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June 11, 1996 

Mr. Leon R. Eliason 
Chief Nuclear Officer & President 
Nuclear Business Unit 
Public Service Electric and Gas Company 
P. 0. Box 236 
Hancocks Bridge, New Jersey 08038 

SUBJECT: SALEM ASSESSMENT PANEL MEETING MINUTES 

Dear Mr. Eliason: 

Enclosed are the Salem Assessment Panel (SAP) meeting minutes for the period 
from August 2, 1995 until January 31, 1996 that supported the NRC review of 
the Public Service Electric and Gas Company (PSE&G) restart plan and the 
development of the NRC's Restart Action Plan (RAP). In the body of the 
enclosed meeting minutes are numerical designators in paranthesis, i.e. 
(95-XX-XX). These designators are for items that are being internally tracked 
by the NRC. 

The initial restart inspection schedule for Salem Unit 2 is enclosed for your 
planning purposes. The schedule was developed to plan inspections for each of 
the 64 NRC technical and programmatic items listed in the Restart Action Plan 
(RAP), dated February 23, 1996. 
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ATTENDEES: 

J. Linville, DRP 
C. Marshall, DRP 
G. Kelly, DRS 
J. Stolz, NRR 
L. Olshan, NRR 
J. White, DRP 
S. Barber, DRP 

OTHERS: 

D. Cooper, DRP 
C. Carpenter, OEDO 

DISCUSSION: 

SALEM ASSESSMENT PANEL MEETING 

August 2, 199S 
Meeting 95-01 

ENCLOSURE 1 

The Salem Assessment Panel held its initial meeting on August 2, 1995, from 
10:30 a.m. until 4:30 p.m. After introductions and a discussion of the 
charter by the Chairman, the SAP completed its initial review of Inspection 
Manual Chapter 0350, Staff Guidelines for Restart Approval Process and Issue 
Checklists for status and applicability. This review included defining the 
applicability of each item of Restart Approval Checklist and an action to 
further develop the issue specific checklist. The issue specific checklist 
will be derived, in part, from inspection and SALP reports, Inspection 
Followup System (IFS), allegations, public and state input, equipment and 
corrective action history (Item 95-01-01). Open questions from the review 
included: 

• Will the licensee discuss root causes at the August 10, 1995 Scoping 
Process Meeting? Chairman 

• Will there be a description of the SAP process at the August 10; 1995 
Scoping Process Meeting? Chairman 

• Does the licensee need to submit its restart plan and documentation of 
closure of other Confirmatory Action Letter (CAL) items on the docket? 
Chairman 

• Will public comments be sought on the licensee's restart -plan? Chairman 

• What will be the involvement of state officials? Chairman 

• How will the Restart Inspection Plan be made available to the state? 
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Next, the SAP reviewed a preliminary list of Salem Specific Restart Issues 
developed by the resident inspectors based upon a review of inspection 
reports. The SAP approved the preliminary list recognizing that items could 
be added based on further reviews, such as, the Salem IFS list. These items 
may be included or deleted based on discussions with the licensee. The SRI 
will review the item on the gas turbine to assure that it has some safety 
and/or a regulatory basis (95-01-02). 

The Section Chief described the licensee's draft restart plan, some sections 
of which were provided to the SAP. It was noted that the licensee is 
conducting 46 individual system readiness reviews and departmental 
organizational readiness reviews to establish the scope of the outage. The 
licensee expects to complete this process for Unit 1 by the end of August. 
The SRI described the first system readiness review of the Spent Fuel Pool 
cooling system which he attended. It was agreed that Scott Barber and a group 
of DRS inspectors should further assess this process to determine its 
effectiveness (95-01-03). One important measure will be whether the NRC 
Restart Issues appear within the licensee's scope as a result of this process. 
If not, the licensee should be questioned about the rationale. 

The SAP briefly discussed the current Master Inspection Plan (MIP). It was 
agreed that planned resident core coverage necessary to monitor ongoing Unit 1 
outage activities and Unit 2 shutdown activities were appropriate. Scheduled 
radiation protection and radwaste inspections should proceed on schedule 
because of Unit 1 outage activities. Other specialist core and initiative 
inspections should be deferred while the licensee is developing its restart 
plan. Reactive inspections associated with assessing the e~fectiveness of the 
scoping of the licensee's restart plan should be conducted as noted above. 

Finally, it was noted that the Chairman and other Region I Projects members 
of the SAP would meet with New Jersey Bureau of Nuclear Engineering 
Representatives after the Hope Creek SALP Meeting on August 3 to discuss 
New Jersey involvement in the restart process. 

It was agreed that the SAP would next convene after the scoping process 
meeting with the licensee on August 10, 1995, to discuss the open issues 
identified in this meeting; the near term MIP; the members' reactions to the 
licensee presentation; and system readiness reviews results. 



ATTENDEES: 

J. Linville, DRP 
C. Marshall, DRP 
G. Kelly, DRS 
J. Stolz, NRR 
L. Olshan, NRR 
J. White, DRP 
S. Barber, DRP 

OTHERS: 

D. Zannoni, NJ BNE 
R. Pinney, NJ BNE 

DISCUSSION: 

SALEM ASSESSMENT PANEL MEETING 

August 10, 1995 
Meeting 95-02 

ENCLOSURE 2 

The Salem Assessment Panel met at the Salem Processing Center on August 10, 
1995 from 2:15 p .. m. until 4:15 p.m. After introductions, the SAP discussed 
initial reactions to the licensee's presentation on the Salem Restart Process. 
The Panel noted that there was very little discussion of root causes for the' 
current problems at both Salem units except for the focus on the new 
management to correct the past problems. To date, the focus of PSE&G has been 
on identifying equipment problems that need to be addressed during the outages 
vice the more significant human performance, management, and safety culture 
issues. During the meeting, the Regional Administrator and the SAP Chairman 
commented several times on the need for PSE&G to submit the Restart Plan on 
the docket for NRC approval. The limited extent to which PSE&G has addressed 
the people and process issues was of concern. 

The NJ represent~tives expressed concern about the contrast between the 
extensive ongoing activity to determine the scope of the outage with the very 
limited results to date. Of particular concern was the extent to which PSE&G 
is meeting past commitments and the extent to which vendor and industry· 
technical information is being used as noted in state correspondence relative 
to the April 7, 1994 grass intrusion event. The state was not yet ready to 
elaborate on other concerns mentioned during earlier discussions with some 
panel members following the Hope Creek SALP Management Meeting. These 
concerns appeared to relate to communications problems which led to a FEMA 
deficiency during the licensee's last graded exercise and health physics 
weaknesses highlighted by the Hope Creek unplanned release earlier this year. 
The state will communicate with us further in the future (95-02-01). 

The SAP Chairman and the Senior Resident Inspector discussed the licensee's 
system readiness review process and their recent observations of PSE&G 
Management Review Committee (MRC) meetings on planned modifications to the 
spent fuel pool cooling, remote shutdown, and heat trace systems. Comments 
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reflected good ownership and preparation by the System Managers, good probing 
questions particularly by the MRC chairman (the General Manager of Salem 
Operations), and a strong commitment to fix the equipment needed to support 
safe reliable operations. 

Next, plans were discussed for three DRS specialist inspectors to sample the 
System Readiness Review Process in more depth, by doing an independent review 
of the input documents and some of the source documents for those inputs such 
as the Licensee's SSFis, attending the System Readiness Review Board, and the 
MRC Review. The riutput would then be checked against the NRC list of restart 
issues and any related issues that were not identified during the licensee's 
SRR process would be discussed with the licensee (95-02-02). The state was 
invited to accompany these reactive inspections. 

The SAP agreed to have the Resident Inspectors acquire the output from all the 
MRC meetings and sample it to assure that any related NRC restart items are 
identified by the licensee for appropriate action. If not, the items will be 
discussed with the licensee for resolution (95~02-03). 

The resident inspectors and the NRR projects staff agreed to review the IFS 
list and NRR tracking systems for any additional items which should be added 
to the NRC Restart List, such as, fire barriers mentioned by the Regional 
Administrator during the meeting with the licensee or the TIA on the use of 
jumpers for Appendix R remote shutdown capability (95-02-04). 

Finally, the SAP agreed to assign lead review responsibilities for the impact 
plans on Engineering Performance, Equipment Reliability, and Training to the 
Division of Reactbr Safety (DRS). The Regional Projects Staff will take the 
lead for the other six impact plans with support from NRR, as needed. NRR 
agreed to take the lead on the Self Assessment Action Pl~n and any needed 
Requests for Additional Information (95-02-05). 



ATTENDEES: 

J. Linville, DRP 
C. Marshall, DRP 
G. Kelly, DRS 
J. Stolz, NRR 
S. Barber, DRP 

OTHERS: 

W. Dean, OEDO 

DISCUSSION: 

SALEM ASSESSMENT PANEL MEETING 

September 11, 1995 
Meeting 95-03 

ENCLOSURE 3 

The Salem Assessment Panel met by conference call on September 10, 1995 from 
10:00 a.m. until 12:00 p.m. 

G. Kelly, the DRS inspectors (Harrison, Chaudary, Welling) and S. Barber, who 
were tasked with inspecting the licensee's System Readiness Review Process, 
discussed their recent inspection results for the Unit 1 125 volt DC power 
system, the emergency diesel generators (EDG), the auxiliary feedwater (AFW) 
system and the safety injection (SI) system. In general, they observed a very 
thorough, effective process conducted by knowledgeable system managers with 
challenging oversight by the System Readiness Review Board (SRRB) and the 
Management Review Committee (MRC). General concerns about the process 
included the weaker quality of the MRC Reviews when the General Manager was 
not present, and the lack of a planned review for operating experience 
feedback. Another concern involved the lack of a thorough review of the AFW 
Construction Basis and a potential safety concern about the 120 degree F 
containment air temperature limit in the Loss of Coolant Accident Analysis 
relative to SI system performance. These items will be resolved, if possible, 
by the inspectors and documented in the next resident inspection report. 
G. Kelly agreed to target the end of next week for an exit after the 
inspectors complete their followup (95-03-01). 

The SRI and the NRR Project Manager agreed to complete their review of the IFS 
list and NRR tracking systems for any additional items which should be added 
to the NRC Restart List by the end of next week (95-02-04). 

The SRI informed the panel that the Unit 1 System Readiness Reviews had been 
completed, and the outage scope would be frozen as of September 17, 1995 with 
Revision 0 of the outage work schedule available by October 15, 1995. 

The SAP agreed to hold the next meeting in late September or early October to 
facilitate turnover to the prospective Branch Chief, L. Nicholson, and support 
the development of the Senior Management Meeting Full Discussion Paper. 
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J. Linville, DRP 
L. Nicholson, DRP 
C. Marshall, DRP 
G. Kelly, DRS 
J. Stolz, NRR 
S. Barber, DRP 
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OTHERS: 

W. Lanning, DRP 

DISCUSSION: 

SALEM ASSESSMENT PANEL MEETING 

October 6, 1995 
Meeting 95-04 

ENCLOSURE 4 

The Salem Assessment Panel met on October 6, 1995 from 10:30 a.m. until 3:15 
p.m. 

After introducing the new member, L. Nicholson, Chief, Projects Branch 3, 
G. Kelly briefed the panel on the System Readiness Review Inspection Exit. In 
general, the inspectors observed a thorough, effective process conducted by 
knowledgeable system managers with challenging oversight by the System 
Readiness Review Board (SRRB) and the Management Review Committee (MRC). An 
unresolved item was identified relative to the SI system review involving 
diesel generator loading, an issue already on the restart list. The panel 
agreed that adequate inspection had been completed to find the licensee's 
process acceptable for establishing the initial outage scope. E. Kelly will 
provide feeders to S. Barber for integration and inclusion in NRC inspection 
report 50-272/95-17. 

Based on resident review of the Inspection Followup System (IFS) list; project 
manager review of the NRR tracking systems; and project engineer review of the 
allegation list; some items were added to the Restart List. S. Barber and G. 
Kelly will develop proposed inspection/assessment criteria for each restart 
item by the next panel meeting in early November (95-04-01). At the next 
meeting, responsibility for closure of the items will be determined based on 
proposals prepared by each organization. The last two SALPs will also be 
reviewed by DRP and DRS for any items which should be added to the NRC Restart 
List along with several items which are the subject of ongoing reactive 
inspections including steam generator tube degradation, the technical and 
emergency preparedness aspects of the overhead annunciator alert, EOPs, and 
control of contractors which emerged from the recent Regional Administrator 
site visit (95-04-02). Finally, it was agreed that NRR must disposition the 
TIA on the use of jumpers for Appendix R safe shutdown soon, to enable the 
licensee to proceed with modifications, if necessary (95-04-03). 
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The Senior Resident Inspector (SRI) reported that his sampling review of 
PSE&G's output from MRC Meetings for Unit 1 systems identified four NRC 
equipment restart items that were not identified by the licensee for 
appropriate action. The SRI planned to review the licensee's tracking system 
listed to determine if these four items were resolved. The results of this 
review will be evaluated by the SAP (95-02-03). Because relatively few items 
were not already captured by PSE&G, the panel considered this result an 
indication of good performan.ce by the licensee's System Readiness Review 
Process. 

In discussing the action plan observations, the SAP agreed that the SRI would 
forward the individual action plans to the responsible panel members (Linville 
- human performance, Kelly - engineering, equipment reliability, and training, 
DRP - the remaining six) for review and discussion with the PSE&G sponsor. By 
the next panel meeting, the responsible panel member will compare the action 
plans with the people and process portions of the NRC Restart List. Any items 
not covered by this review will be discussed with the licensee for proper 
dispositioning (95-04-04). 

L. Nicholson briefed the panel on the Regional Administrator's site visit on 
October 3&4. The general impression was that things seem to be moving in the 
right direction, but that it's too early to tell. Two action items emerged 
from the discussion. L. Olshan agreed to contact Congressional Affairs to 
determine which valve (PORV internals?) Senator Biden was concerned with in 
his discussion with L. Eliason of PSE&G (95-04-05). Regarding the licensee's 
proposal to hire experienced operators from similar plants, L. Nicholson 
agreed to contact G. Meyer about the possibility of relief from the six month 
site experience requirement for getting an SRO license (95-04-06). 

In discussing the MIP, the SAP agreed that inspections should be intentionally 
limited to certain core inspections until the PSE&G Restart Plan is submitted 
and approved for implementation except for noteworthy exceptions. These 
exceptions include reactive inspections, like the ongoing steam generator tube 
degradation, annunciator alert inspections, and replacement and rebuilding of 
Hagan modules. G. Kelly agreed to develop a plan for-pre-implementation 
inspection of the Hagan project by the next meeting (95-04-07). He also 
informed the panel that DRS has formed a group of inspectors ("Tiger Team") to 
perform the bulk of the Salem inspection and assessment activities including: 
A. Cerne, N. Della Greca, .and T. Kenny. Finally, the SAP agreed that the SALP 
pr.ocess should be replaced by periodic assessments done to support Senior 
Management Meeting presentations and a more comprehensive restart assessment. 
The current SALP period should end about one year after restart per IMC 0350. 

The SAP agreed to meet again in early November. 



ATTENDEES: 

J. Linville, DRP 
L. Nicholson, DRP 
C. Marshall, DRP 
G. Kelly, DRS 
J. Stolz, NRR 
S. Barber, DRP 
L. Olshan, NRR 

OTHERS: 

R. Cooper, DRP 

DISCUSSION: 

SALEM ASSESSMENT PANEL MEETING 

November 14, 1995 
Meeting 95-05 

ENCLOSURE 5 

The Salem Assessment Panel met on November 14, 1995 from 10:30 a.m. until 2:30 
p.m. 

The panel discussed responsibility for closure of the restart issues as 
identified in revision 0 of the Restart Plan and agreed with the assignments 
as indicated. The panel noted that the restart issue list combined and 
consolidated several of the issues on the previous list and agreed that the 
appropriate references would be included on each of the issues. After 
considerable discussion of proposed screening criteria for disposition of the 
restart issues, the panel agreed that all restart issues would be closed by 
the appropriate level of inspection for the issue. 

In discussing the action plan observations, the SAP agreed that the following 
review assignments for the action plans would be completed before the end of 
November, if possible, but, in all cases, before the next panel meeting 
(Linville- human performance, DRS/Kelly - engineering, Ruland - equipment 
reliability, and Modes- training, DRP/Barber - corrective action, Schoppy -
operations, Marschall/DePriest - maintenance, Fish - work control, NRR - self 
assessment). The review will i~clude checking to assure that all related 
issues on the Process Restart Issue List are included and development of 
questions for the scoping meeting based on discussion with the PSE&G sponsor 
{95-05-01). 

The panel discussed the draft Senior Management Meeting Full Discussion Paper 
and the MIP. The SAP continued to agree that on-site inspection should be 
limited to certain core inspection of ongoing activities until the PSE&G 
Restart Plan is submitted and approved for implementation with the exception 
of reactive efforts and preliminary scoping discussions and/or a review of the 
plans for major significant issues. These issues included replacement and 
rebuilding of Hagan modules because of the magnitude of the project, the 
Appendix R jumper issue which NRR will advise the licensee is not in 
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compliance with the rule pending an expected December issuance of an SER, the 
emergency diesel generator loading issue and unit 2 shutdown risk. A RAT! 
will be put on the MIP by DRP to support a tentative restart date for Unit 1 
(95-05-02). 

J. Linville reported that discussions with New Jersey representatives 
indicated that the licensee is actively working to improve communications with 
the state, and that the state now seems more satisfied that their concerns can 
be resolved directly with the licensee. The SAP agreed that a state 
representative should be invited to the next panel meeting in order to 
identify and discuss any unresolved issues between New Jersey and the licensee 
before the public scoping meeting. It was also noted that Delaware has 
recently made an agreement on inspection accompaniments and that a DEMA 
representative should also be invited to the next panel meeting after 
discussing the agreement with the SLO (95-05-03). 

The possibility of including Hope Creek under the oversight of the SAP was 
discussed briefly. L. Nicholson agreed to ask the Regional Administrator if a 
recommendation from the SAP on this issue is needed (95-05-04). 

It was agreed that the next meeting should be held on December 7 and that 
other near term activities are as follow: 

12/1-PSE&G expected to submit Restart Plan 
12/4-Engineering Meeting 
12/7-SAP Meeting 
12/8-Brief Regional Administrator/Deputy Site Visit 
12/11-Scoping Meeting with PSE&G 
12/18-Public Meeting to receive comments on PSE&G Restart Plan 
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J. Linville, DRP 
L. Nicholson, DRP 
C. Marsha 11, DRP 
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DISCUSS ION: 

SALEM ASSESSMENT PANEL MEETING 

December 6, 1995 
Meeting 95-06 

ENCLOSURE 6 

The Salem Assessment Panel met on December 6, 1995 from 10:30 a.m. until 2:30 
p.m. 

The panel discussed the action plans. J. Linville noted that the Human 
Performance Action Plan seemed to have the right ingredients, but did not have 
a stated safety focus. However, the new department heads have been modeling 
this safety focus and according to the licensee have been presenting their 
safety expectations in training with managers and supervisors. A Station 
Safety Culture Index Survey has been conducted by Failure Prevention Inc. 
(FPI) and will be redone in the future to trend improvement. 

G. Kelly indicated that as a result of a December 4 meeting, he did not 
identify any significant omissions in their engineering action plan. DRS's 
major impression was the licensee understood what got them in trouble, and how 
the engineering organization became decoupled from the station. Gene noted 
that the new engineering management team has a very strong background with 
excellent credentials. He reported the results of another FPI survey of the 
engineering organization which revealed weak problem solving skills, but good 
engineering judgement. The licensee recognizes the need for further 
performance improvements. The SAP agreed that there had already been adequate 
discussion 'on the equipment reliability plan based on the inspection of the 
System Readiness Reviews and the fact that the only item identified by the 
staff that had not been listed on the licensee's restart list was the diesel 
generator loading issue. This issue is unresolved pending further DRS review. 
There has been no DRS review of the training action plan because there has 
been no recent NRC oversight of the program against which to judge the 
adequacy of the plan. Oversight of this area is planned for January 1996. 
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S. Barber discussed the corrective action plan noting an emphasis on software 
fixes to problems, rather than more effective hardware changes. There was 
further concern that any new or additional training on root cause 
determinations is not considered a restart item. C. Marschall reported that 
the operations, maintenance, and work control plans are comprehensive and 
identify important issues. These plans have a good chance of succeeding but 
at this point lack good performance indicators. The principal concern in the 
area of operations was the extent to which control room modifications, 
including overhead annunciator~ will be addressed prior to restart. In the 
area of work control, the tagging program has been changed five times in the 
recent past, but is still ineffective and there are no plans to implement a 
permanent fix before restart. 

J. Stolz discussed the Self Assessment Action Plan indicating that the 
licensee has a new program including departmental, management, and peer self 
assessments. Such activities were previously foreign to the licensee, but at 
this point, all departments, except operations, have completed a self 
assessment, but may not have completed their reports or corrective actions. 
John noted that the plan does not address QuaJity Assurance oversight and that 
the operating experience screening group is not yet in place. 

The panel then discussed the remainder of the licensee's November 24, 1995 
Restart Plan submittal with the following questions: Who in senior management 
will assess overall readiness as noted on page 3? Will the restart scope work 
be reviewed against the design and licensing basis requirements as suggested 
on page 5? .Who will resolve differences between the Integrated Readiness 
Assessment and the Management Review Committee Assessment? A startup 
organization chart should be included. What are the critical systems that 
will be preoperationally tested? Finally, it was noted that there should be 
some emergency preparedness provisions in the plan in ~ight of the overhead 
annunciator event {95-06-01). · 

J. Linville reported state representatives from New Jersey and Delaware had 
been invited to· the this panel meeting in order to identify any unresolved 
issues between the states and the licensee before the public scoping meeting. 
There was a conflict with a Hope Creek drill and the New Jersey 
representatives were not yet ready to discuss their concerns with the panel. 
The Delaware representatives did not have any concerns to raise relative to 
Salem restart. Further, discussions between M. Callahan and Senator Biden's 
staff indicated that the senator's staff was pleased that PSE&G had scheduled 
a briefing on the Restart Plan for Friday, December 8, 1995. 

J. Linville reported that L. Nicholson would be the Chairman of the panel 
effective immediately. 

It was agreed that the next meeting should be held some time after the 
December 11 scoping meeting and that other near term activities are as 
follows: 

12/8-Brief Regional Administrator/Deputy Site Visit 
12/11-Scoping Meeting with PSE&G 
12/18~Public Meeting to receive comments on PSE&G Restart Plan 



Attendees: 
D. Cooper, DRP 
L. Nicholson, DRP 
S. Barber, DRP 
C. Marschall, DRP 
R. DePriest, DRP 
J. Stolz, NRR 
L. Olshan, NRR 
B. Lazarus, DRP 
G. Kelly, DRS 
N. Della Greca, DRS 

SALEM ASSESSMENT PANEL MEETING 

January 3, 1996 
Meeting 96-01 

ENCLOSURE 7 

1. The SAP members (except G. Kelly) met with representatives from the 
State of New Jersey earlier today to discuss the Salem restart process. 
The following items resulted from that meeting and the following SAP 
meeting: 

a) A followup meeting will be conducted within the next 2 weeks for 
New Jersey to present their questions and concerns regarding the 
PSE&G Restart Plan and their (NJ) issues they would like resolved 
prior to restart. Scott Barber has action to coordinate meeting 
with Dave Chawaga. We agreed to conduct the meeting at Trenton 
(96-01-01). 

b) Karla Smith agreed to author a guidance document on the authority 
of the state to inspect (96-01-02). 

c) Dave Chawaga agreed to call NJ to follow up on our earlier request 
to have a list of the state's concerns in writing prior to our 
meeting with them (96-01-03). 

d) The meeting with the state needs to produce the framework for 
transferring schedules and information between the NRC and the 
state. Larry Nicholson agreed to discuss with the SLO the need to 
get Delaware involved, and perhaps a more active role for the SLO 
in the SAP (96-01-04). 

2. The SAP discussed the information listed below that is needed to brief 
the NRC senior managers prior to the SMM. The SAP needs feedback on the 
quality of the licensee's Training Restart Plan (96-01-05). Glen Meyer 
agreed to provide his assessment after it's completed this month. 

a) With the latest addition of David Powell Licensing Manager, the 
Salem management organization is in place. Additionally, about 23 
STAs/SROs have been hired and are in training for both units. 

b) The first phase of the· system walkdowns are now complete. 
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c) The pipe replacement scheduled for this outage has been completed 
on both service water headers. They are now taking the headers out 
of service again to complete the additional -pipe replacement 
planned for the next RFO. 

d) EDG overhauls are complete on unit 1, although issues still 
remain. 

e) Digital Feed control mods ongoing. Also preparing to replace the 
P250 plant computer. New computer will also help fix overhead 
annunciator issues. 

f) Inefficient work planning still results in low work completion 
rate. For example, on a good day, they are completing about 50% 
of the work they plan to complete. This could continue to 
adversely impact their restart schedule. 

3. Confirmatory Action Item #1: 

The SAP discussed the supplement to LER 95-004-01, dated 11/02/95, which 
PSE&G contends constitutes their results from their SERT evaluation of 
the June 1995 Salem unit 2 trip. Per Clay Warren, he does not want to 
place the original SERT report on the docket because of the low quality 
of the product. However, the LER is too narrowly focused and not of the 
level of detail and commitment needed for a CAL item. · 

The SAP agreed that the LER, as currently issued, is insufficient to 
close CAL item #1. Larry Nicholson has action to call Clay Warren and 
discuss this conclusion with him (96-01-06). The SAP ~greed that 
closing this CAL item is not time critical, and that we would rather see 
a more complete document, either as an LER or separate letter. 

Charlie Marschall has action to review the LER and SERT report in the 
next inspection report and document any performance issues regarding the 
effort (96-01~07). ·The SAP concern was focused on the inability of the 
PSE&G organization to produce a quality document. The inspection report 
will not assess the report against the CAL item, as this will be 
achieved during future SAP meetings. 

4. Confirmatory Action Items #2 & 3: 

Based on all of the discussions to date, the SAP discussed and agreed 
that the PSE&G restart plan is comprehensive, and if effectively 
implemented, should produce the desired performance improvement. 
However, the following items must be addressed prior to issue of the 
letter closing CAL items 2 & 3: 

a) DRS to review the licensee's restart training plan and conclude 
that the plan, if implemented effectively, should result in 
improved performance of the training function. Glen Meyer has the 
action to ensure this item is completed and closed with Scott 
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Barber prior to issuing the CAL Item 2&3 closeout letter (96-01-
05). 

b) Scott Barber has action to meet with the State of New Jersey, 
understand any concerns they have with the plan, and revise our 
CAL Item 2&3 closeout letter, if appropriate (96-01-01). 

c) Scott Barber has action to incorporate any SAP member comments 
into the CAL Item 2&3 closeout letter prior to its issuance (96-
01-08). The SAP wants the letter to request PSE&G to amend their 
plan to include their corrective actions for Emergency 
Preparedness issues. Additionally, the letter should acknowledge 
the PSE&G statement in the 12/11/95 meeting that their performance 
indicators were still being developed. Our letter should include 
a remark that we will continue to monitor the development and use 
of these indicators. 

d) Scott Barber has action to research and incorporate any insight 
from the methods used to monitor the IP3 restart plan (96-01-09). 

5. NRC Chapter 0350 Plan 

Agreement was reached to place the transcript from the public meeting of 
12/18/95 on the docket. The SAP discussed the status of our 0350 
letter and list. Mr. Barber presented options for including an 
inspection schedule with the restart list. The SAP agreed to provide a 
schedule for non-resident core inspections currently on the MIPS, plus 
any additional regional initiative inspections that are now scheduled 
(including the basis for the inspection) (96-01-10). It was agreed that 
any item that is contained on the NRC restart list has had adequate 
management review and approval to be done as a regional initiative 
inspection per the SAP charter. Gene Kelly agreed to coordinate with 
DRS to accomplish the necessary EP inspections, including an up-front 
look at their program (96-01-11). Additionally, Scott Barber has the 
action to start scheduling the core inspections commensurate with the 
plant work schedule (96-01-12). 



Attendees: 
J. F. Stolz, NRR 
C. Marschall, DRP 
S. Barber, DRP 
W. Lazarus, DRP 
R. Cooper, DRP 
L. Olshan, NRR 

Discussion: 

SALEM ASSESSMENT PANEL MEETING 

January 31, 1996 
Meeting 96-02 

ENCLOSURE 8 

1. The state of New Jersey raised concerns regarding the Salem restart plan 
in a January 19, 1996 meeting which were reported to the Salem 
Assessment Panel. 

We concluded that nearly all of the State of New Jersey's concerns are 
included in the Restart Readiness Assessment Checklist which is an 
enclosure to the proposed NRC Salem Restart Action Plan (RAP). Any 
items that were not included did not meet the six criteria referenced in 
Item 2 below. We will send a separate letter to the State of N.J. 
reflecting our conclusions, also stating the manner in which we 
addressed the state's concerns (96-02-01). We will also note state 
comments, by reference, as modification in our 0350 checklist. For 
example, the state concern on UFSAR updates will be added as item 19 to 
Programmatic Restart Issues. 

To address a SAP concern, L. Olshan contacted the state regarding their 
concern on IN 93-83 "Potential Loss of Spent Fuel Pool Cooling after a 
LOCA or LOOP" as an emerging issue. Dennis Zannoni (NJ) indicated that 
this was just an example of industry experience that PSE&G should 
consider. The SAP noted that Item 9, operating (industry) experience 
feedback, will be inspected under the NRC's Restart Action Plan (RAP) 
and should address these concerns generically. 

2. Criteria used in the preparation of the IMC 0350 restart check list 

The restart check list was developed based on the documented record of 
licensee performance at the Salem plant and the judgment of the Salem 
Assessment Panel. The check list items met at least one of the six 
criteria stated in Salem Restart Action Plan. 

3. Comments from the meeting with the Public held on 12/18/95 at Carney's 
Point, New Jersey 

Six members of the public made statements at the meeting. These 
individuals identified a number of general and specific concerns with 
the Salem operation. The NRC identified L. Nicholson as a point of 
contact for any further clarification of these concerns. The transcript 
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of the meeting was reviewed and analyzed by Scott Barber to determine 
whether these concerns are adequately addressed by existing mechanisms 
or will have to be addressed by the NRC's RAP. Many of the issues raised 
are addressed as a whole, or, in part, in the RAP. A programmatic item 
was added on QA effectiveness. The SAP will revise or approve this 
analysis, as appropriate. 

4. The Closure of Items 2 and 3 of the Confirmatory Action Letter (CAL) 
1-95-009 

Comments in the draft letter dealing with Items 2 and 3 are due to Scott 
Barber Friday, February 2, 1996. We agreed that the letter should also 
note that CAL Item 1 regarding the SERT results is not yet closed and 
will be addressed in separate correspondence (96-02-02). 

As a followup from Glenn Meyer, he found PSE&G's Training Action Plan to 
be acceptable. 

5. The NRC Restart Action Plan (RAP) 

Panel members and those in attendance will provide comments on the draft 
package to Scott Barber by Monday, February 5, 1996 (96-02-03). 

We agreed to add the following to the Plan 

a) Add to the Programmatic Restart Issues List, Item 19. UFSAR 
Updates from the January 19, 1996 meeting with the state of New 
Jersey. 

b) Add an attachment that lists the major milestones needed to be 
completed by PSE&G and NRC prior to restart of the Salem units. 
The milestones do not need estimated target dates at this time due 
to the licensee's current tentative schedule but should be in an 
appropriate sequence. The licensee's current milestone summary 
can be used for guidance. 

The present plan is to schedule a minimum of four mini-team inspections 
covering all NRC checklist items starting in late February 1996. This 
is a big job. A working level task group (C. Marschall, S. Barber, L. 
Olshan and "Tiger Team" inspectors) will meet before mid-February to 
organize the inspections (96-02-04). 

6. Progress made for Unit 1 restart 

C. Marschall provided copies of the PSE&G's work completion status 
report and scheduled targets as of 1/25/96. About 33% of the 24,709 
restart items are closed, and about 78% of the Action Plan elements have 
received initial screening approval. The initial screening did not 
address the overall quality of each response, but simply assured that 
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the response addressed the underlying questions on the issue/area. The 
current schedule for Salem Unit 1 reload is 4/27/96 and entry to Mode 4 
of 6/5/96. 

cc: 
L. Nicholson, DRP 
E. Ke 11 y, DRP 
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SALEM RESTART INSPECTION PLAN 

The following inspections are planned to address the technical (Section II) 
and programmatic (Section Ill) restart items published in NRC's Restart Action 
Plan (RAP). Restart Inspections are currently underway with additional 
inspection expected to address the breadth of the items being defined by the 
RAP. This schedule is being constantly revised and was current as of April 
I7, I996. It reflects the following licensee Salem Unit 2 milestones: 

Complete RCS midloop 

Core Reload 

Mode 4 

Generator Synchronization 

May 15 

July 3 

August 1 

August 27 

The dates listed below are the target dates in I996 for the inspection of the 
listed items. 

TENTATIVE INSPECTION DATES 

April 15 

11.4. Digital feedwater installation to correct feedwater control 
reliability. (DRS-Elec) 

April 22 

II.13. Review gas turbine batteries degrading with loss of one source of 
offsite power. Turbine referenced in TS basis to support SW 
outages. (DRS-Elec) 

II.38. Spurious high steam flow signals causing SI. (DRS-Elec) 

Ill.I. Resolve Appendix R jumpers and program discrepancies, including 
fire barrier penetrations. (NRR) 

III.IO.I. Corrective action program, including adequacy of root cause 
program. (DRP) 



April 29 

I I. 7. 

II.15. 

I I. 20. 

I I. 21. 

I I. 24. 

I I. 28. 

III.9. 

May 6 

I I.3. 

II.12. 

II.14. 

I I. 29. 

II.40. 

I I. 37. 

I I I. 20. 

May 13 

I I. 23. 

I I.32. 

I I.35. 

2 

EOG has minimal load margin. (DRS-Elec) 

Procedure contains non-conservative 125V battery acceptance 
criteria. (DRS-Elec) 

POPS ability to mitigate overpressure events. (DRS-Sys) 

Wiring separation & redundancy concerns with RG 1.97 instruments & 
cable separation (DRS-Elec) 

Gate valves identified susceptible to press lock & thermal 
binding. (DRS-Sys) 

Understand causes and corrective actions for failures of Rx 
coolant pump seals. (DRP & DRS-Sys) 

Program to utilize operating (industry) experience feedback. (DRP} 

CW Screen Motor Reliability. No automatic motor operation, 
vulnerable to grass intrusion. (DRP) 

Review adequacy of fuse control program. (DRS-Elec) 

Hagan module replacement project. (DRS-Elec) 

Rx Head Vent Valve Stoke Times. (DRP} 

Verify adequate correction for overhead annunciator failures. 
(DRS-Elec} 

Review corrective action for service water pipe erosion. (DRS
Sys} 

Adequacy of QA program (DRP) 

Undersized PORV accumulators. (DRP) 

Review program for control & inspecting resilient fire barrier 
seals. (DRS-Elec} 

Verify adequate protection for SI Pump runout. (DRS-Elec) 

I 

_ _J 
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May 13 (Continued) 

III.5. Program for foreign material exclusion. (DRP) 

III.10.2. Corrective action program, including adequacy of root cause 
program. (DRP) 

May 20 

I I. I. 

I I. 2. 

II .8. 

I I.10. 

II.19. 

I I. 22. 

I I.33. 

May 27 

I I. 27. 

I I. 30. 

II.31. 

I I. 43. 

III.6. 

Cont. Spray Dsch Vlv (CS-2) Operability. Calculations indicate 
actual d/p may be greater than design d/p. (DRS-Sys) 

Reliability of Control Air System. Requires operator action to 
start backup compressor. (DRP) 

EDSFI Followup Issues (DRS-Elec) 

Feedwater nozzle bypass flow introduced error in calorimetric and 
power level. (DRS-Ops) 

Poor process for configuration control of pipe supports. (DRS
Matl) 

PORV (lPRl) seat leakage, requiring block valve closure. (DRP) 

Control rods stepping with no temperature error signal·. (DRS~Elec) 

Rx coolant pump oil collection system deficiencies. (DRS-Elec) 

RHR Min-flow Valve (RH29) Failures on unit 2. (DRP) 

RHR Dsch Valve (21RH10) Banging Noise. (DRP) 

Adequacy of corrective actions from the Salem Unit 2 reactor 
trip. (DRP) 

Operability determinations. (DRP) 

III.10.3&4. Corrective action program, including adequacy of root cause 
program. (DRP) 

III.16. Adequacy of training. (DRS-Ops) 



June 3 

II. 9. 

II.11. 

I I. 34. 

I I. 36. 

I I. 39. 

II I. 21. 

June 10 

II.6. 

II.17. 

I I. 18. 

I I. 42. 

111.2. 

III.4.2. 

III.18. 

June 17 

II.16. 

I I. 25. 

I I. 41. 
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Cracked exhaust steam piping could indicate weak erosion/control 
program. (DRS-Matls) 

EOG IA load fluctuations. (DRS-Elec) 

Numerous SI pump deficiencies. (DRP) 

SI relief valves performance history of leaking and lifting. 
(DRP) 

Review corrective actions to resolve numerous switchyard failures. 
(DRS-Elec) 

Licensee self assessment capability (Performance monitoring & 
trending) (DRP) 

EOG output breakers fail to close when switch taken to close. 
(DRS-Elec) 

Main condenser steam dumps malfunction, requires closing MSIVs on 
trip and prevents use of main condenser. (DRP) 

Poor reliability of PDP charging pumps. (DRP) 

Auxiliary Feedwater System Performance and Reliability. (DRP) 

Review efforts to maintain configuration control, given examples 
from Hagan modules and bolting. Effort to include setpoint 
control program and drawing control. (DRS-Elec) 

Management of engineering and maintenance backlog. (DRP/RATI) 

Parts availability & accuracy of bill of materials (DRS-Ops) 

NRC & QA identified numerous IST program deficiencies. (DRS-Sys) 

Pressurizer Spray Problems/Use of Aux Spray (DRS-Sys) 

Verify adequate corrective action to ensure steam generator tube 
integrity. (DRS-Matls) 
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June 17 (Continued) 

III.3. 

III.15. 

June 24 

III.II. 

III.14. 

III.17. 

July 1 

III.12. 

July 8 

Adequacy and use of procedures, including procedure revision 
.backlog. (DRP) 

Adequacy of Emergency Operating Procedures (DRS-Ops) 

Engineering contribution to problem resolution, including safety 
evaluations. (DRS) 

Resolution of licensing commitments. (NRR) 

Adequacy of work control and planning program. (DRS) 

Tagging (DRP) 

III. 7. Operator performance (Coordination and Communication) (DRS-Ops) 

III.10.5. Corrective action program, including adequacy of root cause 
program. ( DRP) 

III.19. Adequacy of UFSAR Update (DRP) 

July 15 

II.5. Moisture in EDG air start system causes reliability problem with 
check valves. (DRP) 

· II.26. Radiation monitor problems. (DRS-Elec) 

III.4.1. Management of engineering and maintenance backlog. (DRP/RATI) 

III.8. Correction of operator workarounds, including control room 
deficiencies. (DRP) 

III.10.6. Corrective action program, including adequacy of root cause 
program. (DRP) 

III.13. Adequacy of Emergency Preparedness (DRS-EP) 


