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MOV 5 1980 

Docket No. 50-311 

MEMORANDUM FOR: F. J. Miraglia, Acting Chief, Licensing Branch No. 3, DL 

FROM: C. I. Grimes, Project Manager, Licensing Branch No. 3, DL 

SUBJECT: OCTOBER 30, 1980 MEETING SUMMARY - SALEM 2 EQUIPMENT 
QUALIFICATION 

On October 30, 1980, representatives of Public Service Electric and Gas (PSE&G) 
met with the staff in Bethesda, MD, to discuss ~uestions concerning the environ
mental qualification of equipment for Salem, Unit 2. The meeting attendees 
are listed in Enclosure 1. 

At the opening of the meeting, the staff indicated that the basis for the 
equipment qualification review is set forth in the Commission Mem_orandum and 
Order of May 23, 1980 and Bulletin 79-018, Supplement 2. The staff further 
indicated that an Order was being issued for Salem 2, dated.October 30, 1980, 
which requires that PSE&G: {1} establish a ~entrally located file of the 
equipment qualification records by December 1, 1980, and (2) demonstrate 
conforn1ance with NUREG-0588 or the DOR Guidelines by June.30, 1982. 

z. Rosztoczy, Chief, Environmental Qualification Branch, described the staff's 
review process for equipment qualification for operating license applications. 
This review process consists of: 

1. An evaluation of equipment qualification by the applicant to determine 
conformance with NUREG-0588. 

2. Identification by the Applicant of the corrective actions necessary and 
the schedule for t.heir imp,l ementat ion to demonstrate adequate qualification. 

3. A listing by the Applicant of the outstanding items. The outstanding 
information must be provided to the staff by November 1, 1980 in order 
for the staff to complete its Safety Evaluation Report by February l, 
1981, in accordance with the Comrni ssion Memorandum and Order. 

4. Justification by the Applicant for interim plant operation with certain 
equiprnent incompletely qualified. This justification may consist of a 
statement by the manufacturer or reliance on alternate systems~ administra
tive controls, or procedural changesA In those cases where equipment 
operability cannot be demonstrated, a determination must be made that 
failure of the equipment is acceptable and will not cause a failure of 
the needed safety systems or mislead the operator to further degrade the 
event. · 
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5. The quality of the Applicant Is evaluation will be determined by an NRC 
audit of approximately 20% of the equipment. If more than 10% of 
audited equipment fail to. meet the requirements, then the staff will 
return the evaluation for correction. 

PSE&G submitted its evaluation for Salem, Unit 2 on August 25, 1980, and 
subsequently supplemented that report on September 18, 1980 and October 2, 
1980. The staff's audit was conducted on September 8 and 9, 1980. The 
staff indicated that its review thusfar suggests that the evaluation is in
canplete and insufficient detail has been provided to support the proposed 
corrective actions. 

PSE&G stated that, as of this date, the evaluation has been completed with 
the exception of the aging requirement, which will be complete by the end of 
the year. In some cases, PSE&G has reclassified equipment as non-safety by 
proposing admi ni st rat ive controls. or emergency procedures as a permanent 
corrective action. PSE&-G al so identified certain equipment as part of the 
systems \'lhich experience harsh environments;. for example, transmitters on the 
main-steam lines for the reactor protection system are listed as part of the 
main-steam system. In addition, only equipment which is exposed to a harsh 
environment, as defined in NUREG-0588, were addressed in the report~ 

PSE&G is currently preparing a revised equipment qualification report, which 
is intended to replace the documentation submitted to date. The staff indicated 
that such a repQrt should resolve confusing and contradictory stateme~ts in 
the existing documentation. During a discussion of a draft of this report, the 
staff indicated that the proposed description of the environmental profiles, 
radiation sources, and the basis for interim operation with.unqualified contain
ment pressure monitors should be sufficiently explicit. During the course of 
this discussion, the following recommendations were made for clarifications in 
the revised report: 

1. Although PSE&G considers the accumulator a passive _system, it should be 
addressed and explained in the report. 

2. A11 equipment t-1hich was originally classified as Group I (safety-related) 
should be retained in that group and the administrative controls and 
procedures, whether interim or permanent, shall be provided as the justi
fication for an alternate basis for qualification.· 

3. The report should describe in detail the administrative contrO'l and 
procedural changes which serve as the basis for deferring or eliminating 
qualification. PSE&G must also describe the schedule by which these 
changes are to be implemented and the operators trained. These actions 
must be complete prior to exceeding 5% power. 
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4. PSE&G should state that any replacement equipment will be qucilified 
. with. documentation before its i_nstallation. · , ; , -

5. PSE&G should identify_~pecific references for the Quality Assurance 
{Qfti) pr6cedures used in the preparation of the equipment qualification. 
report, describe ·the -steps used in the Q/I, process, identify the ma·nner 
by which previous defici-encies have been corrected, explain the in
dependent verification-process, and provide -an approximate schedule for 
the PSE&G audit. '(A set of QA questions discussed during the meeting 
is prese~ted in Enclosure 2.) 

6. PSL~G should describe the program to resolve the aging requirements and 
addres_s ·the sequence by which normal operation and LOCA/accident aging 
are coupled. · · · · 

During ·subsequent discussions of the results of _the staff's audit, _the staff 
indicated that they seriously question t~e application of certain test data. 
In response, PSE&G stated that they did .not normally question test data · 
applied by West i tighouse, because they considered such app 1 i cation a 1 arger 
issue that the -staff \'Jould deal with generically. On one component, PSE&G 
not~d that, although they ha_d acccpted·application'of the test data, the 
issue was moot since tfie staff required that the component be replaced from 
a previous finding. 

·After a caucus, the staff advised PSE&G that, as a result of the audit and 
lacking any new information to the contrary; the quality of the PSEi,G evaluation 
was inadequate. Consequently; th.e staff requires that PSE&G define: (1) 
acceptance criteria, (2) failure criteria, and (3) margins for the equipment 
qualification and then, using these definitions, completely reevaluate 
al 1 of the· safety-related equipment •. The margins may be established based 
on the·provisiOns·of IEEE-323-1974. T,he·staff's requirement for u minimum 
one hour duration may be replaced by some shorter time -where PSE&G can make 
the determination that: (l) this shorter time is the maximum period the -
equipment must operate to- assure the· safety function, (2) failure after 
that time will not further degrade the event or mi$lead the operator tc 
worsen the event, and ('3) the equipment will not be required again after 
that time. - · · 

PSE&G stated that~ until now, they had not been aware of any question concerning 
the quality of their evaluation and that, since September, they have directed 

· their efforts toward providing documentation. PSE&G was not prepared in the 
· · meeting to' estimate a schedule for submitting a report of the reevaluation. 

However, they speculate that such an effort will require several \;,reeks. The 
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staff indicatedthat the report should not be submitted until it is complete 
and the schedule should be identified as soon as practical. The staff will 
arrange for another audit, as soon as practical following the submittal of 
the revised report. 

Enclosures: 
As stated 

cc: See next page 
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Mr. R. L. ~ittl. General ~anager 
licensing & [nvironment 
Engineering & Construction Departtt~nt 
Public Service Electric & Gas Coq.cny 
SO Park Place 
i:r:~,·ark, r;ew Jersey 07101 

cc: Richard Fryling. Jr., fsq. 
Assistant General Counsel 
Public Service Electric & Gas Company 
80 Park Pl ace 
Ne~·ark 11 New Jersey 07100 

~ark Wetterhahn. Esq. 
ConnerD Moore & Cober : 
Suite 1050 
1747/.Pennsylvania Avenue, N. w. 
~asHinston, D. c. 20006 

1·~r. Leif J. Non·holm 
c/o u. s. r~uclcar ~egulctory Co:-;L;.ission 
Dr~h·er I · 
:?ancocks fridge, ?\ew Jersey 08038 
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NAME 

C. · I. Grimes 
J • J • Wrob 1 ews k i 
F. A. Christiana 
R. w. Skwarek 
E. A. L iden 
M. Rosenzweig 
J. P. Gag 1 i a rd i 
R. w. Beckwith 
R. L. Tedesco 
F. J. Miraglia 
J. G. Spraul 
W. P. Haass 
M. H. Wi 11 i ams 
E. T. Murphy 
z. R. Rosztoczy 
w. c. Booth 
M. M. Slosson 
J. D. Page 
F. Ashe 
P. A. DiBenedetto 
V. Noonan 

I 

Enclosure 1 

MEETING ATTENDEES 
SALEM 2 EQUIPMENT QUALIFICATION 

October 30, 1980 

ORGANIZATION 

MRC/DOL/LB3 
PSEG/Engineering Dept. 
PSEG/Engineering Dept. 
PSEG/Engineering Dept. 
PSEG/Licensing 
PSEG/Quality Assurance 
PSEG/Engineering Dept. 
PSEG/Nuclear Operations 
NRC/DOL 
NRC/DOL/LB3 
NRC/DE/QAB 
NRC/DE/QAB 
NRC/DOL 
Westinghouse-Bethesda 
NRC/NRR 
NRC/NRR 
NRC/NRR 
NRC/NRR 
NRC/NRR 
NRC/NRR 
NRC/NRR 
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~ty Assurance Branch 

We have reviewed your response to our findings resulting from our visit to 
your facilities on September 8 and 9. 1980 regarding the application of QA 
controls to the preparation of the PSE&G response to NUREG-0588 concerning 
the environmental qualification of Class lE equipment. We find your response 
transmitted by letter dat~d September 18, 1980 to require further clarifi-

, cation to permit us to pr~pare a Safety Evaluation Report supplement. Please 
provide the following information: 

(1) Describe specific QA/QC controls/procedures applied to the prepara
tion of the respons~ to NUREG-0588. For 'example, has the accept-

_ ability of test repd;rts been detennined and the results of the 
. determination indep~ndently verified? H~ve necessary talculations 

(anct computer programs, if used) been independently verified? Has 
the work been audited by the QA organization? Has corrective 
action been taken to correct any nonconformance? Etc. 

(2) Verify that the QA/QC controls described in l have been (and will 
be) applied to all work performed in response to NUREG-0588 
including the work perfonned prior to NRC staff review of Septem
ber 8 and 9, 1980. Identify all work which has not had the con
trols described in l, above, applied. 
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Ood.et. Fi le . 
NRC PDR 
Loc«l POR 
TIC/NSIC/Tcra 
NRR Reading 
UlU 3 Reading 
H. Denton 
E. Case 
D. Eisenhut 
R. Purple 
B. \J. Youngblood 
A. Sch\•1encer 
F. Miraglia 
J. Mi 11 er 
G. Lainas 

. R. Vollmer 
J. P. Knight 
R. Bosnak 
F. Schauer 
R. E. Jackson/ 
Project Manager c. Grimes/J. 
Attorney~ OELD 
J. Lee 
OTE (3) 
ACRS. (16) 
R. Tedesco 

NRC Particioants: 

c. Gr5mes· M •. Slosson 
J. Spraul J. Page 

. w • J-laass F. Ashe 

. M. Willi ams P. Di Benedetto 
z. Rosztoczy v. Noonan . 
w. Booth 
R. Tedesco 
f" Miraglia • 

bee: f\p pl i ea n t & Service List 
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G. l.eJ r 
v. Noonun 
s. Pm.,il i ck ·i 
v. l3cnJ royu 
z. Rosztoczy 
l·J. H:aass 
D. Muller 
R. Ra 11 a rd 
IL Regan 
D. Ross 
P. Check 
IL Satterfield 
0. Parr 
F. Rosa 
H. Butler 
\.I. Kreger 
R. Houston 
T. Murphy 
L. Rubenstein 

Kerrigan T. Speis 
\.!. Johns ton 
ll. Stolz 
s. Hilniluer 
~~. Cammi l l 

r. Schrucdcr 
D. Skovholt 
M. Ernst 
R. Gaer 
c. Berlinger 
K. Kniel 
(; . Kniuhton 
A. Thacluni 
D. Ton di 
J. Kramer 
D. Vassallo 
P. Collins 
o . Ziemann 
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