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SSER

Task: Allegations A-113, A-135, A-137

Reference No.: 4-84-A-06-8; 4-84-A-06-30; 4-84-A-06-32

Characterization: It has been alleged that based on the information presented
in an Ebasco memorandum on concrete placement records dated December 9, 1982,
a 100% review o# the concrete placement records should have been started and
the problems should have been identified on the nonconformance reports (NCRs).
It is further alleged that some of the resulting NCRs may contain deficiencies
reportable to NRC pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e).

m%
Assessment of Allegation: The NRC staff reviewed the chronology of events
related to the QA revjews on concrete placement and determined that LP&L
decided to initiate afreview of the concrete placement packages on July 11,
1983 and actually began the review during August 1983. Based on their
preliminary findings, LP&L later expanded this review to include all concrete
placement records, not just those. cited in the memorandum. Thirty-three NCRs
were generated by Ebasco to address the deficiencies (no deficiencies were
reported on Discrepancy Notices (DNs)). These NCRs were also reviewed in
accordance with Administrative Site Procedure, ASP-IV-122, to determine the
reportability of deficiencies to NRC pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e). The NRC
staff's safety findings based on the review of the above NCRs are discussed in'

the SSER for Allegation A-112. LP&L also undertook a 100% review of Cadweld
records, and four NCRs were generated as a result of this review. These NCRs
also indicated that the Cadweld records were reviewed for reportability
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e). The staff's safety findings are reported in the
SSER for Allegations A-106, A-110, A-115, and A-146.

The waterstops and related activities were considered nonsafety-related items
as noted in Ebasco memorandum ES-8271-83, dated December 13, 1983. The staff's
safety findings with respect to waterstop activities are reported in the SSER
for Allegation A-129.

Based on the above information, the NRC staff concluded that LP&L had
undertaken activities to review the records as recomended by the alleger, and
that the alleger was satisfied that his concerns were fully addressed. LP8L
approached this 100% review in a time-stepped method which spanned an 8-month
period.

The NRC staff also reviewed the allegation against the requirements of
10 CFR 50.55(e) regarding reporting a significant breakdown in any portion of
the QA program conducted in accordance with requirements of 10 CFR 50 Appendix 8.
Based on the detailed review of the various issues involved, the NRC staff
determined that there was no need for LPSL to report any of these issues to the
NRC under 10 CFR 50.55(e) since nothing had been identified which, had it
rcrained uncorrected, could have adversely affected the safe operation of the
plant.

This allegation has neither safety significance nor generic implications.
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Potential Violations: See Allegations A-106, A-110, A-112, and A-146.

J- J

| Actions Required: See Allegations A-110 and A-146.
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Characterization: It has been allege at based on the information presented
in an Ebasco memorandum on concrgrte placement records dated December 9,1982,
a 100% review of the concrete pl6 cement records should have been started and

the problems should have been i entified on the nonconformance_ rep _ orts (NCRs). [m]It is further alleged that some of the muldaglCRs may contain (feffi:1encies
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Assessment of Allegation: The NRC staff reviewed the chronology of events
related to-the QA reviews on concrete placement and determined that LP&L
decided to initiate a review of the concrete placement packages on July 11, V '1983 and actually began the review during August 1983. Based on their
preliminary findings, LP&L later expanded this review to include all concrete
placement records, not just those cited in the memorandum. Thirty-three NCRs
were generated by Ebasco to address the deficiencies (no deficiencies were
reported on Discrep'ancy Notices (DNs)). mThese NCRs were also reviewed in
accordaiice with Administrative Site Procedure, ASP 7V-122, to determine the
reportability of deficiencies to NRC pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e). The NRC
staff's safety findings based on the review of the above NCRs are discussed in
the SSER for Allegation A-112. LP&L also undertol5k a 100% review of Cadweld
records, and four NCRs were generated as a result of this review. These NCRs*

also indicated that the Cadweld records were reviewed for reportability
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e). The staff's safety findings are reported in the
SSER for Allegations A-106, A-110, A-115, and A-146.

The waterstops and related activities were considered nonsafety-related items
as noted in Ebasco memorandum ES-8271-83, dated December 13, 1983. The staff's
safety findings with respect to waterstop activities are reported in the SSEP,
for Allegation A-129. -

Based on the above information, the NRC staff concluded that LP&L had
undertaken activities to review the records as reconinended by the alleger, and
that the alleger was satisfied that his concerns were fully addressed. LP&L
approached this 100% review in a time-stepped method which spanned an 8-month
period.

..

The NRC staff also reviewed the allegation against the requirements of
10 CFR 50.55(e) regarding reporting a significant breakdown in any portion of
the QA program conducted in accordance with requirements of 10 CFR 50 Appendix B.
Based on the detailed review of the various issues involved, the NRC staff
determined that there was no need for LP&L to report any of these issues to the
NRC under'10 CFR 50.55(e) since nothing had been identified which, had it
remained uncorrected, could have adversely affected the safe operation of the
plant.

This allegation has neither safety significance nor generic implications.
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j Potential Violations: See Allegations A-106, A-110, A-112, and A-146.
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Actions Required: See Allegations A-110 and A-146.
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