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Task: Allegation A-136

Reference No.: 4-84-A-06-31

Characterization: The allegation is that it was difficult for Ebasco QA
personnel to get approval to initiate a formal nonconformance report between
1975 and 1977 in'the civil-structural area. ,

Assessment of Allegation: The NRC staff reviewed the procedure, civil-structural
nonconformances between 1975-1977. The Ebasco procedure requiEed a noncon-
formance report (NCR) when, for example, there were physical defects, test
failures, incorrect documentation, or deviations from prescribed inspection
or test procedures. An NCR usually followed a discrepancy notice (DN).
Unl_ike a DN, the NCR required a separate evaluation by a QA engineer to see
if it should be upgraded to a reportable item under 10 CFR 50.55(e). The
alleger stated that, in the early days of construction, QA reviewers were

' discouraged from writing NCRs to avoid further independent evaluation of
discrepancies or safety violations.

The NRC staff reviewed ~the allegation and found the following:

1. The Ebasco procedure for writing nonconformance reports has been in
existence since September 1975. The first DN was generated in October
1975 by Ebasco civil-structure quality assurance personnel. Therefore,
the procedure was available by the time the first DN was written. NCRs
were also written in 1975 and 1976, for example, on concrete work
associated with the basement.

2. LP&L has re-evaluated all the concrete packages, solis pakcages and
steel construction packages and found that there is no significant
violation of procedures and construction requirements. The NRC staff
dound no issues during this period which clearly indicated an NCR should
have been written but was not.

3. The NRC staff reviewed DNs written between 1975 and 1977 and found none
that addressed significant safety issues which were not upgraded to
NCRs.

In view of the staff assessment, this allegation has neither safety
significance nor generic implications.

'
FThis conclusion is contingent on the results of investigations being
performed by the NRC Office of Investigations and further technical
evaluations may be necessary depending on the outcome of these 'i

i iinvest gat ons.
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[fotentialViolations:N'one
'
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Actions Required: .None.
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