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SUMMARY

Investication on March 29-April 7, April 22-24, May 11-14, May 16, 1982 (Report
No. 50-382/82-09).

Area Investigated

Allegations were presentad to NPC iudizating “he Marcury Compary of Norwood
Inc. (Mercury), a subcontract €irm at Waitersf rd 3, had designated an individ-
ual as 2 Teve! II QC inspector withcut adecu..e training. .t was alsc alleged
that a Mercury weld rod oven was found to exceed the tompe:siures gesignated by
procedure; owever, the NCR written 111 nnt acequately addres< evaluation of
the cverheacad weld rods which were iv the oven, Allegatiors were also meae
concerning the discovery of LP&L Metre ogy Laboreiery iect equ’pmant which was
fcund to have been assigred dupl!icate numbers, and = NCK was written aor was
adequate evailuation doae, 't was furtner alleged that 3an improperly quelified
individual worked in the Metrolcgy vab calibratine e uipment and he had regu-
larly forged the signature of a nualified tecri.cian on the calbration re-
cords,



3
DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

*C. L. Skinner, GC Supervisor, LPAL

*J. Cocper, 1&C Supervisor, LP&L

*T. Payne, I&C Supervisor, LP&L

*Joun Guillet, QA Representative, LEAL

*J. McGaha, Tecinical Support Superintendent, LPAL

Other Persons Contacted

Individuals A through L
*Denctes those attending =xit interview

Individual Investigaticr o7 Ailegations

Allegation No. 1

Individua! A statea Mercury Comparnyv ¢f Norwood, inc., utilized inade-uate
procedures for certification of level II QC inspectors i comuch as ne
(Individual A) was certified in only several weeks.

Investigative Findings

On March 29, 1982, Individual A was interviewed. Individual A stated that
prior to being employed by Mercury, he had been a Hilti bolt and weld QC
inspector at another nuclear construction site., Individual A stated his
first several weeks' employment with Mercury were spent reading Mercury QC
procedures, subsequent to which he took a very simple examination and was
certified as a level Il inspector in numerous areas. Individual A stated
that when he terminated his employment with Mercury, he reviewed his QC
Certification Record and found he had been certified in a number of areas
which he knew very little about.



Review of Individual A's Certification Records

On March 30, 1982, the Mercury Qualification of Inspection and Tesi Personnel
Certification Record for Individual A was reviewed. It disclosed that Indivi-
dual A was certified as a level II QC inspector for receiving inspections,
dimensional inspections, structural inspections, pressure test inspections,
pressure test performance, welding inspections, pipe and tubing inspections,
and instrumentation and equipment inspections. It was also noted that these
certifications were dated seven days after Individual A was tiired. Th: certifi-
caticn record also included the statement, '"{Indiviouai A) has completed A0
qour: of on-the-job training and the orientation %o Nercury s Qf program.'

(INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: Insomuch as Mercury rezords irdicate !ndivideal A was
employed only one week (40 hours) to the cervification being apircved and
documented, the credibility of the certification indicating covniztion of 40
hours 0JT and a QA program orientation ~ust be cansidered somewhat
questiorable.)

Interview of Mercury QC Supervisor

On March 30, 1982, Individual B, QC Supervisor, Mercury, was interviewed. Inci-
vidual B stated that a'® (C personnel are cercified in accordance with Mercury
Procedure QCP-3050, Paragraph £.0, entitled "Onalification Requirements." When
queried concerning the limited treining and 0JT provided tc Indivicual A prier
to his certification, Individual B pointed out the general statement made in
QCP-3050, Paragraph 5.0, which states, "The education and experience require-
ments specified for the various levels should not be considered as absolute
when other factors provide reasonable assurance that a person can competently
perform a particular task. Other factors may be demonstrated capability in a
given job through previous performance or satisfactory completion of profi-
ciency testing." Individual B also pointed out that the Mercury qualification
requirements were taken from the American National Standards Institute (ANSI),
Standard N45.2.6. Examination of the ANSI standard disclosed that it does
contain exactly the same standard. Individual B stated that Individual C, the
former Mercury QA supervisor who resigned in February 1982, had hired Indi-
vidual A and was responsible for his certification as a level Il QC inspector.
Individual B stated Individual C had apparently considered Individual A's
previous experience and certification testing results when approving the
certifications.

Allegation No. 2

In December 1981, a Mercury weld rod oven was found to exceed the required
temperature. An NCR was written regarding the oven temperature; however, the
effect on cverheated weld rods contained in the oven was not adequately
addressed.



Investigative Findings

On March 29, 1982, Individual A was interviewed. Individual A stated that on
December 22, 1981, Individual D, a calibration technician for LP&L, went to the
Mercury fabrication shop to conduct the annual calibration of the Mercury weld
rod oven. Individual A stated Indiviuual D found the temperature dial on the
weld rod oven set at 420°.Indivicual A stated that ine Mercury procedure
MCP-2100 states that the weld rods are to be siored ir the oven at 250° + 50°.
Individual A stated there was controversy concerning the need to prepare an NCR
regarding this mattar; however, an NCR was finally prepared which addressed
enly toe fact that the oven temperature exceeded that required by the Mercury
grocedure. Individual A stated that no evaluation was cenducied to determine
whether the weld rods conrtained in the over were damaje: by the excessive heat.

NCR Re few

Or March 30, 1962, tbasco Services Inc., NCR No. 253, dated December 29, 1981,
was reviewsd, The WCF describes the nunconforming conditicn as "the thermome-
ey was set at 400° whick is a violation of Mercury's procedire MC2-2100,
»evicsion 6." The NCR corrective action indicates that all welds made with rods
vk (h were exposed to the excessive tempe~ature were inspect2d and found to be
acceptable. The NCR is accompzried by a letter from Individual C, the Mercury
QA cupervisor, which indicates that "temperature control was inadvertently
turned up anc when rz2alized, was turned back to the required setting, at whicn
time the temperature also respondea." A second letter from Individual C
accompanies the NCR which identifies ail weld rods used which vere exposed to
the elevated temperature and which states the welds made with those rods were
irspected and found to Ue acceptable.

Interviews of Mercury Personnel

On March 30, 1981, Individual E, QA Engineer, Mercury, was interviewed.
Individual E stated he recalled Individual C having said he was in the weld rod
room on the evening of December 21, 1981, conducting an inspection at which
time he had apparently inadvertently bumped the temperature dial on the weld
rod oven. Individual E stated the decision was made to write an NCR regarding
the oven excecding the required temperature. He stated it was also decided
that a random sampling of weld rods used 7rom that oven would be conducted to
determine whether they had been damaged. He stated the inspection was conduct-
ed and no problems were identified with welds from these rods. Individual E
also stated the disposition was evaluated by Individual F, an Ebasco QA engi-
neer, who concurred with the corrective action taken.

On March 30, 1982, Individual G, Weld Rod Room Clerk, Mercury, was interviewed.
Individual G stated that he is responsible for the issuance of weld rods to
Mercury welding perscnnel. Individual G stated that in December 1981, he had
no requirement to check the oven temperature dial to insure it was properly
set. Individual G explained that he routinely removed weld rods from the oven
several tu many times each day and would immediately notice a large variance




from the required temperature. Individual G stated he was sure that the
increased temperature setting identified on December 22, 1981, was of only a
short duration and probably occurred late in the day on December 22nd because
he would have detected the increased temperature when opening the oven.
Individual G stated he believed the increased temperature was due to someone
having inadvertently bumped the temperature dial on the oven. Individual G
stated new procedures have been put in effect which requires the oven tempera-
ture pe checked daily end a record maintained.

On March 30, 1982, Individual F, Material Applicevions Engineer, Ebas~v Ser-
vices Inc,, was interviewed. Individual F steatod that subsequent to Lo
discovery of the ircreased temperature in the Mercury weld rod oven, he had
contacted the weld rod manufacturer and determined the weld rods <ontainec in
the .ven would not be damaged as long as the temperature cid not exceed 45(°,
individual F statec that random inspection ¢* welds perforaed with wela rods
from the oven at that time was conaucted and no problems were identified.

A'legation Mo, 3

In March 1982, it was discovered that two LP&L Metrology Lab DC resisterce
briajes had been assigned the same MTE control number. 1v is elieged that
cor-ective action was inadequate in that no NCR/CIWA wa~ written and that
corrective action was incomplete,

Invesiigative Findings
On March 29, 1982, Individual A was interviewed. Individual A stated that in
Fabruary 1982, the LP&L Metrology Lab leased three or four General Electric DC
resistance bridges. Individual A stated that one of the bridges was issued to
the start-up electricians group for long-term use and the other bridges were
maintained in the Met Lab for daily use by the Instrumentation and Control
(1&4C) technicians. Individual A stated that on March 15, 1982, it was dis-
covered that two of the resistance bridges had been assigned the same MTE
control number which would result in some erroneous traceability records.
Individual A stated Individual H, the LP&L Metrology Lab supervisor was advised
that two bridges had duplicate numbers. Individual A stated that on March 17, ‘
1982, Individual H instructed Individual I, a Met Lab clerk, to change the i
issue log book entries concerning the Mzt Lab resistance bridge to reflect a
newly assigned number. Individual A stated that no NCR or CIWA was ever
written regarding this problem. Individual A additionally stated that Indivi-
dual 1 did not make the changes on all existing pages of the log book.
|

Interview of Met Lab Supervisor

On April 2, 1982, Individual H, LP&L Metrology Lab Supervisor, was interviewed. |
Individual H stated that in about wiid March 1982, he was informed that two |
General Electric resistance bridges had been assigned the same measuring and |
test equipment (M&TE) control number (MR-ET23.03).




Individual H stated that he was under the impression that these two instruments
had been received about the same time which resulted in their inadvertently
being assianed the same number. He stated that one of the bridges had been
assioned to the electrical department issue area and the other assigned to his
Metrology Lab. He stated this would result in each respective instrument being
issued to separate groups of pecple. He staied that since he decided tc change
the contrel number of the bridge assigred to the Metrology Lab, he instructed
one of his clerks to correct i{he equipment issue loq to refiect the new number
(MR-E” 22,04) for &11 past issuances of that bridge. Individual K stited he
also coniycted tne instrumentation ana control (I&.) records clerk anc instruc-
ted her to review her instrumentation record of use lcg, and to correct »1]
entries regarding “he Mei Lab resistance bridge to reflect the number 23,04
vather tharn the numder 23.93. Individual H s*tated he c¢id nct prepare an NCR
nor ¢ CINA ragurding this matter,

Revisw of Met Lab Records

On April 1, (327, the LP&L Metroclcay Lab records pertaining to the resiscance
vridge (now assigned MTE 23.04) were reviewed. Examination of the calibration
log disclosed a new celibration sheet was prepared for the resistance Lridge
MTE 23.04 reflecting the new control number. Examinaiion oi the Measuring end
Test Eouipmen*® Index disclosed it had not been updatc” to reflect the changing
of the contrd) numiar for the resistance bridge to Mit 23.04. The Met Lab copy
of the Cennral clectric Calibration Recurd reflects a pen-and-ink change of the
control mumber to MTE 23.04 (the date of the change noted as 3/16/82).

Review of Additional Records

On April 1, 1982, the LP&L Metrology Lab records pertaining to the two General
Electric DC resistance bridges that had originally been assigned control no.
MTE 23.03, were reviewed. Documents disclosed that one resistance bridge (man-
ufacturer's serial no. 432) was received by LP&L on February 19, 1982, and
issued through the Met Lab to the LP&L Maintenance and Electrical Department on
February 24, 1982. Records reflect this bridge, which was assigned the MTE
control no. MR-ET 23,03, was sent back to the Met Lab in & damaged condition on
March 5, 1982, for return to the manufacturer, which was done on March 19,
1982, via Federal Express. Records disclosed that another General Electric DC
resistance bridge (manufacturer's serial no. 759) was received by LP&L on
February 9, 1982, and was assigned the MTE control no. MR-ET 23.03. This
bridge was maintained by the Met Lab Issue Room for use by the LP&L Instrumen-
tation and Control Department and was the briage which Individual H assigned
the corrected MTE control no. MR-ET 23.04. A detailed review of the Met Lab
equipment issue log disclosed numerous occasions, subsequent to March 5, 1982,
and prior to March 17, 1982, on which Mechanical and Electrical Department
personnel checked out the Met Lab bridge, which at that time was still

assigned the control no. 23.03 and used it in their area. (Investigator's
note: On each occasion that these instruments are used in a safety-related
application, a data sheet is prepared identifying the specific location and



task performed and the equipment used. The data sheets are forwarded to the
office responsible for the work and an entry made in an equipment record of use
log. This log can then be used to identify all work done with a particular
instrument in the event it is later found to be out of calibration. The
nioblem created in this instance is that the Maintenance and Electrical Depart-
ment had been assigned a resistance bridge (cortrol no. 23.03) and all safety-
related work done with that bridge was done documented or. the work data sheets
and in their record of use ico. Subsequent to that bridge being damagec, the
Elecirical Department personnel began checking cu* th: Mec Lab res - .2nce
Hiidae having the same contrcl ~umber 23.03 which wus ther docwwnti=d n hork
Data Sheets and in their Record »f Use Log. As there is au irverraticn avail-
able on the Work Date Sheet or in {he Record of Use Log to diviferentiate
betweer these bridges, th2 required traceabil vy, different a 'ng tne use of
these *wn bridges, becomes potent 'aliy nonexistent,)

Reirterview of Individual H

On April 2, 1282, Inc'vidual H was reinterviewed concerting the use of Lhre et
Lab resistance bridge by Electrical Department personrel. Iadividua’ H s:ated
he was not aware that Electrical Deper'ment persornel had chec“ed out 2nd uted
the Met Lab bridge. He agieed their vse of tnis instrument, during the periog
it was assigned the control no. 23.03, (reated a traceability predlen, He
stated thit an NCR or CIWA should have been written circarring thi. matter and
its use more fully investigated.

Allegation No. 4

An individual in the Met Lab, not properly qualified to do calibrations, was
used to calibrate torque wrenches and pressure gauges. He was instructed to
sign a qualified individual's name on documents relating to these calibrations.

Investigative Findings

On March 29, 1982, Individual A was interviewed. Individual A related having
heard personnel at Waterford 3 discuss the fact that Individual J had fre-
quently calibrated equipment in the Met Lab, which he was not properly quali-
fied to do. Individual A stated that sources stated Individual J signed the
name of Individual K, a Met Lab calibration technician, on the calibration
reports he prepared. Individual A stated Individual H, the Met Lab supervisor,
authorized this practice.

Interview of Met Lab Personnel

On April 2, 1982, Individual K, Instrumentation and Control Technician, LPAL
Met Lab, was irterviewed. Individual K stated that from April 1979 until about
Decemter 1981, Individual J worked in the Met Lab. Individual K stated that in
about 1979, Individual J began doing some equipment calibrations under his
(Individual K's) supervision. Individual K stated he would sign the calibration
record as the party responsible for the calibration. Individual K stated that



individual J had prior instrumentation experience and had also displayed
competence in the work he did in the lab. He stated the situation evolved into
one where Individual J began doing calibrations without his (Individual K's)
supervision. Individual K stated that on several occasions he was involved in
discussions regarding Individual J's obtaining a calibration certificaticn;
however, LP&L management would not authorize Individual J's certification.
Individvai K stated that in sbout late 1979, 're situation evolved into une
where Individual J began placing his (Individua! K's) name on the calibration
record rather tnan giving the record to him te sign.  incividual ¥ ctated this
sractice tock place for about one year. Individual K stated that Individual i
was aware of this practice as were other personrel 1n the tab. Irdividual K
stated that varicus LP&L management personne! werw aware that Individual . was
40ing the calibrations, however, they may rnt have been ewure he was signiag
nis ?Indﬁvidual K's) name on the calibration records,

On April 2, 1382, Individual ¥ was interv ewea. [né¢ivicual & stated that wher
he was hired as supervisor of the Met Lab, In¢ivicue' J was working in the I&C
shop providing craft interface with the craft unior. he stated that during
Irdividual J's spare time, he worked in the Met Lab. Irdividual H stated
Indic1dual J initially worked researching calibration procedurcs and obtaining
sour.2 information for equipment maintained in the Met .Lab. Irdividual H
stated one thing led to another and Individual 0 bYegan dving somz of the
calibrations of equipment. Individual H stated that Indiviuval ¥ was initially
signing the certification records for Individual J since Irdividual J was rot
certi’ied to do the work. Individual H stated that 3t some point he tried to
get Individual J certified, but it was turned down by his supervisors. Indi-
vidual H stated the situation developed into one where Individual J was con-
ducting calibrations and signing Individual K's name on the calibration reports
as the person responsible for the calibrations. Individual H stated that
although he was personally aware of what was occurring, he did not believe his
supervisors were aware of it.

Review of Met Lab Records i

On April 2, 1982, a review of Met Lab Calibration Records was conducted with
the assistance of Individual K, who agreed to identify all calibration records
on which Individual J had signed his (Individual K's) signature. Records for
torque wrenches, outside micrometers, dial indicators, depth gauge micrometers,
plug gauges, pressure gauges (low pressure, digital and differential), amp
certi crimpers, vacuum gauges, dial indicator testers, inside micrometers, and
dial calipers were reviewed. Two hundred and ninety-seven documents were iden-
tified, certifying calibrations which contained the forged signature of Indi-

vidual K.

Interview of Former [&C Supervisor

On April 5, 1982, Individual! L was interviewed. Individual L stated that
Individual J worked in the LP&L Metrology Lab for approximately two years. He
stated that during the last year to 18 months of his employment there, he
worked calibrating instruments in the Met Lab. Individual L stated that to his
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knowledge, he was calibrating instruments under the supervision of a certified
Metrology Lab technician. He stated all of Individual J's calibration records
were to be signed after review by a certified technician. Individual L

stated he has no knowledge concerning Individual J's signing Individual K's
name on calibration records or that the required review of his calibration work
was not taking place.

Interview of individual J

Cn April 17, 1982, 'ndividual J was interviewsd. Individual J stated he is
currently employed by the Plumbers and Steamfitters Un.on, Locel 60, Metairie,
Louvisiana. Indivicual J stated he was employed at Waterfora 3 frum 1978 to
December 1981 by Ebasco. Ingividual J stated he was assigred to work in the
[4C department as a union representative. He stated when he ini*ialiy began
working in the Met Lab, he worked receiving equipment and set®ing up records
systems. He stated ne also recearched literature regarding equipment received,
individual J stated that in about 1980 he wrote the calibration procedures for
meny of the dimensional gauges received in the lab. e stated he had worked
under the supervision of Individuai K who developed confidence in nis work. he
stated tiat for a pericd, Individual K had signed calibration sheets for cali-
brations he (Individual J) had done. Individual . stated trat as Incividval K
drveloped more and more confidence in him, Individual K's review of his work
became cursory. Individual J stated that at some point in 1980 he Lecan
signing Individua® K's name on calibration sheets. Individual J was unable to
explain why he had taken it upon himseif to do this. Individual J stated that
Irdividual K and Individual H were aware that he was signing Individual K's
name on certification records and had not objected to it. Individual J stated
he was not aware of anyone outside the Met Lab being aware of this practice.
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