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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of
Docket Nos. 50-329-0OM

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY 50-330-0OM
50-329-0L
(Midland Plant, Units 1 50-330-0L
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APPLICANT'S REPLY TO MS. STAMIRIS'

"INTERVENOR PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT

AND CONCLUSICONS OF LAW ON REMEDIAL
SOILS ISSUES"

Ms. Stamiris' December 16, 1983 proposed findings
present two general problems for purposes of this Reply. First,
the issues she raises often relate not to the technical
adequacy of the proposed remedial measures, but to the imple-
mentation of the remedial work. While we agree with Ms. Stamiris
that the Licensing Board has to add ‘'ss both subjects !although
not necessarily in the same partial initial decision), we
prefer to address quality assurance implementation gquestions
which have arisen with respect to the remedial work in our
proposed supplemental Q.A. findings to be submitted later
this month. 1In this Reply we merely point out those of
Ms. Stamiris' citations which are irrelevant. A second
problem is that Ms. Stamiris sometimes refers to Board Noti-
fications and other materials which are not in the evidentiary
record. In two cases (BN-83-174 and recently raised con-

cerns relating to cracks and crack reporting, Tr. 22672-22673 and
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March 15, 1982, at %s 319-329. The general issue of whether
Applicant knew there were widespread soils deficiencles at
the site prior to construction of the DGB was discussed
again 1in Op nt's Response to Motions of Intervenors
Sinclair and Barbara Stamiris with respect to Dow Lawsult
dated August 17, 1983, and in Applicant's Response to
Supplemental Memorandum in support of Intervenor
Stamiris' Motion to Litigate Dow 38ues dated October
1983,

3. Applicant made
February, 1980 not tc
without NRC Staff review and
would have been
the Modification
continued after

this work

NRC 1060,

that Consumers

Keeley,

3 Keeley, Tr. 12 1202-]
Company's Response t« tamix
Conclusions of Law, dated Ap:
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5. Applicant disagrees that there were a
stances of abuse of the terms of the April 30, 1982
and Order. We agree with Ms. Stamiris that this 1is

for the QA findings.

The Soils Remediali Fixes

6-9. Applicant is indifferent as to whethar
Licensing Board issues one partial initial decision
We agree with Ms. Stamiris that Applicant's past and
remedial work must be addressed
Ms. Stamiris alleges in paragraph 9 that there have bee
numercus problems encountered in the remedial
work to date. In support of this statement,

cites a potpo 1 of ai y assurance-rel

~

and documents, most ¢ / ' >t related
iliary building undexrpinning
plete picture of the progress

work will be presented in Applicants

For example, Board Notification 83-155 and Stam
xhibits 40-44 deal with drilling incidents; Board
33-106 involves the NRC's authorization for the
of safety-related HVAC welding work. BN 82-98
the problem in the QC requalification program
resolved prior to the initial authorization of the
work on Decembe:r 9, 1982. Most of the items listed
Appendix A to Ms. Stamiris' September 4, 1982 "Motion
Par+tial Initial Decision on QA Adequacy in Soils Remedl
Work Prior to Commencement of Remedial Underpinning Excav
tamiris Ex. 55 (SALP I1I), and Stamiris Exhibit 97
to ACRS on Design and Construction Problems for Period
Start of Construction Through June 30, 1982) do nc
to the auxiliary building, and all of them precede
initial authorization of the auxiliary building und
work on December 9, 1982.
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Auxiliary Building

10. Applicant disagrees with Ms. Stamiris' accusa-
tion that Applicant has refused "to face up to" what she
views as a plausible explanation for the auxiliary building
cracks, and that this represents "a tendency to be less than
forthright about soils problems". We also disagree with her
characterization of the NRC Staff's position as an attempt
"to skirt this issue altogether". Applicant's Proposed
Findings of Fact on Remedial Soils Issues (4s 216 and 217)
and the NRC Staff's November 15, 1983 responsive findings
(4s 216-218) accurately reflect the professional judgment of
their respective witnesses on the subject of such cracks.

No adverse conclusions about Applicant's candor or manage-
ment attitude or the good faith of the Staff can be drawn
from the proposed findings or from the underlying expert
testimony.

11. Applicant intends to address the load test at
Pier W-11 in its proposed supplemental QA findings to be
filed in January, 1984. Briefly, there was an inability to
transfer the full load to the bottom of the pier, which
Applicant (but not necessarily the Staff) attributed to the
anti-friction system not working properly.i/ Rather than
conducting a second load test, Applicant chose another option
suggested by the NRC Staff, which was to reanalyze the auxiliary
building using a differential settlement of 1/2 inch rather

than 1/4 inch (corresponding to a reduced value oi the soil

5/ Mooney, Tr. 17162.
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modulus). On September 14 and 15, 1983 the NRC Staff

audited these calculations. The audit raised some questions
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The last two concerns raised by Ms. Stamiris 1in
paragraph 11 have already been answered by the Appiicant and
the Staff in filings dated July 18, 1983 and July 21, 1983,
respectiveiy, and have been ruled upon by the Licensing
Board in its Memorandum and Order (Denying Motion to Reopen

Record on Containment Cracks) LBP-83-50,
7, 192%). Nothing would be gained by rehearsing
se matters in this Reply.
With the exception of BN-83-174
questions ra‘sed during the Staff's September
udit), none of the items listed in this paragraph
the technic2l adequacy ~f *he design for auxiliary
remedial measures. As the Board has ruled, Tr.

early to tell whether BN-83-174 raises

must be addressed in this hearing; certainl

on this Board Notification are premature.
items will be addressed to the extent we be
in Applicant's proposed supplemental Q.A.
1984.
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1983 Stone & Webster meeting. The Licensing Board has
previously determined that Ms. Stamiris' concern about

" o~ - v - L % .

continued water seepage problems" in the underpinning
excavaticns i¢ based on a ‘terpret: on of the Stone &
Webster reports. Memorandum and Order

Reopen Record on Containment Cracks

i) (August 17, 1983).

16. See Applicant's Reply to Ms
PE P4}

paragraph 11.

Ms. Stamiris has apparently misrea
Proposed Findings of Fact on Remedial Solls Issues.
state at 4320 that the condensate lines were cut
north side of the DGB prior to the surcharge.

has not supplied any citation to

was induced in the condensate piping,

event, this piping not safety-related and 1its
9

would not create a safety problem.
Even if one accepts the Staff's view
variable soil properties, the maximum differ
ment in underground piping migl >ccur at some
om the anchor points, this does not establish
in the proposed strain and settlement mconitoring prog
underground piping. This is because the Staff

required such monitors wherever it believed

See Applicant's Proposed Findings
Law on Remedial Soils lIssues, at
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Tr. 9147) can not be disputed.

21. The concern raised by Resident Inspector Ron
Cook, that Applicant's galvanic protection system might pro-
mote corrosion, was answered by Dr. Weeks, who pointed out
that the polarity of the DC current in the system would have
to reverse to cause a corrosion problem. Tr. 9325. There
is nothing in the record which suggests a mechanism by
which such a reversal in polarity might oconr.

The practice of encasing anodes in concrete was
corrected almost as soon as it ltarted.lg/ This potential
problem with the effectiveness of the galvaric protection system
has been corrected satisfactorily, as described in Appliicant's
Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law on Remedial
Soils Issues, at § 387-388 and in the corresponding NRC
Staff responsive findings.

The us2 of uncoated carbon steel lugs to connect
the galvanic protection system to the stainless steel BWST
pipirg resulted in accelerated corrosion of the lugs, not
the piping. and therefore did not represent a safety problem,

/
although it was not a good practice.l-

10/ woodby, Tr. 9225.

11, weeks, Tr. 9306-9308, Cook, Tr. 9342, Mr. Woodby testified
that all the carbon steel lugs had been found and removed.

Tr. 9267, 9279-9281. The NRC Staff had not checked this as

of November 18, 1982. Cook, Tr. 9337.
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