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| Characterization: It has been alleged that a listing of discrepancy notices

{ (DNs) written during a review of 70 out of 1200 concrete placement packages
'

were listed on a 109 It was also alleged that the log was required to be

| maintained by instruction QA 9-IA. The alleger has expressed concern as to ;

1 whether these DNs (written during March through May of 1983) were considered
in the quality review.

!
j Assessment of Allegation: The NRC staff determined that no Ebasco procedure on

; instruction designated QA 9-IA existed. The staff found that Ebasco procedure
'

QAI-9A, issued on September 21, 1982 and the supplement, known as QAIRGs No.

| 48-1, QAI-9A, issued on November 5,1982 were probably the documents referred
j to in the allegation. In addition the NRC staff found that these documents

) were voided and replaced by QAI-9, Revision 2 on April 20, 1983. These
1 instructions were in existence during the time of the review of the 70 concrete
j placenent packages of the J. A. Jones Construction Company by the Ebasco

Quality Assurance Installation Review Group (QAIRG).-

!

Both of these instructions contained a form known as the QAI 9.2 form which;

j basically provided for the creation of a log wherein each document and item
j number would be identified the results of the review conducted for completeness,

| accuracy and legibility. The form file was " Quality Assurance Engineering,

| Construction-Installation Records, Deficiency Report." [ Note that the log is
I for deficiency reports (DRs) and not deficiency notices (DNs) as alleged.]
!
1

<

j

\
\

051002046o e40607
,

PDRi

\ ADOCK 05000382E

PM'

:
-____ - ___ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ -



_.

'

j.

|
-

l
1-

.

|

-2-

|

Based on this information the NRC staff attempted to locate, not Deficiency
Notices, but Deficiency Reports, issued under the QAIRG. From the records,

the NRC staff determined that as of the date of these allegations two QAIRG
reviews in the area of Civil Quality Assurance Concrete Documentation had
been performed.

,

For the first review by QAIRG, a search of records, including contacts with
personnel identified by the alleger as having knowledge of the logs resulted

; in the discovery of no such logs or deficiency report. The former Ebasco
project quality assurance manager indicated that the QAIRG effort had been to
perform a preliminary review of the concrete placement packages under the
OAI-9 procedure. Since that effort resulted in the decision to complete a
100% review, the NRC staff was told that the record generated by the QAIRG were
nullified. Additionally, a quality assurance engineer from Ebasco stated that
he had contacted two former Ebasco employees who were part of the QAIRG effort.

They stated that to the best of their recollection there had not been any
deficiency reports written under QAI-9.2 (apparently meaning on form QAI-9.2).

For the second review by QAIRG which was stated to have addressed the fuel
handling building and was to have been documented on Form QAI 9.2 in

accordance with QAI-9, the NRC staff was only able to locate a log entitled,

Construction Installation Records Review Transmittal 109 This listed
activities such as concrete placement numbers and a check off column labelled'

9.2, yes or no. The NRC staff does not believe this is the specific log
described in the allegation, but the log did link some of the alleger's areas
of concern between concrete placement packages and the 9.2 form (assumed to be

QAI9.2). When the references for this log to three sample concrete placement
packages were checked, no information, data sheets, logs, etc., were found in |
the placenent packages related to QAI-9A or QAl-9.
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In surmary, the NRC staff was unable to identify the 70 specific concrete
,

placement packages which the QAIRG had reviewed, was unable to locate any log
of deficiencies under a QAI-9 or -9A procedure or instruction, and was unable
to identify any deficiency reports (referred to as deficiency notices by the
alleger).

The NRC staff confirmed, however, that Ebasco performed a complete re-review
of the concrete placement after the alleger reviewed the first 70 packages.
This re-evaluation included review of all the DNs as well as original placement<

! packages. As a result, NCRs were generated and they were resolved according
to the procedure. At the time of allegation, the alleger was not aware of
Ebasco's re-evaluation of the packages. The NRC staff also reviewed a sample

,

of concrete placement packages. The review included a review of the
disposition of DN and NCRs.

As a result of these facts it would appear that the consideration of any
deficiencies noted by the OAIRG effort were utilized only to determine if the
review sample indicated satisfactory quality records or not, and in this case
the decision was that it was determined that the records were not adeouate and

j the subsequent 100% review began.

Based on the above, the NRC staff concludes that there is no safety significance
; or generic implications arising from this allegation based on the current
j information available to the technical staff. The NRC staff review of a

series of concrete placement packages indicated only minor discrepancies and
represented acceptable records (see Allegctions A-109, A-112, A-131, and A-269).

i

This technical conclusion is contingent on the results of investigations being i

i conducted by the NRC Office of Investigations and further technical evaluations
may be necessary depending on the outcone of these investigations.

{PtentialViolations: None[
|

|

Actions Required: None.
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Task: A-141

Reference No.: 4-84-A-06-36

Characterization: It has been alleged that a listing of discrepancy notices
(DNs) written during a review of 70 out of 1200 concrete placement packages
were listed on a 109 It was also alleged that the log was required to be
maintained by instruction QAl-9. The alleger has expressed concern as to
whether these DNs were considered in the quality review.

Initial Assessment of Significance: It is not possible to evaluate the
significance of the allegation without knowledge of the types of discrepancies
which are noted.

Source: A11eger A, Transcript pages 86-92.

Approach to Resolution:

1. Attempt to locate DN logs made during QAIRP on concrete reviews from
November 15, 1982 - July 31, 1983.

2. Interview Robin Shepard, secretary / clerk who had logs on her desk.

3. Interview Peggy Burgard, in whose work trailer the logs were kept.

4. Locate DN's and ascertain their disposition / consideration in the
subsequent review and generation of NCR s.

5. Provide an evaluation of the significance of the DN's.

Status:

Review lead: L. Shao

Support:

Estimated Resources: 2 man days

Estimated Completion: May 25, 1984

CLOSURE:
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Reference No.: 4-84-A-06-36

Characterization: It has been alleged that,a listing of discrepancy notices
(DNs) written during a review of 70 out of 1200 concrete placement packages
were listed on a log. It was also alleged that the log was required to be
maintained by instruction QA 9-IA. The alleger has expressed concern as to
whether these DNs (written during March through May of 1983) were considered
in the quality review.

Assessment of Allenation: The NRC staff determined that no Ebasco procedure on
instruction designated QA 9-IA existed. The staff.found that Ebasco procedure-

QAl-9A, issued on September 21, 1982 and the supplement, known as QA!RGs No.

48-1, QAI-9A, issued on November 5, 1982 were probably the documents referred
to in the allegation. In addition the NRC staff found that these documents
were voided and replaced by QAI-9, Revision 2 on April 20, 1983. These

instructions were in existence during the time of the review of the 70 concrete
placenent packages of the J. A. Jones Construction Company by the Ebasco
Quality Assurance Installation Review Group (QAIRG).

Both of these instructions contained a form known as the QAI 9.2 form which
basically provided for the creation of a log wherein each document and item
number would be identified the results of the review conducted for completeness,
accuracy and legibility. The form file was "0uality Assurance Engineering,
Construction-Installation Records, Deficiency Report." [ Note that the log is
fordeficiencyreports(DRs)andnotdeficiencyrotices(DNs)asalleged.)
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Based on this information the NRC staff attempted to locate, not Deficiency
Notices, but Deficiency Reports, issued under the QAIRG. From the records,

the NRC staf.f determined that as of the date of these allegations two QAIRG
reviews in the area of Civil Quality Assurance Concrete Documentation had
been performed. -

For the first review by QAIRG, a search of records, including contacts with
I personnel identified by the alleger as having knowledge of the logs resulted

{ in the discovery of no such logs or deficiency report. The former Ebasco
project quality assurance manager indicated that the OAIRG effort had been to
perfonn a preliminary review of the concrete placement packages under the
QAI-9 procedure. Since that effort resulted in the decision to complete a

~ ~

100% review, the NRC staff was told that the record generated by the^QAIRG were
nullified. Additionally, a quality assurance engineer from Ebasco stated that
he had contacted two former Ebasco employees who were part of the QAIRG effort.

{ They stated that to the best of their recollection there had not been any
deficiency reports written under QAl-9.2 (apparently meaning on form QAl-9.2).

For the second review by QAIRG which was stated to have addressed the fuel

i handling building and was to have been documented on Form QAI 9.2 in

accordance with QA!-9, the NRC staff was only able to locate a log entitled,
Construction Installation Records Review Transmittal log. This listed
activities such as concrete placement numbers and a check off column labelled

9.2, yes or no. The NRC staff does not believe this is the specific log
described in the allegation, but the log did link some of the alleger's areas
of concern between concrete placement packages and the 9.2 form (assumed to be

QAI9.2). When the references for this log to three sample concrete placement
packages were checked, no information, data sheets, logs, etc., were found in
the placerent packages relited to 0Al-9A or 0Al-9.'

I
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| In sunenary, the NRC staff was unable to identify the 70 specific concrete

i placement packages which the QAIRG had reviewed, was unable to locate any log
j of deficiencies under a QAI-9 or -9A procedure or instruction, and was unable

| to identify any deficiency reports (referred to as deficiency notices by the
alleger). -

The NRC staff confirmed, however, that Ebasco performed a complete re-review
j of the concrete placement after the alleger reviewed the first 70 packages,
j This re-evaluation included review of all the DNs as well as original placement

| packages. As a result, NCRs were generated and they were resolved according
to the procedure. At the time of allegation, the alleger was not aware of'

Ebasco's re-evaluation of the packages. The NRC staff also reviewed a sample
~ ~ ~

of concrete placement packages. The review include'd a review of the~ '

;

' disposition of DN and NCRs.

As a result of these facts it would appear that the consideration of any
deficiencies noted by the OAIRG effort were utilized only to determine if the
review sample indicated satisfactory quality records or not, and in this case
the decision was that it was determined that the records were not adequate and

' the subsequent 100% review began.

)
'

-

i Based on the above, the NRC staff concludes that there is no safety significance
! or generic implications arising from this allegation based on the current

information available to the technical staff. The NRC staff review of a
! series of concrete placement packages indicated only minor discrepancies and

represented acceptable records (see Allegations A-109, A-112, A-131, and A-269).

! This technical conclusion is contingent on the results of investigations being
j eendec'd by the NDC O"fea e' Invertirrtiere c4 furtFer te-Sn'cel evettetiert

.. .c . L.:.. c < ....t ...g........

None]otential Violations: -
1

4

i
i Acticns Recuired: None,
i
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Task: Allegation A-141.

Reference No.: 4-84-A-06-36

k C/Ascc
Characterization: Itpa;beenallegedthatalistingofdiscrepancynotices3

(DNs) written during ajeview of 70 out of 120hokr'ete placement packages
were listed on a log,^It sc: che alleged that the log was required to bese s comaintained by instruction QA 9-IA. The alleger M s. expressed concern as to
whether these DNs Mitten during-Maceh thcevgh tiey of 19A3h were considered

in the quality , review p q(.GA)% _A p,,,,d ,

c@ QA cn.
Assessment of Allegation: The NRC staff determined 1;ha]. o Ebjuiso[ procedure dq.L1.; ,

#j instruction designated QA 9-IA existed. The staff feen 4 that Ebgco procedure
QAl-9Aj heued on- Scptc;icr 21, 1032- and k supplement, kgc;.;. cu QAIRGs No.

f.5 48-1, QAI-9A,~ +swed en Nevc-Scr 5, -198E were3rchb'y the NcN$ eferred
3 MmQa

u u ^ he allegfD.to 4n on,* incdditica{heNRCstafffoundthatthesedocumenta15 ^

3T w+ voided and replaced by QAI-9, Revision ?qpi April 20, 1983. These
inst +uctic;; .:cre in existence during the time of-the-regi* (9.A4-~m

e ;mu 2 e A ,,

4, 5,
placement packages of thc J. ?.. Jcnc Constructi_on Ce>=peny^uf the 70 concrete

g x -
. W', .4 by the Ebas.co.

g ___.a ==
<y- Quality Assurance Installation Review Group (QAIRG). qq

g kunknE & T E,$L* '
.

dc .Beth ei i.hese in5truet% contained a form m,cun :: ts^QAI9.2([ormkwhicA % .lsum,
*

- '- -
bccic 1?y' provided ,for the cjeation of a logn gi h-w - e(each document and item;

8 m~) .

y number would bgidentifiedfthe results of giew| conducted for completeness,
; accuracy and legibility. The-form-044e was "Qua44ty-Assurance-Engineer 4ng,
A

Cons uct ion-InstaMe tfon-Rec c i d 5 ,4f4ciency- Re po r t . " [ Note [that the log k '*$ maul% +< 4J

deficiencyreports(DRs)andnotIfeficiency_ notices (DNs)asalleged.; u
g

^ ^
. x\'

)
"D' si. Add >g'ygg.g.g-pm_ _ _A-*
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d

; q
ted to locatehet ^^ft:f ency: B :cd en this infc; Otten the NRC staff atte /

~ Tite, Tit EfE?'c~Zf "fWrtgissued undcc $c QAlRG{Tre.T. th; rece d ' '

$ the-NRG-s ta f f-determi ned-tha t- a s -of-the- de te-of-t hes e .a ll e g a tions-two-QA IRG

j reviews in-the area-of-Civil-Quality-Assurance-Concrete-Occumentation-had-
'

beem-performed. W sc8.T 9 @ Cw Mk d q. i ) :

i g.~.s

Ici urc first review-by-QAIRGr-e-search cf records,---!ac1"df at contactp with
u 1n

-t.
, personnel identified by the alleger as having knowledge of the lo.gy rc ulted %%u.!

h d . M .ta.L a m O e em. %- en
or deficiency repert.4,4e fo,r'mer Ebasco,.mfh:3 discover,3 f n; ;uch"

s
, , g~~ (een4 %I

dicated that the QAIRG , w.. , g oj project quality assurance manager .. aun 'Oms.3 . r. . q m
. perfc; V, preliminary review of t

m has a.1_A h w ac at. AA, w-. packages under the-concrete placement3i

[QAI-9 proseduFs;. ^i Sin- ~t'5'' ef'e'iieiDTtedJ
.a n y pm.. -

in ~ the~ 'dec n to complete a
1

- g_ h49 ha g ,a
100%geview, the f"'C-staff was told that the record generat by the OAIRG weresA ML w ar. d.y.p l$sco onassurance engineer St.ted that^ nullified.n, Additionally,p.,,cu

he had contacted two former Ebalco employees who we. u(frcr Eb::::
tu

con ' s1
,

w yMre part of %s QAIRG e.fert. %w*;
<

9
" ^ 3la hti himsi

Jheygte4e4 thatKo the best of-their recollection,9there had not been any BRA,
deficicacy reper4s" written under QAI-9.2[(apparently meaning o orm W 9.2).

'' w,w
% w ak.-W,L,,M tO w . ;* t_ ni

g [I;rthesecondreviewbyQAIRG,whichwasLstatcd-to-haveaddressedthefuel1

handling build ng, cad ":::A.w
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3 fhe NRC staffgas @ able to locatt*ahave been documented on Form W 9.2.in, q' ed ,
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en - _ . .~).
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ed
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1 #h= the NRG ' staff was unable to identify the 70 spc f ficyogcrete
j d'~ placement packa es which the QAIRG had reviewe2g/was unable to kocate yh^ 3

,
' hw eww epx ,- - -- - - -

.

of deficiencies,.u,ndeqQAI-9 or ,-9Aprocedurcar-instruction, and was unable 'i
s

b t. i_ m cu ce &

to ide=tify any{ 4eney-repor-ts (., referred to as def-iciency -notices by the"

>g-g
'

alleger).
3

The NRC staff conf 4med, hgr,(that Ebas_co[erfornled a ccaplete,re-revi,ew y'f
LQ, c' Y an urs L.d. oo/o

% * of tSe concrete placemen(after the j..cg. -er reviewed +ithe first 70: packages. <
P*c W ac

,.c esse o n -wMA ^ s. :3 r
Th is--re-evalua t ion-inc4uded-reviewm_ .. .~..- uret all the DNs} a: .c i l op..i-in '.p!:ce-' eatof

''

r
edL 1 WM dTdacc-sEing 5 g<pu i sca s a resultM(CRs)were

tc the preced"*e, l$t t',c t%qh__gengrated and they were3 esMve
r c

w %c A .L A t
c' 21!cgatien, the . lleger was not aware of -- fa

, ,:m-; _ 6_ .%w , *c- p uEbasco's re m!Jation-of-the-pac
.

eva s,. i 3The NRC staff also reviewed a sample **
i s J. ry seo% r*^

of concrete plgement packages { The review 1%.uded a review-of--the pr3

disposition of,0N'and NCRs. 4 - -i
>

1 N v

Asra-result:afdhese-facts it would-appear-that-the-consideration-of-any '\

N
-

_ . _

deficiencies-noted-by th'e'~QAIRG effort were utilized only-to determine if the; i

; %-~ \
i review sample indicated-satisfactory-quality = records;or notrand-in-this-case-

~.

the decision was that it was determined-tnat the^ records' were"not-adequate ~and -

the-subsequent 100% review began.
k
\

'

Based-on-the-aboverthe-NRC-staff concludes-that-there-is-*e-safety-signif4eanck I

q' xI
ee-generic-implications-ar4 sing _from_this-allegation based-on .the-current .J (i7__ y

(nformatierravailable. .to -the- technical. _sta ff. The NRC staff $ review e&-a.i ie -

g .~_ .- -.- - -

\
,

| ( scric: of, concrete placement packages indicated only minor discrepancies and
* * i E SAsco'A

|' _% \ rcprc::nted :: cptable recordsy(see Allegations Awf69., A-112, A-131, and A-269). (:
' %_.___ .-_

- y te e o o-4, s - wu % % g h, k upd,-h- 4'

us x . - - . - - .. .. ,- ,

[his teck.ic ! conclusion is contingent % th results of investigations beingr

A, a conducted by tb _nr n mceeftecstigati^=eandIfurthertechnicalevaluations>

.

A
.

% 4 may be necessary depending on the outcome of these investigations.
' f9

.

P -
' v {PotentialViolations: NoneQ _ aw
| '-

Actions Required: None. /
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