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Task: Allegations *A-49; A-78; A-87; A-123
Reference No.: 4-83-A-88/2c; 4-83-A-88/1; 4-83-A-88/3A1; 4-84-A-06/18
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Characterization: MMU Mthat

indw‘iduals were prevented from wmt(mE NLR’% or forced to rewrite specific

Bl Brrd s

NCR‘s,’and su%sequer‘ﬁ‘ documentation may ée falsified.

The S o abafd aascass 4 *" s b?ulk‘ e a.L)LAaL-,\ o
Assessment of Allegation: )The implied significance of these anegat\ons is

that identification and correction of nonconformances may have been curtailed

o ’\-' »
and ,\fmbacted installex systems. Alsq,inadequate hydrostatic testing may have
been performed on safety systems, - ' Fke Ot ~"" —_— !
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> Foozh o, albiond thak q
Y. (Allegationy 9 M/ U\dividuﬂs were not free to write NCR“s he NRC

| f‘ staff this allegation in conjunction with Allegation A-283 wsing.
| the ol ol gewe\nﬁ*ﬁ procedures utilized by Mercury,
((’ Tompkins=- Beckmth* and Ebasco concerning the reporti-g, disposition, and
/

correction of discrepancies, deficiencies, and nonconforming items.

The staff W that:;;rocedures N&% tc allow employees to
report apparent abnormalities in facility constructi (See
Allegations A-53, A- 93{‘(] The procedures ¥ specify trat supervisors and
management u:e respons1ble for specifying the'“\ “:a'na dispositlon of
f items -5“ f.ﬁe emphasiess 4& that other personnel w.. responsib]e for
reporting 1tems. ﬂhe NRC staff foundkno objective evidence that Recorltia.bs,
management ex\rted pressure or bthe; wise suppressec the wr1ting of
MRS . b e A s . s sl i plieatl,
by o e | okt
“ 2, (Allegation A-T&}'?mal% that NCRYs writtar by MercuryA(QC)
inspectors welding problems were not processed by JA/QC supervisors or
management , “A¥se, that documentation was ubsequent:, falsified to
reflect the absence of nonconforming 1tems.§1he NRC staff evaluatey this

allegation in conjunction with Allegations A-81 and £-82 by reviewing
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data packages for 28 different Mercury Operationa! Control Fffcords
B 40 variows nes. TGS Fade
(OCR"_S_») on various instrumentation lines, QE«st walkd &uere—ﬁie

~
Q ‘ ‘
o8 on 8" of these installations, al' of whoch isases wird te +
e o, S e

g_ It m‘lbe noted that procedures on the disposition of welding

: discrepancies generally state that weld defects in &'process of A
v inspection and repair are not required to be reported as nonconforming ¢
S‘é items, discrepangig_s._.‘oLcleficiencies.,and that only the final inspection (:J\'

is reguired to be documentedk,\ﬂeporting procedures also sta}e ;th t < I »
. : - Le. afedf F*
reporting is a supervisﬁoﬁ?menagement decision, ™ "
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In-eonctuston, the NRC‘stafI found the installatio®’to be correct and the J

abeve procedural s to be adequate. , "~ *Cor Kiirry, i Pria s K |
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Allegztion L—g_{mﬁfw—ﬂmengineer assignex to Mercury, but

employed by Ebasco,was forced _};Q_ghdte an NCR)by Ebasco gwadity
assuRense mnagemnt{'{ﬁﬂhe NRC staff reviewed this allegation by
evaluesing NCRs W3-6719, W3-6719, U1, and,unnumbered NCR,pewtoucdy
It was noted that
the unnumbered NCR was dated August 17, 1983, The original ﬁg HZ—SLIE
~dated August 17, 1983, and closed out on August 22, 1983, , that the !

A, engineer concerns were invalid due to the?:v"““‘ﬁ-voiced;m
comeernsy tnis NCR was subsequently “Woided" and reissued as Rev. 1. NCR
H3-6719/R{ was issued on August 23, 1983, The staff could not determine /

: the individual"es "forced” to rewrite the NCR. Howewemy—e—thorough
“Tre ieéd NCR W3-6719/R1, thet was closed out on October 13, 1983,a - M

veveassd the following:

wrd

¢
2

e bhe
)ag k:tachment 3, page 1. A suppo&tikng statement atabottom of pige wses

M&hﬁ indicat kthé.' test fluid was ‘o&atw instead
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bJo Attachnents 10, 12, and 13 whsteses in the closure of W3- 719/R71
b
~are authorized by the urig‘inator’ ' he concurs with the

NCR etosurel. diapmsilior, .

‘?c‘b The original NCR (W3-6719) suggestﬂ‘i‘ that many cases may have “‘“t
occurred whep @ system was not tested to minimum test pressure)or
system may have been overpressurized because of failure to consider
the position of test instruments and static h")d considerations.

Ehot o Ajeconmended disposition was to revieu al\ hydrostatic test packagcs
for tcs( conducted by Mercury. &o gscertain what-were the actual
y conmtionbe‘-ﬂn est, evidence that this specific
review was accomplished,

}d“b AttachmentTlS Lo w3-6719)(Rf7~l indicate;l that the design pressure at
a specific height, in the previously tested system, hag bee educed
by approximately 23 psi to accommodate the previously wiines..d and
accepted test pressure. There ’Q‘no documentation that the lower
design pressure t; acceptable for this system (Passive portion of uu
s o, ,’;’t-."flf (eccs).

9 Qb The above%.assuw Ebasco to be the "worst case" and

Lyl vt

therefore aH other hydros’ performed by ewe Mercury Companw
; : deemed satisfactory This 3§ not the case,ta M
{ ; 3 ’ . woauh \ A
a v ass A

Due to the items noted above’th NRC staff hag determined that Ebasco
Wm« fnncgement hay improperly dispositioned and closed

‘! g‘rncn-uw/ax e A

A wm BTsaesition SReUIE have Desh b
P‘% ASME Code Interpretatioa [11-1-784 detud (uanuary S, 197%“&‘

v resolved this preblen, Also see Allegat un A-58, A-89, A-90, A-9]1, and
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~“4, Allegation A:/Zi(/ﬂ-m alleged that Ebasco WJQA
reviewers working on Mercury records were not alloweLd to 1ook in the

field because they were finding too many problems) genewers working

ith ‘
'_l t encountered similar problems, U\»’a | Ty P
TR The NRC staff investigated thi Hega&ion in conaunctio with T
T > - Fha é .-, ,
s . L_Allegations A-283 and A-4 substantiatd i»s—&Hfgmoa G
,ﬂyb" e m(ﬁrocedures which defined document review ! ,J- K
a ﬁ responsibilities. \ 'f,‘(
’ Tha ofa

fhaaco QA J WA "}a‘
J‘{i i The NRC staff reviewedAmM}\procedures #a“‘a’k’iesg# the

15 responsibilities of th records reviewers and,\
’:msm provide detailed instmctions for the collection, handling,

status and review of cpnstru "'"'{nstanatmerA r'ecor'dsg"L The Shw o5 @A
9 Concerns regarding 1screpancies in plant configuration shall
{ be brought to the attenttgn of ttle Ebasco QA Surveillance Group for

. Th A a
ﬁ i action," Thm—is—n,\requirement h—%he—mdme—m gkﬁit

G
necessary for a records reviewer to go lo the fiel?Q
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in-econetusion, ?Ne allegation that Mrevimrs were not anowed to look “?
in the field is probably true? ,ﬁo«vex. it is an employvers option to direct
the efforts of employees towards goals for which they were hiredq “ Les.os QA /3(
Sonnsw srdlrppr g o b, , pmapn wasi essentelrl  ha Rasenda wans jor m,l)‘l“{
- @6 verifiation group was available mmwm \.\Q’;{-

Thamn o, abu - s AT PR SRR S PP -y —
ksTMs allegation shesafore has nen.her safety s1qn1f1can ¢ nor generic Mo 4%
implications. -

Wrtel a U ov o i m By, nprn---L\( .jb. Crakisu oy, XST
Actions Required: LP&L sha)l,{ssure the proper disposition of NCR H3-6719/# 1)
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