REVISION O
06/19/84

Task: Allegation A-298

Reference No.: 4-84-A-06-178b

Characterization: It is alleged that the EBASCO vendor reviews are inadequate
and that Duality Control (QC) was not checking structural items for defects
such as shop welds by Peden Steel.

Assessment of A]legation: A review of this allegation by the NRC staff
concerning Peden Steel indicated that vendor reviews were performed at the
vendor's facility by a vendor quality assurance represcntative (VOAR) who was
employed by EBASCO. A review of records by the NRC staff confirmed that the

VOAR performed inspections of safety-related structural items fabricated by
Peden. These records date from June 1976 to November 1983,

The EBASCO QC organization for receiving and inspecting vendor-fabricated
structural items did review and inspect such items as received at the site.
In addition, the Ebasco records review group reviewed all vendor documenta-
tion in accordance with 0AI-1, Revision 11, "Quality Assurance Records
Management Instruction," dated July 12, 1983.

Review of a nonconformance report NCR W3-4776 by the NRC staff indicated that
EBASCO QC rejected a shipment of reactor auxiliary building (RAB) restraint
steel, by Peden steel upon arrival at the site. The steel was rejected because
the shop welds on the whip restraints did not conform to the design drawings
and the requirements in Anerican Welding Society, AWS D1.1. The welds were
undersize and indicated undercut and a lack of fusion. This illustrated that

a OC program was in effect onsite and offsite. In this particular case, the
onsite reinspection of Peden Steel was a part of the overall quality program
and performed its function by identifying problems not previously found by

the offsite QAR.

The NRC Construction Appraisal Team (CAT) inspection findings also indicated
weld deficiencies in Peden Steel shop welds. This CAT finding led to the
preparation of NCR W3-5805, Attachments 7 through 10 of the NCR inspection
report listed welded connections that were evaluated by Ebasco Site Support
Engineering (ESSE). A total of 720 welds were examined, of these 28 had aspects
not in accordance with the specifications and needed to be reevaluated. They
were evaluated by ESSE and none required reworking.

From the results of the staff evaluation, it appeared that this allegation has
neither safety significance nor generic implications.

[fotenthl Violations: None;J',

Actions Required: None.
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Characterization: It is alleged that the EBASCO vendor reviews are inadequate
an atQuality gontrol (QC) was not checking structural items for defects
such as shop welds by Peden Steel.

Assessment of Allegation: A review of this allegation by the NRC staff
concerning Peden Steel indicated that vendor reviews were performed at the
vendor's facility by a vendor quality assurance representative (VOAR) who was
employed by EBASCO. A review of records by the NRC staff confirmed that the
VOQAR performed inspections of safety-related structural items fabricated by
Peden. These records date from June 1976 to November 1983,

The EBASCO QC organization for receiving and inspecting vendor-fabricated
structural items did review and inspect such items as received at the site.
In addition, the Ebasco records review group reviewed all vendor documenta-
tion in accordance with QAI-1, Revision 11, "Quality Assurance Records
Manzgement Instruction,” dated July 12, 1983.

Review of a nonconformance report NCR W3-4776 by the NRC staff indicated that
EBASCO QC rejected a shipment of reactor auxiliary building (RAB) restraint
steel, by Peden steel upon arrival at the site. The steel was r2jected because
the shop welds on the whip restraints did not conform to the design drawings
and the requirements in American Welding Society, AWS D1.1. The welds were
undersize and indicated undercut and a lack of fusion. This illustrated that

a QC program was in effect onsite and offsite. In this particular case, the
onsite reinspection of Peden Steei was a par* of the overall quality program
and performed its function by identifying problems not previously found by

the offsitel0AR.

The NRC Construction Appraisal Team (CAT) inspection_findings also indicated
weld deficiencies in Peden Steel shon welds. Thi fin to the
preparation of NCR W3-5805, Attachments 7 through of the nspection
report listed welded connections that were evaluated by Ebasco Site Support
Engineering (ESSE). A total of 720 welds were examined, of these 28 had aspects
not in accordance with the specifications and needed to be reevaluated. They
were evaluated by ESSE and none recuired reworking.

From the results of the staff evaluation, it appeared that this allegation has
neither safety significance nor generic implications.
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[Eotent1al Violations: Non{;J ¢‘

Actions Required: None.
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Characterization: It is alleged that vendor reviews are inadequate and that

OQuality Control (QC) is not checking structural items for defects such as shop
welds by Peden Steel,

Assessment of Allegation: A review of this allegation by the NRC staff
concerning Peden Steel indicates that vendor reviews were performed at the
vendor's facility by a vendor quality assurance representative (VOAR) who is
employed by Ebasco. A review of records by the NRC staff confirmed that the
VOAR performed 1nspections.d;:safety-related structural items fabricated by
Peden. These records date from June 1976 to November 1983,

The Ebasco QC organization for receiving and inspection onsite reviewed and
inspected vendor-fabricated structural items received at the site, In
addition, the Ebasco records review group reviewed all vendor documentation in
accordance with OAI-1, Revision 11, "Quality Assurance Records Management
Instruction,"” dated July 12, 1983,

Review of a nonconformance report NCR W3-4776 by the NRC staff indicated that
upon-recetpt of reactor auxiliary building (RAB) restraint steel, Ebasco OC
rejected a shipment'by Peden steel upon arrival at the Site. The steel was
rejected because the shop welds on whig C$iﬁr(49$sﬂ219VP?t conform to the
design drawings and the requirements QQgin D1.1 The Welds were undersize
and indicated undercut and a lTack of fusion. This clearly illustrates that a
OC program was in effect onsite and offsite, In this particular case, the
onsite reinspection of Peden Steel was a backup for the obvious oversights by

the VOAR offsite.

The NRC staff review of the Construction Appraisal Team (CAT) inspection
findings indicated more weld deficiencies in Peden Steel shop welds. This
finding by the CAT inftiated NCR W3-5805, attachments 7 through 10, which
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Characterization: It is eged that( vendor reviews are inadequate and that )(
Quality Control (QC) A4S not checking structural items for defects such as shop

welds by Peden Steel.

Assessment of Allegation: A review of this allegation by the NRC staff
concerning Peden Steel 1nd1cate# that vendor reviews were parformed at the
vendor's facility by & vendor quality assurance representative (VQAR) who #s\””‘
employed by Ebasco. A review of records by the NRC staff confirmed that the
VOAR performed inspegtions gnpsafety-rﬂated structural items fabricated by
Peden. These records date from June 1976 to November 1983,

i

The Ebasco QC organization for receiving and inspectmens'%e reviewed-and

inspected [vendor-fabricated structural items eceived “at the site. In SRS T
addition, the Ebasco records review group rev1ewed all vendor documentation in
accordance with QAI-1, Revision 11, "Quality Assurance Records Management

Instruction," dated July 12, 1983.

Review of a nonconformance report NCR W3-4776 by the NRC staff indicated that
upen-recedpt (Gf reactor auxiTiary building (RAB) restraint st?g_D Ebasco QC

rejected a shipmeng’_y Peden stee1 upon arrival at the site. The steel was

rejected because the shop welds on whip restraints did not conform to the -

design drawings and the requirements m,\pwf Dl"f‘ he we?tjlsﬂﬁereotfi‘d?rs?z(e

and indicated undercut and a lack of fusion. This elsewisy iﬂustratei that a )(
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Engineering (ESSE). A total of 720 welds were examined, of these 28¥\ ¢
were evaluated by ESSE and none required reworking.

From the -~esults of the staff evaluation, it appea;} that this allegation has
neither safety significance nor generic implications.

~

. Lf?tential Violations: NonéZ] ﬂ’
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