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Dear M

The purpose of this letter is to inf orm you of the status of your allegation
concerning Rosemount pressure transmitters.

NRC follow up on your inputs u Mr. William Raymond, the NRC Senior Resident
inspector at Millstone, and w Mr. Jamie Guillen of the NRC Of fice of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation (NRR), resulted in dissemination of information about this
issue to the nuclear industry. That dissemination was through NRR promulgation
of NRC Information Notice No. 89-42, " Failure of Rosemount Models 1153 and 1154
Transmitters." A copy of that notice is enclosed for your information.

We understand that you have an associated discrimination concern and ti st you
have the Department of Labor (DOL) regulations on filing a discrimination com-
plaint, please be aware that, in discrimination cases, the DOL is the federal
agency which can ordtr redress of wroncs against individuals. The NRC cannotorder individual redrsss. DDL regulations call for submission of discrimina-
tion complaints within 30 days of the alleged discrimination.

NRC action in discrimination cases is distinct from the DOL actions which pro-vide employee redress. The NRC takes action against licensees who discriminate
against employees who perform protected activities. Protected activities in-
clude inf orming the NRC about violations of NRC requirements, asking the NRC to
administer or enforce NRC requirements, or testifying in any NRC proceeding,We also monitor licensee performance in implementing programs for responding to
nuclear safety concerns, and we maintain contact with the DOL to obtain input
on their findings on discrimination compicints. To assist us in evaluating
discrimination concerns, we appreciate being informed about any perceived dis-
crimination by the individuals involved, in addition to any submittals to the
00L. Based on my May 9,1989 telephc.ie discussion with you, yeu are now pur-
suing your discriminaticn concern with your management and, at this point, be-
lieve that no tangible discrimination has occurred. Should this circumstance
change significantly, the NRC would appreciate being informed.

Thank you fn! bringing your concerns to our attention. We appreciate the tech-
nical expertise and dedication you demonstrated in pursuing this issue. Fur-
ther, your input was a tangible, positive contribution to reactor safety.

I
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Please contact me if you have any additional information or questions.

$1ncerely,

Cl P 1 6 AIt

Ebe C McCabe, Jr. , Chief.

Reactor Projects Section IB
Division of Reactor Projects
Tel: (215) 337-5128

Enclosure: As Stated

bec w/ encl:
M. Perkins
5. Barr
W. Raymond
D. Holody
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NUCl. EAR RErl'LATORY COMMISSION

CFFICE Of M' CLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555

April ;'1,1989

NRC INFORPATION NOTICE NO. 89 42: FAILURE Or ROSEMOUN1 MODELS 1153 AND 1154
TPANSMITTERS

Addressees:

All holders of operating licenses or construction pemits for nuclear power
reactors.

Purpose:

This information notice is being provided tc alert addressees about recent
f ailures of Rostmount mockls 11$3 and 1154 pressure and differential pressure
transmitters. It is expected thet recipients will review the information for
applicability tc their facilities anc ccnsider actions, as a >propriate, to
avoid similar problems. However, suggestions contained in tais information
notice do not constitute NRC recuirements; therefore, no specific action or
written response is required.

_ Description of Circumstances:

During 1986 and 1987, five Rosemount model 1153 HOSPC differential pressure
transmitters malfunctioned at Northeast Utilities' (ht|) Hillstone Nuclear
power Station, l' nit 3, During power operation, the Millstone operators-noted
that the signals from the Rosemcunt 1153 transmitters were deviating from
recundant channel signals ar4 that the transmitters were indicating reduced
levels of process noise. The transmitters were declared out of service by
NU personnel, and the affected channels were placed in the tripped cendition.
Af ter ettempts to calibrate the transmitters failed. M! returret the trans.
mitttr5 to Rosemount and intenred them that the malfunctions had. occurred
with transmitters of the sare model and related serial numbers.. Destructive
testing performeo by Rosemount detemined thit the failures were caused by the
loss of oil from the transmitter's sealed sensing module. However, Rosemount
indicated that the f ailures appeared to be random and not relate 0 to any generic
problem with Rosemount 1153 pressure transmitters. NU submitted a 10 CTR Part 21
nctification to the NRC on this issue on March 25, 1988, and-provided additional
infomation on the failures via a letter dateo April 13, 1989.

Ciscussion:

Af ter additional evaluations by hU and Rosemount, Rosemount issued a letter
to its customers on December 12, 1968, regardirg the potential malfunction
of models 1153 snd 1154 tressure and dif ferential pressure transmitters. The
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RosercLt.t letter was supplenented with a letter dated February 7,1989, to
custcners who had purchased transmitt0rs from specific lots that were identi.
fied by Rosernount as being potentially defective. Rosemount issued a separate
letter dateo February if,1989, to custorners who had purchased model lif? and
1154 transmitters frorn lots that were r.ot consicered suspect. Rosemount indi- |

,

cated that transmitters from the suspect lots were susceptible to a loss of
r,ilicone oil from the transmitter sealed sensing module ano te possible fail-

According to Rostrount, as the oil leaks cut of the sensing module theure.
transmitter's perfornence gradually ceteriorates and may eventually lead to
e cetectable failure.

Some of the symptoms that have been observed during operation and before
f ailure include slow drif t in either direction of about 1/4 percent or more
per month, lack ;T response over the transmitter's full range, increase in
the transmitter's time resoonse, deviation f rom the normal signal fluctuations,
decrease in the cetectable noise level, deviation of signals.from one channel
comparec with redundant channels "one sided" signal noise, and slow response
to a transient or inability to follow a transient. Some of the symptoms I
observed by NU personnel during calibratiori include the inability to respond '

over the transmitter's entirt range, slow response to either increasing or 1

decreasing hydraulic test pressure, and drif t of greater than 11 from the
previous calibr6 tion. ,

Although some of the defective transmitters have $hown certain symptoms before
their f ailure, it has been reportea that in some casts the failure of a trans-
mitter may not be detectable during operation. In addition, Rosemount now
indicates that the potential for malfunction may not be limited to the speci-

| fied manufacturing lots previously identifico in the February 1989 letter,
t

It is important for addresstes to detemine whether any Rosernount models 1153
and 1154 pressure and differentiti pressurt: transmitters, regardless of their
mar.ufacturing date, are installed in their facilities and to take whatever
actions are deemed necessary to ensure that any potential failures of these
transmitters are identified. Although it may not be possible to detect the
crset o' 'J11ure in all irrtances, sue transm1tters nave cAntoit6c sone of
the aforementioneo symptoms before failure. It is important for potential
failure modes to be identif teo and that operators t,e prepared for handling
potential malfunctions. In addition, careful examination of plant data,
calibration records, and operating experience may yield clues that identifyi

l potentially defective transmitters. Adoressees may wish to contact Rosemount
for assistar.ce in determining appropriate corrective actions whenever any of
the aforementioned symptoms are observed cr if failures are identified.

On April 13, 1989, the NRC staff met and discussed this matter with Rosemount -

and several industry groups. Rosemount has launched a program to identify the
root cause of the loss of oil from the sensing module and to determine recom.-,

t mendations for its customers to address potentially cefective trer smitters.
|
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! Nc specific action or written rvsponse is required by this information notice, j'

If you have any questions regarding this mattar, please contact one of the
technical contacts listed below or the Regional A kinistrator of the appro.

;
,

| priate regional office. ;
i

i

,

$1.
Division of Operational Events AssMsment ^

Office of Nuclear Reactor Pegulation

Technical Contacts: fama) Naidu. NRR
(301) 492 0980 i

Jaitre Guillen, NRR
(301) 492 1170-

Attacheent: List of Recently issued NRC Infonnation Notices I
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RI- 99. A 007 8
ALLEGER INFORW,ATICN - uPP( M n d

'

Addre55:Name: _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _
- - -

Phone: City / State / Zip:
__ , _ , , , _

_

Alleger's Position /
Employer: Title: - - - -__ - - . _ _ - _ _ _ .

Paterials License No. _

l. If applicable, was the CDL policy esplained to the alleger? Y E S __ N0 _

2. Has a Cordidertiality Agreement been sigred or stov'd one
be sent to confirm the oral granting of Confider tiality? YES 7 NO

..........................................................................................

Nurser of Concerns: _ _, h_ _ _-

Brief Descrirticn of Ea:h Al'egaticn/ Concern *

Eotr15 0M M9 +%M db bMM qMW Nt hp
M .} tb. s6 6 ahL9ohQth. _m ao ._hy |km -

- -

.

kTM e e ho L_,jfp of .l l. 5'l 4 (M6 dik/M i Et

t _flh _ oll / h ! M O v-_ _J i h '3 wJe_ A cuw

__ _

- . - -

|

|
' Type of Regulated A:tivity: 1 (a) Reactor (d) Safeguards

_ (b) Vendor _ (e) Other:
_ (c) Materials (Specify)

Functional Area (s): _y_ (a) Operations (e) Emergency Preparednesst

I _ (b) Construction (f) Onsite He,11th & Cafety

_ ((c) Safeguards
(g) Offsite Health 6 Safety

d) Transportation (h) Other:_

Date/ Time Received: iT,5"S* pm / 7bt,9('

Employee Receiving Allegation: (L e (A0& d

NRC Region 1 Form 207
(Revised November 1957)

lRS/t110 A10 5 April 1989
.. ~ .- -- - . - . - . . . - - - - - - - - - - - -
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.AL_L_E_laTION RECE1PT REFORT, _ -

!

Da t e/T itte
i Received: ! +'F cf 7 / 06JC Allegation No. A I~ ff- N S~2_
j |

(leavebland I
,

Narre : Address:

Phone f City / State / Zip

! Confidentiality Requested: Yes No X Implied _l

( ,h M s W 4 cd- h M W/ G Position /Titie: [fe u A'o r'sEtt se JAM
| t a c c r w D ,e a r b rv

- .

i

i

Factitty: eurv#E Docket No.: St ~ 3
|

' r

!i
__

'

Allegation Summar (brief description of concern (s)) 344 0 !u.<"d4.welerf
i

goti 2b,mc et pigrJ Yer* r(it|C+vt W hic 9ec. r+m en tvetWh
heior WA{ $Yb GWCC Ws ?mL h&n r)tf CC3 imiw w

pft t_hb \'
~

U V J,

Nurroer of Concerns: 3 J' '

(for A11egationianel Only) -

: Emcloyee Receiving Allegation: h. 1 h zd/445|

(first two initials ano last name)

'.:Type of Regulated Activity: (a) L Reactor (d) Safeguards
(b) Vendor (e) __ Other:(c) _ Materials (Spec 3fy)_

|

| Pater als License No (if applicaele):
i

Functional Area (s): _ (a) Operations _ (e) Emergency Prepareaness
| 2 (b) Construction (f) Onsite Health anc Safety

i_ (c) Safeguards (g) Offsite Health anc Safety
{_ (c) Transportation (h) Other: ;1

l|
|

NRC Region 1 Form 207
|(Revisec June 1984) gIu

. _ . - _ _ _ , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -. _ _ _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . . _ _ _ _ _ ____-
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fetaileo cescripticn of allegation:
4

| [Mlstated that he had been employed as a laborer at Millstone
3, Waterford. CT from 6 -

i

1

1. During the excavation of the foundation area for the containment
buildirg, a geologic fault was identified in the rock face. The width
was stated to be about four inches. The laborer force was provided and
used paintbrustes for an entire shif t to blend the earth / rock face so as
to carnoflauge the fcult. This was done prior to a big NRC inspection
of the site. The labor force was told that the NRC didn't see the
fault. The specific purpose for the paintbrush work was for concealtnent
from the NRC.

2. During construction of the fuel Handling building exterior walls,
there were ao)arenti some word 5 exchanged between constructionc

sppervision y'ated that one inspector had refused to accept a load of
and QA inspectors.

M~ st
concrete for quality reasons. that a second QA inspector was called by
'he supervisor. The. second OA inspector als _ refused to accept the.

load of concrete, said that then tol the A
inspectors that the alternatives were sign or be fired. )
sata the second 0A inspector signed the acceptance paper.'

Also curing the fuel Pandling Building exterior wall construction,, e,3. stated that a pair of 2" x 12" rm boards were not used and
the ties were rot fasteneo off, satted there was a pregnant
bulge at this location and that surervis on knew the slats were missing
prior to pouring the wall.

| Rey Aw TAD D CAL (M In $*As IS
g g % d (d o/b fwd

unL .

@S alrT

|
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5f_10/89 TELEPHONE CALL RECORD 5/11/89
50-423. RI-89-A-0052.

About 4:00 p.m., 5/10/89, Buresh Chaudhary, A DRs
Haterials and Processen Section, and I called. 'about
his allegations. The following information was obtained.

- His concern about a geologic fault is based upon an event in
1973 or 1974. He and other workers used a pressure hose to clean
rock for immediate NRC inspection / photography. One day when they had
nothing to do, they dug down about 5 feet. Their boss complained,
stating that the NRC would photograph every inch of rock. That
supervisor was a construction foreman who, as far as the a11eger
knows- had no training in geology. The alleger acknowledged that the
Hillstone site contains uuch fractured limestone, but said that he
had taken a course in which the teacher said there was an old fault
on the site. The allager acknowledged that an old f ault is one s'hich
has exhibited no motion for 5 million years, and that extensive
borings and analyses were made to assess the suitability of the site.
He stated that he can distinguish between cleavage and fractured rock
and recognizes that 5 feet is not very deep,is a v9ry straight line.but that he is still
convinced that there is a fault and that it !He remembered his supervisor's first name, Ray, but not his last.

|

- The alleger did not realize that it was not the NRC who I
photographed the rock faces he and others prepared. He also said
that they knew a voek ahead when the NRC was going to be on site and
that everything was cleaned up in preparation. He maintained this
assertion af ter the unannounced inspection policy in place at the
time was described to him. Later, he stated that, in the '82 '86
time frame, every time the NRC came in, they would clean up in
advance. Also, near the end of the conversation, he stated that Dave
Collins, the inspector to whom he made his allegation (on 4/28/89),
was his first face to face contact with the NRC. When I pointed out ;

that there are full-time resident inspectors at Hillstone, that
didn't ser to register and the alleger continue to express his
belief that inspections were propared for. !

~

- The instance of the supervisor / alleged to have
ordered QA inspoctors to sign of f on substandard concrete was
identified as having happened in the fuel building in the '82 886
time frame. The pour was just of f the main beam. There were 7 ,

concrete trucks and there were supposed to be 2x6s used. The !

| concrete didn't pass the slump test and the 2x6s we 8 used Two i

| QA inspectors refused to sign off on the concrete, j
hollered for about 20 minutes and said to sign of f or get the hell'

off the job. Onc of the QA inspectors then signed off. Without the *

2x6s the concrete didn' t stay and the 2x6s had to be added and the
pour redone. But the result wasn't 0.K. because of failing the slump
test. Also, during this time frame, whole section of concrete were '

poured with st rofoam in it. Also, the bulge in the fuel handling
building exter or walls will not be fixed becarse it's already poured
and it would cost too much to fix. The alleget acknowledged that a
thicker wall did not af f ect the strength of the rebar-concrete, but

,continued to maintain thr.t the wall would not be fixed because of the
cost.

Page 1 of 3
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5/10/89 TELEPHONE CALL RECORD 5/11/89
50-423. RI-89-A-0052.

The alleger also identified concern about having been
contaminated with radon gas in the fuel building. This concern was
unchanged by the whole body count he had received at the end of his
employment, though he was told at the time trat the whole body count
showed no problem. He said he felt that any such contamination
should have to be re7orted, and that this matter disturbed him
because the HP who clocked him out and said it was radon and there
was no hazard was nervous (anxious) about it. I told him that
response to and evaluation of such conditions was required, that
licensees had to make annual radiation reports to the NRC, and that
this one radon clothing contamination event posed no radiation

-

hazard. The alleger acknowledged that alarms are provided to permit
action before a problem became serious, but continued to insist that
this contamination should be reported.

The alleger also asked about an event on a pig f arm, just after
the Three Milo Island accident. He had heard that all the flies on
the farm had disappeared because of the radiation released. I

described the inbred goat f ertility and unsanitary f arm, cattle death
problems which had incorrectly been attributed to radiation, and said
that I know nothing about the flies but would suspect weather in such
a case. The allager also asked about a contamination event involving
a large land area out west; I said I had no knowledge of such an
event.

I asked the alleger why he hadn8t identified his concerns to the
NRC at the time the occurrences happened. He said that he felt
nothing would be done. He did not specifically state that he feared
retribution, but I inferred that to be one of his concerns. The
allager also stated several times that he was not a disgruntled
employee, and that he did not expect anything to be done about his
allegations, and that he had not even expected to get this call. For
example, he stated that he did not expect anything to be done unless
he had found something really grave and negligent, and that the
President we had for the past 8 years had cut the EPA and the NRC and
was for big business, so why bother. I told him that his safety
concerns would be evaluated and we would inform him of the results,
and that he could contact both the licensee and the State of
Connecticut about safety concerns in addition to contacting the NRC.
I also said that it was possible that he would disagree with our
evaluation, and that it was his right as an American citizen to do
so. He thanked us for the call and said he appreciated our taking
the time to talk with him. The conversation ended on that amicable
note, with no indication that the discussion had changed his
viewpoint one iota.

% 0ILL Q L
Ebe C. McCabe, Jr., Chief,
Reactor Projects Section 1B

Page 2 of 3
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*i,io/89 TELEPHONE CALL RECORD 5/11/89
50-423. RI-89-A-0052.

1

P.S. !

Hy recommendation is that we have another allegation panel meeting on
this allegation, with DRS Engineering and OI attendance, to decide on i!

further follow-up. The following appear to need consideration.
|

3 - DRS review of the technical allegations appears to be
appropriate to determine whether there is valid reason to justify'

further inspection. A DRS memo to the allegation panel can then be
used to provide their recommendation and bases for further inspection ,

or evaluation, and to provide a basis for DRP development of a !

follow-up letter to the allager. j,|

- on the indicators of potential retribution for not signing off !'
on reportedly substandard concrete,ir assessment of the merit andand for identifying concerns to;'the NRC, OI can provide us with the'

need for further follow-up.

- on the licenses preparation-for inspection aspect, the
alleger's basis seems inadequate to warrant follow-up, especially
since the resident inspection program provides an on site presence
which would necessitate continual readiness in most areas.

- On the concern about reporting radon contamination, I
recommend that DRSS provide us a feeder input for inclusion in a
letter to the allager. DRSS attendance at the allegation panel
meeting would be welcome, but does not seem a justifiable time
expenditure.,

hk
Ebe

copy
S. Barr
R. Bellamy
8. Chaudhary
W. Pasciak

| M. Perkins
W. Raymond
J. Strosnider i
C. White

i
!

l-
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