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Task: Allegations *A-49; A-78; A-87; A-123

Reference No.: 4-83-A-88/2c,1,3A1,and 4-84-A-06/18 s

Characterization: It is alleged that individuals were prevented from writing
NCRs or forced to rewrite specific NCRs and that subsequent quality assurance
(QA) documentation may be falsified,

s

Assessment of Allegation: The NRC staff assessed the technical aspects of four
specific allegations. The implied-significance of these all'egations is that
identification and correction of nonconformances may have been curtailed and
may have impacted installed systems. Also, inadequate hydrostatic testing may
have been performed on safety systems, which might not have been verified if QA
documentation was falsified. <

Allegation A-49 alleged that individuals were not free to write NCRs.

The NRC staff assessed this allegation in conjunction with Allegation A-283
by reviewing procedures utilized by Mercury, Tompkins-Beckwith (T-8)e and
EBASCO concerning the reporting, disposition, and correction of discrepancies,,

deficiencies, and nonconforming items.

The NRC staff found that adequate procedures existed to allow employees to
report apparent abnormalities in facility construction. (See Allegations A-53,
A-93.) The procedures specified that supervisors and management were
responsible for specifying the processing and disposition of items; and that
the emphasis was that other personnel were also responsible for reporting items.

The NRC staff found nothing to indicate that contractor management e'xerted
pressure on individuals or otherwise suppressed the writing of NCRs. This
allegation has neither safety significance nor generic implications.

Allegation A-78 alleged that NCRs written by Mercury quality control (QC)
inspectors on welding problems were not processed by QA/QC supervisors or
management, and that documentation was subsequently falsified to reflect
the absence of nonconforming items.

The NRC staff evaluated this allegation in conjunction with Allegations A-81
and A-82 by reviewing data packages for 28 different Mercury Operational
Control Records (OCRs) on various instrumentation lines. The staff also
performed system walkdowns on 19 of these installations. Both the data
packages and the systems walked down were found to be correct.

It should be noted that procedures on the disposition of welding discrepancies
generally stated that weld defects that are in the process of inspection or
repair were not required to be reported as nonconforming items, discrepancies,
or deficiencies and that only the final inspection was required to be documented.
The NRC staff agrees that this has been acceptable industry practice. Reporting
procedures also stated that reporting was a supervisory / management decision.
The NRC staff found these reporting procedures to be adequate.
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* TheNRCstaffffoundtheinstallationstobecorrectandtheprocedural
requirements to be adequate. This allegation has neither safety significance

- nor. generic implications. .
'

A11egation A-87 alleged that a QA engineer assigned to Mercury, but employed by
EBASCO, was forced by EBASCO QA management to rewrite an NCR.

The NRC staff reviewed this allegation by evaluating NCRs W3-6719, W3-6719/R1,
and an unnumbered NCR. It was noted that the unnumbered NCR was dated
August.17, 1983. The original NCR W3-6719 was dated August 17, 1983, and
closed out on August 22, 1983, with an EBASCO note stating that the QA
engineer's concerns were invalid due to the generalities voiced.. This NCR was
subsequently " voided" and reissued as Rev.1. NCR W3-6719/R1 was issued on
August 23, 1983. 'The staff could not determine if the individual had been
" forced" to rewrite the NCR. The NRC staff reviewed NCR W3-6719/R1, which
was closed out on October 13,.1983. The above hydrostatic test conditions
were assumed by EBASCO to be the " worst case" and therefore that "all" other
hydrostatic tests performed by Mercury were deemed satisfactory. This was not
the case, since only one test was reviewed by EBASCO.
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Due to the items noted above, the NRC staff determined that EBASCO QA
management had improperly dispositioned and closed NCR-6719/R1.

Allegation A-123 alleged that EBASCO QA records reviewers working on Mercury
records were not allowed to look in the field because they were finding too
many problems, and that reviewers working with T-B encountered similar problems.

The NRC staff reviewed EBASCO QA procedures which defined document review
responsibilities. The staff's review revealed that those procedures adequately
addressed the responsibilities of QA records reviewers, and that the procedures
provided detailed instructions for the collection, handling, status, and review,

' of QA records for construction and installation. The procedural requirement
for field verification was established in EBASCO procedure QAI-9 which stated,
" Concerns regarding discrepancies in plant configuration shall be brought to

,

the attention of the EBASCO QA Surveillance Group for action." This statement
was not a requirement making it necessary for a QA records reviewer to_ go into
the field.

The allegation that records reviewers were not " allowed" to look in the field
cannot be proven or disproven. EBASCO QA/QC review and verification groups
were available to the records reviewers for any field work. The NRC staff
investigated this allegation in conjunction with Allegation A-283. The staff

; found no substantiation for this allegation that records reviewers were not
allowed to look in the field. This allegation has neither safety significance
nor generic implications.

'

F l

Potential Violations: Improper corrective action is a violation of 10 CFR 50, L
Appendix B, . Criterion XVI. ,,_j
Actions Required: With regard to Allegation A-87 (NCR W3-6719/R1) see Item
No. 6 in the enclosure to the D. Eisenhut letter to J. M. Cain dated June 13,

1984.
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Characterization: It is alleged that individuals were prevented from writing
NCRs or forced to rewrite specific NCRs and that subsequent quality assurance
(QA) documentation may be falsified.

Assessment of Allegation: The NRC staff assessed the technical aspects of four
specific allegations. The implied significance of these allegations is that
identification and correction of nonconformances may have been curtailed and
may have impacted installed systems. Also, inadequate hydrostatic testing may
have been performed on safety systems, which might not have been verified if QA
documentation was falsified.

Allecation A-49 alleged that individuals were not free to write NCRs. .
-

The NRC staff assessed this allegation in conjunction with Allegation A-283
by reviewing procedures utilized by Mercury, Tompkins-Beckwith (T-B), and
EBASCO concerning the reporting, disposition, and correction of discrepancies,
deficiencies, and nonconforming items.

The NRC staff found that adequate procedures existed to allow employees to
report apparent abnormalities in facility construction. (See Allegations A-53,
A-93.) The procedures specified that supervisors and management were
responsible for specifying the processing and disposition of items, and that
the emphasis was that other personnel were also responsible for reporting items.

The NRC staff found nothing to indicate that contractor management exerted
pressure on individuals or otherwise suppressed the writing of NCRs. This
allegation has neither safety significance nor generic implications.

Allegation A-78 alleged that NCRs written by Mercury quality control (QC)
inspectors on welding problems were not processed by QA/QC supervisors or
management, and that documentation was subsequently falsified to reflect
the absence of nonconforming items.

The NRC staff evaluated this allegation in conjunction with Allegations A-81
and A-82 by reviewing data packages for 28 different Mercury Operational
Control Records (0CRs) on various instrumentation lines. The staff also
performed system walkdowns on 19 of these installations. Both the data
packages and the systems walked down were found to be correct.

It should be noted that procedures on the disposition of welding discrepancies
generally stated that weld defects that are in the process of inspection or
repair were not required to be reported as nonconforming items, discrepancies,
or deficiencies and that only the final inspection was required to be documented.
The NRC staff agrees that this has been acceptable industry practice. Reporting
procedures also stated that reporting was a supervisory /managerrent decision.
The NRC staff found these reporting procedures to be adequate.
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The NRC staff found the installations to be correct and the procedural
requirements to be adequate. This allegation has neither safety significance
nor generic implications.

Allegation A-87 alleged that a QA engineer assigned to Mercury, but employed by
EBASCO, was forced by EBASCO QA management to rewrite an NCR.

The NRC staff reviewed this allegation by evaluating NCRs W3-6719, W3-6719/R1,
and an unnumbered NCR. It was noted that the unnumbered NCR was dated
August 17, 1983. The original NCR W3-6719 was dated August 17, 1983, and
closed out on August 22, 1983, with an EBASCO note stating that the QA
engineer's concerns were invalid due to the generalities voiced. This NCR was
subsequently " voided" and reissued as Rev.1. NCR W3-6719/R1 was issued on
August 23, 1983. The staff could not determine if the individual had been
" forced" to rewrite the NCR. The NRC staff reviewed NCR W3-6719/R1, which
was closed out on October 13, 1983. The above hydrostatic test conditions . -

-

were assumed by EBASCO to be the " worst case" and therefore that "all" other
hydrostatic tests performed by Mercury were deemed satisfactory. This was not
the case, since only one test was reviewed by EBASCO.
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Due to the items noted above, the NRC staff determined that EBASCO QA
management had improperly dispositioned and closed NCR-6719/R1.

Allegation A-123 alleged that EBASCO QA records reviewers working on Mercury
records were not allowed to look in the field because they were finding too
many problems, and that reviewers working with T-B encountered similar problems.

The NRC staff reviewed EBASCO QA procedures which defined document review
responsibilities. The staff's review revealed that those procedures adequately
addressed the responsibilities of QA records reviewers, and that the procedures
provided detailed instructions for the collection, handling, status, and review
of QA records for construction and installation. The procedural requirement
for field verification was established in EBASCO procedure QAI-9 which stated,
" Concerns regarding discrepancies in plant configuration shall be brought to
the attention of the EBASCO QA Surveillance Group for action." This statement
was not a requirement making it necessary for a QA records reviewer to go into -

-

the field.

The allegation that records reviewers were not " allowed" to look in the field
cannot be proven or disproven. EBASCO QA/QC review and verification groups
were available to the records reviewers for any field work. The NRC staff
investigated this allegation in conjunction with Allegation A-283. The staff
found no substantiation for this allegation that records reviewers were not
allowed to look in the field. This allegation has neither safety s.ignificance
nor generic implications.

m(
Potential Violations: Improper corrective action is a violation of 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B, Criterion XVI.

-

Actions Required: With regard to Allegation A-87 (NCR W3-6719/R1) see Item
No. 6 in the enclosure to the D. Eisenhut letter to J. M. Cain dated June 13,
1984,
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Reference No.: 4-83-A-88/2c, 1, 3A1, and 4-84-A-06/18

Characterization: It is alleged that individuals were prevented from writing
NCRs or forced to rewrite specific NCRs and that subsequent quality assurance
(QA) documentation may be falsified.

Assessment of Allegation: The NRC staff assessed the technical aspects of four
specific allegations. The implied significance of these allegations is that
identification and correction of nonconformances may have been curtailed and
may have impacted installed systems. Also, inadequate hydrostatic testing may
have been performed on safety systems, which might not have been verified if QA
documentation was falsified.

Allegation A-49 alleged that individuals were not free to write NCRs.

The NRC staff assessed this allegation in conjunction with Allecation A-283
byreviewingproceduresutilizedbyMercury,Tompkins-Beckwith{T-B),and
EBASCO concerning the reporting, disposition, and correction of discrepancies,
deficiencies, and nonconforming items.

The NRC staff found that adequate procedures existed to allow employees to
report apparent abnormalities in facility construction. (See Allegations A-53,
A-93.) The procedures specified that supervisors and management were
responsible for specifying the processing and disposition of items, and that
the emphasis was that other personnel were also responsible for reporting items.

The NRC staff found nothing to indicate that contractor managemeat exerted
pressure on individuals or otherwise suppressed the writing of NCRs. This
allegation has neither safety significance nor generic implications.

Allegation A-78 alleged that NCRs written by Mercury quality control (QC)
inspectors on welding problems were not processed by QA/QC supervisors or
management, and that documentation was subsequently falsified to reflect
the absence of nonconforming items.

The NRC staff evaluated this allegation in conjunction with Allegations A-81

and A-82 by reviewing) data packages for 28 different Mercury OperationalControl Records (0CRs on various instrumentation lines. The staff also
performed system walkdowns on 19 of these installations. Both the data
packages and the systems walked down were found to be correct.

It should be noted that procedures on the disposition of welding discrepancies
generally stated that weld defects that are in the process of inspection or
repair were not required to be reported as nonconforming items, discrepancies,
or deficiencies and that only the final inspection was required to be documented.
The NRC staff agrees that this has been acceptable industry practice. Reporting
procedures also stated that reporting was a supervisory / management decision.
The NRC staff found these reporting procedures to be adequate.
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The NRC staff found the installations to be correct and the procedural
requirements to be adequate. This allegation has neither safety significance
nor generic implications.~

Allegation A-87 alleged that a QA engineer assigned to Mercury, but employed by
EBASCO, was forced by EBASCO QA management to rewrite an NCR.

The NRC staff reviewed this allegation by evaluating NCRs W3-6719, W3-6719/R1,
and an unnumbered NCR. It was noted that the unnumbered NCR was~ dated
August 17, 1983. The original NCR W3-6719 was dated August 17, 1983, and
closed out on August 22, 1983, with an EBASCO note stating that the QA
engineer's concerns were invalid due to the generalities voiced. This NCR was
subsequently " voided" and reissued as Rev.1. NCR W3-6719/R1 was issued on
August 23, 1983. The staff could not determine if the individual had been
" forced" to rewrite the NCR. The NRC staff reviewed NCR W3-6719/R1, which
was closed out on October 13, 1983. The above hydrostatic test conditions
were assumed by EBASCO to be the " worst case" and therefore that "all" other
hydrostatic tests performed by Mercury were deemed satisfactory. This was not
the case, since only one test was reviewed by EBASCO.
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Due to the items noted above, the NRC staff determined that EBASCO QA
management had improperly dispositioned and closed NCR-6719/RI.

Allegation A-123 alleged that EBASCO QA records reviewers working on Mercury
records were not allowed to look in the field because they were finding too
many problems, and that reviewers working with T-B encountered similar problems.

The NRC staff reviewed EBASCO QA procedures which defined document review
responsibilities. The staff's review revealed that those procedures adequately
addressed the responsibilities of QA records reviewers, and that the procedures
provided detailed instructions for the collection, handling, status, and review
of 0A records for construction and installation. The procedural requirement
for field verification was established in EBASCO procedure QAI-9 which stated,
" Concerns regarding discrepancies in plant configuration shall be brought to
the attention of the EBASCO QA Surveillance Group for action." This statement
was not a requirement making it necessary for a QA records reviewer to go into
the field.

The allegation that records reviewers were not " allowed" to look in the field eb
cannot be proven or disproveng.however,4t_is an_ omninyerls-option-te-direct- -

' ('t h e . e ffor_ts-of_empl oyees-towa rds -goa l s-fo r-wh ich--they-we re-M re4. EBASCO QA/QC / y,
review and verification groups were available to the records reviewers for any s ig infield work. The NRC staff investigated this allegation in con, junction with
Allegation A-283. The staff found no substantiation for this allegation that
records reviewers were not allowed to look in the field. This allegation has
neither safety significance nor generic implications.

7
otential Violations: Improper corrective action is a violation of 10 CFR 50,

( Appendix B, Criterion XVI.
!!o

WithregardtoAllegationA-87(NCRW3-6719/RI)see3tems4x.6Actions Reauired:
,of the enclosure to the D. Eisenhut letter to J. M. Cain dated June 13, 1984.
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