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1 re~ruest Consumers Power Comoany to admit the genuin;ne§s
and authenticity of the enclosed AQdit Renorts dated May 25 & June
8=10, 1977 and 2ctober 3=7, 1977,in accordance with section 2,742,
Part < of NKC Rules of Practice,

1 make this reruest now in the hopes of exnediting the
hearing bv 2llowing the documents to he us=d {(n 53 prannsad
Findings of fact due November 21, 1931, ,as onpnsed te ricuesting
an ext:znsion of the Ouality Jesurence and ‘lanagzricl “ttitude
{ssues into the upcoming sessions, or sudpliemeniing ay Praposecd
Findings after ihe fact,

17 Consumers Power Comnany would respond to this rennest
facllitates ay

at their zarliest possidle convenience, It would

w

ability to have complete Proposed Findings submittec 2 Vovemoar

21, 1981, Dso3
by

’ ///

Respectfully Submitied,

€cy1 ASLE llombera, )tf " P ﬂ/ ;oo
- wm. Paton; NRC Or s X Ta iy
Me.Miller, CPCos.
Cor R
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. 4 5:;?"‘i1 ¥§=55:> PLANT: Midland UNnIT 1 § 2
Jiilacking QUALITY ASSURANCE
BiWMarguglio PROGRAM J SUBJECT QF AUDIT: _Soil Placement
JFNewgen
| LIPS phard REPORT NO & dn e » Records
| | QA SUBJ FILE | ——

i. AUDIT SCOPE o
>
The purpose of this record rcvfﬁw audit is to verify the documentation
associated with the placement of Structural Backfill, North Plant Dike.
West Plant Dike, and Plant Area Fill conforms to the specifications and
to expedite dike turmover.

II. AUDITORS

%*%#%#D. A. Blumenthal, CPCo QAE (IE&TV) = Team Member
**D. E. Horm, CPCo QAE Civil Supervisor - Team Leader

IIT. PERSONNEL CONTACTED

J **Ben Cheek, Bechtel Lead Civil Qualicy Control Engineer
*Keith Berk, Bechtel QCE (QC Vault)
*Pat Guiette, Bechtel QCE (QC Vault)
*Mary Kerridge, Bechtel QC Documentation Clerk
*Jim Miller, Bechtel QC Documentation Lead
*Tom Lieb, Bechtel QCE (Civil)
- #n%*Daryl Osborn, Bechtel Assistant Lead Civil QCE
‘:;. *John Speltz, U.S. Testing Lab Chief

IV. SUMMARY OF AUDIT

A. A Pre-Audir Conference was held on August 31, 1977 in Ben Cheek's
office with those in attendance as noted 'in Sections IT and III above.
The audit scope was the only item discussed. The audit scope originally
was to observe scil placement, however, due to heavy rains and no soil

placement in "Q" areas, the audit scope was changed to that given in
Section I.

B. The audit was performed on soil reports North Plant Dike MD 72 (5=-23-74)

: through MD 514 (9-21-74), West Plant Dike MD 25 (9-12-74) through MD 307

1 (9=-27-76), Structural Backfill MDR 611 (10-7-76) through MDR 1121 (8-11-77),
Flant Area Fill MD 1122 (10-7-76) through MD 1854 (8-12-77) and gradation
reports for structural backfill material received February &4, 1977 through
August 31, 1977 to assure failing tests have been cleared by passing tests;
correct cptimum moisture coantents, maxipum and minimum dry lab densities
have baen used; the test results were properly evaluated for acceptance;

and tesn reports could be located in the Quality Contrel Documentation
Jault using the attached checklist.

C. The findings associated with this audit are noted in Section V.

*Contacted during Audit .
**Attended Pre-Audit Conference and Post-Audit Conference
**%Attended Post-Audit Conference
Audit and attended Post-Audit Confer

ence
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@) | rre: €).4.3.0 6 18.4.3.6
’ DATE: October 3-7, 1977
PLANT: Midland UNIT 14§ 2
SUBJECT OF AUDIT: Soil Placement
Records

-

AUDIT REPORT NO F-77-32

SUMMARY OF AUD!. (Contd)
D. Future =udits will be run the same, when scheduled.

E. A Post-. it Conference was held on October 11, 1977 in Ben Cheek's
office wit those in attendance as noted in Sections Il and III above.
The audit .indings were presented to those in attendance by D. A.
Elumenthal and D. E. Horn. Bechtel QC understood and agreed with the
findings and recommended corrective action.

CLOSED OUT FINDINGS

Finding 1
West Plant Dike

MD-276 and 277 (sampled 9-15-76), 278 (sampled 9-16-76), and 285 (sampled
9-17-76) have NA in the optimum moisture content columm.

North Plant Dike
MD-92 (sampled 5-25-74) shows maximum dry lab density 110.6. It should
have been 103.4. )

MD-93 (sampled 5-25-74) shows maximum dry lab desaity I10.6. It should
have been 103.4.

MD-109 (sampled 5-28-74) shows maximum dry lab demsity 103.4. It should
have been 115.1.

MD-119 (sampled 5-28-74) shows maxisum dry lab demsity 127.2. It should
have been 128.0.

MD-15° (sampled 6-4-74) shows optimum moisture content 18.8. It should
have bteen 18.4.
MD-195 (sampled 6-24-74) shows optim'm moisture content 11.0 It should
have beeun 11.6.

MD-22> (sampled 6-25-74) shows cptimum moisture content 10.3. It should
have been 11.6.

MD-224 (sampled 6-25-74) shows optimum moisture content 13.5. It should
have been 13.0.

MD-257 (sampled 7-L1-74) shows optimum moisture content 9.8. It should
have been 10.4. This also shows maximum dry lab density 126.8. It should
have been 127.4.



£ | FIiE: @).4.3.4 & 18.4.3.6
; DATE: uctober 3-7, 1977
PLANT: Midland UNIT 16 2
SUBJECT OF AUDIT: Soil Placement
Rezords

AUDIT REPORT NO F-77-32

>

CLOSED OUT FINDINGS o
Finding 1
North Plant Dike (Contd)

MD-269 (sampled 7-12-74) shows maxisum dry lab density 116.2. It should
have been 116.3.

MD-290 (sampled 7-16-74) shows maximum dry lab demsity 125.2. It should
have been 128 3.

MD-318 (sampled 7-15-74) shows optimuwm me.sture content 13.0. It should
have been 13.3.

MD-336 (sampled 7-20-74) shows opiingn moisture content 20.5. It should
have been 20.0.

MD-341 (sampled ?-25—76) shows cptimum moisture content 17.0. It should
have been 15.5.

MD-377 (sampled 8-6-74) shows maxisum lab dry demsity 109. It should have
been 112.9. i

MD-476 (sampled 8-19-74) shows optimum moisture content 17.0. It should
have been 17.1.

MD-512 (sampled 8-28-74) shows maximum lab dry demsity 109.4. This should
have been 106.0.

Structural Backfill Area
MDR-919 (sampled 5-25-77) shews maximum dry lab density of 109.3. It should
have been 125.3. It alsc shows minimum dry lab demsicy as 90.3. It should

have been 109.3.

Plant Area Fill

MD-1262 (sampled 4-8-77) gives maximum dry lab density of 117.0. It should
have been 117.1,

MD-1300 (sampled 5-2-77) gives coptimum moisture content of 11.1. It should
have been 10.4,

MD-1385 (sampled 6-2-77) gives optimum moisture content of 13.5. It shov'd
have been 12.4.



(% © oz @©.4.3.46 18.4.3.6
; DATE: uUctober 3-7, 1977

PLANT: Midland UNIT 1 & 2
SUBJECT OF AUDIT: Seoil Placement
Records

AUDIT REPORT NO F-77-32

-

CLOSED OUT FINDINCS .

Finding 1
Plant Area Fill (Contd)

MD-1420 (sampled 6~8-77) gives optimum moisture content of 9.8. It should
have been 8.6. It also gives maximum dry lab density of 127.3. It should
have been 132.9.

MD-1521 (sampled 6-17-77) gives maximum dry labt density of 117.0. It should
have been 117.1. .

Corrective Action Requested: Recalculate the test resulrs using the proper
values and determine the acceptability of the corrected test results.

Corrective Action Taken: The test results were recalculated and corrections
made. The above errors did not change the acceptance of these tests even
though: they did change the test results.

Corrective action verified October 25-26, 1977.

For further corrective action see Section VI "Open Findings" Finding 1.

Finding 2

Specification C-210, Revision 5 Section 12.6.1 states in part, "The water
content during compactionm shall not be more than 2 percentage points below
optimum moisture content and shall not be more than 2 percentage noints
above optimum moisture content..."”

Specilfication C-210, Revision 5 Section 13].7.1 states, "All cohesive back-
£ill in the plant area and the berm shall be compacted to not less than 95
percent of maximum density as determined by ASTM D 1557, Meched D".

Specificarion C-210, Revision 5 Section 13.7.2 states in part, "All cchesicn-
less backiill in the plant area and the berm shall be compacted to not less
than 80 percent of relative density as determined by ASTM D 2045..."

Contrary to these recuiremencs, the following tests had failing results
and dic not indicate being cleared by passing tests.

Sheet 4 of 12



pate. L 346 18.4.3.6
DATE: tober 3.7, 1977
PLANT: Midland UNIT 1 & 2
SUBJECT or AWDIT: sS04 Placement
Records
AUDIT REPORT NO F-77-32 a
CLOSED our FINDINGS T
-
Findin‘ 2 (Coned) Ly
Plant Area Fi11
Moisture
Test No. Date Sagglcd Compaction Actual Optimum
M 1153~ 10-21-7¢ 61.6% of Relative Density
11557 10~-21-76 73.5% of Relative Density
1191~ 11-03-7¢ 74,62 of Relative Densicy
1194~ 11-02-75 75.42 of Relative Density
1317 5-08-77 ) 18.0% 15.22
1318 5=09-77 11.3% 15.22
1320 5=0%-77 : 12.22 15.22
1321~ 3=09-77 94.07 of Maxy mum Density
1337~ 35=17-77 12.42 15.2%
1388~ 6~02-77 9.8% 15.22
1393~ 6-03-77 11.12 13.42
1398~ 6-03-77 11.22 13.42
1404 -~ 6~-03-77 10.22 13.42
1415~ 6=07-77 9.9% 13.42
1498~ 6=15-77 88.27 of Maxdimum Densicy 14.5%2 10.02
1509 « 6=16-77 12.92 15.22
North Plant Dike
MD 418 8~14~74 17.22 20.02
Scructural Backfi1;
MDR 620 10-13-76 72.3% of Relative Densicy
625~ 10-12-7¢ 31.52 of Relarive Densiry
629 10-20-7¢ 78.2% of Relative Density
632 10-20-76 73.5% of Relacive Density
637 10-21-7¢ 76.3% of Relative Densicy
663 « 1ll-11-7¢ 33.02 of Relasive Density
664~ 11-11-7¢ 72.3% of Relartive Densicy
667« ll-11-7¢ 67.52 of Relative Density
673 11-23-75 33.92 of Relative Densicy
679 1l-23-7¢ 71.82 of Relative Density
680~ 11-23-76 60.02 of Relative Densicy
6827 11-24-7¢ 70.6% of Relative Density
688~ 11-24-76 77.12 of Relative Density
700 1-13-77 75.0% of Relarive Density
701 1=13-77 68.1% of Relative Densicy
721/ 3=14-77 60.0% of Relarive Densiry
Sheet § o
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CLOSED OUT FINDINGS

Finding 2

Test No.

MDR 7347
736//‘
737
7387,
739
7407
7417
1447
746~
7157
767~
768~
770-
785~
799~
826~
843 -
845~
854
861
862
2889~
914~
9227
9257
938~
940.~
991~

998 <

Ceorrective Action Requested:

same area to clear these failing tests.

Corrective Action Taken:

700, 701, 757, 761

FILE: A4.3.4 & 18.4.3.6
DATE: October 3-7, 1977
PLANT: Midland UNIT 16 2
SUBJECT OF AUDIT: Scoil Placement
Records
AUDIT REPORT NO F-77-32
>
Structural Backfill (Contd)
Moisture
Date Sampled Compaction Actual Optimum
3=17-77 34.0% of Relative Density
3-18-77 79.0% of Relative Density
3~18-77 41.9% of Relative Density
3-18-77 72.4% of Relative Density
3-18-77 70.6% of Relative Density
3-18-77 69.3% of Relative Density
3-21-77 77.8% of Relative Density
3-21-77 56.2% .of Relative Density
3-21-77 54.9% of Relative Density
3=23-77 68.7% of Relative Density
3-29-77 54.3% of Relative Density
3=30-77 66.92 of Relative Density -
3=-30-77 65.0% of Relative Density
L=Q7=-7T 69.3% of Relative Density
4=12-77 78.8%2 of Relative Demsity
4~19-77 70.4% of Relative Density
4-28-77 66.8% of Relative Density
4-29-77 70.43% of Relative Density
5-08-77 67.42 of Relative Density
5-10-77 76.3% of Relative Density
5=10=77 74.0% of Relative Density
5=13-77 56.5% of Relative Density
5-24-77 9.0% 11.8%
5-26-77 73.7% of Relative Deusity
5=27-77 11.4% 15.22
6-08-77 56.5% of Relative Density
6-08-77 78.6% of Relative Density
6-25-77 €0.2% of Relative Density
6=25-77 77.4% of Relative Density

Determine i{f there are passing tests in the

Test reports Plant Area Fill MD 1317-1320: North
Plant Dike MD 418; and Structural Backfill MDR 620, 629, 632, 637, 673, 679, .

768 and 770 have been cleared by passing tests and Struc-

tural Backfill represented by MDR 854, 861 and 862 was removed.

Corrective Action Verified October 26, 1977.



FILE:

4.3.4 & 18.4,.3.6

X : . DATE: October 3-7, 1977
= PLANT: Midland UNIT 14 2
' SUBJECT OF AUDIT: Soil Placement
( Records

AUDIT REPORT NO F-77-32

Ve

CLOSED QUT FINDINGS

Finding 2 (Contd)

Corrective Action Taken: Test reports Plant Area Fill MD 1153, 1155, 1191,
1194, 1321, 1337, 1383, 1393, 1398, 1404, 1415, 1498, 1509 and Structural
Backfill MDR 625, 663, 664, 667, 680 682 688, 721, 734, 736=-741, 744,
746, 757, 768, 770 785 799 826, 863 845 889 914, 922, 925, 938, 960

993 and 998 are in & "Non -Q" area .nd_hgxg_hggg_;.xgn to CPCo Proiect Man age-
ment Organization (Field) for resolution in letter 186FQAZ7.

For further corrective action see Secticn VI "Open Findings" Finding 2.

Finding 3 ‘ i
Relative Density Reports 539 and 61 w;tc missing from the QC Vault.
Corrective Action Requested: Obtain copies of chese reports and place them
in the QC Vaulc. :

(:;_‘5 Corrective Action Taken: Cépics have been obtained and placed in the QC
Document Vaulct.

Corrective action verified October 26, 1977.

VI. OPEN FINDINGS

Finding 1

Specification C-210, Revisicn 5 Sectiom 12.6.1 states in part, "The water
content during compaction shall not be more than 2 percentage points below
optimum molsture cnutent and shall not be more than 2 percentage points
above moisture content...'

Specificzation C-210, Revision 5 Section 13.7.1 states, "All cohesive back-
£1ill {n the plant area and the herm shall be compacted to not less than 95
percent of maximum density as determined by ASTM D 1557, Method D".

Specification C-210, Revision 5§ Sectiom 13.7.2 states in part, "All cohesion-
less backfill in the plant area and the berm shall be compacted tec not less
than 80 percent of relative demnsity as determined by ASTM D 2049..."

. Contrary to these requirements, the following tests had been passed using
incorrect testing data. Using the correct testing data, the tests fail.




' FILE: 4.3.4 & 18.4.3.6
: DATE: October 3-7, 1977
PLANT: Midland UNIT 16§ 2
SUBJECT OF AUDIT: Soil Placement
Records

AUDIT REPORT NO F-77-32

VI. QOPEN FINDINGS .

Finding 1 (Contd)
North Plant Dike -

MD 290 (sampled 7-16-74) shows optimum moisture content 11.6. It lhould
be 9.5. Using the correct optimum moisture content of 9.5%, the actual
moisture content is 2.2% above optimuw moisture content.

MD 360 (sampled 7-31-74) shows optimum moisture contest as 21.4. It should
be 15.2. This alsc shows maximum lab dry density as 103.2. It should be
115.1. Using the correct optimum moisture ‘content of 15.2%, the actual
moisture content is 5.4% above optimum moisture content. Also using the
correct maximum lab dry density of 115.1, the correct percent of maximum
density is 86.4%.

MD 377 (sampled 8-6n76) shows optimum moisture comtent as 18.0. It should
be 15.2. Using the correct optimum moisture content of 15.2Z, the actual
moisture content is 4.5% above optimum moisture content.

Structural Backfill

MDR 621 (sampled 10-14~76) shows minimum dry lab density as 94.2. It should
be 112.2. Using the correct minimum dry lak density of 112.24y the correct
perrent of relative density is 41.5. ; '

Corrective Action Requested:

(1) Determine if there are passing tests in the same area to clear these
failing tests.

(2) TEf rhesc failing tests cannot be cleared by passing tests in the same
arca, present these findings to Bechtel Project Engineering so Project
Eagineering can determine what additional tests, reviews, etc. are needed
to justify the material these tests represent. Have Project Engineering
justify the material these failing tests represent.

(3) Determine the underlying cause(s) and take corrective action to preclude
repetition.

Corrective Action Taken:

(1) North Plant Dike MD 290 and MD 377 have been identified on Bechtel
NCR 1005. North Plant Dike MD 360 and Structural Backfill MDR 621
density problems have been identified on Bechtel NCR 1004.

Corrective action verified October 26, 1977.

North Plant Dike MD 360 moisture problem has been identified on revised
SCR 1005.

Corrective action verified October 28, 1977.



VI.

FILE: .4.3.4 & 18.4.13.6

DATE: veeeber 3-7, 1977

PLANT: Midland UNIT 16§ 2

SUBJECT OF AUDIT: Soil Placement
Records

AUDIT REPORT NO F-77-32

>

OPEN FINDTNGS -

Finding 1 (Contd)

NCR QF-199 has been written to resolve the corrective action still open.

Finding 2

Specification C-210, Revision 5 Section 12.6.1 states in part, "The water
content during compaction shall not be mere than 2 percentage points below
optimum moisiure content and shall not be more than 2 percentage points above
optimum moisture content..." '

Specification C-210, Revision 5 Section 13.7.1 states, "All cohesive backfill
iu the plant area and the berm sﬁhl% be compacted Lo not less than 95 percent
of maximum density as determined by ASTM D 1557, Method D".

Specification C-210, Revision 5 Section 12.7.2 states in part, "All cohesion-
less backfill in the plant area and the berm shall be compacted to not less
than 80 percent of relative density as determinod by ASTM D 2049".

Cdnctary to these requirements, the following tests had faiiing results and
did not indicate being cleared by passing tests or had been marked passing.

North Plant Dike

MD 142 (sampled 5-3U~74) shows optimuw moisture content 8.0, moisture content
10.3. This test failed but it is shown as passing.

MD 143 (sampled 5-30-74) shows optimum moisture content 13.8, moisture content
11.4. This failed but it is shown as passing.

West Plant Dike

MD 227 (sampled 10-6-75) failed moisture but has not been cleared.

Plant Area Fill

Moisture
Test No. Date Sampled Commacr m Actual Optimum
MD 1311 5~03=77 61.6Z . “ela ..: Density
1326 5-10-77 18.5% 15.22
1328 5-10-77 12.22 15.22
1412 6-07-77 10.42 15.22



VI.

FILE: 4.3.4 & 18.4,3.6

DATE: October 3-7, 1977

PLANT: Midland ODNIT 16 2
SUBJECT OF AUDIT: Soil Placement

Records
AUDIT REPORT NO F-77-32 .
OPEN FINDINGS -0
Finding 2 (Contd)
Structural Backfill
Moisture

Test No. Date Sampled Compaction Actual Op timum
MDR 621 10-14~76 78.0% of Relative Density

671 11-12-76 74.8% of Relative Denmsity

672 11-23-76 75.4% of Relative Density

685 11-24-76 56.2% of Relativeé Density

686 11-24-76 70.92 of Relative lensity

691 11-24-76 62.0% of Relative Density

Corrective Action Requested:

(1) Determine if there are passing tests in the same area to clear these
failing tests.

(2) 1If these failing tests canuot be cleared by passing tests in the same
ar=a, present these findings toc Bechtel Project Engineering so Project
Engi: *ering can determine what additional tests, reviews, etc. are
need s to justify the material these tests represent. Have Project
Engineering justify the material these failinz tests represent.

(3) Determine the underlying cause(s) and take correc .ive action to pre-
clude repetition.

Corrective Action Taken:

(1) Bechtel QC has determined that none of the above have passing “ests in
the same area Lo clec the failing tests. - !

(2) North Plant Dike MD 142 and MD 43, West Plant Dike MD 227 and Plant
Area Fill MD 1326, 1328 and 1412 have teen identified on Sechtel NCR
1005. Structural Backfill MDR 621, 571, 672, 685, and 686 have been
identified on Bechtel NCR 1004.

(3) Ceorrective action has been takem as of the last of July, 1977 by Bechtel
QC and U.S. Testing to more adequately clear failing tests. Therefore,
the corrective action to preclude re etition for not clearing failing
tests need not be addressed.

Corrective action verified October 26, 1977
Plant Area Fill MD 1311 has been identified on revised NCR 1004.

Corractive action ve. .ied November 1, 1§77.

NCR QF-19J has been written to resolve the corrective action still open.
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FILC: @9.4.3.4 & 18.4.3.6

DATE: Uctober 2-7, 1977

PLANT: Midland UNIT 1 8 2

SUBJECT OF AUDIT: Sou:l Placement
Records

AUDIT REPORT NO F-77-32

>

OPEN FINDINGS (Contd) -

Finding 3

Specification C-211 Revision 3 Section 5.6.2 sctates in part, "Material de-
livered to the jobsite for use as structural backfill shall be visually in-
spected, and tested in accordance with ASTM C-136..." .

ASTM Cl136-71 Section 4.2 states in part, "In no case, however, shall the frac~-
tion retained on_any sieve at the completion of the sieving operation weigh
more than 4g/in.2 of sieving sur ace. '

Note 2' = This amounts to 200g for the usual 8 in. (203-mm) diameter sieve".

To preclude repetition to NCR QF-152 (the same deficiency as this) U.s.
Testing developed a new gradation form that has check points that include
documenting that the 200 grz= material limit on any individual 8 inch sieve
has not been exceeded. In addition, a training session was held on February
2, 1977,

Project Quality Control Iastruction No. SC-1.05 "Material Testing Services
and Concrete Production"” Rev. 5 Section 2.7.2 Reports, Item A states, '""Perforaz
a daily review of the subcontractor's jobsire inspection and test reports
for acceptability, completeness, and the laboratory chief's signature for
concrete, steel, and soils. Sign and date on the report verifying the acceptable
status",

Contrary to these requirements:

Structural Backfill Date Sampled Amount Retained
Log Number
G~ 270 1-13-77 #40 Sic e - 225.2g
0364 4=27-77 #10 Sieve - 217.1g
0417 S5=1-77 710 Sieve - 221.4g
0431 5-16-77 ¥10 Sieve - 260.1g
0451 5-18-77 #10 Sieve - 211.7g
050s 6=-02-77 #.00 Sieve - 228.0g
0704 7-18-77 #10 Sieve - 249.5g

Corrective Action Recguested:

(1) Present thesc findings to Bechtel Project Engineering and obtain engzineer-
ing ratiocnale from Bechtel Project Engineering as to the acceptabili
of the material these tests represent.

(2) Evicantly the corrective action taken in NCR QF-152 was not adeguate.
Determine the underlying cause(s) and take further corrective zztion
to precludc repetition.
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VII.

FILE: L4.3.6 & 18.4.3.6
DATE: Uccober 3-7, 1977
PLANT: Midland UNIT 1 & 2
SUBJECT OF AUDIT: Soil Placement
Records

AUDIT REPORT NO F-77-32

-

OPEN FINDINGS .

Finding 3 (Contd)

Corrective Action Taken:

(1) These findings have been identified on Bechtel NCR 1006.
Corrective action verified October 26, 1977.

NCR QF-195 has been written to resolve the corrective action still open.

NONCONFORMANCE REPORTS

QF-195
QF-199

Sheet 12 of 12



and Inspection
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g JFiewgen NG Campany PLANT: Midland UNIT] % 2 -
o GLRichardson A
' ( HWSlager OUAU:,IO?;?:SANCE SUBJECT OF AUDIT: _S0ils Placement

I. AUDIT SCOPE

II. AUDITOR

II1. PERSONMEL CONTACTED

Iv. SUMMARY OF AUDIT

A.

(-

The purpose of this audit is to verify that soils placement and inspection are
being accomplished in accordance with Bechtel's procedures, specifications and
codes.

G. B. Johnson, CPCo Field Quality Assurance Engineer (Civil)

{ **8en Cheek, Bechtel Lead Civil Quality Control Engineer
*Daryle Osborn, Bechtel Quality Control Engineer (Civil)

A Pre-Audit Conference wes held on May 23, 1977 at Daryle Osborn's desk
with those in attendance as noted in Sections Il and III above. The
audit scope was the only item discussed.

The audit was serformed on the placement and inspection of zone 2 material
in the plant arasa South of the Turbine Building at clevations 620" - 622'.
The backfilling operation was centered around plant coordinates S 5070 and
E 36Q. The attached checklist was used.

The soils placement and inspection seemed adequaté except as described in
Section V of this report. '

Future audits will be run the same, when scheduled.
A Post-Audit Conference was held on June 16, 1977 in Ben Cheek's office

with those in attendance as noted in Sections 1I and III above. The Post-
Audit Conference consisted of telling Ben Cheek and Daryle Osborn that the

results of this audit were adequate except for Findings #] & #2 in Section V.

CLOSED OQUT
V. FINDINGS

Findina #)
Bechtel Specification 7220-C-210, Rev. 4, Section 12.6.1, states in part:

N> The water content during compaction shall not be more than 2 percentage

points below optimum moisture content and shall not be more than 2
percentage points above optimum moisture content. . . . .

/

*Attonded Pro-Audit Conference and Post-Audit Conference
**Attended Post Audit Conference
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VI.

ey

Date: May 25, & June 8. S, 10, 1977
€§§; _ Plant: @@Q¥land 1 & 2 —_—
: ' Subject™oY Audit: Soils Placement and

Report o F-77-21

CLOSED OUT
FINDINGS

Finding #2 (Contd) »i ,

" Recommended Corrective Action: (Contd)

2. Bechtel QC should determine if the 1/500 cy test
exceeded. If the test frequency has been exceed
will have to be made as to the acceptability of
material by Project Engineering.

Corrective Action Taken:
1. Bechtel QC informed the forema directing the so
correct test frequency r Girements.
2. Bechtel QC made an evaluation concerning the fre
the affected area. It was determined that betwe
6/17/77, 18,200 cy of random backfill was placed
the Turbine Building. 57 tests were taken on th

results in an overall test frequency of 320 cy/t
of this 18,200 cy was placed in a NON-Q area.

NONCOMFORMANCE REPORTS

None

Inspection

frequency has been
ed, an evaluation
the in-place

ils work of the

quency of testing in
en 5/13/77 and
South and East of
is material which
est. The major:it,
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