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1. 

2. 

3. 

ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED WITH PSE&G CONCERNING ITS OCTOBER 19, 1998, 
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM CHANGE SU BM ITT AL 

It is unclear which changes are considered reductions in commitments. Some of the 
changes that PSE&G identified as editorial changes appear to be reductions in 
commitments (e.g., see Item 2 below). 

.-:~::. . 
. ~~~mt~~/ 

PSE&G proposed the following "editorial" changes to FSAR SectM\n 17 .?.f1Jif.1 on Page 

17.2-5 (HCGS) and Page 17.2-4a (Salem): ._,,_ii.·i.·!.!!.l.!.!.l.!!.l.::_;_;_;_·i.i.\!WV 
.-l~t\::.. . . ~ 

Responsibilities of the Manager-Corrective Action,J?.iiii\gi· ency'~~~~Wllb.~s. and '*··-..... ..... . . ... ::r,:::......... ....... ... . . . . . .·'·.·~.·.i .... ~ .. J?" 
Instructional Technology (Manager-CA EP & IT) iQCJude the foJlQWldgH1#@Mh.. -"-'""'" 

1. 

2. 

3. Performing statistical analysis trenc:~J'f:P*li! for man·~sm~ntP 

NRCComment: ~T 
Page 1 of Attachment 1 to PSE<\WS Octo~,!1.i:=~ 9, ·l~~ifill@r to the NRC states that 
"Department managers are r~.~g§hsible f_gtifrending)tl)'eif'lhdividual departments and 
Engineering is responsible fqfi~fiuipme.ntifailure tr~_Qaing." The proposed change does 
not fully describe those inq!!!JIU~ls re~p§hsible fqfjffie corrective action and trending 
programs for areas otherAnifr1 Corr~¢.ii¥~ Acti9n@e.ports related to human, organizational, 
and pfpgrammatic pgtf-prlance. F~mii.rb!!.1-~ffkoposed deletion of Item 3 eliminates the 
re§:p~g§fpility for 1!l!1!:fij~ance O{]~~@~@f.~I analysis trend reports. Please provide 
~~flj,jpj;::·«:9)_scus·stqg)jjfilmm~Mf!ress thes'if'fesponsibilities in the proposed OAP change. 
AIS&~\[;:; ·· ]~£~fer tc>""filP:!Bffirr.ient No. 11 regarding the proposed provision to only 
reviev.t . .-->::Jittnonconfd.f.mam.::reports and the potential impact that this proposed 

chan~:1;111111111:!\fu~ .. th~::~~'''g'''program. 
P§P.trpropdsmtUfi~!fP.Uowing "editorial" changes for the responsibilities of the Manager, 

J!lli'ality Assessrfi~nUmUn~R Section 17 .2.1.1.1 on Page 17 .2-6 (HCGS) & Page 17 .2-5 

,d!llltAnd 17 .2-6 (SaleJJil!!lilii!!iiilF' .. 

. iM!t 4413. Perform .$.})de related inspections, tests performance, and review of @lrlatlQ.i 

~ 

~'lll!!!!!!!!!fQ.111~.t\Pl>erform design change package pre-implementation review and closure review 

..... ,,,.,,,,,,w· e1l.E~iii:::g~f&:;.i):iii.u.i.i.~:i.ill.~ilii~lil.itll.l'.:r.q,rt•1•1a 
NRCComment 

Please discuss the criteria that will be used by QA for the selection process in Items 13 



: 

4. 

5. 

6. 

2 

and 14 above for determining which design change packages to select for review. For 
those items not selected by the Manager, Quality Assessment, what organization is 
responsible for performing the activities once performed by the Manager, Quality 
Assessment? 

PSE&G proposes the following charige to FSAR Section 17.2.2 o~ Page 1,Z{~'12 (HCGS) 
nd 17 2 12 (s I ). ,m.. ..,df· a . - a em . ~m:::h "i::::w'· 

Substantive itiiinfliilt!changes to the QA progr,~tn\g.escri~11:·111ii'.~m be submitted 
to the NRC within 30 days of implementation. Noqt1ilifslantive &J.Jli.P.P.r•al change~/$'' 

:=:inlheannual .. UFSARu~ 

If a substantive or non-substantive organizationa.1A¥1fiii!Iitii!!ts in a reduction in QA 
commitment, the change needs to be processe~]::~n a~filffii!MfJ:!.h 1 o CFR 50.54(a)(3). 

NRCComment ~ .. 
There is a conflict between the provJ$19ifa.coifli.ffi$.~itlfi1lf~ARAJijction 17.2.2 on Page 
17.2-13 (HCGS) and Section 17.2,~~ffl".1 on 8i~f~'l~lf:lt§];m§f:s). Page 17.2-13 states 
that "all" revisions to NAPs are r~jtewed ~y;;QA and:f@!i@i\17 .2-6 implies that QA only 

::::o:::d NAP:., Lr 
PS~.&.'G proposed t~t#.Hirt£1¢ for the,:QA:mlWiP.lv,thent in the design change process in 
F§ffl!il!§@,~tion 14~g~l)J:ii[il:@.ge 11.2i~l:!lHPGS) and Page 17.2-20 (Salem) that eliminates 
tfi~!Q'.ffl.i.t@.JJ.Sed bY!:fJ!lU§!:§.~H~ct desfg.if .. changes for which it will provide input for certain 
quii1ijl\f.iQ.lib.o.s. PIE!liij[:ali.l.Ui.$ the criteria that will be used by QA for the selection of 

desigHi~!lllli~!i~:vieW!''illlilPiProper inclusion of quality requirements. 

As t~t!liliilmuijlf:l)!~::g§f..R sed(f6n should· require that procedures be established and 
qt#tHbe/conlilg[!Pil!!!Pns that describe how QA selects design documents for review 

.. J{~fassure that thlHggggm~ts are prepared, reviewed, and approved in accordance with 
.,,,::::rnfeompany procedqftlil!iriH that the documents contain the necessary quality assurance 

/llV requirements su~Kf as'.inspection and test requirements, acceptance requirements, and 
il:!!!lt the extent of dq$gmenting inspection and test results. 

f~lll.:ll·lllllij!d.r1 FSAR ~l~MtfB~~ .. 17 .2.5 on Page 17 .2-23 (HCGS) and Page 17 .2-22(Salem), PSE&G 
~immmmlmgrono.s 'i~Pchange that eliminates the provision that QA to review certain procedures in 
-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ·==========~~~-=-=~. •'• -::.==·· • • • • 
··=+:t?f?Jftetfl!: ar Admm1strat1ve Procedures Manual to ensure that appropnate QA 
··==~wmnriqillftements are specified. Further, in the same FSAR section, PSE&G proposed that 

QA review selected documents affecting safety to ensure incorporation of quality 
requirements through periodic assessment and inspection activities conducted by "QA 
personnel or personnel matrixed to QA. Matrixed personnel are qualified in accordance 
with the QA training program or other equivalent department training program." 

NRC Comments 
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Please discuss the criteria that will be used by QA for the selection of documents to be 
assessed or reviewed. 

If QA is no longer identifying the QA requirements in .these documents, what organization 
is responsible for performing this activity? ··=~~ 

AW}' 

Periodic inspection and assessment by QA would require the Ol\:i!@~iviqyjif'performing 
such inspection and assessment be qualified and certified in a .. ,., ... f'. ... : .. ~\vith standards 
such as ANSI N45.2.6 and ANSI N45.2.23. FSAR ~jijqn 11 •... ,.. ''.w!ru~rmits personnel 
matrixed to QA to perform such activities. The OrQ~iia[ion ·. w.·:·:·.· .... , ... Jt•~ descriptiory!W 
does not appear to describe this matrixed relatioQ!,~f p. It app~t . · t•ll!!;il!Y .,.Ail 
organization that this would apply to is the PA Gf§fJp. Plea.~j:::aescribEt.::m§i!mi.Jti~fl1A*W' 
organizational structure. Also, please describe tl¥.tq~alif$.ition and cef.Guli.U.6.ff.JP'' 
process for the individuals in the "matrixed organRti?.nf:'.lhat are permitteCi:ltl.lfmHorm 
the same inspection and assessment activities as'ilt~!Jl~i!!BH.. of QA personnel. 

.·=~~~~~~~~~~1~uur tm~r~~~~~~~~-. 
If the individuals performing the inspections ar~Jjibt pant§l!!I~§!~ organization, the 
inspection procedure, personnel qualification c.d.~eria, and''~tnK~iD@nce from undue 
pressure such as cost and schedule shoul.d::::biUi.~iewed an'fKSufiBUfoceptable by the QA 

organization prior to the initiation of ,~:;il!~f:YM!!llil!llllllll!ll~bt::.. .:::::!!111\W+'.· · 

Further, as discussed in Item 5 a~,Q.fe'; the pr§.ce~IEQ.:tiB::r~Yiew of Nuclear 
Administrative Procedures as di~,g)lSsed i~<i!}SAR ~~~~l'liiie~·s not appear to be consistent 
with the provisions containedjpJfSAR S•lon 17.2,~gr='=«<=·:·· 

·=~~~t~~*1~tf. ~l~l~?· .l~~~~r 
8. PSE&G proposes the follqtf~@g· changg§'to FSAF%$ection 17.2.6 on Page 17.2-25 

:;~~~t:dw 
safetyifi.tijtii.tf:W.ork Ord$f:$.Lebta:::$.ampling basis and during periodic QA sul"i·eillanees 

~· 
A!![!V Please describe fff~ ri%"w criteria that will be used by QA for the selection of procedures 

.dllM:li and Work Orderf:!lfo review as discussed in FSAR Section 17 .2.6. Will the safety­
/![l@L significance oMfl'e system, structure, or component or activity be a consideration? 
J~~~~~~~~~ttth~-. ..-:~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
'@@rnmmm&tbe.r. .. tbetUlie Authorized Inspection Agency's Inspector, there also appears to be groups 
\@!11!111!~1Ji.U.lrlib.tf~bA group that performs independent inspections? Please discuss the 
"''%!@illnlep'gfident inspections to be performed by the "qualified" individuals other than QA and 

the applicable requirements for the qualification of such "qualified" individuals as 
discussed on FSAR Page 17.2-30b (HCGS) and Page 17.2.31(Salem). 

If the individuals performing the inspections are not part of the QA organization, the 
inspection procedure, personnel qualification criteria, and independence from undue 
pressure such as cost and schedule should be reviewed and found acceptable by the QA 
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organization prior to the initiation of the activity. 

9. NRC Comments 

FSAR Page 17.2-31 (HCGS) and FSAR Page 17.2-32 (Salem) has added the. words 
visual inspection after the tern NDE, thus limiting the scope of the .. NDE ac;U¥.ities 
addressed by this FSAR section to visual inspection. Please dis.®.~.s th~dip.plicability of 
this section to the other types of NDE such as a liquid,,penetra11t!!ii.miP.lilion of a root 
pass on a weld or an end prep on a piece of pipe. l!;lt~p.cleari!l.§1~~9.118.¥:, the visual 
inspection limitation was placed on NDE activity. 0.:&'j~ilhe visu4.Ml:'l$.P.~6.b.l.1 limitation Ai~F' 

also include ASME Section XI visual examinatioJlilfe.g., V:;::~il~~il,-:2%'1jlllllll!li!i=tm+d!!il!!.W' 
1 O. PSE&G proposed significant changes to ,.the noryegpfp~,F control prO§fim:::f9~!fiCGS 

and Salem as discussed in FSAR Section 17.2.1l5.~WN6.nibnforming Materiatfl?.-lifts, and 

:::p;::n=~~s ~ .... 
FSAR Page 17.2.39 (HCGS) and Page 1'?:~2.&3.Jbstates, in==11.mtliafQA will verify the 
satisfactory resolution of nonconforma.d\gijjj@[i§!:l!e~ed bas.1$[j[glf6ugh its normal · 
maintenance program assessment dHnspe§Y§rffi&:ti.vUJes . .2!!'.Yfiat is the criteria that QA 
will use for selecting the nonconfqq@ances tqjl)e''fiW~l~?:!j!!f 

==j~j~[~r· _.i~~~V · .. ~li~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~p-· 
The FSAR does not address .. ,Qd[[:ihvolve91,nt in no~g6'fif6imances that are non­
maintenance type nonconfQ.fffi$.@ces. pt~ase desq(j):se QA involvement in non-

• & .. ::::~~==::~==~~=-,.. .-:~~~~~~· --=~~~~~-
ma mte nance noncon.ormame.es. ..,mm1 .;::::w 

.;::.. =~~l~~ll~?:·· .i~ll~~i~l~~~~l!:::: ....... .. ·.·=·==~=f~~~~~~~f 
The ..rs~rite of the l~~MR~§Jgraph oq\!ffli9.Atlt~~t39 (HCGS and similar one for Salem) has 
ins~t~gg~[ltly elirn.i@.§t~~:::i~@.ntifying wli§!il!fes'ponsible for dispositioning 
n6i!~f.Jf.¢.im.ances''t&fiml16.tti,ms outsldifihe scope of the paragraph (e.g., design 
noft®.hti&nces, oifi.iili!WJ.rto.rs, and administrative nonconformances that are not 
assodlit§l!i!~l,;u~nconfS&l:l!!B.yJpment, but may place the p!a.~t.in nonconformance 
with othei@'e§Uimm~nts). ~]i#f=-other organizational respons1b1hties need to be 
desccib.mt:li.tltiilMelnition iiHIWmplementation of activities related to nonconformance 
cggUO[ ..... This.''Tf\9Jll~i!l~ritifying those individuals or groups with the authority for the 

.::t:::::;1=i!'position of na;m, ail~')hg items. 

11 .. ,j{!iT The last paragra~'.of!=SAR Section 17.2.15, "Nonconforming Material, Parts, and 
.d!mMi Components," ~@~'added the word selected as follows: · 

iilliiiillilll!LpA and otl)@t!~J:~nizations in the Nuclear Business Unit review j@J@it§.1 
=:rnrnmmH:li9AG9D.f Pm@hce reports for quality problems, including adverse quality trends, and 
~::;m:tililil!l!l!lmlt!il~til!lfJiforts to higher iP.iif§P:i..i.ti]i~il§UU management, identifying significant quality 

··===wmmlP.ti()bfe·ms with recommendations for appropriate actions. 

NRC Comments 

The addition of the word selected could have an impact on the trending program and its 
results. If only selected nonconformances are reviewed, there is a potential that generic 
or repetitive problems that are considered insignificant may be ignored and not trended. 
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However, collectively those ignored and not selected nonconformance reports may be 
significant or reflect a trend. It is unclear as to why the word selected was used in this 
paragraph. The use of the word selected does not appear to be appropriate for this 
application. 

12. In FSAR Section 17.2.16, "Corrective Action," PSE&G proposed t9 delete ;--~provision 
for QA to review all responses to nonconformances and to only ~~j,~w ~@Jktive . 

~:=~=~=nditions Adverse to Qualify. ~ ... . £f 

FSAR Section 17.2.16 is silent on QA involvem~t~ Signifi~-f!~:~•~-~~'''' .. : ... J§J~.d!~r 
................ ............. --:c:,:._.... -:-.·.;.-: ......................... . 

Quality (SCAQ). Does QA review all responses!m!S.CAQ,Jdf adequacy?'%.. JimteHa is 
fili<mm'*'.. ,:·=·~<-· ''''~~K<iF'·=·~=°'''.. · used by QA to select the CAQs for review? ·~ammn!MC ''~k?~·M~W,. 

\!@!!!Mlmlmhk 
13. PSE&G proposed the following changes to FSA~:iP'=!IJ!~!lli~ 16: 

Responses to $.Ill action requests imntinff [~:·re lillltllifil!:i§ based en the 
four elements ef eorreeti'ie action which are..flt\Wib,. \MrnliMP' . 

. . , "~d!t\i~!liijffifjl!l!l!!!iih.. ..,~~f1iiiP" 
1. ldent1fi~~~~~ of the cause of_.Jffliildefict@!9:1M!Mth.. .AF·· 
2. Action ltikeh to correct defim!n and:liSUl&'.lle.ti~ .. to date •..• ...,................... · .•.·.·.w cy ''"'° -.''':':<"""°•'"•'"-"•"•"•"•'"-"•"················ 

3. Action taken or to .be take.mifo prev~df'recuit~fijifjmr= .. 
4. Date when full eompl~.,f:nf'"tvas onrlil be ae~~~if 

F6~1Wililiht. conciitili~!l~~lfJn~.e to quality, such as LERs and NRC/INPOfCMAP 
flndinbi1Ll,illBJJorre~;elrk@roup !Qij~ml is involved in the revi~~ .~r..~ueh 
eonditionsaiin61t'mv.ides ofet§t'l1Ufo assure timely follow-up and close out tnr.a&·:·=·11 1~1.111miariiP.IIt6.i.ema.1:::i.i.l.vu1~. · ......... ...., ......... ·.9······ 
i"t~p!{fa"n"ff:jJ!~-1~--m~ffur"eo"n"ciitions ad'terse to quality. 

~~au~~~=>~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ru~t~I~~~~!~} · 
AMNRC Comments'@i~@1w· I For SCAQ: J '* 

mmmm@~p. W~%tflganization is responsible for identifying and accepting the date when full 
%im!!!!imm%i~~*'""~'~~£d.ijjtiance (SCAQ actions) will be achieved? What organization is now . 

\l!llllll\llllllllllllllll!J~!9!sponsible for assuring timely closeout of SCAQs? 

b. With the deletion of Item 4 under the SCAQ process and the deletion of the word 
timely (on HCGS Page 17.2-40), it appears that PSE&G has eliminated the 
controls to assure timely completion of actions for SCAQs. Follow up action 
should be taken by the QA organization to verify closeout of the corrective action 
in a timely manner. 
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14. General Comments 

Throughout the proposed revision to the HCGS and Salem QA Program Description, one 
change has been made in several places and that change permits QA to perform certain 
activities on a selected basis. In general, the staff would expect QA to selegt activities 
based on their safety-significance using probabilistic and determi11istic meyjjas and data 
obtained from various trend reports. i!lib,,.. .4£W''" 

::::::::::::::::::::::::; .::::::::::::·· 
= · ~ .·=~~~~~~~~tr==== ~~w· 

Are PA personnel performing traditional QA type a ..... ·. .......... sucti!iii.L ... s/audits to 
qualify vendors, source inspection at vendors, re~~!f"lnspectidfiK.... >§~lified and AW 
certified in accordance with the applicable QA prqltitures by .. Q,iaRijL. .. '.'.'.'.!ilft,giance vy,jQf" 
applicable OAP commitments (e.g., RG 1.146/Aff.$,I N45.2.2,$.f~G 1.5St.$N$.l~:::fl.;4?.~:l.\tf1 

~~~~~iI~~~; ====··· .·==f~~~~~~~~- ·-=~~l~~~l~~~~~~~[~~~~~t~~~~~~~=~~-
Are there non-QA and non-PA personnel perfol"rilljf' lfdi~ional QA activitieiiiU6ff"as 
inspection, auditing, and surveillance? If yes, whl(:; .:ii.i'f:4raining, qualification, and 

certification requirements for these individuals1,,,~df;):li -.!l~!llllllllllllllllll!!::::b,,,,._ 

.~ 
.. {@~(Jf .-:::::::::· .:::::::::· 

.. :~~~~~~~~~~=~~~- .. ,.:,·_,··:·.:=,~:~.:=.:~-~.:~.:.?' -·=·'.·,>,·,=.·_,=:~.·_,:.~,'.·.t /~~~~~t~f~:::--=···· . ·.-.:~ -:· 
.::::::::::::::- .;::::::=:~·· ., 

··::~~~f" 


