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Task: Allegation A-141

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

Characterization: It has been alleged that a listino 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 OA 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 Allegation: The NRC staff determined that no Ebasco procedure on
instruction designated DA 9-1A existed. The staff found that Ebasco procedure
OAI-9A, issued on September 21, 1982 and the supplement, known as OAIRGs 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
placement packages of the J. A. Jones Construction Company by the Ebasco
Quality Assurance Installation Review Group (NAIRG),

Both of these instructions contained a form known as the QAl 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 "OQuality Assurance Engineering,
Construction-Installation Records, Deficiency Report." [Note that the log is
for deficiency reports (DRs) and not deficiency notices (DNs) as alleged.]



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 OAIRG 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 DAIRG were
nullified, Additionally, a quality assurance engineer from Ebasco stated that
he had contacted two former Ebasco emplovees who were part of the DAIRG effort,
They stated that to the best of their recollection there had not been any
deficiency reports written under OAI-9,2 (apparently meaning on form QAl-9.2),

For the second review by CAIRG which was stated to have addrossed 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 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 1ink some of the alleger's areas
of concern between concrete placement packages and the 9.2 form (assumed to be
0AT 9.2). When the references for this log to three sample concrete placement
packages were checked, no information, data sheets, logs, etc., were found in
the placement packages related to OAI-9A or QAl-9,



In summary, the NRC staff was unable to identify the 70 specific concrete

placement packages which the OAIRG had reviewed, was unable to locate any log
of deficiencies under a CAI-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 DAIRG 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 adeocuate and
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
information avaflabie 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 15 contingent on the results of investigations being
conducted by the NRC Office of Investigations and further technical evaluations

may be necessary depending on the outcome of these investigations,

'potential Violations: None.]
It §

Actions Required: None,
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Task: A-14]
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Eair’ctgrizstton: It has been alleged that a listing of discrepancy notices
S wr uring a review of 7C out of 1200 concrete placement packages
were listed on a log., It was also alle?od that the log was required to be
4

maintained by instruction QAl-9. The alleger has expressed concern as to
whether these DNs were considered in the quality review,

Inftial Asse nt of Significance: It is not possible to evaluate the
slgn!’!canco o; the alTegafion w!%hout knowledge of the types of discrepancies
which are noted.

Source: Alleger 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 1ogs on her desk,
3. Interview Peggy Burgard, in whose work trailer the logs were kept,

4, Locate DN's and ascertain their disposi*tion/consideration in the
subsequent review and generation of NCk s,

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

Status:
Review Lead: L. Shao
Support:
Esti urces: 2 man days

Estimated Completion: May 25, 1984
CLOSURE :
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Task: Allegation A-141]

Refergnce 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 S-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 ot Allegation: The NRC staff determined that no Ebasco procedure on
instructfon designated OA 9-1A existed. The staff found that Ebasco procedure
OA1-9A, fssued on September 21, 1982 and the supplement, known as QAIRGs No,
48-1, QAI-9A, {ssued 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
fnstructions were in existence during the time of the review of the 70 concrete
placerent packages of the ), A, Jones Construction Company by the Ebasco
Quality Assurance Installation Review Group (OAIRG),

Both of these instructifons contained a form known as the QAl 9.2 form which
basically provided for the creation of a log wherein each document and {tem
number would be fdentified 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 1s
for deficiency reports (DRs) and not deficiency rotices (DNs) as alleged.]



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
personne! identified by the alleger as having knowledge of the logs resulted
in the discovery of no such loas or deficiency report., The former Ebasco
project quality assurance manager indicated that the OAIRG effort had been to
perform a preliminary review of the concrete placement packages under the
OA1-9 procedure. Since that effort resulted in the decision to complete a

100% review, the NRC staff was told that the record generated by the DAIRG 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 0OAI-9.2 (apparently meaning on form QA1-9,2),

For the second review by QAIRG which was stated to have addressed the fuel
hand1ing building and was to have been documented on Form QAl 9.2 in
accordance with QAI-9, the NRC staff was only able to locate a log entitled,
Construction Installation Records Review Transmitta] log. This listed
activities such as concrete placement numbers and a check off column labelled
9.2, yes or no. The NRC sta’f does not belfeve this 1s the specific log
described in the allegation, but the log did 1ink some of the alleger's areas
of concern between concrete placement packages and the 9.2 form (assumed to be
QAT 9.2). When the references for this log to three sample concrete placement
peckages were checked, no Information, data sheets, logs, etc., were found in
the placement packages re' ted to DAL.OA o+ OA1.9,



In summary, the NRC staff was unable to identify the 70 specific concrete
placement packages which the DAIRG 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 tiey 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 decisfon was that 1t was determined that the records were not adeauate and
the subsequent 100% review began,

Based on the above, the NRC staff concludes that there 1s no safety significance
or generic implications arising from this allegation based on the current
fnformatfon avaflable 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 conclusfon 1s contingent on the results of investigations being
eonducesd by the NOC N€fira % Tnvecticatione and further te-hnier) pvptynticrs

-

[[’Qr_(:nt?a] Violations: None.

Act fons Reguired: HNone,
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The NRC staff confimmed, however,, that Ebasco performed a complete re-review
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As a result of these facts it would appear that the consideration of any
deficiencies noted by the DAIRG effort were utilized only to determire if the
review sample indicated satisfactory quality records or not, and in this case
the decision was that it was determined trict the records were not adequate and
the subsequent 100% review began.

Based on the above, the NRC staff concludes that there-is-me-safety significance
or-generic implications arising from this allegation based on the current :,
irformation evatlable to the technical staff. |The NRC staff.review ofa
Seeies of:'édéncré%ig]‘:c‘::mnt packages indicated only minor discrepancfes,\'ud

represented—aceaptable recordsl(see Allegations A=#68, A-112, A-131, and A-269), ’:
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.Zh'is techndead conclusion is contingent‘ﬁa the resuits of investigations being
oL
conducted by Mwmkand- further technical evaluations -

may be necessary depending on the outcome of these investigations.

(Potential Violations: None.
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Actions Required: None,
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