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The meeting attendees discussed the status of review and specific review questions by using
the Entergy QAPM Review Matrix in Attachment 2. A number of the questions were closed with
acceptable responses by the licensee. The matrix will be updated to indicate those closed and
with new questions as the staff's review continues. The revised matrix will be used at the next
scheduled review meeting currently planned for September 29, 1998.

David L. Wigginton, Senior Project Manager
Project Directorate IV-1
Division of Reactor Projects Iil/IV
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Docket Nos. 50-313, 50-368, 50-416, 50-458, 50-382
Attachments: As stated

cc w/atts: See next page



Entergy Operations, Inc.

cc:

Executive Vice President
& Chief Operating Officer

Entergy Operations, Inc.

P. O. Box 31995

Jackson, MS 39286-1995

Director, Division of Radiation

Control and Emergency Management
Arkansas Department of Health
4815 West Markham Street, Slot 30
Little Rock, AR 72205-3867

Winston & Strawn
1400 L Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005-3502

Manager, Rockville Nuclear Licensing
Framatone Technologies

1700 Rockville Pike, Suite 525
Rockville, MD 20852

Senior Resident Inspector

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
P. O. Box 310

London, AR 72847

Regional Administrator, Region IV
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 400
Arlington, TX 76011-8064

County Judge of Pope County
Pope County Courthouse
Russellville, AR 72801

Arkansas Nuclear One, Units 1 & 2

Vice President, Operations Support
Entergy Operations, Inc.

P.O. Box 31995

Jackson, MS 39286-1995

Wise, Carter, Child & Caraway
P. O. Box 651
Jackson, MS 39205

Mr. C. Randy Hutchinson
Vice President Operations, ANO
Entergy Operations, Inc.
1448 S. R. 333
Russellville, AR 72801



Entergy Operations, Inc.

ccC.

Executive Vice President
& Chief Operating Officer

Entergy Operations, Inc.

P. O. Box 31995

Jackson, MS 39286-1995

Wise, Carter, Child & Caraway
P. O. Box 651
Jackson, MS 39205

Winston & Strawn
1400 L Street, N.W. - 12th Floor
Washington, DC 20005-3502

Director

Division of Solid Waste Management

Mississippi Department of Natural
Resources

P. Q. Box 10385

Jackson, MS 39209

President,

Claiborne County Board of Supervisors
P. O. Box 339

Port Gibson, MS 39150

Regional Administrator, Region IV
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000
Arlington, TX 76011

Senior Resident inspector

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
P.O. Box 399

Port Gibson, MS 39150

Mr. Joseph J. Hagan

Vice President, Operations GGNS
Entergy Operations, Inc.

i O. Box 756

Pon: Gibson, MS 39150

Grand Gulf Nuclear Station

General Manager, GGNS
Entergy Operations, Inc.
P. O. Box 756

Port Gibson, MS 39150

Attorney General

Department of Justice

State of Louisiana

P. O. Box 94005

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9005

State Health Officer
State Board of Health
P. 0. Box 1700
Jackson, MS 39205

Office of the Governor
State of Mississippi
Jackson, MS 39201

Attorney General

Asst. Attorney General
State of Mississippi

P. O. Box 22947
Jackson, MS 39225

Vice President, Operations Support
Entergy Operations, Inc.

P.O. Box 31995

Jackson, MS 39286-1995

Director, Nuclear Safety
and Regulatory Affairs
Entergy Operations, Inc.

P.O. Box 756
Port Gibson, MS 39150



Entergy Operations, Inc.
cc:

Winston & Strawn
1400 L Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005-3502

Manager - Licensing
Entergy Operations, Inc.
River Bend Station

P. O. Box 220

St. Francisville, LA 70775

Senior Resident Inspector
P. O. Box 1050
St. Francisville, LA 70775

President of West Feliciana
Police Jury

P. O. Box 1921

St. Francisville, LA 70775

Regional Administrator, Region IV
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000
Arlington, TX 76011

Ms. H. Anne Plettinger
3456 Villa Rose Drive
Baton Rouge, LA 70806

Administrator

Louisiana Radiation Protection Division
P. O. Box 82135

Baton Rouge, LA 70884-2135

Mr. Randall K. Edington
Vice President - Operations
Entergy Operations, Inc.
River Bend Station

P.O. Box 220

St. Francisville, LA 70775

River Bend Station

Executive Vice President and
Chief Operating Officer

Entergy Operations, Inc.

P. O. Box 31995

Jackson, MS 39286

General Manager - Plant Operations
Entergy Operations, Inc.

River Bend Station

P. O. Box 220

St. Francisville, LA 70775

Director - Nuclear Safety
Entergy Operations, Inc.
River Bend Station

P. O. Box 220

St. Francisville, LA 70775

Vice President - Operations Support
Entergy Operations, Inc.

P. O. Box 31995

Jackson, MS 39286-1995

Attorney General

State of Louisiana

P. O. Box 94095

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9095

Wise, Caiter, Child & Caraway
P. O. Box 651
Jackson, MS 39205



Entergy Operations, Inc.

cC:

Administrator

Louisiana Radiation Protectior Division
Post Office Box 82135

Baton Rouge, LA 70884-2135

Vice President, Operations
Support

Entergy Operations, Inc.

P. O. Box 31995

Jackson, MS 39286

Director

Nuclear Safety & Regulatory Affairs
Entergy Operations, Inc.

P.O.Box B

Killona, LA 70066

Wise, Carter, Child & Caraway
P.O. Box 651
Jackson, MS 39205

General Manager Flant Operations
Entergy Operations, Inc.
P.O.BoxB

Killona, LA 70066

Licensing Manager
Entergy Operations, Inc.
P.O. Box B

Killona, LA 70056

Winston & Strawn
1400 L Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005-3502

Waterford 3

Regional Administrator, Region IV
U.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000
Arlington, TX 76011

Resident Inspector/Waterford NPS
Post Office Box 822
Killona, LA 70066

Parish President Council
St. Charles Parisn

P. O. Box 302
Hahnviile, LA 70057

Executive Vice-President
and Chief Operating Officer

Entergy Operations, Inc.

P. O. Box 31995

Jackson, MS 39286-1995

Chairman

Louisiana Public Service Commission
One American Place, Suite 1630
Baton Rouge, LA 70825-1697

Vice President Operations
Entergy Operations, Inc.
P.O. Box B

Killona, LA 70066



W. Haass

R. Smith

D. Wigginton
B. Ford

C. Wells

B. Killian

MEETING ON AUGUST 27, 1998
ATTENDEES

NRR, HQMB
NRR, HQMB
NRR, DRPW
Entergy
Entergy
Entergy, W-3

ATTACHMENT 1



¢ INIWHOVLLY

Entergy QAPM review matrix

Comment

Response

The statement in QAPM A_1 ¢ that “The requirements of the QAPM
are applied to these items and activities o an extent commensurate
with their importance to safety” and similar statements in other
referenced Standards could be misapphied and result in “shail”
commitments inappropriately bypassed without the appropriate review
process.

The statement in A_1 c is modified 1o clanfy that #t is the
method of implementation of the requirements of the
QAPM that changes depending on the safety
signification of the item or aciivity and not the
requirements of the QAPM.

Alc <9§de¢“
requirements of the QAPM are commensurate with the
item’s or activity's importance to safety.

Yes

Q-2

Need to clarify the duties and reporting responsibilities of any line
organization QA functional responsibilities. The specific concem was
related to the QC type functions.

Section B.12.a (p.15); it appears that line organization personnel
perform inspections; not clear.

If the line organization personnel perform the inspecticns, how is
independence maintained between doers and verifiers? Does the
QAPM meet A 2 b of SRP 17.37

The proposed QAPM currently has the following
requirements related to the duties and responsibilities
of personnei performing the QC and the QA manager’s
relationship:

QC personnel

A6a

It is the responsibility of each individual to promptly
identify and repo:t conditions adverse to quality.
Management at all levels encourages the identification
of conditions that are adverse o quality.

B.12 a and N18.7 Section 5.2.17
Thohspectmpmgrammaybebwmbyorbr

work being inspected.

B.12d
Inspection resufts ara to be documented by the
inspector and reviewed by qualified personnel.

N18.7 Section 5.2.17

The owner organization shail evaluate inspection
results B Records shall be kepi in sufficient detail to
permit adequate confirmation of the inspection
program. B Deviation, their cause, and any comective
action completed or pianned as 2 result of the
deviations shall be documented.

QA Manager

Revision dated 08/25/98
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Entergy QAPM review matrix

Response

AzdA1

The manager responsible for quality assurance has
adequacy of the quality assurance program as
described in this QAPM.

oils
Personnel performing audits have no direct
responsibilities in the area they are assessing.

N18.7 Section 4 5

Those performing audits may be members of the
audited organization; however, they shall not audit
While performing the audit, they shall not report 1o a
management representative who has immediate
responsibility for the activity being audited.

Conclusion

As evidenced by the guidance of ANSI N18.7, the
reguiatory intent of the functional relationship between
the QC function and the QA management is to allow
the QC function to be implemented by the line
function (with independence) to audit the QC function
performance. These sections of ANSI N18.7 were
endorsed without exception in RG 1.33 R2. The

pre  sed QAPM correctly reflects this intent without
char-ges.

An editorial change associated with respect to this item
is to add a cross reference to RG 1.33 in QAPM B.12

B.12.f Additional details concemning inspections
may be found in the Regulatory Guides and
associated Standards as committed to in Section
A7 and Table 1 {(e.g.. Regulatory Guide 1.33).

Q-3

Need to clarify the duties and reporting responsibiiities of any line
organization QA functional responsibilities. One method may be a

A licensee's organization description needs to contain
sufficient detail to provide reasonable assurance of

Revision dated 08/25/98




Entergy QAPM review matrix

Response

functional chart.
Additional NRC discussion:
NRC requirements to demonstrate organizational acceptabiiity:

The licensee’s organization chart needs to demonsirate the QA
Manager’s freedom from undue cost and scheduie pressures in the
performance of QA responsibilities by showing appropriate reporting
lines of authority to upper levels of management. We are also
interested in assuring that the QA Manager's ability to focus on QA
matters is not excessively diluted by the addition of other non related
responsibilities. So the organizational chart should also show the fult
complement of other functional areas. The chart does not need to
include specific titles, but should indicate general tities for each
functional area; general descriptions of responsibilities for each title
box can be delineated in the text. Of particuiar interest is an
identification of what QA functions deiineated in the QAPM are
implemented by what organizational element. These Cre the general
organizational factors that demonstraie conformance to Appendix B.

management oversight in the performance of quality
assurance responsibiliies. Consideration from undue
cost and schedule pressures by the preparation,
review, and submittal of unwarranted determinations
regarding reductions is commitment for organizational
restructure is essential in today’s environment.

This assurance and consideration is accomplished by
showing only the appropriate reporting lines of authority
to upper levels of management. This provides a
ficensee with the opportunity to focus on matters
essential to safety, thereby providing for the safety of
the general public, rather than on organizational make-
up of plant personnel.

Therefore, organization charts should not includs
specific tities, but rather general tities for each
functional area, with general descriptions of
responsibiiities for each title box delineated in
impiementing procedures.

Specific discussions

The reporting line of authority is described in QAPM
section A 2. This section shows the Ene of authority
from the chief executive officer to the QA manager.
This described line of authority insures that the QA
manager has an organizational functional level with a
high degree of authority by requiring that the QA
manager either report directly to the associated VP or
at most allows a single level of management between
the VP and the QA manager. Having a level of
management between the QA manager and the VP has
been accepted by the NRC in the past. Additionally,
QAPM A 2 d.1 states that the QA manager has the
authority and responsibility to escalate matters directly
to the chief executive officer when needed.

ANSI Standard N18.7 Section 3.4 in the last paragraph
provides the NRC accepted guidance conceming other
duties of the QA manager position. This standard will
continue to be meet under the new plan.

Revision dated 08/25/98




Entergy QAPM review matrix

Comment

Response

Tabie 1 A 1 Generai Qualification requirements for personnel will
meet ANSVANS 3.1 1978 except where axception to ANSI N12.1
or to this Standard is identified in the applicable unit's Techaical

Specifications.

RG 1.8 R1{1975) does not address ANSVANS 3.1 atall. RG18
R2(1987) does endorse certain portions of 3.1 (1981). W3 has
positions where 3.1 (1978) applies and others where 18.1 applies.
GG uses section of the 3.1 (1979) draft plus some of 3.1 1978. More
detail appears 1o be needed on what is covered under 3.1, what is still
under 18.1, which version of 3.1 should be used, and how the
incorporation of TMI Action Plan Requirements which were gradually
being incorporated into later versions of 3.1 will be considered when
an earfier version of 3.1 is used. Since 3.1 is being used, perhaps
consideration could be given io the requirements of RG 1.8 R2 (1987)
as the mora appropriate commitment at this time. How will future
changes to Tach Spec exceptions o these standards be controlled?
50.59?7 50.547 Both?

RG 1.8 is being used as a place holder in the QAPM
(this is very consistent with the RBS requirements Ref.
RBS USAR Section 1.8 page 8). RG 1.8 R 1 indorses
ANSI N18.1 1971 without any clarifications except for
the Radiation Protection Manager. Reguirements for
the Radiation Protection Manager are in each of the
units Technical Specifications and are not being
changed by this proposed QAPM revision. Entergy is
proposing to commit to meet ANS 3.1 1978 except for
specific exceptions identified in the Technical
Specifications.

This is a significant increase in commitment for ANO
and GGNS since ANS 3.1 1978 has many
requirements not contained in ANSI 18.1 1971,

Future changes to the TS will be controlled in
accordance with 10 CFR 50.92 which requires prior

NRC approval.

Q-5

Tabile 1 A 1 individuals filling positions at the time of
implementation of this commitment can be considered to meet
the requirements of this commitment for that position without
further review and documentation.

Include “ully qualified under existing commitments™ in addition to
“illing positions™. Does any consideration need to be given here for
recertifications or proficiency training requirement? Will these all be
iaw new commitments without exceptions?

The main problem with the addition is that many
positions did not have any qualifications in ANSI 18.1
1971.

What about a changs to:

Individuals filling positions at the time of
implementation of this commitment can be considerad
to meet any more restrictive aspects of the
requirements of this commitment for that position
without further review and documentation.

Table 1 A.2. General The following qualifications may be
considered aquivalent to a bachelor's degree:

a. 4 years of formal schooling in sclence or engineering,

b. 4 years of applied sxperience at a nuclear facility in the area
for which qualification is sought,

c. 4 years of operational or technical experience/training In
nuclear power, or

d. any combination of the above totaiing 4 years.

This is an axisting exception from GG. See L20.

Section 4.1 of ANS 3.1 allows other factors to be used
in place of degree requirements. It provides a list that
may be considered. The clarification provides the
specific list which will be applied.

As identified in GGNS UFSAR Appendix 3A page 1.8-1
these requirements are considered aquivalent to a
bachelor's degree. This was added to the UFSAR in
pre Operating License Amendment 28 dated 3/79.
N18.1 1971 only identifies degree requirements for 2
positions as required.

Revision dated 08/25/98




Entergy QAPM review matrix

Comment

Response

1) Are aft the units’ Tech Specs consistent with this? if tech specs
specify bacheior, is 3 bachelor degree requirer rather than this
option?

NRC current alternate qualification guidance for ISEG requires more
experience o substitute for a bachelor’s, as one example. How is this
consistent? What about QA manager?

3) Do these reguirements apply to more than just QA positions?
NRC QA staff might have to get other groups invoived if so.
(licensing, rad protection, etc.), and

4) When was this exception incorporated? What was the justification?

Q-7

Table 1 B.3. ANSI N45.2. 4 Documented routine inspections and
audits of the storage area may Section 3 be performed instead of
the requirements of this Section.

Requirements for initial receipt and storage are covered by anothe:
standard. Here only verification that items are in satisfactory
condition for instaliation and have not suffered sincs initial recept is
being addressed. As such this is basically consisient with u .« current
QAP approved by the NRC for ANO on page T 1-10 of its discussion of
compiionce. “..fo assure that stored fems ore maintained in a8
satisfactory condition.” might be added fo the end as this was
included in ANO's discussion, however, this might also already be
considered implied based on the context of this section of the
standard. See L16.

it's irr plied by the section it is referencing.

Table 1 B.4. ANSI N45.2. 4 QAPM Section B.12 will be complied
with instead of the Section 5.1 requirements of Section 5.1.1,
Section 5.1.2, and the first sentencs of Sectio: 5.1.3.

The GG exception uses its Policy 10.0 "Inspection” to implement the
above ANSI requirements. However, Policy 10 as written is mors
detailed than the new QAPM Section B.12 cited above. Moreover,
since this was not an exception for the other sites, and since there are
even mors specific iterrs in the standard than are contained in either
the current GG excepticn or the new QAPM Section B.12, it seems
appropriate to ask why the applicable portions of 5.1 should not be
included in addition to B.127 This seems more appropriate than the
“instead of” wording used above. This also seems o have been the
intent of the cited GG exception, as it says “... The inspection program
will incorporate, as applicabie, those items listed in these
subsections....” See L20.

Will remove the clarification.

Revision dated 08/25/98
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Entergy QAPM review matrix

Number Comment Response Submit?

Q-9 Tabie 1 C. 1. Section C.1 Entergy will provide procedures for the W3 Att 6 page 43 item 6. Also, really just a statement
guide’s Appendix A activities 2s discussed. . owever Entergy of fact. 10 CFR 50.2 provides the definition of safety
does not consider ail activities listed to be safety-related™ (e.g., related. We consider whatever meets that definition to
activities In 7.e). be safety related.
Did not see the discussion of this one.

Q-10 Table 1 C. 3. ANSI N18.7 Section 1 Sentences 4 and 5 state, T. “*o is not really a difference. | was just trying to
“However, applicable sections of this standard should he used reference back to the actual controfling document
as they apply to related activities. Activities included are: Design | which is the QAP Approval for Radioactive Material
Changes, Purchasing, Fabricating...” With regard to radiocactive Packages. It provides restrictions on the activities
material transportation activities, Entergy will only implement the | Entergy can perform. Listing the items in multiple
requirements associated with those activities conductied In documents just adds to the chance that one gets
accordance with the appiicable NRC Quality Assurance Program | changed without the other getting changed. A copy of
Approval for Radioactive Materia! Packages. ANO's QAP Approval for Radicactive Material

Packages can be found on Attachment 3 page 174.

Entergy states this is consistent with the current QAP for GG. Actual
GG exception to these sentences is worded “The licensee does not
intend to fabricate, design, assemble, or modify any NRC licensed
container to be used to transport radicactive material " Is there 2
difference here? App A p11 of 36. See L20.

Q-1 Table 1 C. 4. ANSI N18.7 Section 4. 3.1 The specific areas of The are 2 separate committees discussed in this

experience described in this section is not applicable to the
on-site safety review committee but the committee must be
comprised of site operating or engineering supervisory
personnel. Additionally, the off-site safety review committee
need contain experience in only a majority of the areas.

Entergy states this is a combination of currently approved QAP for
W3 and GG. The first sentence is said to be based on W3 QAP
Chapter 1 section 4.10 2 which states * The PORC shall be composed
of site management members as assigned, in writing, by the GMPO.
The GMPO will aiso indicate, in writing, the PORC Chairman.” This
does not appear to completely address the first sentence hers with
regard to experience. The second sentence actually appears o
comes from GG UFSAR p168.1-207, referenced in the QAP, which
states “In the aggregate, the membership of the committee shall
provide specific practical experience in the majority of the disciplines
of 7.4.2 1a through h." See L19 and L20

section 1) the onsite safety review group and the offsite
safety review group.

On-site safety review committee

ANO Att 3 page 44 item 13922 1 (ak.a. PSC)
GGNS Aft 4 page 85 item 7.4.1.2 (ak.a. PSRC)
RBS Att 5 page 20 item TR 58.1.2 (ak.a. FRC)
W3 Aft 6 page 14 item 4.10.1 {a k.a. PORC)

The first sentence is taking exception to the experience
list for the on-site safety review committee. The
current requirem~nts at the sit2s basically say that the
commiitiee is com Jrised of site management and do not
invoke the N18.7 experience requirements. The
wording is nearest the GGNS words. The
documentation part is covered in the general
requirement found in QAPM A.1.d.

Off-site safety review committee

Revision dated 08/25/98




Entergy QAPM review matrix

Response

ANO At 3 page 44 i'em 1.39.1.2.1and 1.39.1.3.1
{ak.a SRC)

GGNS Aft 4 page 88 item 7.4.2.2 b (a k.a. SRC)
RBS At 5 page 23 item TR 5.8 3.2 (ak.a. NRB)
W3 At 6 page 13 ilem 492 &8 493 {ak.a. SRC)

The second sentence is addressing the requirements
for the off-site safety review commitiee. Al of the
plants have an experience list simitar to the list in
N18.7 bu: N18.7 items 7 and 10 are not on the current
lists and RBS has 2 extra items (e.g., & and 10 items
requird). GGNS has the discussion that experience
= only required for 2 majority of the items (i.e_, 4 items
required). The proposed clarification requires 5 of the
10 items. Additionally, the last paragraph in the first
column for N18.7 S 4.3.1 says you will add experience
when needed. The new item is slightly less restrictive
for ANO, RBS, and W3 and slightly more restrictive for
GGNS but any potential problems caused by the
expernience difference is covered by iast paragraph in
the first column for N18.7 S4.3.1.

Q-12

Table 1 C. 6. ANSI N18.7 Section 4.3.4(2) Reviews associated with

changes to the technical specific>tions will be performed in
accordance with Section 4.3.4(3) instoad of this section.

This appears to come from GG UFSAR 7.4.2.7 e and proposed
clarification from RG 1.33 Section C.3. This seems to be used as
basis but it is not clear why this should require an
exception/clarification to 4.3.4{2). RG1.33 C.3 merely states "Section
4.3 4, "Subjects Requiring independent Review,” item (3) states, in
part, that changes fo the technical specifications or license
amendments related o nuclear safety are required to be reviewed by
the independent review dody prior to implementation. It should be
noted that proposed changes to technical specifications or license
amendments should be reviewed by the independent review body
prior to their submiftal to the Commission for approval.” What is the
purpose of this item 6 clarification? Isn1 commitment fo the RG

enough? See 1L20.

The requirements of Section 4.3 4(2) could be
interpreted to require that the committees review the
procedures associated with the TS change in a way
somea how cifferent than the review of the TS change.
Also, | would have to clarify the TS review requiremenis
twice if | leave this section applicable. Section 4.3.4(3)
provides the needed guidance; therefora, exception fo
Section 4.3 4(2) was taken for clarity.

Q-13

Table 1 C. 7. ANSI N18.7 Section 4.3.4(3) This requirement is

Letters which transmit a proposed technical
specification or license change to the Commission
have many parts (e.g., cover lefter and background).
The section that provides the safety justification is the
no significant hazards considerations evaluation for the

Revision dated 08/25/98
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Entergy QAPM review matrix

Comment

Response

This is a new change for alf the faciliies. It appears o be intended to
focus the attention of the » dependent review on the above part of the
submittal. Guidance o focus the review here may be appropriate but
it should not necessarily be limited to this part of the submittal. RG
1.33 C.3 darification information was also included for completeness.
See A13.

proposed change. This is the section of the proposed
change where the safety committees need to focus
their reviews. This change is made to clarify that
revisions fo a previously submitted proposed change
only requires review by the safety committees when the
modified by the revision.

Having the safety review committees review the no
significant hazards consideration is consistent with the
way 10 CFR 50 .59 evaluations are handled. The
committees review as a minimum ihe evaluation but not
necessary all of the other documents associated with a
change (e g., the markups of the SAR).

Q-14

Table 1 C. 8. ANSI N18.7 Section 4.3.4(4) in piace of the
requirements of this section the on-site and off-site safety review
committees shall review facility operations to detect putential
nuclear safety hazards and all reports made in accordance with
10 CFR 50.73.

4.3 4(4) deals with review of vanous violations, deviations and
reportable events, which require reporting tc the NRC in writing within
24 hours. This ciarification is said to be based on W3 QAP Chapter 1
Section 4. 10.5. However 4.10.5 has more specific examples than
described above. Moreover, neither W3 or any of the other plants
specifically took exception to 4.3 4(4) before. It is unclear why this is
needed or desired. Does 50.73 alone cover everything under
434(4)7 SeelL19and L4.

From what | understand, a long time ago there were 24
hour written reports as described in this section. These
were deleted and 10 CFR 50.72 (one hour and 4 hours
calls) and 10 CFR 50.73 (30 day reports) replaced
them. | have never seen a 24 hour written report.

All of the plants have a list of items to review with the
consistent theme being REPORTABLE EVENTS (ie.,
10 CFR 50.73). The other requirements varied from
plant to plant and the intent seemed to be to detect
potential nuclear safety hazards. We have tried to
identify the acceptance criteria for the review and move
some: of the details to procedures.

Also, GGNS (Att. 4 page 92 item 11) tock exceptior.
this entire section and replaced it with the inserted
UFSAR pages.

Q-15

Table 1 C. 9. ANSI N18.7 Section 4.3.4(5) inciuded in the matters
reviewed by the on-site safety review committes in accordance
with this section are the following:

a. new and revised station administrative procedures and

b. changes to the Emergency Plan (except editorial changes).
4.3 4(5) deals with other mafters involving safe operation of the
nuciear plant which an independent reviewer might consider

appropriate for consideration. This clarification is said to be based on
W2 QAP Chapter 1 Section 4. 10.5. These are items included under

This statement does not reduce the review
requirements of Section 4.3 4(5) it only adds
requirements. | tried to convey this with the words
“Included in the matters reviewed B" and not words iike
“in place of".

We will change the words to the following:

Examples of the matters reviewed by the on-site
safety review committee in accordance with this saction
are the following: B
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4.10.5 for W3. However, neither W3 or any of the other plants
specifically took exception to 4.3 4(5) before. Therefore, so long as
the above statement is taken as an exampie and not an exclusive set,
this could be acceptable. Perhaps wording itke *__such as the

ing" instead of *.__are the following." See L19. ]

Q-16 Table 1 C.11. ANSI N18.7 Section 4.5 The independent review Al of the sites required that -, offsite review
body discussed in this saction is the off-site safety review committee oversee audits (ref. GGNS At 4 page 89
commitiee. item 7.4 2 8). The only potential conflict is that the on-

site safety review committee is also an independent
Section 4.5 includes a requirement for a periodic review of the audit review body and that is not the body that shouid
program be performed by the independent review body or by a perform this review.
management representative at least semiannually ... This clarification
is based on W3 QAP Chapter 1 Section 4.9 10.3 and Chapter 18
Section 5.2. These Sections do indicate that audit activities are
performed under the cognizance of the SRC, although specific
penodic review requirements are not addressed. However, as far as
the above ciarification, there would not seem to be any reason within
18.7 or RG 1.32 which would conflict with the above clarification. See
L19.

Q17 Table 1 C.12. ANSI N18.7 Section 5.1 Instead of the requirements | This sentence was referring to the fact that RBS does
of this section to have a summary document, a methed of cross not have a QA program impiementing procedure kst
referencing these requirements to the implementing procedures | with associated responsible department in their QA
will be maintained. manual.

Consis*ent with the QAP approved by the NRC for RB? Where is this
in the 128 QAP? See L21.
Q-18 Table 1 C. 13. ANSI N18.7 Section 5.2.2 The person who holds a GGNS Att 4 page 92 item 14 takes exception to ak of

senior reactor ope cators license for the affected unit and
approves a temporary change to a procedure is not
required to be in charge of the shift.

The basis for this GG UFSAR page 1GB.1-208 & 209. Here when
describing temporary approval and the two members of the plant
management staff, it only adds that “.._at least one of whom holds a
Senior Reactor Operator’s License.” However, this does not
specifically take exception o 5.2.2 which may be viewed as an
additional requirement on this operator? Is there anywhere else, such
as in the UFSAR exceptions to RGs or other NRC
approvals/positions, which specifically exempts the requirement as is
done above? See L20.

the temp. change requirements in N18.7 Section 5.2.2
and says GGNS will follow the TS and UFSAR.
UFSAR pages 208 and 209 are the requiremenis (they
previously were the TS requirements). Since GGNS
took exception to the all of the temp. change
requirements they did not address the N18.7 Section
5.2.2. words of “supervisor in charge of the shift.”
GGNS only specified the person hoid an SRO. Since
'm no longer taking exception to the all of the temp.
change requirements, | needed to address the words in
N18.7 Section 5.2.2. Taking exception o the words
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Q-19

Table 1 C. 14. ANSI N18.7 Section 5.2.2 In addition to the
temporary procedure change process described for changes
which clearly do not change the intent of a procedure, temporary
procedurs changes which may change the intent of a procedure
may be made following the process described in this section.
Except that the person normally responsibie for approving
revisions to the procedure is the approval authority for the
change.

The basis for this GG UFSAR page 168.1-208 & 209. Here there is
an additionai option not covered in 5.2 .2 for temporary changes, ie.
those which may invoive a change in intent. As this was previously
accepted GG by the NRC, and as the person approving is the person
normal requirements for procedure review are mel, this appears to be
acceptable. is additional comment or: review requ.ements for this
special case needed here? See 1L 20.

This requirement adds an extra layer of conservatism
to the change process for changes potentially involving
intent changes. Like the temporary procedure changes
which clearly do not change the intent, these temporary
procedure changes must have the remaining reviews
performed prior to becoming permanent.

Q-20

C.15. ANSI N18.7 Section 5.2.6 Instead of the requirements of
this section, non-conforming conditions wiil be evaluated and
controlled in accordance with the corractive action program.

Section 5.2 6 deals with aquipment contro! in general and goes
beyond just control of nonconforming conditions. A justification for
not using these equipment controls in addition to those which may be
requirad by the corrective action program has not been provided.
What is the purpose of this clarification/exception? See L 4.

The wording of the clarification is to broad. The intent
was that the discussion conceming the control of
nonconforming conditions be taken exception to by this
clarification.

Revise the clarification to the following:

“Instead of the requirements of this section concemning
non-conforming conditions, non-conforming
conditions will be evaluated and controtled in
accordancs with the comective action program.”

This section in the ANS! Standard talks about declaring
systems inoperable. Each piant has a program to meet
Generic Letter 91-18 to control the decision process for
determining if equipment is inoperable. If was
considered preferable to leave all of the detaiis in the
GL 91-18 program.

YES

Q-21

Table 1 C.18. ANSI N18.7 Secticn 5.2.6 The requirement of the
fifth paragraph of this section to have 2 log of the status of
temporary modifications Is not applicable to temporary
modifications installed in accordance with procedures which
provide assurance that approvals are obtained, temporary
modification activities are verified, and that activities are
adequately documented to indicate the status of the temporary
modification.

The requirement that the activity be in accordance with
an approved procedure was considered to be a
sufficient description of the types of tasks. The wording
of the exemption is modified to insure that the intent of
item (2) is maintained. The words are not modified to
match the words of item (3) since to proposed words
more accurately reflect the requirement as discussed in
N18.7. N18.7 required “[a] log shall be maintained of
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the current status of such temporary modifications.”

This is basically consistent with the current QAP approved by the The proposed words require the aclivities ba
NRC for ANO (ANO QAP Section 14 2 5). However, the ANO wording | “adequately documented to indicate the status of the
seems somewhat more restrictive. i @ "Additionally, temporary temporary modification.”
modifications which constitute temporary changes to piant
configuration due to routine tasks such as the additions of Modify the exception to state:
temporary jumpers or gauges as part of maintenance,
calibration, or froubleshooting, may be instalied and removed by The requirement of the fifth paragraph of this section fo
use of approved procedures or work plans, providing (2) and (3) have a log of the status of temporary modifications is
above are satisfied. These changes are not maintained on a status not applicable to temporary modifications installed in
log since removal of the temporary change is controlled by the same accordance with procedures. These procedures shall
procedure or work plan which instalied it." (2) above refers o provide assurance that approvals are obtained,
“Perform independent verification of temporary modifications by an temporary modification activities are independently
individual cognizant of the purpose and the effect of the temporary verified by an individual cognizant of the purpose
madification.” (3) above refers to "Document temporary modifications | and the effect of the temporary modification, and
to assure the actions are taken to retum the equipment or system to that activities are adequately documented fo indicate
its original operating configuration and status.” See L 4 and L 16. the status of the temporary modification.

Q-22 Table 1 C.17. ANSI N18.7 Section 5.2.7.1 This section wiil be QAPM A _1.d provides the documentation requirement.
Iimplemented by adding the words “Where practical”™ in front of
the first and fourth sentences of the fifth paragraph. For
modifications whers the requirements of the fourth sentence are
not considersd practical, a review in accordance with the
provisions of 1C CFR 50.59 will be conducted.
This is consistent with current QAP approved by NRC for GG in items
(4) and (17) under exceplions to RG 1.33. However, (4) aiso
specifically requires the 50.59 review also be documented. See L20.

Q-23 Table 1 C.22. ANSI N18.7 Section 5.2.15 Required procedure 10 CFR 50.73(b) requires the identification and

reviews following the occurrences discussed in Section 5.2.15,
~=-=araph 3, sentence 3, are determined and controlled in
a.cordance with the QAPM Section A6 instead of this section.

This is based on an curent QAP approved by NRC for GG in item
(22} under exceptions to RG 1.33. However, the reference to A6
above does not seem appropriate to directly address this Section.
Wording in current GG QAP that applies is: "Applicable procedures
shall be reviewed following an accident, unexpectad transient,
significant operator error, or equipment malfunction which results in 2
reportable occurrence. The difference between this and 18.7 being
the added..."which results in a reportable occurrence.” Why not just
say that here? See L.20 and L 4.

correction of procedures deficiencies which contribute
to REPORTABLE EVENTS. QAPM A 6 requires that
the root cause of significant events be investigated and
correciive actions taken. Basically, exception was
taken from this ANSI Section to reduce the number of
places that similar requirements are discussed using
different words. The proposed requirements meet the
intent of the ANSI Standard while reducing the potential
for confusion caused by different words being used.
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Q-24

Table 1 C.24. ANSI N18.7 Section 5.2.16 Sentence 2 of paragraph
3 states: "Records shall be made and equipment suitably marked
to indicate calibration status.” Instead of requiring the marking of
ail equipment this statement is changed to require the equipment
to be controlied to indicate the cailibration status.

This is basically consistent with the intent of the current QAP
dlarification approved by the NRC for RB for ANSI N .45.2 4 section
25.2. Inarecent SER for Farley the NRC found altematives to
marking calibration status on equipment to be accepiabie based on:
{1} unique instrument numbers are readable at the instrument, (2)
the instrument numbers are traceable to calibration schedules and
records, (3) the calibration schedules and records contain the same
information as required by ANSI N45.2 4(1972), (4) these schedules
and records are readily accessible to personnel who are required to
check calibration status as required by goveming procedures, {5) and
the above altemative to tagging or labeling instruments with
calibration data s "ctherwise controfled”™ by its description in the
requesied change to the Quality Assurance Program Description. Do
the “controls™ as used here by Entergy cover these general criteria?
Is more detail needed here, or is detail in confrolling procedures
sufficient? Perhaps something fike "___controfied to indicate the
calibration status to the same level of information as required by
N452 4 and N18.7, with equivalent clarity, and with ready
accessbility to those requiring information on calibration status of
equipment.” See L 8.

The additional words don't add o the clanty of the
requirement. The clarification proposed provides an
adequate description of the QA requirements.

In addition to the current RBS ~laication, GGNS has
a clarification aflowing the use of a omputerizad
system (GGNS Att 4 page 96 item 30)

Q-25

Table 1 D.1. General Iinstead of using the cleantiness level
classification system of ANS! N45.2 1, the required cleaniiness
for specific items and activities is addressed on a case-by-case
hasis. Cleanliness is maintainad, consistent with the work being
performed to prevent introduction of foreign material. As a
minimum, cleaniiness inspections are performed prior to system
closure and such inspections are documented.

This is described as being consistent with the current QAP for RB.
We don't have a specific table of exceptions for RB. Were is this
exception described? See L.10.

RBS USAR Section 1.8 page 46 ltem 2 at the bottom of
the page.

Q-26

Table §f D.3. Section C.4 Contamination levels in expendable
products are based upon safe practices and industrial
availability. Contaminant levels are controlied such that
subsequent removal by standard cleaning methods resuits in
the achlievement of final acceptabie levels which are not
detrimentai to the materials.

Clarification proposed is consistent with a RBS
clarification. Reference RBS USAR Section 1.8 page
46, Paragraph C.4 clarification, last haif of the
paragraph.
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CA. States: "Section 5 of ANSI N45.2 1-1972 states. in part, that low
sulfur, low fluorine, and/or low chionne compounds may be used on
austenific stainless steels and that low suifur and low lead compounds
may be used on nickel-base alloys. Chemical compounds that could
contribute to intergranutar cracking or stress-corrosion cracking
shouid not be used with austenific stainless steel and nickel-base
afloys. Examples of such chemical compounds are those containing
chiorides, fluorides, lead, zinc, copper, sulfur, or mercury where such
elements are leachahile or where they could be released by
breakdown of the compounds under expected environmental
conditions (e.g., by radiation). This limitation is not intended to prohibit
the use of tnchiorotrifluoroethane which meets the requirements of
Military Specification Mi-C-81302b for cleaning or degreasing of
austenitic stainless steel provided the precautions of subdivision
7.3{4) of ANSI N45.2.1-1973 are cbserved.”

The GG clarification cited states in part: "Expendabie materials ..
which contact stainless steel or nickel alloy surfaces shall not contain
metais, their alloys or compounds, as basic and essential chemical
constituents. Prescribad maximum levels of water leachable
chiorides, total halogens, and sulphur and its compounds shall be
imposed on expendable products.”

It is unclear i the newly worded exception is consistent with either of
these statements. The "industrial availability” basis does not address
the safety issue. The cleaning option to maintain acceptable levels,

although a good practice, is not addressed as a basis in either C4 or
the referenced GG clarification. This issus may need to be forwarded
to the materials group for a technical determination. See L 20.

Q-27

Table 1 E.5. ANSI N45.2.2 Section 4.3. Inspections of packages
andior preservative coatings are made immediately prior to
leading rather than after loading.

The new clarification is said to meet the intent of the original
Reguiatory Guide or ANSI requirement and is consistent with a
discussion in the GG UFSAR. Where exactly Is this GG discussion
located? Is the concem that some areas may not be accessible for
inspection after they are loaded? Perhaps “during lcading™ (i.e. each
ftem is inspected as it is loaded) may be closer to the intent. See
L17.

This clarification is based on & clarification to in the
RBS USAR. Reference USAR Section 1.8, page 48,
item 3.

The supplier verifies that the packaging is OX when it is
given to the shipper (Section 4.3) and the warehouse
verifies that it is OK when it is received (Section 5.2.2).
You can not necessary inspect it while it is loaded.
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Q-28

Table 1 E.21. ANSI N45.2.2 Section A_.3.6.2 The last sentence is
considerad unnecessary guidance and not an Appendix (A-3)
appropriate requirement since vapor barrier materiais are usuaily
brown, cream, or black in color.

The last sentence states "The barrier material should be brightly
colored to preclude loss within a system.” The above statement does
not necessarily seem to be consistent with this. Alternate wording
such as “_.. appropriately colored to prevent loss..." might be
acceptable. Justification given for this change is that the new
clarification meets the intent of the originai Regulatory Guide.
However, C.1.e of the RG states “__In lieu of this guideline, the vapor
bamier material should be colored to contrast with the materials on
which they are used.” Therefore, why shouid any exception or
clarification to the RG be needed at all? See L17.

RG 1.38 does address this issue and the words seem
more appropriate. This clarification car. be deleted.

Deleta E.21 and renumber remaining clarifications.

YES

Q-29

Table 1 E.22. ANSIN45.2.2 Section A3.7.1 In lieu of A3.7.1{3)
and (4), Entergy will comply with the following: Appendix (A-3)
Fiberboard boxes shall be securely closed either with a water
resistant adhecive applied to the entire area of contact between
the flaps, or »!i ssams and joints shall be seaied with not less
than 2-inch wide, water resistant tape.

Stated reason for this clarification Is that it meets the intent of the
original RG or ANSI requirement and is consistent with a discussion in
the GG UFSAR. What specific references are used to arrive ai this
conclusion? The standard indicates that both adhesive and the tape
are necessary for item 3 and item 4 indicates that strapping with

reh forced tape is also necessary.

This clarification is consistent with a clarification to in
the RBS USAR. Reference USAR Section 1.8, page
49, item 6.

The intent of the ANSI seem to be that the box be well
sealed. Either on of these methods seem sufficient to
meet that intent.

Q-30

Table 1 E.26.ANS! N45.2.2 The last paragraph of A.3.9 couid be
interpreted as prohibiting any Appendix (A-3) direct marking on
bare austenitic stainless steel and nickel alloy Section A.3.9
metal surfaces. As a alternate, paragraphs A 3.9. (1) and (2) may
be used tc conirol marking on the surface of austenitic stainiess
steels and nickel base alloys as long as contamination levals in
the material used for marking are controlied such that the
marking is not detrimentai to the materials marked.

This is basically consistent with a clarification for RG1.38 on page T1-
7 & 8 in tha QAP approved by the NRC for ANO. However, the
following specific conditions were included in the ANO exception:

The proposed item removed some of the specific
details, but engineering evaluations control the
materials used.

Revision dated 08/25/98




Entergy QAPM review matrix

Comment

Response

fow melting point afloys as basic chemical constituent shall not be
brought in contact, or shall not be used on surfaces of corrosion
resistant alloys. Low-sulphur, low fluorine and/or low chiorine
compounds may be used on austenitic stainless steels. the maximum
fimits for the above mentioned marking materiais wiil be as follows:
(a) total inorganic and organic halogen content shail not exceed one
(1) percent. (b) The suiphur content shali not exceed one (1) percent.
What specific additional requirements are committed to in order to
ensure that thesa limitations are observed, and where are they
located? See L.16and L 4.

Q-31

Table 1 F.1. ANSI N45.2.3 General The ANSI five level zone
designation system may not be utilized, but the intent of the
standard will be met for the areas of housekeeping, plant and
personnel safety, and fire protection.

This is generally consistent with a clarification for RG1.38 item 7 on
page 42 in the QAP approved by the NRC for W3. However, to avoid
future confusion and to be completely consistent, the statement
should be prefaced or followed by "__in the operations phase...” Also
include a statement to the effect that procedure or instructions for
housekeeping to include the applicable requirements of this standard
will be developed on a case by case basis, as was included in the W3
case. See L.19.

The statement “in the operations phase™ was removed
and is not needed sincs all of our units have completed
the construction phase. The original QA manuals were
developed during the construction phasa.

That the designations are controiled by procedures is
required by QAPM A 1.d. QAPM A 3 f says that
procedures are to reflect the QAPM requirements.

The term “case by case basis” mally didn't add any
thing to the exception. The requirement is that we
procedurally ensure that the intent of the standard is
met for all applicable plant areas.

Q-32

Table 1 F.2. ANSI N45.2.3 This section Is not applicable.
Section 3.1

This is basically consistent with an exception for RG1.39, item 2, 7th
paragraph in the QAP approved by the NRC for GG. However, to
avoid future confusion and to be completely consistent, the statement
shouid be prefaced or foliowed by “__.in the operations phase...” See
L.20.

" The statement “in the operations phasa” was removed

and is not needed since all of our units have completed
the construction phase. The original QA manuals were
developed during the construction phase

Q-33

Table 1 F.5. ANS! N45.2.3 Section 3.4 This section is not
applicable.

This is basically consistent with an exception for RG1.39, item 2, 12th
paragraph in the QAP approved by the NRC for GG. However, o
avoid future confusion and o be compietely consistent, the statement
shouid be prefaced or followed by with *__in the operations phase...”
See L.20.

The statement “in the operations phase” was removed
and is not needed since afl of our units have completed
the construction phase. The original QA manuals were
developed during the construction phase.

Q-34

Table G.2. ANSI N45.2.6 Section 1.2 Paragraph 4 requires that the
sta- dard be imposed on personnel other than licensee
empioyees; the applicability of this standard to suppliers will be

The first sentence of the last paragraph says that it
applies to “personnel of the owners”. The proposed
clarification doesn't affect that requirement.
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documented and applied, as appropriate, in procurement
documents for such suppliers.
This is consistent with an exception for RG1.58, item 2 in the QAP
approved by the NRC for GG. See L.20. However, perhaps the
wording could be revised to specifically indicate that this standard
remains applicable for licensee employees.

Q-35 Table G.3. ANS! N45.2.6 Section 1.2 The requirements of this 1 don't think there is any difference in the meanings but YES
standard do not apply to pe-sonnel using editions of ASNT well change the words to:
contained within 10 CFR 50.55a approved ASME editions or
addenda later than those listed in the standard. The requirements of this standard do not apply o

personnel using later editions of ASNT contained

This is basically consistent with an exception for RG1.58, item 6 in the | within 10CFR50.55a approved ASME editions or
QAP approved by the NRC for GG. However, for the above to be addenda.
correct, it should be clear that the standard is “not intended to apply to
personnel who only perform inspection, examination, or testing in
accordance with ASNT__SNT-TC-1A" This is already stated in the
standard. It seems the real question might be the edition of ASNT.
Perhaps the original GG exception wording is better {(i.e. The licensee
reserves the right to use later editions of ASNT contained within
10CFR50.55a approved ASME editions or addenda.) See L.20

Q-36 Table G.5. ANSI N45.2 6 Section 1.5 Entergy reserves the right to | The alterate requirements will be as determined
use personnel who do not meet these experience requirements appropriate by the individual authority responsible for
but have shown capabiliity through training and testing or certification of these individuals. They could be
capability demonstration. different depending on the certification being sought.

In accordance with QAPM A_1.d procedures will specify

This is consistent with an exception for RG1.58, item 5 in the QAP the requirements.
approved by the NRC for GG. Ses L.20. What are the altemate
traningtesting/capability requirements for these levels? Were are the
specified? .

Q-37 Table 1 J.1.RG 1.88 Saction 4.4 Entergy wili meet the The NQA-1 piece is on ANO Ati 3 page 167.

requirements of ANSI/ AS ME NQA-1-1983, Section C Suppilement
175-1 in lleu of N45.2 9 Section 5.6 or the discussions in this
section for Records Storage Facilities with the clarification that
penatrations providing fire protection, lighting,
temperature/humidity control, or communications are
acceptabie.

Where is the ANO exception on which the paragraph is said to be
based, and the RB exception on which the second paragraph is said
to based?

The penetrations piece, as indicated on the ANO
markup, is based on GGNS Att 4 page 115.

Q-38

Table 1 J.5. ANSI N45.2.9 Section 5.4.3 Instead of the
requirements of this section, Entergy will comply with the
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following: Provisions shail ba made for speciai processed Change this exemption to say:
records such as radiographs, photogmaphs, negatives, microfilm,
and magnetic media to prevent damage from excessive fight, instead of the requirements of this section, Entergy will
stacking, electromagnetic fields, tamperature, and humidity as comply with the following: Provisions shaf be made for
appropriate to the record type. special processed records such as radiographs,
This is consistent with an exception for RG1.88, item 4 in the QAP to prevent damage from excassive light, stacking,
approved by the NRC for GG. However, it would seem appropriate to | electromagnetic fields, temperature, and humidity as
include *.. with appropriate consideration of packaging and storing appropriate ‘o the record type with appropriate
recommendations as provided by the manufacturer of these consideraticn ef packaging and storing
materials " This would heip ensure that the requirement from the recommendations as provided by the manufacturer
original standard is at least considered when appropriate. See L.20 of these materiais.

Q-39 Table 1 J.7. ANSI N45.2.9 Section 5.6 Entergy wili meet the The NQA-1 piece is on ANO Aft 3 page 167.
requirements of ANSVASME NQA-1-1983, Supplement 175-1
Section 4.4 In fieu of this section for Records Storage Facilities The penetrations piece, as indicated nn the ANO
with the clarification that penetra‘ions providing fire protectior, markup, is based on GGNS At 4 page 115.
fighting, temperature/humidity control, or communications are
acceptabla Except that as an aiternate to these requirements The second paragraph based on RES USAR Section
ron-permanent records {e.g., 3 years retention records} may be 1.8 page 135 tem c.
stored and maintained by the originating organization in
one-hour minimum fire rated file cabinets located in
environmentaily controlied facitities that have suitable fire
protection. Suitable fire protection is provided by sither an
sutomatic sprinkler syster or a combination of two or more of
the following: 1 ) automatic fire alarms 2) hose stations, or 3)
portable extinguishers.
The discussion of penetrations in the first paragraph is consistent with
an exception for RG1.88, item 6 in the QAP approved by the NRC for
GG. However, that exception also states that "All such penetrabons
shall be sealed or dampered o comply with a minimum two-hour fire
protection rating.” riow is this addressed and whers is the reference
to NOA-1 made? Ses L.20 and L.16.
RB is cited us the sourpe for the second paragraph. How was this
amrived al? See L18.

Q-40 Table 1 K 6. ANSI N45.2.5 Section 5.5 Entergy will comply with NRC will know and approve welding code changes

inspection reguirements of the appliczbls weiding codes and any
exceptions instead of this section.

This is basically consistent with an exception for RG1.94, item 7 in the
QAP approved by the NRC for GG. See L20. However, the GG

through the 10 CFR 50.55(aj{f) process. This is the
method for later codes to be approved and their use
authorized for Nucloar Facilities fo use. EOI through
the 10 CFR 50.55 required updates of 10 Year iSI
Program wili show which codes to use including eriginal
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exception states the appiicabie weiding codes are specified in the construction codes, where applicabie.
UFSAR. What is the control here 1o ensure that the NRC knows and
approves cf the codes being applied?

Q-41 Table 1 L1. ANSI N45.2.8 Section 3 Documented routine The first full sentence on ANO Aft 3 page 151 (T1-10)
inspections and audits of the storage area may be performed is this statement. The clarification begins on page 149
instead of the requirements of this section. (T1.8). The rest of the clarification is stating the basis

or affect of the clarification and is not necessary in the
This said to be based on an exception in the QAP approved by the QAPM.
NRC for ANO. However, the approved exception for ANO on page
T1-8 does not seem fo explain this. Where are the appropriate
references and how was tha above exception arrived at? See L'6.

Q-42 Table 1 M.2. ANSI N45.2.1] Section 1.2.2 item c Is an option GG 7.5.7 is covered by the clarfication to RG 1.144
which may be used to assure quality; however, any option given | Section C.3.b.(2) identified in Table 1 item N.3. This
in 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion VIl as implemented by the item and the associated RG requirements address the
QAPM may aleo be used. evaluation of the supplier’'s QA program. The part

proposed for removal is the list of experience sources.
This wording is basically consistent with an exception for RG1.123, This clarification is being modified as discussad in
ftem 2 in the QAP approved by the NRC for GG. However, GG's Question 46 below.
existing policies 4 and 7 on procurement document control and control
of purchased material, equipment and services which are cited in the | Nothing significant was removed from the QA manuai
GG exception o this RG contain information specifically on evaluation | discussion of GGNS Policies 4 and 7 in the conversion
of the supplier’s quality assurance program that does not seem to be | o the new QAPM. ftems from the ANSI Standards just '
directly 2ddressed in the new QAPM. For example, GG 7.5.7 were not repeated.
speacifically requires evaluations of the Supplier's Quality Assurance
program (although this item was proposed for removal (see L 4)).
What items in the new QAPM are specifically address S1.2 2 ¢
requirement for an evaluation of the supplier’'s QA program and/or the
Criteria Vil requirements for the applicant assessment of the
effectivenoss of tha control of quality by contractors? Is evaluation of
the supplier's QA program specificaily addressed or an altemative
specifically described anywhere in this CGAPM? The apparent removal
of the specific requirement for evaluation of supplier's QA programs
does not seem o meet the intent of the standard or App B. Criteria
Vil. The only issue really seems to be the method of evaiuating the
QA program and not whether it should be evaluated. Therefore, is i
necessary o take exception at all? if so perhaps a statement such as
“Details of the methods used to evaluate the supplier's quality
assurance program as required by this section are impiemented by
the QAPM and associated procedures.” See L20.
Q-43 Table 1 M €. ANSI N45.2. 13 The requirements of the QAPM will NRC pilace hoider

be implemented instead of Section 3.4 this section.
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conferences may be fulfille= % 3 variety of communications,
such == *=——5ne conversation.

Number Comment Response Submit?
This is basically consistent with an exception for RG1.123, item 4 in
the QAP approved by the NRC for GG. 1t should be acceptable here
provided that the Entergy QAPM sections on procurement document
control and control of purchased material, equipment, and service are
fourd acceptable with respect to GGNS's existing policies 4 and 7
which are cited in the GG exception 1o this RG. See 120

0)-44 Table 1 M 8. ANSI N45.2 .13 Section 8.2 liem b Non-conformances | OK YES
are only required to be submitied to Entergy when the
non-conformance could adversely affect the and use of an item Change the wording to the following:
relative to safety, interchangeabiliiy, cperability, reliability,
Integrity or maintainability. Non-conformance notices for conditions described

In this section are nnly required to be submitted to

This is basically consistent with an exception for RG1.123, item 3 in Entergy when the non-conformance could adversely
the QAP approved by the NRC for GG. The GG excepiion also lists affect the end use of an item relative lo safety,
the 4 non-conformances contained in the standard that the above interchangeability, operability, refiability, integrity or
statement applies to. Perhaps vording such as "Non-conformances maintainability
conditions described in this section are only_ " would remove any
dotbt. See L20.

Q-45 Table 1 N.1. RG 1.144 Section C.3.2.(2) This section is not The onginal QA manuals wera developed during the
applicabie. construction phase. Statements like “in the operations

phase” were removed and ara not needed since all of

This is consistent with an exception for RG1.144 item 13 in the QAP our units have completed the construction phase.
approved by the NRC for GG. Section C 3.a.(2) is for Design and
Construction Phase Activities. Perhaps add *__in the Operations

Q-46 Table 1 N.J. RG 1.144 Section C.1.b.{2) instead of the annual OK. But the procedures and documented part is YES
documented evaluation of suppliers discussed in this section, a | covered by QAPM A 1.d.
review of the supplier’s performance is conducted in accordance
with procedures. Modify the clarification to state:
This said to be consistent with an ex ception for RG1.144_ item 14, Instead of the annual documented evaluation of
paragraph 3 in the QAP approved by the NRC for GG. This supphiers discussed in this section, an ongoing
paragraph actuai says "A documented ongoing evaluation of the evaluation of supplier performance is conducted
supphier should be performed.” 1t also states, where applicable, this which takes into account, where applicable, the
review should take into account the same itemns listed in this section other considerations of this section and paragraph
and paragraph of the RG. Consider wording such as *._documented | of the Regulatory Guide.
ongoing avaluation of supplier performance is conducted in
accordance with procedures which take into account, where
applicable, the ofher considerations of this section and paragraph of
the RG" See L20.

Q47 Table 1 N.4. ANSI N45.2.12 Section 4.3.1 Pre-andi® = sostaudit | RBS USAR Section 1.8 page 204.
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Comment

Response

Section 4.3 does not appear o place any restrictions on the
communication method and therefore this is acceptable. (RB QAP
was referenced here but | did not see a reference to communications
method. Where did this come from?) See L18.

Taidte 1 N.5. ANSI N45.2.12 Section 4.3.1 Pre-audit and post-audit
confei*nces are only held when deemed necessary by quality
assurancs or when requested by the audited organization.

This is consistent with an exception for RG1. 144, item 3 in the QAP
approved by the NRC for W3. However, could wording such as *_.
are normally conducted, except were they would interfere with the
nature or schedule of the audit, e g. unannounced audits, persons
nomally attending audit not available, etc.” This wording might better
captura the intent of the standard and that of the approved exception
for GG. See L19.

If the quality assurance organization does not feel that
the audit and/or finding need a conference with the
audited organization and the audited organization does
not feel a need for the meeting, whai purpose is the
conference achieving? The purpose of the W3
exemption is fo allow judgement be used to determine
when a conference would achieve a useful purpose.
Having a conference just for the sake of having a
conference detracts resources from more important
tasks.

Table 1 N.7. ANSI N45.2.12 Section 4.3.3 Pre-audit and post-audit
conferences are only heid when deemed necessary by quality
assurance or when requested by the audited organization.

This is consistent with an exception for RG1.144_ item 3 in the QAP
approved by the NRC for W3. Howaver, could wording such as *...
are normally conducted, except wera they would interfers with the
nature or schedule of the audit, e g. unannounced audits, persons
nomally attending audit not available, etc_, or formally deemed as
unnecessary” This wording might better capture the intent of the
standard and that of the approved exception for GG. This is the
same comment 2s the pre-audit comment above, only it would seem
aven more important in the case of post-audit as findings could be
discussed. See L19.

If the quality assurance organization does not feel that
the a2udit andior finding need a conference with the
audited organization and the audited organization does
not feel a need for the meeting, what purpose is the
conference achieving? The purpose of the W3
exemption is o allow judgement be used to determine
when a conference would achieve a usaful purpose.
Having a conference just for the sake of having a
conference detracts resources from more important
tasks.

Table 1 N.8. ANSI N45.2.12 Section 4.3.3 Pre-audit and post-audit
confersnces may be fulfiiied by a variety of communications
such as telephone conversation.

Section 4.3 does not appear lo place any restrictions on the
communication method and therefore this is accepews. (RB QAP
was referenced here but | did not see a reference to communications
method. Where did this come from?) See L18.

RBS USAR Section 1.8 page 204.

Q-51

Table 1 N.10. ANSI N45.2.12 Section 4.5.1 The QAPM Section A§
corrective action program may be used instead of these
requirements. Also, no additional documentation is

necessary i needed corrective actions are taken and verified

ANO Att 3 page 163 provides the basis for the first
sentence. The only part of the ANO exempflion that is
not addressed is the 30 day requirement.

YES
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Comment

Response

prior to audit report issuance.

This does not appear to be compietely consistent with the intent of the
standard or the cite 1 exception to RG1.144 item 11 in the QAP
approved by the NRC for GG. The GG exception merely states that
written response is not necessary if corrective action is {aken and
verifiad prior 0 issuance of the audit report. Therefore the second
sentence above is consistent, however, the first is not.  If something
to the effect that “... 1o meel these requirements provided the same
type of follow-up information and schedules are mel " replaces *. .
instead of these requirements ”, then this might be acceptable. Sse
L20.

Change the exemption to the following:

The QAPM Section A 6 corrective action program may
be used instead of these requiroments as iong as the
appropriate time limits are applied to significant
conditions adverse to quality. Also, no additionai
documentation is necessary if needed comactive
actions are taken and verified prior fo audit report
issuance.

Q-52

Table 1 0.2. ANSI N45.2.23 Instead of the requirements of this
section, the following may be Section 2.3 4 implemented:
"Prospective iead auditors shall demonstrate their ability to
effectively implement the audit process and lead an audit team.
Upon successful demonstration of the aoility to effectively lead
audits, licensee management may designate a prospective lead
suditor as a lead auditor.”

The basic concept of demorstranon of skills for lead auditors was
previously approved by the NRC for SONGS. The following exception
was found acceptabie:

“Prospective Lead Auditors shall demonstrate their ability to
effectively implement the audit process and effectively lead an audit
team. This process is described in written procedures which provide
for evaluation and documentation of the results of this demonstration.
in addition, the prospective Lead Auditor shall have participated in at
least one Nuclear Oversight audit within the year preceding the
individual's effective date of qualification. Upon successhal
demonstration of the ability to effectively implement the audit process
and effectively lead audits, and having met the other provisions of
Section 2.3 of ANSUVASME N45.2 23-1978, the individual may be
certified as being quaiified to lead audits ”

The NRC detarmined that the altemative for lead auditor quali€.cation
proposed by SONGS represents an acceptable altemnative to iftem
1883 of SRP 17.1 which is referenced in the criteria for audits in SRP
17.2. This determination was based on the licensee’s proposed
quality assurance program controls which require that 1) prospective
lead auditors effectively demonstrate their ability to implement the

The documentation and procedure discussion in the
SONGS SER is covered by QAPM A 1 d.

The SONGS SER statement "and having met the other
provisions of Section 2.3 of ANSVASME

N45.2 23-1978" is covered by the fact that this
clarification only applies to Section 2.3 4 which only
discusses the number of audits requirement.

i modify the clarification to discuss the one audit item
from the SONGS SER.

Prospective lead auditors shalt demonstrate their ability
to effectively implement the audit process and lead an
audit team. They shail have shall have participated
in at least one audit within the year preceding the
individual's effective date of qualification. Upon
successful cgemonstration of the ability to effectively
lead audits, icensee management may designate a
prospective lead auditor as a lead auditor.

Revision dated 08/25/98
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Comment

Response

audit process and lead an audit team, 2) this demonstration process
be described in written procedures or instructions, 3) the results of the
demonstration be evaluated and documented, and 4) regardiess of
the methods used for the demonstration, the prospective lead auditor
shail have participated in at ieast one nuclear oversight audit within
the year preceding the individual's effective date of qualification. in
addition to the above, the alternative also states that all other
provisions of Section 2.3 of ANSI N45.2 23-1978 regarding
qualification of lead auditors wili be met prior fo the individual's
certification

Q-53

Section B. "PERFORMANCE/VERIFICATION" includes many
statements and commitments that are verbatim repeats from SRP-
17.3. In general consistent with the requirements of §50.34(b)X6)ii),
the staff is locking for additional explanatory information renarding the
method the licensee will adopt to impiement the commitr

Examples inciude:

- Section B.2.a.: What are the design control program provisions that
assurs that design aciivities are executed in a planned, controfied,
and orderly manner?

- Section B.2.b.: What are the provisions to control design inputs,

processes, oulputs, changes, interfaces, records and organizational
interfaces?

- Section B.2.g.: What are the interface controls for the purpose of
design inputs and outputs to be defined in procedures?

- Section B.3.e.: Which are the individuals and groups responsible
for design reviews or other verification activities? What are thair
authorities and responsibilities?

- Section B.4 b.. What are the provisions for evaluating prospective
supphiers and selecting qualified suppiiers?

- Section B.4.c.: What are the provisions for ensuring that qualified
suppliers continue to provide acceptabie products and services?

Section B.5.2.: What are the provisions of the program to verify
the quaiity of purchased items and services?

These are examples of areas that require further amplitying

We feel that the level of detail provided in L.hye proposed
QAPM in conjunction with the commitments to the
Regulatory Guides and associated ANS| Standards
provide sufficient detail to mes! the regulatory
requrements. In most cases the level of detai
provided in consistent with the level of detail previously
accepted on the specific item of interest for at least one
of the Entergy plants.

If during the course of the review an tlem that was
previously in the Entergy QA Plans and is rneeded lo
meet a reguiatory requirement is identified that is not
included in the proposed QAPM, we will address fon a
case by case basis.

Specifically, what details have we removed from the
pian that is required?
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Comment

Response

discussions. There are many others in the vanous areas of the
QAPM. All areas should be reviewed and expanded upon as
appropnate.

Q-54

Manager of QA responsibie for establishing, controling and verifying
implementation of the QAP (no mention of implementation), who
reports to the Manager of QA? What functions are carried out by staff
reporting to Manager of QA7 To whom does the Manager of QA
report? (Question the validity of L_26 due to an undefined layer of
management between the executive position and the QA function

position.)

The staff who reports fo the QA manager performs the
functions identified. As discussed in A 2 "The authority
to accomplish the quality .ssurance functions
described is delegated to the incumbent’s staff as
necessary to fulfill the identified responsibility *
Providing extensive details conceming the lower lavels
of the organization detracts from the clarity of the
commitment. When the details of X number of
supervisors report to the manager and the supervisors
have Y responsibiities are in the QA plan i is difficu®t to
identify the important characteristics of the commitmeant
which must be protected. For example is gong from 2
supervisors o three supervisors a reduction in
commitment because you have diluted the authority
and scope of control of the 2 previous supervisors?
Conversely, is going from 3 supervisors to 2
supervisors a reduction in commitment because you
have reduced management oversight of the individual
workers?

Allowing a single layer of management between the QA
manager and the VP was previously accepted in the
RBS QA pian. RBS had a director position with
responsibility for QA and EP functions and a QA
Manager that reported to the director. in the past the
director alsn had Licensing as a report.

Q-55

Discussion of Change L. 1 says “In all cases, the positions will
maintain sufficient authority and organizational freedom to implement
the assigned responsibilities.” This general criterion is good, but we
need further information that demonstrates how this done.

One way this is performed is by the QAPM requirement
conceming the organizational levei of the managers

BN« QA anamety Poston addito~al i

L4

What previously implemented acceptance criteria for *
the positions is missing

Co~<Ya .4
ppm A

LN

}'Jc."\

Ad. ltrr&

Q-56

Section A.2.d {pp 8/3); no mention of QA responsibiiities for these
managers

mmohmowmnmmmu
implemented, enforcad, and adhered to by all
individuals and organizations.”

What specific responsibilities are not addressed? |

Revision dated 08/25/98
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Number Comment Response
Q-57 Executive responsibie for operations and nuciear safety appears to A_2 c 1 states that the executive responsibie for overall
have no responsibility for QAP impiementatior. plant nuclear safely at each site is responsible for
establishing policies, goals, and objectives of the
quality assurance program at the respective site
Q-58 Is there 2 manager of mantenance? A2d2
Q-59 QA functional responsibilities Tabie 1 ltem G provides Entergy’s commitments to
Regulatory Guide 1.58 "Qualifications of Nuclear
- ¥ line organization personne! perform inspections, are personnel Power Plant Inspection, Examination, and
trained in QA technology? Testing Personnel "
Q-60 QA functional responsibilitin- QAPM Section C provides a identification of the audit
program. QAPM A _3 d requires an annual assessment
- What is the extent of performance monitoring by the QA of the QA program implementation.
orpanization to assure proper QAPM implementation?
Q61 QA functional responsibilities As discussed in QAPM A 2 c 1, the VP al each site is
responsibie for overseeing activities of the associated
- Inthe RBT QAP (see QAD-1, section 4.1.3), the Vice President, off-site safety review commiftee In accordance with
Operations maintains awaraness of QA matters and QAP the commitments 1o ANSI N18.7 the off-site review
effectiveness by review of: commiitiee reviews this type of information.  Additionalty
QAPM A _3 c requires that the adequacy of the QAPM's
- audit and assessment results implementation is assessed annusally by the
manager(s) responsible for quality assurance and
- open ftem status reports reported to the associated VP.
- NRC inspection reports The current QA plans did not all provide the same level
of detail in the discussion of the VP's function that RBS
- independent management assassments/audits had. The propesed QAPM provides sufficient detail.
- operating experiences
Are these responsibilities assigned to an executive in the new QAPD
(see section A.2.c)? The responsibilities of these executives should
be further describod with regard to their management and guidance of
plant activities through the managers that report to them.
Q-62 Do the responsibilities of the executive for overall plant nuclear safety | | don't understand the question. The executive

{Section A.2.c.1.) also include cognizance of NRC inspection
activiies, Industry experiences, LERs, GLs, bulleting, and other in-
house events (see ANO section 1.0 Organizaiion, section 1.3.2,
Director Nuclear Safety) 7

responsible for overall plant nuclear safety at each site
is responsible for establishing policies, goals, and
objectives of the quality assurance program at the
respective site and overseeing activities of the
associated off-site safe'y review committee. Soma of
the specific tems reviewed by the VP and his reports
are described in the QAPM and associated

Revision dated 08/25/98
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Number Comment Response
commitments.
The current QA plans did not all provide the same level
of detail in the discussion of the VP’s function.
Q-63 Previous commitments for implementation of QA functions not found QAPM B.12 2 "Inspections are performed by qualified
in the QAPM: personnel other than those who performed or directly
supervised the work being inspected.”
ANO: Executives/Directors and managers are responsible for QAP
implementation; Director Quality responsibie for implementation (pp.
10711); Section 2.3.2 states “that individuals responsible for
verification of conformance are qualified and do not perform or directly
supervise the work.”
Q-64 Previous commitments for implementation of QA functions not found QAPM A 2 4.1 "The manager responsible for quality
in the QAPM: assurance has overall authority and responsibility for
River Bend: Manager QA responsible for impiementation of the implementation and adequacy of the quality assurance
QAPM (p. 12/13) program as described in this QAPM.”
Q-65 Previous commitments for implementation of QA functions not found QAPM A 2 d.1 "The nianager responsible for quality
in the QAPM: assurance has overall suthority and responsibility for
establishing, controfling, and verifying the
Grand Guif: Director, Quality “provides™ for implementation of the implementation and adequacy of the gquality assurance
QAP (See "Organization™, p.2 of 14 and Section 10.0, "Inspection”, program as described in this QAPM "
pp.1/2 of 5)
Q-66 Previous commitments for implementation of QA functions not found QAPM A 2 d.1 “The manager responsible for quality
in the QAPM: assurance has overall author'ty and responsibility for
establishing, controlling, an verifying the
- Waterford: Director of Quality responsible for implementation of implementation and adequ: cy of the quality assurance
QAP (pp. 8-10); inspections done by QA personnei, line organization | program as described in this QAPM.”
personnel {peer maintenance), and contract personnei); QUESTION:
A.1 rationale for deletion (p 111)?77
Q-67 independent Review Program See Q-11 for a discussion of the commitiee make-ups.

- QAPD, Seciion A 2 e. provides a general statement of the purpose
of the on-site and off-site safety review committees. Section A2.c.1.
siates that the Executive, Overall Plant Nuclear Safety, is responsible
for overseeing the activities of the off-site safety review commiitea.
Section A 2.d.2.i. indicates that the Manager, Plant Operations is
functionally responsible for the on-site safety review committes.
Table 1 indicates a commitment to RG 1.33 and ANS! N18.7 with an
exception to Section 4.3 1 regarding the experience applicable to the
on-site review committee, and the experience for the ofi-site

Revision dated 08/25/98
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Number Comment Response Submit?
commitiee (majority of areas). Please explain more specifically the
requirements for members of these commitices. What will be the
membership composition of each of these committees? In addition,
an exception is taken to Section 4.3.2 3 whereby members with iine
responsibility for operation of the piant may now constitute a maiority
of the quorum for the on-site SRC (see QAPM p 23). OK.
Q68 independent Review Program ANSI N45.2.12 along with Clarification N.9 require the
audit report to be issued withi~ thirty working days after
Per Section 4.3.2 4 of ANSI N18.7, meeting minutes will be the last day of the audit.
disseminated promptly.
No commitment for timely submittal of audit reports (Standard is
silent).
Q68 Independent Review Program We're committing to ANSI N18.7 Section 4322 as a
minimum meeting frequency. Any increased frequency
No commitment on PORC meeting frequency per Section 4.3.2.2 of that we require will be identified in procedures.
ANS! N18.7 (per 4, will be in procedures).
Q-70 Independent Review Program See Q-14. Section 4.3 4(4) was discussing violations
that were reportable via 2 24 hour report.
Table 1 takes exception to Saction 4.3 4(4) of ANSI N18.7. Will onsite
and offsite SRCs review violations alsc? (Violations seem to be
omitled in the clarification) 8
Q-7 independent Review Program For the number of members we are committing the
ANSI N18.7 Section 4 3.2.1. The number is consistent
ANO with the W3 requirements.
- SRC has 8-12 members For a discussion on Qualifications see Q-11.
- Qualifications satisfy all technical areas For timeliness of meeting minutes we are committing to
ANSI N18.7 Section 4.3.2 4. The specific number of
- Meeting minutes within 14 days days is a procedural detail not included in N18.7.
1)
- Meeting once per calendar month mmwamwsmnsw
ANO 1.3.8.1.3.1. Frequency is maintained by
- No excepfion to N18.7 §4.3 4(4) commitment to N18.7 Section 4.3.2.2.
Q-72 independent Review Program QA program review. Wea are committing to the ANS!
Standard. The specifics that you identified in the
RBS current RBS program don't appear in all of the other

- NRB is responsible for evaluating the scope, implementation and
effectiveness of the QA program (QAD-1, REV-14C, p. 18 of23, top

programs. N18.7 provides sufficient description of the
base requirements including the requirements of N18.7

Section 4.5 ahich requires that audit reports be sent to
TR
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Number Comment Closed? Submit?
belet), ANSI N18.7 (Section 4.3.4(5)) is cited as a replacement in the oram Iﬁ‘?
QAPM:; but this section is very general. Table 1 should be more gﬂ"*@"“ “é‘ Rqui e mﬁ"n
specific as to the subject matier to be addressed under this standard For the number of members we are committing the R Ko : .
provision. ANSI N18.7 Section 4.3.2.1. The number is consistent [4a ceulew | V-
with the W3 requirements. QA ~—
- RBS takes no exceplions to ANSI N18.7 for the offsite independent .“‘J
review commitise in the following areas [QAD-1, pp. (4), {5). & (6)]: For a discussion on Qualifications see Q-11. e Yme~
- NRB has 9 tc 13 members For timeiiness of meeting minutes we are committing to
ANSI N18.7 Section 4 3 2. 4. The specific number of
- Qualifications satisfy all technical aieas days is a procedural detail not included in N18.7.
- Meeting minutes within 14 days
- Records of NRB reviews to VP-Ops in 14 days
- No exceptions o ANSI N18.7 §4.3.4(4)
Q73 Independent Review Program For the number of members we are commiiting the
ANSIN18.7 Section 4.3.2 1.
RBS
We're committing to ANSI N18.7 Secion4322asa
- RBS takes no exceptions to ANSI N18.7 for the onsite independent | minimum meeting frequency. Any increased frequency
review committee in the following areas [OAD-1, pp. (1}, (2), & (3): that we require will be identified in procedures.
- FRC has 6 to 11 members
- Meeting frequency is at least once per month
- Responsibiiities of the FRC [QAD-1, p.18(2), bottom of sheef] seem
to be transferred to the onsite operating organization under ANS!
N18.7 §4 4. OK based on identical composition of the FRC.
Q-74 independent Review Program For the number of members we are committing the
ANSI N18.7 Section 4.3.2.1. The number is consistent
Waterford with the W3 requirements.

- Waterford takes no exceptions to ANSI N18.7 for the SRC.
- SRC has at least five members
- Qualifications of members meet ANSIV/ANS3 . 1-1978, Section 4.7

- Meet at least once per six months.

We're commifting to ANS3.1 1978 for all persornel
(Table 1 A 1).

We're committing to ANSI N18.7 Section43.22asa
minimum meeting frequency (6 months).

For timeliness of meeting minutes we are committing to
ANSI N18.7 Section 4.3.2 4. The specific number of
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Number Comment Response Submit?
- Meeting minutes within 14 days days is a procedural detaél not included in N18.7.
- Minimal exceptions taken to ANSI N18.7 in other areas. ANSI N45 2 12 along with Clarification N.9 require the
audii report to be issued within thirty working days after
- Audit reports forwarded fo affacted management within 30 days. the last day of the awdil.
- PORC reviews design changes and site nonconformance PORC review of design changes and site
documents which have dispositioned as “use as is” or “repair” (See nonconformance documents which have dispositioned
para. 4.3.1.3, page 4). Does the clarification to ANSI N18.7 Section as “use as is” or “repair” is one way that W3 meets the
4.3 4(4) include these responsibilities for the on-sits safely review clarification to ANSI N18.7 Section 4.3 4(4).
commitiee? PORC meets once per month.
For PORC meeting frequency we're committing to
ANSI N18.7 Section 4.3.2.2 as a minimum meeting
frequency. Any increased frequency we require
will be identified in procedures. <
Q-75 A duty of the General Manager, Plant Operations is "analyzing The QAPM requires this tc be perform by the manager
conditions for trends regarding equipment failure, and publishing a responsible for corractive action A2.d.7 and AGe.
quarterh trend reporf” (See para. 4.3.1.5 on page 4). How is this
handied in the QAPM? According to para. 46.1.5 and
4 6.16 onp. 7, thess functions fall under the manager for comrective
action (A.2.d.7 of the QAPM). Suggest this be stated in the QAPM.
Q-76 How are the responsibilities identified in para. 4.3.1.20 through A 2.d.2 provides the necessary requirement.
4.3.1.28 on p. 5 handied in the QAPM?
Q-77 Lead Auditor Qualifications See Q-52
- Table 1, RG1.146, lem 2 {ANSI N45.2 23, section 2.3 4) should be
supplemented by the following or words similar o the foliowing::
“The process for demonstrating the ability to lead an audit team shall
ba documented in a procedure that requires evaluation and
documentation of the results of the demonsiration.”
Q-78 Auditing QAPM C.2.a.1 allows the implementation of a
performance based audit program as was previously
- ftem C.10, Table 1 of the QAPM takes exception to ANSI N18.7, approved for GGNS.
Section 4.5 with respect to frequency of audits. However, both the
standard and Section C.Z2.a.2 seem o say that audits of the listed
activities will be performed at least every two years. What is the
reason for taking ihe exception?
Q-79 River Bend was commitied o engaging "at ieast annually, a qualified Only RBS had this commitment. QAPM A_J.c requires

auditing organization, independent of the organization being reviewed
o assess REBS safety-related activities " {See QAD-1. REV-14C,
page 17 of 23) The QAPM states (tem A.3.c, p.4) that “the adequacy

“The adequacy of the QAPM's imple.nentstion is
assessed annually by the manager(s) responsible for
quality assurance and reported to the chief executive

Revision dated 08/25/98
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