
Division of Project Management

Enclosures:
As stated

cc: See next page




Consumers Power Company

ces:

Michael . Miller, Esq.
Isham, Lincoln & Beale
Suite 4200

One First National Plaza
Chicago, [11inois 60670

Judd L. Bacon, Esq.

Consumers Power Company
212 West Michigan Avenue
Jackson, Michigan 4920!

Mr. Paul A, Perry
Secretary
Consumers Power Company

© 212 W. Michigan Avenue

Jackson, Michigan 49201

Myron M, Cherry, Esq.
One IBM Plaza
Chicago, [1linois 6061!

Mary Sinclair
5711 Summerset Drive
Midland, Michigan 48640

Frank J. Kelley, Esq.
Attorney Generai

State of Michigan Environmental

Protection Division
720 Law Building
Lansing, Michigan 48913

Mr. Wendell Marshall
Rout 10
Midland, Michigan 48640

Grant J. Merritt, Esq.

Thompson, Nielsen, Klaverkamp & James

4444 10S Center
80 South Etfghth Street

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402

3 H. "
v‘cesﬁresinonz '
Consumers Power Company

212 West Michigan Avenue
Jackson, Michigan 49201
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Effluent Treatment Systems Branc

oroposed response
these items

Staff review of the Section 11.5 as re\
Revision 19 indicated several items whic
clarified or modified. These areas 1nc

footnotes of Table 11.5 sheet 2 of 1

footnote 7 of Table 11. Table 11

1
v, Section 11.5.2.2 ection
[V, Sec : ol s

\ ey ) Tha . '€ etad d +hat 1 do ¢
nresolved ' staf stated } .

: 14 V-' .
such as that implemented by Piligrim, uUn

acceptable in lieu of a design csolution based
oump room filtration However, the staff remal
in its position that a design solution
pump seal lTeakage after an accident 1s
applicant indicated the basis for the ¢

on M"1‘d"v’} is more r»vorv‘n]pnf than that

‘o

\{J'\ "O?jr‘ ne nit

ident Analysis Branch
34" 118, P A AL L L

nres 3 |

ontainment inteqr ¢t duyr 1 reof
1] 1sades yipment
which opens auxiliay
refueling
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within 30
analyses
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nresolved ncerne

f turbine

steam eney
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iol

requested Consumers to submit any data it may have in
support of that opinion.

Unresolved. The staff said that its position requiring
testing of toxic gas sensors in place is also an open
item. The staff is continuing its review of toxic

gas releases via railway. )

ranch

Initial item resolved by Revision 19. An error in Table
12.3-2 will be corrected. The design does not provide for
criticality monitoring in the new fuel storage area when
hand1ing 1s not in progress; therefore an exemption to

10 CFR 70.24 will be applied for.

The applicant will revise the FSAR to provide more positive
access zontrol to the fuel tube area, for recognition

of the potential for exposure in the area, and to provide
for portable monitoring devices.

Core Performance Branch - Physics

1.

Resolved by Revision 19.

Core Performance 8ranch - Fuel Design

¥,
2.

. 44,

e mes - ae

To be discussed April 20, 1979,

Unresolved. We require the applicant to propose a specific
f4e] surveillance program for our review, The staff
suggested guide tube wear may be plant specific. No fuel
surveillance program {s described in the FSAR,

Staff review is continuing but no further information
is needed from applicant at this time.

The staff requires all of Chapter 4 and 15 to be
revised to use the approved version of TACO (BAW-10784,
Revision 1, August 1977). We also require that TAFFY
be shown to be conservative where used in 1ieu of the
approved version of TACO.
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3. 4 4. Staff review is continuing.

5. Awaiting resolution of ETSB item 4.

6. Q-1 submittal is presently estimated for May 1979.
Extra {tem: The staff also asked for further discussions on how

icing of the linas to the operators for the outdoor MSIVs
is prevented.

Quality Assurance Branch

la. Unresolved. The position remains unfilled.

1b. The applicant will reply in May, 1979.

- R Not discussed.

3. Unresolved. Additional information will be submitted

by the appiicant in March and April 1979.
1. Not discussed.
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ENCLOSURE 4
Items Discussed April 11, 1979

Structural Encineering Branch*

L
&

Not discussed.

The OPTCON program will be submitted in April 1979. The response to
request 130.21 in FSAR Revision 19 is based upon code material properties
and "allowable stresses" refer to ACI-359. A subscript error will be

corrected.

The staff suggested that, if necessary, consideration be given to
use of actuai properties where this can be justified and to use of a
site specific response spectra.

The staff finds the applicants response to request 130.24 to be
unacceptable. The distinction between structural damping and equipment
damping was discussed during the meeting. The staff noted that OBE

and SSE damping was not treated adequately in the response. The staff
requested that the response to request 130.24 be revised to compare

OBE and SSE at each point (both vertical and horizontal) for

structural and mechanical damping - using both RG 1.61 and site specific
damping. Also clarify response te indicate whether RG 1.92 was used.
The appiicant will respond in May 1979.

Unresolved. The applicant's response by FSAR Revision 19 transferred

the Bechtel topical report BP-TOP-1, with some modifications, i

to the Midland FSAR as Apnendix 3D. However the modifications do not
provide all the information which was asked for during the staff's

generic review which resulted in acceptance. of Revision 3 =f the taopical.
hpperdix 3D does not adcéress how ciosely-spacec modes are handlea;

and uses cyclic critzria based upon Revision 0 of the report ahich the
staff found unacceptable. The staff requires that FSAR Appendix 3D

be revised to respond to all reguests issued as part of the staff's
generic review of the earlier revisions of the topical report.

Geology/Seismology 8ranch

.

The staff does not at this time accept that the Michigan Basin
Tectonic Province is separate from the large Central Stable Region
tectonic province. Therefore, the staff does not accept the reference
acceleration value of 0.12g to which the Midland Plant has been built.
The staff's requirements will depend, in part, upon the approach
ultimately to be adopted for cther plants (Sequoyah and Davis Besse).
Further meetings with Consumers Power on this subject will be held.

*These items are further affected by G/S Branch item 1 hereto.
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2. Discussed as part of SEB items.

Geotechnical Engineering Section

1. Not discussed.
2. Resolved by response to request 362.2 in FSAR Revision 19.

3.  Unresolved. The staff requested (1) a figure of the phreatic surface
used for design, and (2) justification that the phreatic surface used

for design is cunse:ivaliie.

Mechanical Engineering Branch

1. The remaining qualification summaries will be submitted in May 1979.
The NSSS equipment does not appear to be compatible with a July 1979
SQRT site review.

2. Additional information on the closing ability of the 18-inch valves
will be provided.

3. The staff will further describe the inadequacies noted on previous
plants regarding the valve analyses performed by Dresser.

4., 5., 6. Not discussed.

7. No change in status.

8. Unresolved. The response to request 110.55 is ambiguous as to compliance
with RG 1.121.

9. Unresolved. The staff requested test data on puliout.

Hydrology

1. The applicant has elected not to use sandbagging. A response in April
1979 will describe the new design approach based upon water tight

doors and removable panels.

2. No open item.
3. & 4. The applicant will respond in April 1979.

5. The staff requested additional information, including discharge
duration curves used in the analysis, outflow versus elevation curves
for the scuppers, and clarification of the antecedent water curve.

S——
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ﬁ{i‘f'% Emergency Planning Branch
fi'.fﬁf 1. Unresolved. How are the various indications correlated? The applicant
Yo dger was referred to Sections 4.1.4 and 4.1.5 of RG 1.101, Annex A. The staff
By 10ss 2 also requested that Figure C-1 be revised to extend beyond the LPZ.

;i
fiﬁfEil 2. Unresolved. The staff stated that the Midland FSAR must either include
e as a supplement or annex the state and local plans, or follow the
7 ol alternate in request 432.32.

54 1 linresnlved. Some errors in the crosc-reference index were noted which

also affects request 432.19.

4. The responses to requests 432.28, 432.29, 432.34 and 432.35 are accepted.
Requests 432.9, 432.16, 432.23, 432.24, 432.27, and 432.33 all relate to
compliance with 10 CFR 50 Appendix E Section IV C, are part of item 1
above, and are unresolved. The response to request 432.15 is
unacceptable since it is ambiguous as to what equipment will be located
at the emergency area (See Section 7.4 of RG 1.101 Annex AT,
and it omitted required information from FSAR revision 15 regarding
SEP section 8.3 which was acceptable.

Reactor Safequards Licensing Branch

1. Unresoived. The applicant will submit plans in Aoril or May, 1979.
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