REVISION 2
06/26/84

Task: Allegations A-138 and A-159

Reference Number: 4-84-A-06-33 and 4-84-A-06-54

Characterization: It has been alleged that the review of the soils packages
conducted by the Quality Assurance Installation Review Group (QAIRGg revealed
several deficiencies during the review of approximately the first four feet of
backfill; the work was then stopped before completion.

Assessment of Allegation: The NRC staff review of the backfill records
revealed that the gaci?!l! operation was divided into seven placement fills
surrounding the foundation walls. The in-place soil density was required to
be tested in accordance with ASTM-D-1556, ASTM-D2167, ASTM-D2922 or any other
method suitable to ensure that the backfill has been properly compacted, One
test with an in-place relative density of at least 75 percent was required to
be made in each layer for every 20,000 square feet placed in one day.

The EBASCO sofls inspector conducted a final review of 100 percent of the
soils packages for completeness and conducted a partial, random-sample review
of the packages for technical accuracy. He stated that he did not find or
fdentify any technical problems or missing records., The NRC staff conducted a
review of the in-place density tests for approximately 25 percent of the total
sofls packages for the seven fill areas. The NRC staff found that some of the
1n-g1.ce density test reports were located in the wrong soils package. The
following table summarizes the results of the reviews:

Fill #1 Fi11 #2 Fil11 #3 Fill #4 Fill #7

No. of Test Sample 33 29 52 59 55
Feports Reviewed
Documents Filed in 0 1 5 0 1

Wrong Package

The NRC staff also reviewed the records for the in-place testing frequency of
each layer of backfill that was placed and compacted around the foundation
structure. This review revealed that there was no documentation covering
either the first three feet of backfill in f11] area #7 or the first five feet
of backfi1l in f111 area #5. The in-place density tests for fi1] area #7 were
found at the GEO Office (test lab), but no record of inspection was found for
the first three feet of fill area #7.
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The NRC review of approximately 25 Eercent of all the soils packages indicated
that the final review conducted by EBASCO was incomplete. The records for fill
area #7 were in the GEO Office, but showed no evidence of review, nor could
records be found for the first five feet of fill area #5. The soils packages
were not all reviewed by the staff for technical accuracy because deficiencies
found during this review should have been discovered during EBASCO's final
review., The EBASCO reviewer of these soils packages was involved as a soils
QC Inspector almost from the beginning of the backfill operation to its
conclusion. Based on this fact, the NRC staff concludes that he was qualified
to conduct a records review,

The safety significance of this item is that some fil1l areas are in question
as to the placing and compaction of the backfill becasse of the missin?
documents, It is the judgment of the NRC staff that analysis considering the
areas of missing records may indicate there 1s not a safety problem. However,
this shall be substantiated by LP&L., This indicates that inadequate attention
was given to the compilation of quality records and to conducting satisfactory
record reviews,

-

/

Potential Violations: The missing and misfiled documents indicate that there
s some doubt about the validity of the placement, compaction and inspection

of some backfill material, based on the records available, and that criteria
XVII of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 may have been violated. o

Actions Required: See Item 7 in the Enclosure to the D. Eisenhut letter of
June 19, 13!1 to J. M, Cain (LP&L).

References:
1. Backfill documentation in volume 1 for each of the seven fill areas.

2. LOU 1564,482 EBASCO Specification "Filter & Backfill; Seismic Class I"
Revisfon 6,



3. LOU 1564 G 497502 "General Backfill Plan & Sections" Rev.
4, LOU-1564 G 497501 "General Backfill Plan & Section."
5., Summary of the Dates that Test Reports were Reviewed.
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Reviewed By:

Approved By:
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Summary of the Date of Test Reports that were Reviewed

Attachment 1

Reference 5.

Test
Elev, Fi11 #1  F111 #2 F111 #3 Fill #4 Fil1) #5 Fill #6 Fill #7
-41.25 10/13/76
-40,75
-40,50 6/7/76 10/14/76
-40,25 5/18/76
-39.50 6/7/76 8/24/76
-39.25 5/19/76 6/2/76
-39.00 8/6/76 8/24/76
-38.75 4/26/76 9/16/76
-38,50 6/8/76 8/24/76
-38.25 5/20/76 6/3/76
-38.00 8/23/76
«37.75 9/16/76 8/9/76
-37.50 4/27/76 g;?;;g 10/14/76 10/13/76 8/9/76
-37.25 10/18/76 10/21/76 9/16/76 5/20/76 10/11/76 6/3/76 6/11/76
9/17/76 10/13/76 9/9/76
9/10/76
«37.00 9/1/76 5/19/76 10/14/76 :5;7;16
«36.75 10/19/76 10721776 9/17/76 '0N/14/76 10/11/76 9/9/76 9/8/76
10/20/76 10/23/76 10/12/76 9/10/76 9/9/76
10/14/76
«36.50 6/9/76 9/9/76 8/24/76
~36,25 10/25/76 10/21/76 9/14/76 10/14/76 5/27/76 6/4/76 6/11/76
10/19/76 10/12/76 6/15/76
-36.00 10/19/76 9/2/76 8/24/76
«35.75 9/14/76 5/20/76 10/12/76 9/13/76
9/17/76 10713/76
-35,.50 6/9/76 9/3/76
9/7/76
9/9/76
«35.25 10/23/76 10/14/76 10/15/76 5/21/76 6/4/76 6/14/76
9/9/76 9/9/76
9/10/76 9/10/76
9/13/76
«35.00 9/2/76 10/15/76

The dates indicated when the fi1) area was placed, compacted and tested; each
date may indicate more than one test.
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REVISION 2
. 06/26/84

Task: Allegations A-138 and A-159
Reference Number: 4-84-A-06-33 and 4-84-A-06-54

Characterization: It has been alleged that the review of the soils packages
conducted by the Quality Assurance Installation Review Group (OAIRGg revealed
several deficiencies during the review of approximately the first four feet of
backfill; the work was then stopped before completion.

Assessment of Allegation: The NRC staff review of the backfill records
revoa‘cs that the gaci?!Il operation was divided into seven olacement fills
surrounding the foundation walls, The in-place soil density was required to
be tested in accordance with ASTM-D-1556, ASTM-D2167, ASTM-D2922 or any other
method suitable to ensure that the backfill has been properly compacted. One
test with an in-place relative density of at least 75 percent was required to
be made in each layer for every 20,000 square feet placed in one day.

The EBASCO sofls inspector conducted a final review of 100 percent of the
soils packages for completeness znd conducted a partial, random-sample review
of the packages for technical accuracy. He stated that he did not find or
fdentify any technical problems or missing records. The NRC staff conducted a
review of the in-place density tests for approximately 25 percent of the total
soils packages for the seven fill areas. The NRC staff found that some of the
in-g1aco density test reports were located in the wrong soils package. The
following table summarizes the results of the reviews:

Fi11 #1  Fi11 #2 Fi11 #3 Fi11 #4 Fil1 #7

No, of Test Sample 33 29 52 59 55
Reports Reviewed
Documents Filed 1in 0 1 5 0 1

Wrong Package

The NRC staff also reviewed the records for the in-place testing frequency of
each layer of backfill that was placed and compacted around the foundation
structure, This review revealed that there was no documentation covering
efther the first three feet of backfill in f111 area #7 or the first five feet
of backf{i1l in f11) area #5. The in<place density tests for fi1) area #7 were
found at the GEO Office (test lab), but no record of inspection was found for
the first three feet of 111 area ¢7.



The NRC review of approximately 25 percent of all the soils packages indicated
that the final review conducted by EBASCO was incomplete. The records for fill
area #7 were in the GEO Office, but showed no evidence of review, nor could
records be found for the first five feet of fill area #5. The soils packages
were not all reviewed by the staff for technical accuracy because deficiencies
found during this review should have been discovered during EBASCO's final
review, The EBASCO reviewer of these soils packages was involved as a sofls
QC Inspector almost from the beginning of the backfill operation to its
conclusfon. Based on this fact, the NRC staff concludes that he was qualified
to conduct a records review,

The safety significance of this item is that some fill areas ar: in question
as to the placing and compaction of the backfill because of the missing
documents, It is the judgment of the NRC staff that analysis considering the
areas of missing records may indicate there is not a safety problem., However,
this shall be substantiated by LP&L. This indicates that inadequate attention
was given to the compilation of quality records and to conducting satisfactory
record reviews,

Potential Violations: The missing and misfiled documents indicate that there
Ts <ome doubt about the validity of the placement, compaction and inspection
of some backfill material, based on the records available, and that criteria
XVIT of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 may have been violated, -

Actions Required: See Item 7 in the Enclosure to the D, Eisenhut letter of
June 19, 1851 to J. M. Cain (LPAL).

Refgr!nctgz
1. Backfill documentation in volume 1 for each of the seven fill areas.

2. LOU 1564,482 EBASCC Specification "Filter & Backfill; Seismic Class I"
Revision 6,
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3. LOU 1564 G 497502 "General Backfill Plan & Sections" Rev, 3.

4, LOU-1564 G 497501 "General Backfill Plan & Section."
5. Summary of the Dates that Test Reports were Reviewed,

Statement Prepared By:
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Summary of the Date of Test Reports that were Reviewed

Attachment 1

Reference 5.

Test
Elev, Fi11 #1  F41) #2  F111 #3  F111 #4  F111 #5 Fi11 #6 Fill #7
-41.25 10/13/76
-w. 75
-40.50 6/7/76 10/14/76
-40.25 5/18/76
-39.50 6/7/76 8/24/76
-39.25 5/19/76 6/2/76
-39,00 8/6/76 8/24/76
-38.75 4/26/76 9/16/76
-38.50 6/8/76 8/24/76
-38,25 5/20/76 6/3/76
-38.00 8/23/76
«37.7% 9/16/76 8/9/76
«37.50 4/27/76 g;g;;: 10/14/76 10/13/76 8/9/76
«37.25 10/18/76 10/21/76 9/16/76 5/20/76 10/11/76 6/3/76 6/11/76
9/17/76 10/13/76 9/9/76
9/10/76
-37.00 9/1/76 5/19/76 10/14/76 :;gjéz‘
«36.75 10/19/76 10/21/76 9/17/76 10/14/76 10/11/76 9/9/76 9/8/76
10/20/76 10/23/76 10/12/76 9/10/76 9/9/76
10/14/76
-36.50 6/9/76 9/9/76 8/24/76
-36.25 10/25/76 10/21/76 9/14/76 10/14/76 5/27/76 G6/4/76  €/11/76
10/19/76 10/12/76 6/15/76
-36.00 10/19/76 9/2/76 8/24/76
-35.7% 9/14/76 5/20/76 10/12/76 9/13/76
9/17/76 10/13/76
-35.50 6/9/76 9/3/76
9/7/76
9/9/76
«35.26 10/23/76 10/14/76 10/15/76 5/21/76 6/4/76 6/14/76
9/9/76  9/9/76
9/10/76 9/10/76
9/13/76
«35.00 9/2/76 10/15/76

The dates indicated when the f11] area was placed, compacted and tested; each
date may indicate more than one test,



REVISION 2
06/26/84

Task: Allegations A-138 and A-159
Reference Number: 4-84-A-06-33 and 4-84-A-06-54

ggﬁsag*%a_ggg*ag: It has been alleged that the review of the soils packages
Quality Assurance Installation Review Group (QAIRG) revealed
several dcflcicncios during the review of approximately the first four feet of
backfi11; the work was then stopped before completion,

nt of All : The NRC staff review of the backfill records
revea 1 operation was divided into seven placement fills
surrounding the foundation walls, The in-place soil dcnsitg was required to
be tested in accordance with ASTM-D-1556, ASTM-DZ167, ASTM-D2922 or any other
method suitable to ensure that the backfill has been proporty compacted., One
test with an 1n-glcco relative density of at least 75 percent was required to
be made in each layer for every 20, square feet placed in one day.

The EBASCO soils finspector conducted a final review of 100 percent of the
soils packages for completeness and conducted a partial, random-sample review
of the packages for technical accuracy. Me stated that he did not find or
fdentify ang.ttchnical problems or missing records. The NRC staff conducted a
review of the in-place density tests for agprox1nnto)y 25 percent of the total
soils packages for the seven f11] areas. The NRC staff found that some of the
1n-glaco density test reports were located in the wrong soils package. The
following table summarizes the results of the reviews:

FALL#1 FA11 #2 Fi11 e3 FiLL 44 Fi11 @7

No. of Test Sample 33 29 52 59 58
Reports Reviewed
Documents Filed in 0 1 ] 0 |

Wrong Peckage

The NRC staff also reviewed the records for the in-place testing frequency of
each liyer of backfill that was placed and compacted around the foundation
structure, This review revealed that there was no documentation covering
either the first three feet of backfi1) in 111 area #7 or the first five feet
of backfi1l in f11) area #5, The in<place density tests for f111 area #7 were
found at the GEO Office (test lab), but no record of inspection was found for
the first three feet of 111 area #7,



.2.

The NRC review of approximately 25 percent of all the soils packages indicated
that the final review conducted by EBASCO was incomplete. The records for f111
area #7 were in the GEO Office, but showed no evidence of review, nor could
records be found for the first five feet of f11] area #5. The soils packages
were not all reviewed by the staff for technical accuracy because deficiencies
found during this review should have been discovered during EBASCO's fina)
review. The EBASCO reviewer of these soils packaces was involved as a sofls
QC Inspector almost from the beginning of the backfill operation to ts
conclusfon, Based on this fact, the NRC staff concludes that he was qualified
to conduct a records review,

The safety significance of this 1tem {s that some fi1] areas are in question
as to the pl:cinq and compaction of the backfill because of the missing
documents, g

. o~ A m:.“-‘{“.““"",',‘,.'.'
‘ Yu-.——-—v‘-—--—-—-——- v i - h.t ' 100
was given to the compilatipon of guality receords andzgg.con ucting satisfactory
record rovmn,. will be 4%«86, Wy The Jnelitoh'on

———

r

Potential Viel.tign;: The missing and misfiled documents indicate that there
(15 some doubt about the valfdity of the placement, compaction and {nspection
of some backfil] materfal, based on the records available, and that criteria
LXVH of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 may have been violated, ,

Actions R t See Item 7 in the Enclosure to the D, Eisenhut letter of
June T’. %ﬂi‘ !o J. M, Cain (LPSL),

References: ¢
l. Backfill documentation in volume 1 for each of the seven f111 areas.

2. LOU 1564,482 EBASCO Specification "Filter & Backfi11; Sefsmic Class 1"
Revision 6,

—
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3. LOU 1564 G 497502 "General Backfill Plan & Sections" Rev. 3,

4. LOU-1564 G 497501 "General Backfill Plan & Section."
5. Summary of the Dates that Test Reports were Reviewed.

Statement Prepared By:

J. K. Devers
Reviewed By:

Yeam Leader
Reviewed By:

STt Yeam Leader(s)
Approved By:

ask Managemen

Tate




Summary of the Date of Test Reports that were Reviewed

Attachment |

Reference 5.

Test
Elev, FA11 #1  FH11 #2 Fi11 #3  Fill #4 Fi11 #5 Fi11 #6  Fill #7
-41,25 10/13/76
-40,75
-40,50 6/7/76 10/14/76
-40,25 5/18/76
-39.50 6/7/76 8/24/76
«39.2% 5/19/76 6/2/76
-39,00 8/6/76  8/24/76
«38.7% 4/26/76 9/16/76
-38.50 6/8/76 8/24/76
«38.25 5/20/76 6/3/76
-38.00 8/22'76
«37.7% 9/16/76 8/9/76
«37.50 4/27/76 yyg 10/14/76 10/13/76 8/9/76
/1/
«37,25 10/18/76 10/21/76 9/16/76 5/20/76 10/11/76 6/3/76  6/11/76
9/17/76 10/13/76 9/9/76
9/10/76
«37.00 9/1/76 5/19/76 10/14/76 :’%’;‘l
«36.7% 10/19/76 10/21/76 9/17/76 10/14/76 10/11/76 9/9/76  9/8/76
10/20/76 10/23/76 10/12/76 9/10/76 9/9/76
10/14/76
«36,50 6/9/76 9/9/76  8/24/76
«36.25 10/28/76 10/21/76 9/14/76 10/14/76 5/27/76 6/4/76  6/11/76
10/19/76 10/12/76 6/15/76
«36,00 10/19/76 9/2/76 8/24/76
«35.78 9/14/76 §/20/76 10/12/76 9/13/76
9/17/76 10/13/76
-35.50 6/9/76 9/3/76
9/7/76
9/9/76
«35.28 10/23/76 10/14/76 10/15/76 5/21/76 6/4/76  6/14/76
9/9/76  9/9/76
9/10/76 9/10/76
9/13/76
«35.00 9/2/76 10/18/76

The dates indicated when the f111 area was placed, compacted and tested; each
date may indicate more than one test,



=L — -

223
(homeqee

gy S
y,d - M*{ 128/
Blw bev. 3 SSER

Tagk: Allegations A-138 and A-159

Reference Number: 4-84-A-06-33 and 4-84-A-06-54

Characterization: It has been alloyod that the review of the soils packages
conduc y Quality Assurance Installation Review Group (QAIRG) revealed
several deficiencies during the review of approximately the first four feet of
backfill; the work was then stopped before completion,

A!!!!’%ane of Allggg;ion: The NRC staff review of the backfill records

revea a e backfi1l operation was divided into seven placement fills
aurroundin? the foundation walls, The in-place sof! dens1tg was required to
be tested In accordance with ASTM-D-1556, ASTM-D2167, ASTM-D2922 or any other
method suftable to ensure that the backfill has been properly compacted, One
test with an fn-place relative dcnsisg of at least 75 percent was required to
be made in each layer for every 20,000 square feet placed in one day,

The EBASCO sofls inspector conducted a final review of 100 percent of the
soils packages for completeness and conducted a partial, random-sample review
of the packages for technical accuracy. He stated that he did not find or
fdentify any technical problems or missing records. The NRC staff conducted a
review of the in-place density tests for agprou1mltcly 25 percent of the total
sofls packages for the seven fi1] areas. The NRC staff found that some of the
fn-place density test reports were located in the wrong sofls package. The
following table summarizes the results of the reviews:

Fi11 #1  Fi11 #2 Fi11 #3 Fill #d4  Fil) 7

No, of Test Sample 13 9 52 59 56
Reports Reviewed
Documents Filed in 0 1 5 0 |

Wrong Package

The NRC staff also reviewed the records for the fn-place testigg frequency of
each layer of backfil] that was placed and compacted around the foundation
structure, This review revealed that there was no documentation covering
either the first three feet of backf{1! in f11] area #7 or the first 5 feet

of backfi11 in 111 area #5, The In<place density tests for f11) area #7 were
found at the GEO Office (test lab), but no record of inspection was found for
the first three feet of f11) area #7,

The NRC review of approximately 25 Eorcont of all the sotls packages indicated
that the final review conducted by EBASCO was fncomplete, The records for f11)
area #7 were in the GEO Office, but showed no evidence of review, nor could



A-138 o P e

records be found for the first 5 feet of fill area #5. The soils packages
were not all reviewed by the staff for technical accuracy because deficiencies
found during this review should have been discovered during EBASCO's final
review, The EBASCO reviewer of these soils packages was involved as a soils
QC Inspector almost from the beginning of the backfill operation to its
conclusion. Based on this fact, the NRC staff concludes that he was qualified
to conduct a records review,

The safety significance of this item is that some fill areas are in question
as to the placing and compaction of the backfill because of the missing
documents. It-4s the judgment of the NRC staff that-analysis considering the.
areas of missing records may indicate there is not a safety prob’om. However,
this shall be substantiated by LP&L, This indicates.that inadequate attcntion
was given to the compilation of qua)ity recq s and /to conducting satisfactory
rocord reviews, «-/ be cbesser’ 4

’k m/ra/o/)

Potential Viglations: The missing and misfiled documents indicate that there
Ts some aousf 1555! the validity of the placement, compaction, and inspection
of some backfill material, based or the records available, and that Criteria XVII
of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 may have been violated. )

Actions Required: See Item 7 in the enclosure to the D, Eisenhut letter of
June 13, 1331. go J. M, Cain (LP&L).

References: -
1. Backfill documentation in Volume 1 for each of the seven fill areas.

2. LOU 1564,482 EBASCO Specification, "Filter & Backfill; Seismic Class I,"
Revision 6,

3. LOU 1564 G 497502, "General Backfill Plan & Sections," Rev. 3,
4, LOU-1564 G 497501, "General Backfill Plan & Sectfon."

o

5. Summary of the Dates that Test Reports Were Reviewed,

Statemert Prepared By!:

J. K, Devers ““Tate
Reviewed By:
Team Leader Tate

Reviewed By:

TTte Team Leader(s) Tate
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Approved By:

Task Management Date



A-138 vl
Attachment 1
reference 5.
Summary of the Date of Test Reports that Were Reviewed
Test
Elev, Fill #1 - Fill #2 Fill #3 Fill #4 Fill #5 Fill #6 Fill #7
-41.25 10/13/76
'40.75
-40,.50 6/7/76 10/14/76
-40,25 5/18/76
-39.50 . 6/7/76 8/24/76
-39,25 5/19/76 6/2/76
-39,00 8/6/76 8/24/76
-38.75 4/26/76 9/16/76
-38.50 6/8/76 8/24/76
-38.25 5/20/76 6/3/76
-38.00 8/23/76
-37.75 9/16/76 : 8/9/76
-37.50 4/27/76 g/?/;s 10/14/76 10/13/76 8/9/76
/1/76 )
-37.25 10/18/76 10/21/76 9/16/76 5/20/76 10/11/76 6/3/76 6/11/76
9/17/76 10/13/76 9/9/76
9/10/76
-37.00 9/1/76 5/19/76 10/14/76 glgjézs
/
-36.75 10/19/76 10721776 971776 10/14/76 10/11/76 9/9/76 9/8/76
10/20/76 10/23/76 10/12/76 9/10/76  9/9/76
10/14/76
-36.50 6/9/76 9/9/76 8/24/76
-36.25 10/25/76 10/21/76 9/14/76 10/14/76 5/27/76  6/4/76 6/11/76
10/19/76 10/12/76 6/15/76
-36.00 10/19/76 9/2/76 8/24/76
-35.75 9/14/76 5/20/76 10/12/76 9/13/76
8/17/76 10/13/76
-35,50 6/9/76 ' 9/3/76
9/7/176
: 9/9/76
«35,25 10/23/76 10/14/76 10/15/7€ 5/21/76 6/4/76 6/14/76
4 9/9/76 9/9/76
9/10/76 9/10/76
/ 9/13/76 '
-35.90 9/2/76 10/15/76

,;ﬁé dates indicated when the fill area was placed, compacted and tested; each
ate

r

may indicate more than one test,
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REVISION 3
08/30/84

SSER

Task: Allegations A-138 and A-159
Reference Number: 4-84-A-06-33 and 4-84-A-06-54

Characterization: It has been alleged that the roview of the soils
packages conducted by the Quality Assurance Installation Review Group
(QAIRG) revealed several deficiencies during the review of approximately
the first four feet of backfill; the work was then stopped before
completion,

Assessment of Allegation: The NRC staff review of the backfill records
revealed that the backfill operation was divided into seven placement
fills surrounding the foundation walls. The in-place soil density was
required to be tested in accordance with ASTM-D-1556, ASTM-D2167,
ASTM-D2922 or any other method suitable to ensure that the backfill has
been properly compacted. One test with an in-place relative density of
at least 75 percent was required to be made in each layer for every
20,000 square feet placed in one day.

.-

The EBASCO soils inspector conducted a final review of 100 percent of the
soils packages for completeness and conducted a partial, random-sample
review of the packages for technical accuracy. He stated that he did not
find or identify any technical problems or missing records. The NRC
staff conducted a review of the in-place density tests for approximately
25 percent of the total soils packages for the seven fill areas. The NRC
staff found that some of the in-place density test reports were located
in the wrong soils package. The following table summarizes the results
of the reviews:

Fill #1  Fill #2 Fill #3 Fill #4 Fill #7

No. of Test Sample 33 29 52 59 55
Reports Reviewed

Documents Filed in 0 1 5 0 1
Wrong Package

The NRC staff also reviewed the records for the in-place testing frequency
of each layer of backfill that was placed and compacted around the
foundation structure. This review revealed that there was no documentation
covering either the first three feet of backfill in fill area #7 or the
first 5 feet of backfill in fill area #5. The in-place density tests for
fill area #7 were found at the GEQ Office (test lab), but no record of
inspection was found for the first three feet of fill area #7.
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The NRC review of approximately 25 percent of all the soils packages
indicated that the final review conducted by EBASCO was incomplete. The
records for fill area #7 were in the GEO Office, but showed no evidence
of review, nor could records be found for the first 5 feet of fill area
#5, The soils packages were not all reviewed by the staff for technical
accuracy because deficiencies found during this review should have been
discovered during EBASCO's final review. The EBASCO reviewer of these
soils packages was involved as a soils QC Inspector almost from the
beginning of the backfill operation to its conclusion. Based on this
fact, the NRC staff concludes that he was qualified to conduct a records
review.

The safety significance of this item is that some fill areas are in
question as to the placing and compaction of the backfill because of the
missing documents. The indication that inadequate attention was given

to the compilation of quality records and to conducting satisfactory
record reviews will be addressed by LP&L. o
Potential Violations: The missing and misfiled documents indicate that
there 1s some doubt about the validity of the placement, compaction, and
inspection of some backfill material, based on the records available, and
that Criteria XVII of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 may have been violated.

——
ctions Required: See Item 7 in the enclosure to the D. Eisenhut letter
of June 13, 1984, to J. M. Cain (LP&L).
References:
1. Backfill documentation in Volume 1 for each of the seven fill areas.

2. LOU 1564,482 EBASCO Specification, "Filter & Backfill; Seismic
Class I," Revision 6.

3. LOU 1564 G 497502, "General Backfill Plan & Sections," Rev. 3.
4, LOU-1564 G 497501, "General Backfill Plan & Section."
5. Summary of the Dates that Test Reports Were Reviewed.

Statement Prepared By:

J. K. Devers Date

Reviewed By:

Team Leader Uate
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Reviewed By:

S1te Team [eadgr(sT Date

Approved By:

Task Management Date
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Task: Allegations A-138 and A-159
Reference Number: 4-84-A-06-33 and 4-84-A-06-54

Characterization: It has been alleged that the review of the soils packages
conducted by the Quality Assurance Installation Review Group (QAIRG? revealed
several deficiencies during the review of approximately the first four feet of
backfill; the work was then stopped before completion.

Assessment of Allegation: The NRC staff review of the backfill records
revealed that the backfil]l cperation was divided into seven placement fills
surrounding the foundation walls. The in-place soil density was required to
be tested in accordance with ASTM-D-1556, ASTM-D2167, ASTM-D2922 or any other
method suitable to ensure that the backfill has been properly compacted. One
test with an in-place relative density of at least 75 percent was required to
be made in each layer for every 20,000 square feet placed in one day.

The EBASCO soils inspector conducted a final review of 100 percent of the
soils packages for completeness and conducted a partial, random-sample review
of the packages for technical accuracy. He stated that he did not find or
identify any technical problems or missing records. The NRC staff conducted a
review of the in-place density tests for approximately 25 percent of the total

soils packages for the seven fill areas. The-NRC-steff discovered-during-the
review of five of the seven fill areas that the locatien of the in-place
density test noted-on-the test
that-was-stated-on the test report. Additionallys st-wes, foun “<ohe of the
in-place density test reports were located in the wrong soils package. The
following table summarizes the results of the reviews:

Fill #1 Fill #2 Fill #3 Fill #4 Fill #7

No. of Test Sample 33 29 52 59 55
Reports Reviewed 4

Documents Filed in 0 1 5 0 1
Wrong Package

The NRC staff also reviewed the records for the in-place testing frequency of
each layer of backfill that was placed and compacted around the foundation
structure. This review revealed that there was no documentation covering
either the first three feet of backfill in fill area #7 or the first five feet
of backfill in fill area #5. The in-place density tests for fill area #7 were
found at the GEO Office (test lab), but no record of inspection was found for
the first three feet of fill area #7.
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The NRC review of approximately 25 percent of all the soils packages indicated
that the final review conducted by EBASCO was incomplete. The records for fill
area #7 were in the GEO Office, but showed no evidence of review, nor could
records be found for the first five feet of fill area #5. The soils packages
were not all reviewed by the staff for technical accuracy because deficiencies
found during this review should have been discovered during EBASCO's final
review, The EBASCO reviewer of these soiis packages was involved as a soils
GC Inspector almost from the beginning of the backfill operation to its
conclusion. Based on this fact, the NRC staff concludes that he was qualified
to conduct a records review.

The safety significance of this item is that some fill areas are in question
as to the placing and compaction of the backfill because of the missing
documents, It is the judgment of the NRC staff that analysis considering the
areas of missing records may indicate there is not a safety problem. However,
this shall be substantiated by LP&L. This indicates that inadequate attention
was given to the compilation of quality records and to conducting satisfactory
record reviews,

/”
Potential Violations: The missing and misfiled documents indicate that there
1s some doubt about the validity of the placement, compaction and inspection
of some backfill material, based on the records available, and that criteria
XVII of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 may have been violated. —

Actions Required: See Item 7 in the Enclosure to the D. Eisenhut letter of
June 13, 1831 to J. M. Cain (LP&L).

References:
1. Backfill documentation in volume 1 for each of the seven fill areas.

2. LOU 1564,482 EBASCO Specification "Filter & Backfill; Seismic Class I"
Revision 6.
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3. LOU 1564 G 497502 "General Backfill Plan & Sections" Rev. 3.
4. LOU-1564 G 497501 "General Backfill Plan & Section."

. Sumhary of the Dates that Test Reports were Reviewed.

Statement Prepared By:

J. K. Devers Date
Reviewed By:

Team Leader Date
Reviewed By:

Site Team Leader(s) Date

Approved By:

Task Management Date



Summary of the Date of Test Reports that were Reviewed

Attachment 1

Reference 5.

Test
Elev. Fill #1 F4i11 #2 Fill #3 Fi11 #4 Fill #5 Fill #6 Fill #7
-41,25 10/13/76
-40,75
-40,50 6/7/76 10/14/76
-40,25 5/18/76
-39.50 6/7/76 8/24/76
-39.25 5/19/76 6/2/76
-39.00 8/6/76 8/24/76
-38.75 4/26/76 9/16/76
-38.50 6/8/76 8/24/76
-38.25 5/20/76 6/3/76
-38.00 8/23/76
-37.75 9/16/76 8/9/76
-37.50 4/27/76 6/8/;6 10/14/76 10/13/76 8/9/76
9/1/76
-37.25 10/18/76 10/21/76 S/16/76 5/20/76 10/11/76 §£/3/76 6/11/76
9/17/76 10/13/76 9/9/76
9/10/76
-37.00 9/1/76 5/19/76 10/14/76 8/24/76
9/3/76
-36.75 10/19/76 10/21/76 9/17/76 10/14/76 10/11/76 8/9/76 9/8/76
10/20/76 10/23/76 10/12/76 9/10/76 9/9/76
10/14/76
-36.50 6/9/76 . 9/9/76 8/24/76
-36.25 10/25/76 10/21/76 9/14/76 10/14/76 5/27/76 6/4/76 6/11/76
10/19/76 10/12/76 6/15/76
-36.00 10/19/76 9/2/76 8/24/76
-35.75 9/14/76 5/20/76 10/12/76 9/13/76
9/17/76 10/13/76
-35.50 6/9/76 9/3/76
9/7/76
9/9/76
-35.25 10/23/76 10/14/76 10/15/76 5/21/76 6/4/76 6/14/76
9/9/76 9/9/76
9/10/76 9/10/76
9/13/76
-35.00 9/2/76 10/15/76

The dates indicated when the fill area was placed, compacted and tested; each
date may indicate more than one test.
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Task: Allegations A-138 and A-159
Reference Number: 4-84-A-06-33 and 4-84-A-06-54

Characterization: It has been alleged that the review of the soils packages
conducted by the Quality Assurance Installation Review Group (QAIRG) revealed
several deficiencies during the review of approximately the first four feet of
backfill; the work was then stopped before completion.

Assessment of Allegation: The NRC staff review of the backfill records
revealed that the gacifill operation was divided into seven placement fills
surrounding the foundation walls. The in-place soil density was required to
be tested in accordance with ASTM-D-1556, ASTM-D2167, ASTM-D2922 or any other
method suitable to ensure that the backfill has been properly compacted. One
test with an in-place relative density of at least 75 percent was required to
be made in each layer for every 20,000 square feet placed in one day.

The EBASCO soils inspector conducted a final review of 100 percent of the

soils packages for completeness and conducted a partial, random-sample review
of the packages for technical accuracy. He stated that he did not find or
identify any technical problems or missing records. The NRC staff conducted a
review of the in-place density tests for approximately 25 percent of the total
soils packages for the seven fill areas. The NRC staff discovered during the
review of five of the seven fill arcas that the location of the in-place
density test noted on the test report did not always fall within the fill area
that was stated on the test report. Additionally, it was found that some of the
in-place density test reports were located in the wrong soils package. The
following table summarizes the results of the reviews:

Fill #1 Fill #2 Fill #3 Fill #4 Fill #7

No. of Test Sample 33 29 52 59 55
Reports Reviewed

Documents Filed in 0 1 5 0 1
Wrong Package

Incorrect Test 6 21 0 2 10
Location on Test
Sample Report

The NRC staff also reviewed the records for the in-place testing frequency of
each layer of backfill that was placed and compacted around the foundation
structure, This review revealed that there was no documentation covering
either the first three feet of backfill in fill area #7 or the first five feet
of backfill in fill area #5, The in-place density tests for fill area #7 were
found at the GEO Office (test lab), but no record of inspection was found for
the first three feet of fill area #7.
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The NRC review of approximately 25 percent of all the soils packages indicated
that the final review conducted by EBASCO was incomplete. The records for fill
area #7 were in the GEO Office, but showed no evidence of review, nor could
records be found for the first five feet of fill area #5. The soils packages
were not ail reviewed by the staff for technical accuracy because deficiencies
found during this review should have been discovered during EBASCO's final
review. The EBASCO reviewer of these soils packages was involved as a soils
QC Inspector almost from the beginning of the backfill operation to its
conclusion. Based on this fact, the NRC staff concludes that he was qualified
to conduct a records review,

The safety significance of this item is that some fill areas are in question
as to the placing and compaction of the backfill because of the missing
documents., It is the judgment of the NRC staff that analysis considering the
areas of missing records may indicate there is not a safety problem. However,
this shall be substantiated by LP&L. This indicates that inadequate attention
was given to the compilation of quality records and to conducting satisfactory
record reviews.
P

Potential Violations: The missing and misfiled documents indicate that there
1S some doubt about the validity of the placement, compaction and inspection
of some backfill material, based on the records available, and that criteria
VII of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 may have been violated. —

Actions Required: See Item 7 in the Enclosure to the D, Eisenhut letter of
June 13, 1881 to J. M. Cain (LP&L).

References:
1. Backfill documentation in volume 1 for each of the seven fill areas.

2. LOU 1564,482 EBASCO Specification "Filter & Backfill; Seismic Class I"
Revision 6,



Y

3. LOU 1564 G 497502 "General Backfill Plan & Sections" Rev. 3.
4, LOU-1564 G 497501 "General Backfill Plan & Section."
5. Summary of the Dates that Test Reports were Reviewed,
Statement Prepared By:
., Devers Tate

Reviewed By:

Team Leader Date
Reviewed By:

Site Team Leader(s) Tate
Approved By:

Task Management Date



Summary of the Date of Test Reports that were Reviewed

Attachment 1

Reference 5,

Test
Elev, Fi11 #1  Fill #2 Fill #3  Fill #4 Fill #5 Fill #6 Fill #7
-41.25 10/13/76
'400 75
-40.50 6/7/76 10/14/76
-40,25 5/18/76
-39.50 6/7/76 8/24/76
-39.25 5/19/76 6/2/76
-39.00 8/6/76 8/24/76
-38.75 4/26/76 9/16/76
-38.50 6/8/76 8/24/76
-38,25 5/20/76 6/3/76
-38.00 8/23/76
-37.75 9/16/76 8/9/76
-37.50 4/27/76 g/?/;ﬁ 10/14/76 10/13/76 8/9/76
/1/76
-37.25 10/18/76 10/21/76 9/16/76 5/20/76 10/11/76 6/3/76 6/11/76
9/17/76 10/13/76 9/9/76
9/10/76
-37.00 9/1/76 5/19/76 10/14/7€ 3/344;6
/3/
-36.75 10/19/76 10/21/76 9/17/76 10/14/76 10/11/76 9/9/76 9/8/76
10/20/76 10/23/76 10/12/76 9/10/76 9/9/76
10/14/76
-36.50 6/9/76 9/9/76 8/24/76
-36.25 10/25/76 10/21/76 9/14/76 10/14/76 5/27/76 6/4/76 6/11/76
10/19/76 10/12/76 6/15/76
-36.00 10/19/76 9/2/76 8/24/76
-35.75 9/14/76 5/20/76 10/12/76 9/13/76
9/17/76 10/13/76
-35.50 6/9/76 9/3/76
9/7/76
9/9/76
-35.25 10/23/76 10/14/76 10/15/76 5/21/76 6/4/76 6/14/76
9/9/76 9/9/76
9/10/76 9/10/76
9/13/76
-35,00 9/2/76 10/15/76

The dates indicated when the fill area was placed, compacted and tested; each
date may indicate more than one test,
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WATERFORD OPEN 1SSUE

Task: A-138 and A-159
Reference No,: 4-84-A-06/33 and 54

Characterization: It is alleged that the review of the soils records packages
conducted by the Quality Assurance Installation Review Group (QAIRG) revealed
several deficiencies during the review of approximately the first four feet of
backfill; the work was then stopped before completion,

Initial Assessment of Significance: First, the deficiencies discovered by the
UATRG must be evaluated aor safety significance, resolution, and generic
aspects. Second, 2 determination must be made re?arding the question of a
complete records review in the balance of the soil volumes, Only based on
these findings, can the significance be cetermined. If the records cannot
support the adequacy of the backfill, then consideration will have to be given
to some field testing effort.

Source: Alleger[ﬁAZ;transcr1pt. pages 58, 59, and 153,
Approach to Resolution:
1. Review NCR W3-5997,

2. Review the controlling specification and J. A. Jones and EBASCO procedures
related to sofl backfilling.

3. Review selected samples of the soils records packages for data to establish
conformance of completed work with the specification and the appropriate
procedures.

4, Interview any associated perscnnel or review statements provideu by
personnel,

5. Evaluate the facts and provide conclusions and define any necessary
actions to be taken by the licensee. ‘

6. Prepare an SSER,
Status:

Review Lead: L. Shao, Civil-Structural

Support: None.



Allegation A-138

Estimated Resources: 5 man-days

Estimated Completion: May 25, 1984

CLOSURE::

r



Document Name:
A-138

Requestor's ID:
JOHNNIE

Author's Name:
SHEWMAKER/ jkh

Document Comments:




DRAFT 1
G7/17/84

WATERFORD OPEN ISSUE

Task: A-138 and A-159
Reference No,: 4-84-A-06/33 and 54

Characterization: It is alleged that the review of the soils records packages
conducted by the Quality Assurance Installation Review Group (QAIRG) revealed
several deficiencies during the review of approximately the first four feet c¢f
backfi11; the work was then stopped before completion.

Initial Assessment of Significance: First, the deficiencies discovered by the
OKTRG must be evaluated ;or safety significance, resolution, and generic
aspects. Second, a determination must be made re?arding the question of a
complete records review in the balance of the soil volumes., Only based on
these findings, can the significance be determined. If the records cannot
support the adequacy of the backfill, then consideration will have to be given
to some field testing effort,

Source: Alleger[?Ai?transcript. pages 58, 59, and 153.

Approach to Resolution:

1. PReview NCR W3-5997,

2. Review the controlling specification and J. A. Jones and EBASCO procedures
related to soil backfilling.

3. Review selected samples of the sofls recorcs packages for data to establish
conformance of completed work with the specification and the appropriate
procedures.,

4., Interview any associated personnel or review statements provided by
personnel,

5. Evaluate the facts and provide conclusions and define any necessary
actions to be taken by the licensee,

6. Prepare an SSER,
Status:

Review Lead: L. Shao, Civil-Structural
Support: Nnne,



Allegation A-138

Estimated Resources: 5 man-days

Estimated Completion: May 25, 1984
CLOSURE :







