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REVISION 2

! 08/08/84
i

SSER

Task No.: Allegation A-252

Reference No.: 4-84-A-06

Characterization: It is alleged that CBASCO interoffice letter W3-QA-23661
i (March 4,1983) was "an example of correspondence written to cover up problems

discovered in the documentary group." It is also alleged that the welding
deficiencies stated in EBASCO interoffice letter W3QAIRG-0393 (March 22,1983)

,

were not resolved satisfactorily.

Initial Assessment of Significance: The allegation in regard to welding
! deficiencies stated in EBASCO interoffice letter W30AIRG-0393 (March 22, 1983)

is covered in the Allegation A-23c Reference No. 4-83-A-81 Report. During the
spring of 1982 EBASCO established a Quality Assurance Independent Review Group

(QAIRG)toreviewthestatusofthedocumentationfurnishedbyprojectsubcon-

| tractors. One group was responsible for the documentation associated with the
installationofTompkins-Beckwith(T-B)pipinghangers. During their review,;

QAIRG members asked questions about the details of their document review. To;

provide consistent answers to these questions and to give guidance to new QAIRG
members, EDASCO management issued W3-QA-23661 on March 4, 1983.

To provide continuity of direction, the letter was jointly written by the
EBASCO Manager of the Site, the EBASCO Manager of Inforriation Records, the T-D

QualityAssurance(QA)SiteSupervisor,andtheT-BEngineeringManager. The

; letter, prior to release, was reviewed and verbally approved by the LPAL Site
QA Manager.;
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iThe alleger feels that EBASCO management may have attempted to solve problems

; by dictating solutions rather than by using the established discrepancy reports ;

: or nonconformance reports. L

,

The NRC staff reviewed the letter and found no instance of an attempt to |
'

! provide answers or solutions outside the established QA system. Thus, there

] was no evidence to support the alleger's claim of a coverup. ;

l r

| This allegation has neither safety significance nor generic implications. !
1

j F'
J Potential Violations: None.
a ;

i (

I Actions Required: Ncne.
!
:

References: |
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j Statement Prepared By:
,

! R. W. Hubbard Date i
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; Team Leader Date
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REVISION 0
07/10/84

SSER

Task: Allegations *A-232, A-234, A-237, A-238, A-243, A-244, A-245, A-262,
A-311, A-312, A-313, A-316, A-317, A-318, A-320, A-321,
A-323, A-324, A-325, A-326, A-327, A-328, and A-331

Reference No.: 4-84-A-06/120, 123, 124, 129, 130, 131, and 144
4-84-A-12/3(a),(b),(c),6,7,8,10,11,13,14,15,16,17
and 18
4-84-A-31

Cha racteri7ation: It is alleged that the Mercury, and to a lesser extent the
EBASCO, nonconformance systems did not: (1) properly identify nonconforming
components; (2) prevent the installation of nonconforming materials, parts, and
components; (3) provide for the proper disposition of nonconformances; (4) give
quality assurance (QA) personnel the freedom to write nonconformances; and
(5) assure that corrective actions were adequate.

Assessment of A11ecation: The implied significance of this allegation is that
the installation of safety-related systems could be questioned.

Although this allegation appeared to be generic, the large number of specific
examples provided to the NRC staff indicated that these problems were related
only to certain activities. Some allegations were also related to charges that
discrepancy notices (DNs), deficiency reports (DRs), field change requests
(FCRs), design change notices (DCNs), and speed letters were used to circumvent
the requirement for nonconformance reports (NCRs).

In evaluating this allegation, the NRC staff:

(1) Reviewed Mercury and EBASCO procedures for processing NCRs, and examined
the NCRs identified by the allegers to detennine if they were properly
dispositioned and to detennine if corrective action was taken; and

(2) Interviewed Mercury, EBASCO, and LP&L quality engineers involved in the
NCR system.

The NRC staff reviewed each NCR identified by the allegers to determine how
adequately it was reported, reviewed, and dispositioned. These NCRs were
further examined for generic problems which could affect other safety-related
sys tems.

The NRC staff found the following with respect to each specific allegation:

| 1. Allegation A-232 - It was alleged that EBASCO NCR W3-4352 was improperly
dispositioned in order to meet ASME Code requirements and ANSI standards

[

I
!
|
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Allegation A-232 -2-

dnd dispositioned "use-as-is." The NRC staff reviewed the disposition of
the NCR and concluded that the corrective action taken for closure was
appropriate.

2. Allegation A-237 - Examples of some NCRs were provided which were alleged
to be examples of " things not properly handled." Additionally, it was
alleged that most Mercury NCRs were not properly addressed or closed.

The NRC staff reviewed between 125 and 150 Mercury NCRs. Of these, the staff
found that 19 NCRs had questionable or improper dispositions; they were as
follows:

Mercury NCRs

313, 322, 337 Identified seven i" stainless steel lines for P2
instruments that were damaged by weld spatter. The
NCR stated that the lines were replaced and documented
as such in operational control record (OCR) 995 and
OCR 1020, but it could not be ascertained from these
rework packages that the repair and reinspection was
either started or completed. There was no documentation
with these NCRs to prove that corrective action was
completed.

363 Indicated a problem with fitup of emergency diesel
generator fuel oil tank "A." This was a safety-
related system; therefore, an authorized nuclear
inspector (ANI) review should have been performed, but
was not.

554 Noted numerous problems with supports during a walkdown.
There was no proof of work being performed to correct
these problems other than a memo (Form 211) stating

i that work was performed.
;

I 658 Identified problems with OCR 1671 seismic Category I
! support, 0-430-x23-J-42. The NCR stated "the disposi-
I tion has been completed, all rework documented."

There was no other documentation in the package other,

than the NCR W3-7317 acceptance letter.'

! 572 Noted that the weld on support location #26 was
undersized. The NCR stated that the weld was reworked

I and weld metal added to bring weld to sufficient size.
; There was no reference as to what OCR was issued to
: perform this rework or traceability of weld metal used

in the performance of this job. Also, there were no
| inspection reports identified or contained in the
i package.

673 Identified problems with instrument tubing installed
by OCR #723.
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674 Identified problems with the electromagnetic control
panel worked by OCR #1246.

675 Identified problems with instrument tubing installed
by OCR #720.

676 Identified problems with instrument tubing installed
by OCR #720.

677 Identified problems with instrument tubing installed
by OCR #1332.

678 Identified problems with instrument tubing installed
by 0CR #723,

673-678 These NCRs were closed out by the statement:
" Administrative 1y closed 831.1 to be tracked and
resolved by Mercury Engineering Department." This was
unacceptable. (Also, all of these NCRs were reviewed
by EBASCO under NCR W3-731 and accepted "as-is.")

888 Indicated problems with personnel cualifications;
e.g., "Several QC [ quality control: type personnel
have been certified level II without documented
evidence of qualification requirements per QCP 3110
para 1.4 and ANSI N45.2.6." Recommended disposition
was marked "N/A" yet the recommended disposition
completed stated "This NCR not processed: 1) Initiator
not a Mercury employee at time of writing; 2) QCP 3110-
...does not apply to W3; 3) ANSI N45.2.6 previously
incorporated by QCP 3050 is approved. All M Co. QC
techs are trained and tested per QCP 3050 p7 tor to
performing inspection or tests."

889 Indicated problems dealing with piping supports
installed by Mercury in that the installed hangers
were different than those noted in Mercury's QC
support installation documentation. As with NCR 888,
the recomended disposition was marked "N/A" and the
recommended disposition was completed by saying "This
NCR not processed: 1) Initiator not a M., Co. Employee
at time of writing; 2) . . ."

2234 Stated that no heat numbers could be verified between
FW13 and FW13R. This is for 0CR 666, System 528. The'

recomended disposition was per attachment #4 of
NCR W3-4593.

3149 Indicated that there was no documented evidence that
welder M-343 was qualified to welding procedure
specificationD(WPS-D). Disposition of this problem

!

L
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Allegation A-232 -4-

was by use of a weld test coupon subsequently found on
April 27, 1983, but no longer available. No documenta-
tion existed on the qualification of this welder or on
his retest. Thus, all welds made by this welder were
suspect.

Generic Problems with NCRs

o The validity of several dispositions were question-
able because the referenced letters used to close
these NCRs did not adequately address them.

o Several Mercury NCRs identified that discrepancies
existed between drawings and documentation. The
solution to this problem was to modify the
documentation so that it " agreed with what was
installed in the field." The adequacy of design
was also questionable because of a lack of evidence
that a design review was performed by Mercury
Engineering.

o Some NCR dispositions and QA reviews performed
by Mercury did not have. sufficient documentation
to justify those actions and reviews.

3. Allegation A-238 - It was alleged that Mercury Corrective Action Report
(CAR) No.129 of December 13, 1982, was not handled correctly because the
actual problem raised was evaded. The NRC staff reviewed this issue and
detennined that CA_R-129 was reviewed by EBASCO and subsequently upgraded
to NCRs W3-5669 and W3-5671. These NCRs were dispositioned and closed on-
February 18, 1983. The staff concluded that this CAR was dispositioned
properly and that this allegation has neither safety significance nor
generic implications.

;

! 4. Allegation A-234 - It was alleged that many Mercury NCRs were improperly
i dispositioned and never received EBASCO NCR numbers. While conducting its

general review of Mercury NCRs and the NCRs identified in the allegations
under A-237, the NRC staff sampled between 125 and 150 of these NCRs to
determine if there were Mercury NCRs which should have been elevated to

; EBASCO NCRs and were not. In conducting its review, the staff found that
; EBASCO had. issued NCR W3-7317 (October 26,1983) to disposition the
' violation of Mercury Procedure SP-664 in that when a Mercury NCR was
; dispositioned "use as is," the Mercury QA Supervisor elevated the applicable

NCR to EBASCO. The NRC staff found that this NCR was closed on December 1,,

i 1983, after a 100% review of Mercury NCRs had been conducted. During this
I review, EBASCO found that 437 Mercury NCRs had been dispositioned "use as

is" and had not been reviewed by EBASCO. An EBASCO team composed of QA'

i and construction engineering personnel reviewed these and either concurred
| in or rejected the dispositions. The disposition of 36 NCRs was rejected-

by EBASCO and these were subsequently elevated to EBASCO NCRs. The NRC
,

i staff reviewed them and a portion of other Mercury NCRs to determine if

!
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: there were any marked "use as is" which were not captured by EBASCO's
review team and to detennine for those dispositioned "use as is" whether

.

they had been elevated to EBASCO NCRs. The staff's findings were that the
! review conducted by EBASCO appeared to have been adequate in that no NCRs
; out of the samplo examined were dispositioned "use as is" which had not

been reviewed by E8ASCO and that none were found which were dispositioned
,

"use as is" which should have been elevated to EBASCO NCRs and had not'

been.
i

5. Allegation A-243 - The allegation concerned a phone conversation on
November 15, 1982, between a Mercury QA Document Reviewer and an employee'

of the Magnaflux Company about the proper method of obtaining successfuli

: magnetic particle test results. The NRC staff reviewed this concern and
determined that the events discussed during the conversation violated

,

i neither test codes nor procedures. Therefore, the disposition of the '

{ Mercury NCRs addressing this problem was proper. This concern has neither
safety significance nor generic implications. !

6. Allegations A-244-245 - It was alleged that multiple nonconfonnance
4

reports were not dispositioned correctly. The NRC staff reviewed Mercury
NCRs 996, 399, 854, 867, 922, 950, 889, 888, 952, 960, 990, 995, 1025,

| 1042, and 1027 concurrently with Allegation A-237.

7. Allegations A-311-312-313 - These allegations were that EBASCO NCR W3-4593,

(Mercury 881) was not properly dispositioned in that LP8L was not transfer-i

! ring heat numbers to as-built drawings; that LP&L was not transferring all
; possible heat numbers when they did make transfers; and that heat number

charts used for tracking heat numbers were difficult to interpret and were
i incorrect. The NRC staff investigated this allegation during its general
} review of EBASCO NCRs. EBASCO NCR W3-4593 was reopened February 16, 1984,

with the recognition that approximately 25% of tubing (installed could not!
be directly traced to certified material test reports CMTRs) or certif-!

'

! icates of compliance (C of Cs). This review was also conducted because
: additional heat numbers for instrument tubing which may have been a part t

j of the Mercury installation were identified. The final disposition (on
j March 23,1984) of this NCR was that direct heat number traceability was
j not required for Mercury tubing installation. The disposition also stated

that Mercury did not have a materials control program meeting the require-:

| ments of ASME Code Section III or 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VIII.
| This NCR was further dispositioned by requiring Mercury to install materials
i required by design based on general site controls. However, the NRC

staff, in its review,(concluded that because of the lack of heat numbertraceability, section s) of non-safety tubing issued simultaneously with
;i

;
j safety-related tubing of similar size could have been installed as safety-
| related tubing. Therefore, the staff is not confident that what is

supposed to be installed as safety-related tubing is in fact safety-related!

tubing. Further, both Mercury's lack of a materials control program, and
their having traceability to only the warehouse, do not meet ASME Code
requirements or 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VIII.

i
!

r

,
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,

8. Allegation A-316 - The allegation was that a draft NCR improperly
dispositioned a problem with the thickness of stainless steel tubing. The,

NRC staff reviewed EBASCO NCR W3-7538 and found it to be properly disposi-
tioned. The tubing in question was ultrasonically tested to determine,

tubing wall thickness. All tubing was found to have the appropriate wall
thickness. Thus, all safety concerns were resolved.

4

! 9. Allegation A-317 - The allegation was that draft Mercury OCR 1830/NCR 806
was improperly closed. The NRC staff review of EBASCO NCR W3-7547 revealed

| that there were disposition problems. For specific details, see
Allegations A-33 and A-55.

1

j 10. Allegation A-320 - The allegation concerned a draft NCR on Mercury
j instrumentation supports. The NRC staff review of EBASCO NCRs W3-6514,

W3-3947/R1, and W3-5819 revealed that the concern addressed by this1

allegation was discussed in these EBASCO NCRs. (See Allegation A-33.)
,

j 11. Allegation A-321 - The concern over a draft NCR on Mercury Procedure
4 SP-664 was addressed in EBASCO NCR W3-7317. The NRC staff determined that
: NCR W3-7317 was dispositioned properly and that it resolved the problems
1 addressed. |

'

| 12. Allegation A-323 The allegation was that hold tags for Mercury NCRs 2663
i and 2665 were removed illegally or prematurely. This allegation was
i reviewed by the NRC staff who noted that these NCRs were upgraded to
; E8ASCO NCRs W3-5879 and W3-5881, respectively. The documentation indicated
i that the field welds were increased to the required dimensions and suc-
I cessful NDE results were obtained. The staff could find no evidence that
| hold tags were removed illegally or prematurely,

i 13. Allegation A-324 - The allegation was that EBASCO NCR W3-3894 might have
to be reopened to address weld data report deficiencies. The NRC staff

| reviewed this NCR and concluded tt.at it was dispositioned properly and 2

j that all safety concerns were resolved.
4

1 14. Allegation A-325 - The allegation was that Mercury NCR 3557 was improperly
dispositioned. This allegation concerned overpressurization of instrumenta-

i tion lines during hydrostatic testing. The NRC staff reviewed this NCR
i

and discovered that Mercury NCR-3557, along with NCR 3438, were upgraded !

.
to EBASCO NCR W3-6440. The EBASCO NCR was dispositioned by reviewing !

! stress limits of components within the test boundaries. No stress limits
j were exceeded. The staff concluded that the disposition of the item was

,

j proper and that it had neither safety significance nor generic implications.
1

15. Allegation A-326 - This allegation concerned proposed stop work orders and
3 was addressed by the NRC staff during its review of Allegations A-311,
- A-312, A-313, and A-315. '

16. Allegation A-327 - The concern of NCR W3-6159 was addressed in the*

evaluation for Allegation A-33 and A-55.
,

(

e-, - . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ -



_~. _- - . _ _ . _.,_ _ . _ . - - . - . _ . _ _ _ . _ - _ _ _ _ _ .

j . . . ,
,,

|
|

'
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I 17 Allegation A-328 - This allegation concerned the EBASCO Site Support
j Engineering (ESSE) review of hardware-related NCRs and was reviewed by the
j NRC staff. This concern was evaluated when the NRC staff reviewed
i Allegations A-33 and A-55 when it was discovered that EBASCO NCR W3-7317
|- was properly dispositioned and closed out.

t

| 18. Allegation A-331 - This allegation concerned the improper closure of NCRs
and has been evaluated in the NRC staff review of Allegations A-33 and'

i A-55.

| 19. Allegation A-318 - The concern over Mercury hold tag installation and
j retrieval, as identified in interoffice correspondence W3QA-26547, was '

|
reviewed by the NRC staff. The initial audit described in correspondence

j W3QA-26547 revealed five of the ten NCRs audited had missing hold tags.
In response to this problem, LPal reported they had located eight of the

j ten NCR hold tags; two were assumed to be lost.
1

! 20. Allegation A-262 - This allegation was that welder qualifications were
falsified. This issue was evaluated in Allegation A-237.'

In conclusion, the NRC staff found that the inadequate disposition of Mercury

NCRs is a safety significant issue and has potential generic implications [for
.

! the Mercury NCR system. (-This issue will-require-action on-the-part-of-tP8

kotential Violations: The lack of adequate disposition of NCRs is a violatio
; of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, and the ASME Code.
!

Actions Required: See Item No. 6 of the enclosure to the D. Eisenhut letter to<

J. M. Cain dated June 13, 1984. K
j References )%)v)'

1. EBASCO Procedure ASP-III-7, Processing Nonconformances and Audits. '

2. EBASCO Ouality Assurance Instruction (QAI)#31, Processing of Nonconfonnance
{ Reports.
I

; 3. Mercury Procedure for Handling of Nonconfonnances and Corrective Action -
SP664:

,

i

| 4. Numerous interviews with LP&L, EBASCO, and former Mercury QA Engineers.

i
1 .

i-j Statement Prepared By-
J. Whittemore Date !|

I
d

J1

i

i T. Morgan Date :
i

k
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Site Team Leader (s) Date

Approved By:
Task Management Date
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Task: Allegatione 32, A-234, A-237, A-238, A-243, A-244, A-245, A-262,
A-311, A-312, A-313, A-316, A-317, A-318, A-320, A-321,

- A-323, A-324, A-325, A-326, A-327, A-328, and A-331

Reference No.: 4-84-A-06/120, 123, 124, 129, 130, 131, and 144 >

4-84-A-12/3(a),(b),(c),6,7,8,10,11,13,14,15,16,17
and 18 -.

4-84-A-31-

Characterization: It is alleged that the Mercury, and to a lesser extent the
EBASCO, nonconformance systems did not: (1) properly identify nonconforming-

components; (2) prevent the installation of nonconforming materials, parts, and
components; (3) provide for the proper disposition of nonconformances; (4) give^

quality assurance (QA) personnel the freedom to write nonconformances; and
(5) assure that corrective actions were adequate.

,

Assessment of Alleoation: The implied significance of this allegation is that
I a tha installation nf cafatv-ralatad evetame 3M ha goe+paad,

Although this allegation appeared to be generic, the large number of specific
examples provided to the NRC staff indicated that these problems were related
only to certain activities. Some allegations were also related to charges that
discrepancy notices (DNs), deficiency reports (DRs), field change requests
(FCRs), design change notices (DCNs), and speed letters were used to circumvent
the requirement for nonconformance reports (NCRs).

In evaluating this allegation, the NRC staff:

(1) Reviewed Mercury and EBASCO procedures for processing NCRs, and examined
the NCRs identified by the allegers to deterrine if they were properly
dispositioned and to determine if corrective action was taken; and

(2) Interviewed Mercury, EBASCO, and LP&L quality engineers involved in the
NCR system.

.

The NRC staff reviewed each NCR identified by the allegers to determine how
adequately it was reported, reviewed, and dispositioned. These NCRs were
further examined for generic problems which could affect other safety-related
systems.

.

The NRC staff found the following with respect to each specific allegation:

1. Allegation A-232 - It was alleged that EBASCO NCR W3-4352 was improperly
dispositioned in order to meet ASME Code requirements and ANSI standards

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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( i
"' and dispositioned "use-as-is." The NRC staff reviewed the disposition of

the NCR and concluded that the corrective action taken for closure was
appropriate.

2. Allegation A-237 - Examples of some NCRs were provided which were alleged
to be examples of " things not properly handled." Additionally, it was
alleged that most Mercury NCRs were not properly addressed or closed.

" The NRC staff reviewed between 125 and 150 Mercury NCRs. Of these, the staff
found that 19 NCRs had questionable or improper dispositions; they were as
follows:

Mercury NCRs -- |
313, 322, 337 Identified seven i" stainless steel lines for P2

instruments that were damaged by weld spatter. The '

NCR stated that the lines were replaced and documented-

as such in operational control record (OCR) 995 and
~

OCR 1020, but it could not be ascertained from these
rework packages that the repair and reinspection was
either started or completed. There was no documentation
with these NCRs to prove that corrective action was
completed.

@ 363 Indicated a problem with fitup of emergency diesel
generator fuel oil tank "A." This was a safety-
related system; therefore, an authorized nuclear
inspector (ANI) review should have been performed, but
was not.

554 Noted numerous problems with supports during a walkdown. -

There was no proof of work being performed to correct
these problems other than a memo (Form 211) stating .

that work was performed. #

658 Identified problems with OCR 1671 seismic Category I
support, B-430-x23-J-42. The NCR stated "the disposi-
tion has been completed, all rework documented."
There was no other documentation in the package other
than the NCR W3-7317 acceptance letter.

I 572 Noted that the weld on support location #26 was
undersized. The NCR stated that the weld was reworked

| and weld metal added to bring weld to sufficient size.
'

There was no reference as to what OCR was issued to
perform this rework or traceability of weld metal used
in the performance of this job. Also, there were no

' inspection reports identified or contained in the
'}hn~ package.7- g

_

\

( ,,' A 673 /s Identified problems with instrument tubing installed1

_ g by OCR #723.
qs

.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _
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'674 Identified problems with the electromagnetic control
, panel worked,by OCR #1246.

.

675 ,

by OCR #720,
Identified problems with instrument tubing installed

676 I Identified problems with instrument tubing installed
by OCR #720.

>

677 - Identified problems with instrument tubing instal?ed
by OCR #1332.

678'' Identified problems with instrument tubing installed
_

by OCR #723. -

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

hV 673-678 Tnese NCRs were closed out by the statement: '

" Administratively closed 831.1 to be tracked and rygfa \-

p6^ . resolved by Mercury Engineering Department." This was,#4C unacceptable (Also, all of these NCRs were revie,we Ny
p%- ETASCO under NCR W3-731 and accepted "as-is.") * 'I

ni %ct |r. h personnel cuabications,u%9A.Ytt~ *"A '&'

iGtEdproblemswT J
>.

88 I
e.g., "Several QC [ quality control] type personnel

a ha vo h o_ o_ n. . < o_ r + i. f. i. e_ d_l. o.u. a. l. TT i 4. +. h. m. + d~.- +...-...s,.d--- . .. ..

W evidence of qualification requirements per OCP 3110
.

para 1.4 and ANSI N45.2.6." Recommended disposition
was marked "N/A" yet the recommended disposition
completed stated "This NCR not processed: 1) Initiator
not a Mercury employee at time of writing; 2) QCP 3110-
...does not apply to W3; 3) ANSI N45.2.6 previously
incorporated by QCP 3050 is approved. All M Co. QC
techs are trained and tested per QCP 3050 prior to
performing inspection or tests."

889 Indicated problems dealing with piping supports
installed by Mercury in that the installed hangers
were different than those noted in Mercury's QC
support installation documentation. As with NCR 888,
the recommended disposition was marked "N/A" and the

| recommended disposition was completed by saying "This
NCP, not processed: 1) Initiator not a M Co. Employee
at time of writing; 2) . . ."

--

2234 Stated that no heat numbers could be verified between
FW13 and FW13R. This is for OCR 666, System 52B. The
recommended disposition was per attachment #4 of'

NCR W3-4593.

3149 Indicated that there was no documented evidence that
welder M-343 was qualified to welding procedure
specification D (WPS-D). Disposition of this problem

a A A %.UGGG*?T-MM

i _ - - - _ - - - - _. __ -_
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f I
'V was by use of a weld test coupon subsequently found on

, April 27,.1983, but no longer available. No documenta-
tion existed on the qualification of this welder or on
his retest. Thus, all welds made by this welder were
suspect.

Generic Problems with NCRs

- o The validity of several dispositions were question-
able because the referenced letters used to close
these NCRs did not adequately address them.

o Several Mercury NCRs identified that discrepancies_

existed between drawings and documentation. The
solution to this problem was to modify the
documentation so that it " agreed with what was
installed in the field." The adequacy of design-

'

was also questionable because of a lack of evidence
that a design review was performed by Mercury
Engineering.

o Some NCR dispositions and QA reviews performed
by Mercury did not have sufficient documentation

,
tn justify those actions and reviews.a

t
~

3. Allegation A-238 - It was alleged that Mercury Corrective Action Report
(CAR) No.129 of December 13, 1982, was not handled correctly because the
actual problem raised was evaded. The NRC staff reviewed this issue and
detennined that CAR-129 was reviewed by EBASCO and subsequently upgraded
to NCRs W3-5669 and W3-5671. These NCRs were dispositioned and closed on
February 18, 1983. The staff concluded that this CAR was dispositioned
properly and that this allegation has neither safety significance nor
generic implications.

-
.:

4. Allegation A-234 - It was alleged that many Mercury NCRs were improperly
dispositioned and never received EBASCO NCR numbers. While conducting its
general review of Mercury NCRs and the NCRs identified in the allegations
under A-237, the NRC staff sampled between 125 and 150 of these NCRs to
determine if there were Mercury NCRs which should have been elevated to
E8ASCO NCRs and were not. In conducting its review, the staff found that
EBASCO had issued NCR W3-7317 (October 26,1983) to disposition the
violation of Mercury Procedure SP-664 in that when a Mercury NCR was
dispositioned "use as is," the Mercury QA Supervisor elevated the applicable
NCR to EBASCO. The NRC staff found that this NCR was closed on December 1,
1983, after a 100% review of Mercury NCRs had been conducted. During this
review, EBASCO found that 437 Mercury NCRs had been dispositioned "use as
is" and had not been reviewed by EBASCO. An EBASCO team composed of QA
and construction engineering personnel reviewed these and either concurred
in or rejected the dispositions. The disposition of 36 NCRs was rejected

(''] by EBASCO and these were subsequently elevated to EBASCO NCRs. The NRC
) staff reviewed them and a portion of other Mercury NCRs to determine if

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ .
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there were any marked "use as is" which were not captured by EBASCO's
review team and to ,detennine .for, those dispositioned "use as is" whether
they had been elevated to EBASCO NCRs. The staff's findings were that the
review conducted by EBASCO appeared to have been adequate in that no NCRs
out of the sample examined were dispositioned "use as is" which had not
been reviewed by EBASCO and that none were found which were dispositioned
"use as is" which should have been elevated to EBASCO NCRs and had not
been.

-

5. Allegation A-243 - The allegation concerned a phone conversation on
November 15, 1982, between a Mercury QA Document Reviewer and an employee
of the Magnaflux Company about the proper method of obtaining successful
magnetic particle test results. The NRC staff rev.iewed this concern and {,,

determined that the events discussed.during the conversation violated
neither test codes nor procedures. Therefore, the disposition of the
Mercury NCRs addressing this problem was proper. This concern has neither
safety significance nor generic implications.-

- 6. Allegations A-244-245 - It was alleged that multiple nonconformance
reports were not dispositioned correctly. The NRC staff reviewed Mercury
NCRs 996, 399, 854, 867, 922, 950, 889, 888, 952, 960, 990, 995, 1025,
1042, and 1027 concurrently with Allegation A-237.

m 7. A11ecations A-311-312-313 - Thoco allonatinne wara tha+ rA urn NPD U1_ACO1

W (Mercury. 881) was not properly dispositioned in thaEN&U$inobthansfer-
~ ~ ' "

ring heat numbers to as-built drawings; that LP&L was not transferring all
possible heat numbers when they did make transfers; and that heat number
charts used for tracking heat numbers were difficult to interpret and were
incorrect. The NRC staff investigated this allegation during its general
review of EBASCO NCRs. EBASCO NCR W3-4593 was reopened February 16, 1984,
with the recognition that approximately 25% of tubing installed could not
be directly traced to certified material test reports (CMTRs) or certif-
icates of compliance (C of Cs). This review was also conducted because
additional heat numbers for instrument tubing which may have been a part
of the Mercury installation were identified. The final disposition (on
March 23, 1984) of this NCR was that direct heat number traceability was
not required for Mercury tubing installation. The disposition also stated
that Mercury did not have a materials control program meeting the require-
ments of ASME Code Section III or 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VIII.
This NCR was further dispositioned by requiring Mercury to install materials
required by design based on general site controls. However, the NRC
staff, in its review, concluded that because of the lack of heat number
traceability, section(s) of non-safety tubing issued simultaneously with
safety-related tubing of similar size could have been installed as safety-
related tubing. Therefore, the staff is not confident that what is
supposed to be installed as safety-related tubing is in fact safety-related
tubing. Further, both Mercury's lack of a materials control program, and
their having traceability to only the warehouse, do not meet ASME Code
requirements or 10 CFR 50, Append'x B, Criterion VIII.
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8. Allegation A-316 - The allegation was that a draft NCR improperly
dispositioned a problem with the. thickness of stainless steel tubing. The
NRC staff reviewed EBASCO NCR W3-7538 and found it to be properly disposi-
tioned. The tubing in question was ultrasonically tested to determine
tubing wall thickness. All tubing was found to have the appropriate wall
thickness. Thus, all safety concerns were resolved.

9. Allegation A-317 - The allegation was that draft Mercury OCR 1830/NCR 806
was improperly closed. The NRC staff review of EBASCO NCR W3-7547 revealed-

that there were disposition problems. For specific details, see
Allegations A-33 and A-55.

10. Allegation A-320 - The allegation concerned a draft NCR on Mercury
i

instrumentation supports. The NRC staff review of EBASCO NCRs W3-6514,-

W3-3947/R1, and W3-5819 revealed that the concern addressed by this
allegation was discussed in these EBASCO NCRs. (See Allegation A-33.)

.

-
Allegation A-321 - The concern over a draft NCR on Mercury Procedure11.
SP-664 was addressed in EBASCO NCR W3-7317. The NRC staff determined that
NCR W3-7317 was dispositioned properly and that it resolved the problems
addressed.

12. Allegation A-323 - The allegation was that hold tags for Mercury NCRs 2663
^ !".d 2555 ';|CTC TC .C'!Cd ill-gClly ^7 pr^;.;turely. Ih n all6 sal kn waa

reviewed. by the NRC staff who noted that these NCRs were upgraded to
EBASCO NCRs W3-5879 and W3-5881, respectively. The documentation indicated
that the field welds were increased to the required dimensions and suc-
cessful NDE results were obtained. The staff could find no evidence that
hold tags were removed illegally or prematurely.

13. Allegation A-324 - The allegation was that EBASCO NCR W3-3894 might have
to be reopened to address weld data report deficiencies. The NRC staff
reviewed this NCR and concluded that it was dispositioned properly and .

that all safety concerns were resolved. "

14. Allegation A-325 - The allegation was that Mercury NCR 3557 was improperly
dispositioned. This allegation concerned overpressurization of instrumenta-
tion lines during hydrostatic testing. The NRC staff reviewed this NCR
and discovered that Mercury NCR 3557, along with NCR 3438, were upgraded
to EBASCO NCR W3-6440. The EBASCO NCR was dispositioned by reviewing
stress limits of components within the test boundaries. No stress limits
were exceeded. The staff concluded that the disposition of the item was
proper and that it had neither safety significance nor generic implications.

15. Allegation A-326 - This allegation concerned proposed stop work orders and
was addressed by the NRC staff during its review of Allegations A-311,
A-312, A-313, and A-315.

16. Allegation A-327 - The concern of NCR W3-6159 was addressed in the
evaluation for Allegation ~A-33 and A-55.

. _ _ _
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! fit-ups (CA 20, 027, 034, 061, 06 074, and 088). These trend are

| only ex esofadversbcondit[onstatwereide6tifiedintheenly
'

stages'o constfruction but he're effective corrective hetion w s sw
'

I
it

Mercur}y, Ebasco or [P&L.
[

/ <

taken b <

/ i,,-

/eviev'of Herebry Auditing, Nonconf r ante and Corrective Action7 R

! Proc'eddres [f,

I ./
Hep / |Auditino. ry QAM Section 15.0 and OCP-3020 dl not describe audits

of venchor s,eNices, such hs those rendered by'We der's Testfng Laboratory

ofMeter,ic(Loalihana,nohddthey< ncorporate;herequireanentv6I

5.2.12'k) raft 3 Re . 4 (Februai22, 1974 ,ANSI N4

concerning'icable
followp

actio$-<henabRi not issued d neferences o othe appr!

ptandar[s, as sh ified in par araph k.5 "Ref "a nce cumen r did.

h ocedi/re QCPy3020 req i pre-auditkonfeyed, even though ANSI
' sindardstatedtha a conference "shall be conducted."
t

j

I' j dl, Nonconformances and Corrective Action.y QAM Section 12 and SPP-664,

Revision 4, requires that an NCR be written "When the suspected
nonconforming material, items, and services are determined by the QAb^ g

(11 Manager to be nonconforming...." The NRC staff determined that draft
| nonconformance reports (NCRs) submitted to the QA manager could be
f rejected or voided by him as allowed by the procedure. lt was, however,'

found that draft or voided NCRs were not being retained as QA records. -

S

Therefore, the disposition or justification for rejection was no
.

,

g auditablebecausethedraftorvoidedNCRsweredestroyedf,TheNRC
| staff interviewed former Mercury and other site personnel who had direct
'

I knowledge of the NCR system. They acknowledged that such a system may
| have impeded project personnel from processing NCRs. An LP&L QA engineer

f stated that LP&L had addressed this problem when Mercury management was
G supplemented by E8ASCO in 1982. Mercury personnel were then encouraged

( i to write NCRs and as a result the number increased from several hundred
! to more than 3000. This happened when about 80% of Mercury's work had
i
f

!

!
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - .______ - -
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f been completed. However, the NRC staff commented that this increased NCR
! activity would not necessarily solve the probles of failure to process or
| document rejection or voiding of draf t NCRs that were submitted by

f personnel who left the site prior to LP&L's initiation of this policy.
.

t

i REVIEW 0OFEBASCOAUDITSANDCORRECTIVE-ACTIONAf<

|

!V / / /
-

The NR staff reviewedp he 27e BASCO audi s of allprecbrds in 1983 against
i Crite ion XVII of 10 FR' for the foi owing gr psEB SCO Force Account,

Q[RecordsDepartment AC, Toepkins-Beckwith, B&B 3fEBASCInsulation Inc /dE0 Tes Ing EBASCO Q Recora, and EBASC ervice, Inc. he purpose of this.

few was etermine f these audi had identified ficiencies in QA
i r ord package turnover . None we found. The revie included audit findings

resknsesforfouraudits ich contained findings,,g
s ,v

,

i

! Al 1982 EBASCO audits of Fischbach & Moore (19), HISCO (20), and Tompkins-

{Bekwith(2?'weregijwedforareasaudited,findingsys b 6ponses in file.
E ght EBASCO aud for qu&lification files were also [lewed. T 4e staff

i

I' d termined tha there was no evidence of a syste o ensure th t systematic
dits were rfomed o'n contractor design, p curement, engi ering, and

! procedured that implemented th QA program.; onstructi
'

!
; The NR staff evaluat d all 51 EBASCO dits of the Mercury Ct any performed

j;f 1978 to 1982 to c eJermine if br akdowns in the QA program tdnMercury
j and EBASCO existed. e foi lowl is a summary of that evaluation.

'f
1. Management reakdown

i

i
: | As a r sult of the breakdown betwee EBASCO and Ma cury managenen , LP&L

and ASCO had to supplement Mer ry management wi h ESASCO ma gement to
A c lete the project.

v
,

i
!
i

u
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17. Allegation A-328 - This allegation concerned the EBASCO Site Support
Engineering (ESSE), review of hardware-related NCRs and was revicwed by the

. NRC staff. This concern was evaluated when the NRC staff reviewed
Allegations A-33 and A-55 when it was discovered that EBASCO NCR W3-7317
was properly dispositioned and closed out.

1

18. Allegation A-331 - This allegation concerned the improper closure of NCRs
| and has been evaluated in the NRC staff review of Allegations A-33 and
|

A-55,-

19. Allegation A-318 - The concern over Mercury hold tag installation and
retrieval, as identified in interoffice correspondence W30A-26547, wasi

| reviewed by the NRC staff. The initial audit described in correspondence
W3QA-26547 revealed five of the ten NCRs audited had missing hold tags.-

In response to this problem, LP&L reported they had located eight of the
ten NCR hold tags; two were assumed to be lost.

.

20. Allegation A-262 - This allegation was that welder qualifications were
falsified. This issue was evaluated in Allegation A-237.f

JIC* &L
i In conclusion, the NRC staff found that the inadequate disposition of Mercury

NCRs is a safety significant issue and has potential generic implications for
the Mercury NCR system. This issue will require action on the part of LP&L.

. . . . . _ . . ~ .,
Potential Violations: The lack of adequate dispositionnof NCRs is a violation l
of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, and the ASME Code. Mi m a) ucR2 on "I
vien et so W 59 M*6 e c- . *- u.u_ , u W- ~ au 4 - d

. Tctions Reoufred: See Item No. 6 of the enclosure to the D. Eisenhut letter to
g J. M. Cain dated June 13, 1984,
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