e July 27, 1990

Mr. R. Howara Smith, Director

Corpurate Cuelity Assurance 44;29163
Pacific Nuclear Systems, Inc.

1010 South 336th Street

Federal wWay, WA 98003

Dear Mr. Smith: b

We have completea our initial review of the PNSI QA Manual which wes submitted
to us on May 21, 1990. After comparing i\ to the previously-accepted NUTECH
0A Manual (see the NRC letter from S, H. Weiss to you deted August 5, 1988), we
find that we require aaditions! information.

Please respond to the enclosed request for additicnal information such that we
can complete our review. [f you heve any questions conceynin? the enclosed
request, please call the staff reviewer, Jack Spraul, on (301) 492-1023.

Sincerely,

Origine! signed bn

Authony T. Gody, Chief
Performance ana Quality Evaluation Branch
Division of Licensee Performance
and Quality Evaluation
0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Reguletion

Enclosure:
As stated
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E Y UNITED STATES
Wl NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISEION
? WASEHINGTON, D C. 20665

T hanet July 27, 1990

Mr. R, Howard Smith, Director
Corporaie Qualiyy Assurance
Pacific Nuclear Systems, Inc.
1010 South 336th Street
Federe) Way, WA 98003

Dear Mr, Smith:

We have completed our initial review of the PNSI QA Menuel which wus submitted
to us on May 21, 1990. After comparing 1t to the previously-accepted NUTECH

QA Manual (see the NRC letter from 5. M., Weiss tu you dated August 5, 1988), we
find that we require edditional informatiun.

Please respond to the enclosed request for additi~na) information such that we
can complete our review. If you have any question. concern\ng the enclosed
request, please call the staff reviewer, Jack Spraul, on (301) 492-1023.

Sincerely,

;nthony T. Gpdy CMC%

Performance /and/Quality Eval
Division of ensee Performg

and Quality Evaluation
0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulatiun

Branch

Enclosure:
As stated
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ENCLOSURE

PACIFIC NUCLEAR SYSTEMS, INC. (PNSI)
REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (RAT)
QUALITY ASSURANCE (QA) MANUAL
EDITION NO. 2

Discuss why the new or revised definitions of the following terms do not
agree with the definitions in NQA-],

Awit

Certification
inspectivn
Nunconformance
Frocurement Document
Receiving

Repair

Rework

Surveillance (Source)

Sectiun 2.0 uses the term "safety-related." Elsewhere in the manual this
w¢§ been changed to “"quality-related." 1Is this intentional or an
oversight?

The second paragraph of Section 2.1.4 (which used to have the QA
Administrator review "a1) Project Plans, regardless of the indicated
applicability of QA requirements....") limits the QA Manager's review of
project plans to only those “for quality related projects." Discuss this
apparent decresse in involvement of the QA Manager in the review of
project plans. (Note that the cover letter of the submitte) indicates
the actual QA responsibilities of the QA Administrator/Manager remain
unchanged. )

Section 2.3.2 of the new manual (corresponding to the previous Section
2.2.2) no longer commits that the Director, Corporate QA (corresponding to
the Corporate QA Manager) will conduct annual reviews of the QA Manual to
ensure consistency with the QA criteria documents identified therein.
Clarify whether this omission wes an oversight or, 1f not, justify this
apparent reduction in commitment.

Section 3.1.8 has added words that allow design verification to be done
by individuals from the same project team., Clarify how "independence" 1is
ensured when this is this case.

Section 7.1.7.a refers to items or services being performed. Previously
it referred to fcems or services being procured. Clarify.

Sectiun 8.2.2 allows the responsibility of the Project Manager for
assuring that all documentation required by a purchase document is
“received" and 1s acceptable to be changed to assuring that all such
documentation 1s "developed" and 1s acceptable. This appears to be 2
commitment reduction which should be clarified or justified.

Section 9.2 no Tonger requires the Project Manager to review and approve
in-house procedures which describe and control special processes.
ldentify who (by position title) now has this responsibility.
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13,

14,

Section 10.2.3 appears to0 ollow Level 1 inspectors to determine the
acceptability of inspection results. This 1s permitted for
nondestructive test fnspectors in the August 1984 edition of SNT-TC-1A
which has been added to Section 2.1.2 of the menual. It 1s nct permitted
in the June 1975 edition., Nefther is ‘i permitted by ANSI/ASME
N45,2.6-1978 (Table 1) ¢s endorsed by Revision 1 of the Regulatory Guice
1.58. Regulatory Guide 1.58 a1so endorses the June 1975 edition of
SNT-TC-1A. - In 1ight of the commitment in Section 2.1.2 of the manual to
Regulatory Guide 1.58 and ANSI/ASME N4&5.2.6-1978, either commit to tne
June 1975 edition of SNT-TC-1A and make Level I! inspectors responsible
to determine the acceptebility of inspection results or justify not doing
s0. Note that this 15 in consonance with Rev. 3 of Regulatory Guide 1.28
which, 1n its endorsement of NQA-1, states that the provisions of
Appendix 2A-1 (or acceptable alternatives) should be met as part of
Supplement 25-1.

Section 10.2.5 now mukes the Project Manager responsible for “"compiling"
inspection records rather then "maintaining" inspection records. This
appears to contradict Section 17.2.1 which indicates the Project Manager
is responsible for identifying, indexing, and storing product-related
records under his jurisdiction. Clarify.

Section 13.0 has deleted "preservation" from the listed activities.
Either justify this deletion or replece the activity.

Section 15.1.5 has limited the reporting of nonconforming 1tems
dispusitioned use-as-is or repair to the customer only "1if contractually
required." Justify or delete this limitation.

Section 15.2.1 states that the Project Engineer 1s responsible for
determining and approving the disposition of nonconforming items.
Clarify how this correlates with the new Section 2.2 which addresses the
use of a Material Review Board,

Section 17.2.2 no longer states that the QA Managers are responsible "for
maintenance of training records for testers, inspectors and auditors."
Justify or replace this deletion.



