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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

A%d%d r- - m
Characterization:\Thesc crc four--mu.%c'c!!angc= aHegat-ionsystat4eg that

individuals were prevgted from wrigay NCR@ or forced to rewrite specificn

sequen(docfamentationmaygefalsified.
_u uc

NC and .,
s

w c_ E.4{ w - A % Q <., g h ,
Assessment of Alleoation: The implied significance of these allegations is

and]EthaEe'd installe(p correction of nonconformances may have been curtailed
that identification a

systems. Also inadequate hydrostatic testing may have
7

been performed on safety systems A d - f l N - "H~l y G A3 necm - ,c.t.L ,, e q A , Q ,
& 5

,

- t-4- M 3 & a L y M n

D , GIINationr3-ElfJndivid'uals were not free to write NCRish he NRC

staff rev+ews this allegation in conjunction with Allegation A-283 vs4ag.

' % the foHewi cd !cgy feviewh24W procedures utilized by Mercury,
h Tompkins-Beckwith{,andEbascoconcerningthereportir.g, disposition,and

correction of discrepancies, deficiencies, and nonconforming items.
I

m c- A i 4 LLy
The , staff. lededthatJprocedureswecir,piccctoallowemployeesto
report apparent abnormalities in facility construc n. (See
Allegations A-53, A-93')f. The procedures tk, specify],that supervisors and

J y m-m
management'ame responsible for specifying the A an disposition of

A
items. k s kthe emphasimas R that other personnel agresponsible for

a m en

j
reporting items.hhe NRC staff,f,ound no objective evidence that \cstr.M'"

i, _i,,,1~ h o
management exqrted pressure 0r other wise suppressed the writing of3

NCR y . m, ;L, %,,q.. .. ya Y -b ,T
C % [J. , p$ pq cmb(i

% 6411egation_A-7dhe-aHehc17- .wln at.

,

ton-4g that NCR3 writ.ter by Mercury C)t

t. . s

inspectors elding problems were not processed by,,0A/QC supervisors or
management) -A+sa, that documentation was subsequently falsified to
reflect the absence of nonconforming it d'The NRC staff evaluat this
allegation in conjunction with Allegations A-81 and A-82 by reviewing
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data packages for 28 different Mercury Operationa]ont ol Rycordsi

(OC(s) on various instrumentation lines.$sN wal dowherc ako
perforr.4 on 9[ of these installations, W -j Sd - %d b*

; .
4

j %%J g k uhc.d. . g
i 4 11 .

! It sheH be noted that procedures on the disposition of welding J:'

. discrepancies generally state that weld defects in kprocessof .rM
iinspection and repair are not required to be reported as nonconforming; ,

[ k u. items, discrepancies, or deficiencies.and that only the final inspection / |
,

.
,

.h is required to be documented.gReportiing procedures also state that p' h;

[.h repor'tingisasupervisio,Nmanagementdecision. * *

L , ,4
a 1-rc MF~F h.d '4 e 1. -

44

Ir -cei lusie% he NRC,sta found[the installatio} to-be-correct and thel N
'

4

M h"* "MPabove procedural Dt to be adequate.? A"kp N u2MD& ,
'

J
I,

M, aL J a 1 QA 47.
% (AllecationA-8 Awuol ty enur=Aengineer assignet to Mercury, but ;

*

was forcedfto_gewrite an NCRiby Ebasco quality
employed by Ebasco,M5VThe NRC staff reviewed this allegation byass 8bsemanagemen i

n .m
evaluating NCR 3 W3-6719, W3-6719,'11, and unnumbered NCR,p.;.irz'y-3

tne watenor u M NRC Rm.bii. rap ;t::. It was noted that; 4 .... .cu su

the unnumbered NCR was dated August 17, 1983. The original NC W3-6719Mm
22, 1983, % *,%~ t at theT.'#dated August 17, 1983, and closed out on August st

3

|
q">'Nyengineer[concernswereinvalidduetotheQ*Nvoiced;Pthere j

co;ccrgthisNCRwassubsequently"joided"andreissuedasRev.1. NCR

W3-6719/RX was issued on August 23, 1983. The staff could not determine /,
'L Ll w

$ e individual pas " forced" to rewrite the NCR. Hc'.; ;;r, divivush

| * redieg 4 NCR W3-6719/R1, N ik was closed out on October13, 1983, h |
,

rrcca' d the following: ,

i

1

um Ek.'
<

ka Attachment 3, page 1. A supporting statement at4 bottom of.psge w ei.
'

*

. ,1 tLt bn
K,q 'egy that- indicateythe test fluid was logatQ instead.

#N' '^" t |'

cf demineralizedy. toNrtt.!
3

,

'
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i

i
e
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4 h Attachments 10,12, and 13 -utH ind in the c' osure of W3-6719/R21
M n

(b
4 44 uJ. *ue

are authorized by the originator stetir.g t..at he concur (with the
. f

NCR ele w h L y h ,
O d
(c h The original NCR (W3-6719) suggesty that many cases may have

occurred whep a system was not tested to minimum test pressurey sor a
system may have been overpressurized because of failure to consider

,

the position of test instruments and static had considerations,
h 'Ajecommended disposition was to review all hydrostatic test packages;

for testf conducted by Mercury, to ertain t;t ;re the actual

4 conditiongef-%e(tes) wea.c AThe r: 'igevidence that this specific
-I

review was accomplished,

kdk3 16 tow 3-6719fR[1 indicate thatthedesiggpressureatAttachment

a specific height, in the previously tested system, ha4 bee- ceduced
by approximately 23 psi to accomodate the previously witnesud and
accepted test pressure. There Y no documentation that the lower

designpressure"iYacceptableforthissystem(4dassive portion of b .s 4, , . g cu
c Lj gh ) (ECCSJ). ,

W#
The above^ g = tie;t weg assum't dy Ebasco to be the " worst case" andJp7ke

~.m.

ed^
..

therefore?all,'other hydros %* performed by the tiercury Ce.r=y, _e a u
-

-
,

This T not the casejag L. 4.;. 7 n = r_; .< 4 ^, -,. c m,

,i deemed satisfactory. s

.

wi-th-lower.-a'.lewetrh u u ri s .. . &viet4nn coulri he " g g,*

,

e sati:fectery.

'hA.
I Due to the items noted above?th1 NRC staff 'hg determined that Ebasco00

k, @J -fhre'ity usurance fanagement hag improperly dispositioned and closed
QA

** >

$f , NCR-h 19/RI. -" G _... g
,

,

l.- 2 .
f,J.. '

*-

ww- ,,
<

Thi W 'hc ';fegr-}ust-(Sica& ion-f dishositionshouldhavebeentm, Mu; J 3

W y ASME Code Interpretation 111-1-78$ deed (January 5,197 heat.
-

-

resolved-thi,--probier Also see Allegation A-68, A-89, A-90, A-91, and

NL.q ;rd- g r. j,.q'MC'-debespm L. ,J ;,_,
m - m |w1--tw artzy=x M n.

,

u

c w w .= n + y .pu .
!u _ _ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __



.

.

-4- *
,

,_

Tit e@_gatturrAg'it,,es'allegedthatEbascorectrdQAdeeument k
I% 4 wh-

-4s

reviewers working on Mercury records were not allow to look in the
t.k.

field because they were finding too many problems) eviewers working
T-p

with Tcmp<. ins-0ickw4th encountered similar problems, g'
- ikwo-- - ~ --

_ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ . _ . _

The NRC staff investigated thi alle with
Allegat gns A-2_83f ~and A-4 h nd dy Jga+ ion in conjunctiy &__. J y, w,.- ,,

wh_t-ion.pd~w me
id not substantia 3d is--eHega;,

6g'r
_

4,, S
,-

-;-- .

Ths,$Cireviewedhrocedures' which defined document reviewg 1g49 W--e

b N 'r Ep~onsibilities, f ~ M s hh--_.--- N w dt.1% w a, -
uAL qw {:Mc tw. d Q A

#! The NRC staff reviewed revccle' that Ebatcc procedures , d2es the

M-MtDm TeD79and'

{fresponsibilitiesofQprecordsreviewers,andg
i j 498&-rev4 sis providg deta_i_ led instructions for the collection, handling,d./ p 4.

.j h st3tusggeview of cpnstrggnstallatiorgQA recor,dshTRCi:., etAQA
4 g --

Ly~"'')7-3m:-crW" Concerns regarding discrepancies in plant configuration shall7 f ' N,
j $~ h. be brought to the attention of the Ebasco 0A Surveillance Group for1

% dp,^^nucct u w.L ~ '

gequirement in thq precedures -thetga,kkity h, action." .There s

nqcessary for a records reviewer to golo the fielgy4 cat tim /her.
$~ng-so.t

In ccnclus4cn. fhe allegation that dei $5c'r reviewerswerenot$allowedtolook N ''

in the field is,probably truehowever..it is -an--employers -option- to direct-
the efforts of employees towards goals for which they were-hired [ Eh e QA[Qc. ~

,

ems. h p % , 7.y wou. m,a\.W hv tw w .Ls me,us 3 p.,
gQG-verification 9roup-wes avaiTabTe'Itrthe returds-rev+efTu gifenii-eny 4

.hea t,-number-ve r i f ica tio n # " i t ! e L
--

-

- . -
" I -

__ _ _ _ . _ . - -_ _ _ _ _

71M dq y1 l d 4.. . p h w n h%m 5.d h'i . f gs gT h c N r. , d Q {~ h d d ,,,,
(This allegati'on therefare has neither safety significan:e nor generic ' p.,L ,

implications. " " * -

I,,
-

c h d..m Ab.
. ~ ~ - - . -

Potential Violations
JJonc, h f't:+ P(y plLy p , C,i di,d m .3 G T .

n w o--

n>4:Q _ y ,o cf g_ 3o g .
^ _.w
I'~LP&Lshallassu'retheproperdispositionofNCRW3-6719/ 4(/ pActions Required:

\ yiA-fee 2 bl[,jle 9-
i. # -mLv

8 N_ _u;_ 4_ m u a
~~Lta _wq @M&bk A
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