Florda
Power

Omne

eLLe
\U‘*'i'
rmation

,Q““, min Jf

was delaye

acknow:edgemer

irement package
otea at the meeting that ti , were omitte
pertformance-dased i s trie, reno
the Region for
interest 1

and balanced




U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
3F0992-09
Page 2

3

1892} or their associated reports. FIC agrees with the NRC staff that 10
(FR 50, Appendix B is the basic applicable requirement. FPL’'s means for
complying vith Appendix B, and thus FPC's licensing basis, includes our
plant-specitic commitments to ANSI NIB.7 and the EPRI NP-5652 quidelines,
However, many of the criticisms made of FPC and general ntility practicas
ar= a0t based on Appendix B's content or our Ticensing basis, Lut rather are
bised on the staff’s new interpretations as contained in Generic letters
89-02 and 91-05.

Nerther FPC nor the industry in general has committed to meet Generic Letter
89-02 ¢r §1-05, The Lommittee to Review Generic Requirements (appropriately)
identified drafts of GL 91-05 as a backfit (CRGR Mowting No. 197 Minutas).
The NRC statf’'s resolution of the CRGR concerns was \u dchnovwledge that the
positions contained in the attachment were not requirements, but then
concluded that the letter was a compliance backfit. The industvy dees nol
agree tha. the positions reflected in these generic leiters ave nucessacy
for compliance with existing regulatory requirenents (as noted in NUMARC' 5
letter dated June 20, 1991 from Alax Marion to Brian firimes ascociated with
the follow-up to the Hatch Assessment). The pesitions taken go heyond the
industry’s procurement initiative which has bLeen erdorsed by he NRC,

FPC attempted to identify the fundamental and potentialiy yeneric issuves
contained in the report., We were apparently able Lo reach a consensus on
the differences between *he industry and the NRC staff positions. (Pioase
note that FPC s wusing the term “industry" 1o weflect our active
participation in many of the key industry activities. Towse include
significant dialogue with NUMARC as well as active pavticipation in NUPIC
and EPRI/JUTG.)

One basic issue is that the NRC staff guidance is based upon the position
that the “Critical Characteristics for Acceptance” are all of those
characteristics assuciated with all failure modes relevant to the part's
safety function. According to the staff, each of thess sust be verified
using one of the methods accepted by the siaff. The industr! continues to
believe that such “"Critical Characteristics for Acceptance” nay be mora
limited. l!dentification of a sutficiert set of "Critical Chocacteristics
for Acceptance" 1is within the normal excrcise of engineering judgement
relied upon in many Appendix 0 activitias, Whea properly implemented, such
a program continues to provide the necessary basis for veritication and
meets the requirements of I CFR SC, Appendix B {suitability “:r
application). FPC provided an i1llustrative diayrem and excerpts from the
associated EPR] guidance and NRC guidance to defiuc the difference in the
two positions. The discussion led us te velieve the differences are now
betrer understood.

Another key issue focusses on the required leve! of detail fur certain
plans, reports, and procedures. OF particular note was an NRC staff concern
regarding whethar or not qualified/certified source inspection persounel
were required 1o generate a sufficiently deta’led report to 2llow subsequent
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reviewers to independently Jjudge the adequacy of the inspection. The
subject inspection report and related discussions indicates that the NRC
staff believes that it must be able to independently validate, from the
cource inspection report, the basis for an ntpector’s conclusion or the
dedication package is assumed to be deficient. FPC expressed the view that
this was wut required, was in excess of actions needed to provide reasonable
assurance, and added significant unnecessary costs.

FPC reviewed the 1989 inspection rerults that were cited in Lhe 1992 report
as having nct been corrected in a timely manner. FPC noted that the 1988
Notice of Violation was withdrawn « ‘hout the staff having considered our
backfit appeal (SECY 90-261, page 4). Aside from the Yegal issues, FPC has
never agreed that these packages were inadequately cedicated or that the
items were incapable of performing their sefety function, An;ardinql{. FrC
does not belisve that courrective actions were required from a regulatory
compliance standpaint. Continued use of some of the parts in question was
evaluated and justified prior to restart from the then-current outage in an
internal 0 made avallable to the NRC siaff at that time. Some of the
parts ha.: been replaced for a variely of reasons. Nevertheless, FPC has
never considered the parts Lo be of “indeteruinate qualitv.”

FPC also reviewed some of the i.entified packaces from tho i92 inspection

and Teft the statf with brief summaries of al) of tle packagus as well as a

?ore detai;od technical assessment. An update (o that tecanical assessment
s attachad.

FPC objected to comments included in the inspection report associated with
our current organizationa' a)igmnent. The NRC staff clarified the
stacement ‘s intent. A revised report would provide the opportunity to
document this clarification.

FPC did note that this review, like our ~wn, identified areas where further
strengthening of our grogram could occur, We have and will factor these
inputs into futura nrogram vevisions

It was noted that our current prugram required the o= curement of parts from
Appendix B suppliers whonever available. This ~rocram elemeni was a means
of implementing a ‘imited commifment ade in response to the 1989
inspection. That commitment was to buy from ithe Appendix B product line
when an individual manufaclurer maintained dua) programs., FPC reserves the
right to utilize appropriately dedicailed commercial grade items even when
"Appendix B" supplied parts are availahle. Fundamentally, FPC doer not
believe that "Appendix B" parts are necessarily of higher guality  Many
commercial grade items are ver{ successfully utilizew in a wide variety of
applications with similar quality demands (aecospace, aviation, defense,
petro-chemical, etc.).

The inspeciton report asked FPC to assess the safety eignificince of the
identified concerns. FPC has done so and does not consider any of the concerns
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to be safety significant., More fundamentally, FI'C coasiders all of the items to
have been adequately dedicated., FPC disagrees with the characterization that the
packages lacked adequate engineering input or that the inspection plans or
reports lacked sufficient cbjective evidence thut an adeguate inspection was
carried out. Clearly, some of the packagas do not meet NRC staff expectations
or the guidance suggested in GL 91-06. Further, we would handle some of them
differently under our current program requirements. Nevertheless, as required
by Appendix B and applicable industry guidance, the packages provide reasonable
assurance that the items received were the items specified and that the
components are capable of supporting he parent cumponent’s safety function,

FPC appreciates your attention tu both the generic and plant-specific aspects of
procuremeni. We hope that docketing thase discuzsions will hulp facilitate
bringing the industry generic procurement i1ssue t9 closure. As you are aware,
the industry has identified this issue as one of several which potentially
contributer tc excessive OBM costs. FPC will continue to participate in
constructive discussions toward the end of reachin? a mutually acceptable
resolution on these issues that properly balasces public health and safety with
ratepayer coests. In this particulir case, we accept the fnvitation to
participate in the upcowing workshop and take other steps that may be helpful,

Sincevely,

j?é%i: 64(4541/¢/’455{

P, M. Beard, Jr.
Senlor Vice Presidant
Nuclear Operations

PMB/KRM
Ettachments

tc: W. T, Russell
B, K. Grimes
S. D. Ebneter, Administrator. Region 1!
Senfor Resident Inspector
4., Stiver



UPDATED TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT
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MATERIAL UPGRADES
NUF 0007-90 Dresser-Ashcrofl Thermometers
INTRODUCT LN

Thermometers were upgraded to safety-related upon discovery that
they were installed without thermowells in the lube o1l system for
the Reactor Coolant Makeup Water Pump. Vendor drawings indicate
the normal operating lube oil pressure is less than 20 psi,

NRC_CONCERNS

The NRC noted the following concerns:
Lack of evidence of traceability
"Late" receipt inspectio

Receipt Inspection Plan (R1P) did not address “ali welded"
characteristic

EPC_EVALUATION

Since this item was purchased as a non-safety related component it
should be recognized that traceability cannot be achieved via
means normally imposed on safety related purchase orders,
Traceability is achieved by the upgrade process via a combination
of means such as marking on the item, recognizable OEM vendor
marxings on the packaging, etc. Similarly, the comment on "late"
receipt inspection is mis1ead1ng in that the inspection was
necessarily performed as part of the upgrade process, not the
original receipt associated with the non-safety purchase.

The inspection report discusses the fact that the Receipt
Inspection Plan (RIP) Visted stainiess steel construction but not
“all welded". !t appears that the 'nspection Planner considered
"all welded construction® as part of the configuration check -
(Standard published Product Description). Additionally, the

receipt inspection utilized a magnet to verify that material w:s
stainless, not carbon steel,

CONCLUSION

Verification activities were adequate and reasonable in light of
the application of these thermometers. This effort was .n early
1990, Currently we would typically make "al) welded construction”
@ separate line item on Inspection Plan and use an alloy separator
to determin2 that the material was stainless steel.
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(3)

MUF 0013-90 Mounting Plate for States Terminal Block
INTRODUCTION

This package dedicates a non safety-related item for use in a
specific safety-related application. The terminal block 15 the
same model as that specified in the safety-related design. The
Inspection report credits FPC as providing an adequate methodology
for verification of the strength requirement associated with this
mounting plate.

NBC _CONCERNS

The NRC noted the following concerns:

FPC did not addres. evidence vf corrosinn in determining
suitabtility of the mounting plate as a replacement item

LPC_EVALUATION

The Inspection Team appears to be questioning the suitability of
the block for its environment. This is not a Procurement issue
because the upgrade was for a Tike for like replacement.

CONCLUSION

Material was adequately dedicated.

MUF 0014-90 Amphenol BnC Coaxial Cable Connectors

INTRODUCT 10N

These items are used in the Acoustic Monitoring System which is a
secondary indication of PORV and Block Valve position available to
operator. The system is non safety-related but is a REG 1.97 item
Tocated in a harsh environment and treated safety-related for
purchasing and maintenance purposes. This upgrade was associated
with an pre-startup £Q Walkdown cis-overy of a configuration
different than that shown cn the drawing.

NRC_CONCERNS
The NRC noted the following concerns:

Justification not provided for pot choosing all
characteristics associated with specifications listed in the
material specification, vendor catalog and £Q test report.

Insutation resistance specified on the FA/CCR is less thar
that shown on the Manufacturer’s Data Sheet.

2
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£RC_EYALUATION

FPC's dedicaiiion program does not require all product
specifications to be identified with a corresponding critical
characteristic for acceptance,

An error wau mace n transcripirion of insulation resistance from
the manufacturer’s data sheet to the FA/CCR., Suitability of the
material for service is not jeopardized by the error. The item,
as specified on ihe verification block of the MUF was verified to
be marked with the Military Part Number marking as specified by
the Sensor System manufacturer. HKeasonable assurance of receipt
of the specified item was therefore achieved.

Material was adequately dedicated.

DEDICATION PACKAGE REVIEM
PO FE70284K

DESCRIPTION: Adaptor Nozzle Colt Diesel, Item 12
Adaptor Valve - Cylinder Liner, Item 17
FPC  PACKAGE ; M-

INTRUDUCTION
This item was a subcomponent identified as requiring replacement as part

of the {DG upgrade/rebuild. Parts were identified and utilized by
Coltec craft personnel performing the upgrade.

NRC. CONCERNS

The NKC noted the Following concerns:

Fracture and Thread Shear ware Jisted on the FA/CCR as failure
modes but material was not specified as a critical characteristic
to ba verified.

Source Inspector * tiagted "Statement of Conformance” did nut
clearly state whe. .r or not the Inspector verified the dimensions
to tne vendor drawing.



EPC_EVALUATION

FPC agrees that ihe critical characteristics specified for the item
dedicated did not bound all of the failure modes listed. Verification of
vendor part number and dimension/ configuration provided reasonabie
assurance that the par! received was that which was ordered.

Failure Lo specify which dimens:.ons to verify is an iuconvenience ‘o the
inspection personnel. FPC recognized this problem several months ago
and has internal letter guidance to the Procurement Encineers or this
matter.

The summary paragraph for this item states that FPC did not adeguately
describe the safety function for dedication of the adapter tozzle and
did not state all of the effects of the part’s failure. Althpugh the
Safety Function listed on "he FA'CCR is brief il appears to be correct
and adequate for evaluation of critical characteristics, Longer
discussions would not have improved the 1ist of critica’
characteristics. The same is true for the effocts of pary failure,
This 1s an area of professional opinion which can and will vary,

Due to the urgent need for this material the Source Inspection Plan was
included in the body of the purchase order. This purchase order
instructed the Inspecior to verify part number and perform a Dimensignal
Inspection against the vendors drawing. The Source Inspector performed
the inspection on 3/23/90, signed the "Statement of Conformance"
attesting that the parts supplied met the requirements of Lhe
Procurement documents. He also attached a copy of the OEM Certificate
of Conformance statement 1i1sting the part numbers inspected.

CONCLUSION

Since this dedication preceded the iisue of the Hatch assessment report
"reasonable assurance” was the guidance in place in the industry.

There is ne reason to believe that the Inspectioan was not performed as
directed, The Certified Inspector attested to corformance to the
purchase order. The material was properly Jdedicated for service,
Verification of manufacturer’s part number and dimensions provide
reasonable assurance that the item received is the item ordered. The
item was proviged by the diesel genevator marufacturer/ designer and
instalied urder the direction of their qualified service representative.

Future purchases of this matcria) weuld be done as endix 8
procurements as long as Coliee _ountin es to supply them under an HPC
approved progra.. Based upon 1©is, Part Changes were written to revise
these te "D", Attachment Q procurements.
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PO FE70264K

DESCRIPTION: Adapter Va,ve Cylinder Liner
FPC Package M-2

INTLODUCTLON

This item was a subcompenent identified as requiring replacement as part
of the EDG upgrade/rebuild. Parts were identified and utilized by
Coltec craft personnel performing the upyrade.

NRC_CONCFRNS
The NRC noted the following conterns:

Choice of EDG (provide emergency power) as parent component safety
function was too far removed from specific part to be relevant,
Air start system would have been more appropriate,

FA/CCR did not identify as a failure mode the possibility that EDG
could fail to start as a vesult of loss of air

EPC_EVALUAT 10N
The comments on this item are very similar in nature to those under NRC
item 1. This is because both items were on the same PO and dedicated by

the same people at the same time. The discussions in Item 1 are
applicable to this package.

Discussions with the FPC System engineer support the MRC position that

the air start system would have been a more appropriate designater for
the parent comoonent,

CONCLUSION
Material was adequately dedicated.

PO FE70378V

DESCRIPTION: Bearing Set Thiust, MRC 8313
FPC PACKAGE: M-4

INTROQUCTION

Bearing changes were authorized by Modification Approval Record 90-04-
13-01 which modified the bearing bracket support to address decay heat
removal pump vibration problems. FPC's MAR (design change) process

5




provides for evaluation of perfermance reguirements and me-erial
compatibility among others aisocirted with the design change progran
that meets the requirements of ANSI N45.2.11.

NRC_CONCERNS
The NRC noted the fo'lowing concerns:

The critizal characteristics specified were incdequate because
they did not include material and load rating.

KiP did not include configuration as a critical character.stic.:
RIP only required two of the four bearings to be inspected.
EPC _EVALUAY IO

Load rating is generally not marked on the bearing and can not be
verified through 1ah testing. Load rating is established by the design
of the beuring. The only practica) means for erifying thas
characteristic is by the vendor part number in conjunction with bearing
configuration and material. However, material was not included as a
critical characteristic in this dedication.

EPRI (WS CGIBEO] (Bearings) although not issued unti) '/14/91, does ngt
include material as a critical characteristic for acceptance, Bearing
manufacturers assign unique numbers te their bearing styles which are
indicative of application ratings and limitations. Materials and

dimensions are selected to meet these requirements and published product

Titerature reflects these. cquipisent sanufacturers then use this daia
to select specific bearings for an application. Therefore, the
manufacturer has no incentive to use seb:iitiece materials or channe
ratings. Further, since bearings are produced in large quantities at
inexpensive costs, there is no reason to suspect tampering,
refurbishing, or other fraudulent activities.

The Inspection Planner did not list configuration as a separate
verification requivement on RIP. However, the planner did specify the

Inspection of th» critical dimensions and attached a copy of the catalog

page {as Page 2 of the RIP) including a pictoria) sketch of the bearing
configuration, Even though configuration was not explicitly identified
as an inspection Tine item, in conducting the Dimensional Inspections
using the catalog sketch a verification of configuration 1% inherent.

The use of sample inspection is an acceptable industry process. The
selection of two samples in a lot of four is in accordance with MIL STD
1050, Since these items ave mass wroduced and are of siaple design
there is no reasor to focus on lot homogeneity.




STATUS

installed dearin) was located in a spare pump 2¢sombly, thus resolving
any operability i1ssue. Three bearing cets from the order remained in
the warehouse. Material checks were performed on all remaining units
and found to be acceptable. The installed bearing was replaced with ane
of the warehouse units,

CONCLUSION

The FA/CCR for FIMIS #61941046 has beer revised to include additional
critica! characteristics., Nevertheless, the material was adeguately
dedicated,
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EPC _EVALVATION

Attachment 5A is provided as a guideline starting point for the
procurement engireer. Failure to select all "typical" critical
characteristics from Attachment SA is nnrt a violation of FPC’s program.
However, it ic preferable that diffeiences are explained so that the
permanent documentation retlects che logic of the engineer Lerforming
the evaluation,

Since the failure mode showr on the FA/CCR indicates fracture, this
would have been a stronger package if material or hardness had been
specified as a critical characteristic. However, not includiny this
does not mean that reasonable assurance was not achieved. Note ©° * the
Source Inspecti:n Plan did specify a check for material and this
attribute was accomplished.

The FA/CCR specified "configuration/dimensions" as a single critical
characteristic indicating an understanding that with the benefit of a
drawing depicting the item, configuiatior © :° inherent element of
dimensional verification.

The Receint Inspectiv P71 (RiP) 43¢ not need to specify inspections of
all critical characterisuics because they were verified by Scurce
Inspection.

Adequacy of instructions contained in the SIP re~arding wethods of
verification appears to be based on a subjectiv: position. The Source
Inspector’s Repurt and Statement of Conformance indicates acceptance of
the material in accordance with the SIP.

In cases where the Supervisor develuped the SIP he would have sigred as
the preparer and the approval Supervisor.

CONCLUSION

Since the pavt was purchased from the original diesel manufacturer and,
the part number, dimensions, material and configuration were verified,
reasonable assurance was achieved, 7he dedication process was suitable
for dedicating this item fur its intended application. Note that this
part is no longer used on the nodified diese! generator.

10
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PO F844359C

DESCRIPTION: Plate SS 4xBry A-240 NP

FPC PACKAGE: M-21

INTRODUCTION

This item was an inventory replenishment. ~.e "C" Commodity Purchase

method allows purchase of cert.in items whose manufacture is controlled
by recogrized industry or military standards which provide assurance
that requirements for the item have been met.

NRC_CONCERNS
The NRC noted the following concerns:
The FA/CCR dic not have ary basis of purchase stated,

There was no certification from the material manufactuvrer, such as
by CMTR, or veyification and documentation of treseabilitv such as
by a heit number,

The NRC inspector was unable to tell from the receipt inspection
veport if the inzpector did ceveral checks of hardness and
averaged them.

RIP did not require traceability to heat number.
FPC _EVALUATION
The Sasis of Purchase block o the FA/CCR form is intenaed 7o be used to
ciplain the rc2ion for purchase of the particular item. In several
areas of Lhe procurement docwmentation it is stated that tiis material

is for structural use only. The restricted use is controlled by FPU’s
inventory and release process.

Reguests for certification or CMTR would not have added any credinle
evidence to the acreptability of this preduct. Note that FPC peyv€ormed
an overcheck of material type at receipt using an alloy separator thus
co.firming certain elements controlied ry the recognized ASTM controls.

Considering that a piece of sheet steel is probally formed f.om a single
blarnk which is subjected to a rolling process the-e is no reason Lo
believe that hardness would vary over the area of the sheet. Notation
tu one hardness reading in comparison to a average is not raievant.
inspectors are trained on the use of hardness equipment,

CONCLUSION

Material was properly dedicated.
11
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Pe FET0407K

DESCRIPTION: Seat Disc, DC 24" Anchor Darling
FPC PACKAGL : M-25
INTRODUCTION

This item was purchased directly from the OEM with reference te the
associated valve’s serial number and the Anchor Darling drawing.

NRC_CONCERNS
The NRC noted the following concerns:

ihe Source Inspection Plan did not provide sufficient instructions
to allow adequatz verification of ¢ritical characteristics listed
on FA/CCR which included dimensions, configuration and ASTM B127-

4400 material
Basis of purchase {“like original”) was not adequately verified

hMaterial was not adequately verified because Source Inspector
found material to be acceptable by review of C of C,

FPC_EVALUATION

Source Inspection Plan was developed correctly in response to the
FA/JCCR. The Seurce Inspection Report contains a numbe» of dimensional
verifications. Material was verified by reviewing the material
certification &t the vendors (OEM) facility.

LONCLUSION

Additional details could hav> heen provided on now the Inspector
accomplished his verifications. However, the inspection detail he has
nrovidad in the Source Inspection Report is adequate to establish
reasorable assurance we have received what we ordered.

Material w2s properly dedicated.

iz



(8) PO F845035D

DESCRIPTION: Valve, bail, J-way S*tainless Steel Stem
tPC PACKAGE : M-28
INTRODUCTION

This item was purchased as an inventory replenishmert item for a
Worchester Controls valve from an authorized distributor, Epperson & Co.
The valve supplies air to the actuators for the main steaw isolation
valves,

NRC CONCERMNS
The NRC noted the following concerns:

Not enough objective evidence was recorded to indicate what Source
Inspector did to accept waterial.

FPC_EVALUATION

Source Inspection was well specified, The Source Inspector nuted his
acceptance on the checklist-type Source Inspection Plan with reference
to additiona! guidance received from FPC directing a review of the
vendor’'s "asuministrative and process material ¢introls” and attested te
the acceptance of the material on the "Statement of Coniormance”.

CONCLUS TN

The Inspections were auequate. The amourt of objective evidence dees
vary from ‘nspector to Inspector and package to package

Item was properly dedicated.

{9) PO FB44057Y

DESCRIPTION: Sensor, Type 124-:iD, tur Interscan LD-24 S0, Monitor
FPC PACKACE : £E-0
INTRODUCTION

This item is »n inveatory replenishment purchased directly from the OfM
for the C.rtrol Room Toxic Gas Monitors.

; NRC_CONCERNS

The NRC niteu the folluwing concerns:

e



The description of parent system and part safety functions was
incomplete, indicating pressure retention only.

Part failure modes were incomplete. The FA/UCR considered leakage
(of connection tc system), but not leakage of sensor water (which
occurred shortly after “irst sensor was installed regquiring its
fmmediate replacement).

FA11 fluid isn’t verified.
Nu functional performance was requirad to be verified.

The SIP did not 1ist weight, markings or what to verify by
functional test, and dimensional inspection,

The Source Inspector only reviewed two drawings.

The Source Inspection Report was apparently not reviewed for
adequacy by FPC Procurement Engineering or Procurement QA.

FEC_EVALUATION

The desi.n engineer was incorrect in his understanding of the safety
function of the monitcr. It's sifety function is not system pressure
retention for the air handling system. It is required to detect Loxic
pas levels in the make up air supply for the control room and place it
in a recirculation mode within a prescribed time limit to protest
control room operators. This resultea in an improper safety function.
failure mode, and potential effects of part failure on the FA/CCR.
This will be corrected. Howover this error did not have an adverse
impact on *he critical characteristics chosen,

Part (ailure mode inadequacies were addressed above. Leakzge check for
sensor water is not necessary at the time of dedication hecause the

sensor]nou?d not have calibrated properly with any water leakage from
the call.

Verification of fluid is covered by Attachment A to the FA/CCR, A sub
section d. "...bath items filled per FPC Vendor Manual Ho. 173% A Rev
e

The inspection Team statement regarding failure to address functional
performancs is not corvect. [Ltem number 2 on the FA/CUR is function.
Attachment A to the FA/CCR says that this critical characteristic cz be
satisTied by CR3 monitor calibration or by witnessing a manufacturer's
functional test at time of source inspection. The source inspection
report indicates that the latter was performed. The Source Insoection
Repurt clearly states that & Functional test was witnesz:d in accordance
with interscan’s Test Procedure, Revision O which is on file at FPC.

The Inspection Plar was responsive to the FA/CCR. Additional - st
specifics may have been provided by engineering, however, the rA/CCR did

'4
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£PC _EVALUATION

The FA/CCR is not i:cousistant with respect Yo harsh rnvironment
conditions. [he notalion to disallow usage of the termina! block in a
HELB/LJOCA environment does not totally restrict it's usage in a harsh
cnvirotent. This tercinal block is subject to environmental
qualification requirements. To obtain the detailed £Q requirements one
would lcok in the EQ Manual and/or the Yimits in the referenced
Qualification renort.

The values for insulacion resistance and dielectric strength were
verified as ariginating from the Vendor Qualification Peport.

ZONCLUSION
This dedice” ‘on is ccnsistent with the EPRI Technical Evaluation package

for Terminal Blocks and the FPC vendor qualification report. It is
adequate as written,

PO F842798v

DESCRIPTION: Purp with Motor, Burke 3565
FPC PACKAGE: £E-8 / E-9

INTRODUCTION

These items are ipventory spares for vhe Emergency Liese) Generator
standby jacket cooling water pumps. The items were purchised from a
distributor with reference te published product descriptions from the
original manuracturer. This was necessary because the item was not
basic component or dedicated commercial ‘tem available at the time from
the diesel JEM, Coltec Industries.

NRC CONCERNS

The WRC ncted the following concevns:
The parent componant was not naxed or described and its safety
function was expressed as that of the entire EDG system which was
tao far removed 7, om the parts description to provide meaningful
infurmation for determining the part safaty function.

The part vafety function 1s marked active but is listed as
préssure boundary only.

Seismic qualification was not listed as a critical characteristic.

1€



The Source Inspector did not identify that motor frame size
provided was different than specified in the PO. It was not
detected until inc<tallation was attenmpted.

EPC_EVALUATION

By referencing the pump tag number (DJP-3 & 4), and with a reasonable
know)edge of CR-3 tag convention, it is clear that DJP-3 is a Diesel
Jucket coolan' pump which is associzted with the Diesel Generator EGDG-
JA/1B. With loss of pressure boundary integrity the jacket cunlin
inventory would be lost resuliing in an inoperable dies21. Therefore,
this is a safety function. Insufficient flow characteiystics on DJP-3
would result in jacket temparaturec outside the described range. This
would rasult in discovery by operators dering routine shift
surveillances or in response to alarms. The diesel would then be
started. At this po‘nt DJIP-3/4 which if a standbv oump is no longer
required since the diesel would provide jacket cooling flow via an
engine driven pump. Therefore, flow from DJP-3/4 is not considered a
satety fua~*ion;, while integrity is, jecause cooiing inventory must be
preserved. (However, flow is a des<ign related critical characteristic
for DJF-3/4),

Seismc qualification is varified through c-itical characieristics such
as material, and cenfiguravion. Seismic evaluation was handled by the
Mechanical Engiveering section. This information and a copy of the
NCOR/Problem Repurt sas provided to NRL during the ‘nspection.

Extensive Source Inspection (40 bours plus) was performed on this
procurement. However, the Sourca Incpector did no! notice the change in
motor frame size. This error wis dziecced Miring the normal Receipt
Inspecrion piocess; not at ixstallatios.

CONCLUSICN

ihe Source Tnspector did miss the moter frame 3ize change. However, our
Receipt Inspection process which is an inherent part of the acceptance
process, did identify and repoit the problen. Engineering accepted the
change after detailed unalysis requived by the Plant Equipment
Eguivalency Replacement Evaluation (PEERE) process. This self
identifind problem was summarized in the Procurement package (PQA 91-006
MEMO). No formal corrective action was initiated with Bechtel because
their contract had recently expired.

Matecial was pruperiy dedicated.
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P0 FB14659K
DESCRIPTION: Bussman Fuse Reducer
FPC PACKAGE: E£-10

INTRODUCTION

[his item was an inventory replenishment purchased from a distributor
with specific instructions that it was to be supplicd by the
manufacturer, Bussman Division of Cooper Industries with specific
referen.e to the approved Bussman facility locations.

NRC_CONCERNS
The NRC noted the following concerns:

FPC did ot provide adequate traceability to the
manufacturer,

EEC_EV/LUATION

This appears to be an issued of possible fraud, not a dedication issue.
The certifications were from the OEM and contained the exact aumber of
itoms supplied, and specified the FPC ourchase order number. The OtM
was a surveyed acceptable commercial grade supplier.

The NRC states in the Inspection Report that the critical
characteristics were listed as part number and description only. The
FA/CCR actually included dimensions with tolerances as well as part
number and description. These were verified by PGA on receipt
inspection.

CONCIUSION

Inspection and OFEM certifications are adequate. The material was
rdequately dedicated.

PO F344719%0

DESCRIPTION: Relay, 120VAL 4 Pole, Allen Bradley
FPC PACKAGE : E-11

INTRODUCTION

These items were purchased as inventory replenishments from an
authorized distributor with specific reference to the item manufacturer,
Allen Bradley and the approved location. The relays are utilized in
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(14)

safety-related 480 Volt Motor Control Centers to provide status
indication of safety-related loads.

NRC_CONCERNS
The NRC noted the following concerns:

Mechanical load factors were not considered as critical
characteristics

Pick up & drop out voitages were not checked
Shorts and opens were not included as failure modes,

FA/CCR doesn’'t state whether relays must energize or de-energize
10 perform provide load status indication

FPL _EVALUATION

Mechanica! load factors are not noeded since the relay contact
configuration i. confirmed and the relay is verified not to have design
and material changes. With design changes controlled and coil
resistance verivied, there is no need to check pick-up and drop-out
voltage since all variables have been verified,

The FA/CCR states that the relays are used for status indiczt.on only.
Therefore, the only failure of concern is degradation of safety related
control power. Therefore, only insulation failure leading to shrts are

considered as failure modes. This was included as a critical
characteristic.

CONCLUSTON:

Material was properly dedicatec.

PO F740240K
DESCRIPTION: Josiyn-Clark Convertible Pole Relays
FPC Package: E-12

These items are used in the safety-related equipment status indization
panel and for ESF logic initiatioen.

NRC_CONCERNS
The NRC noted the following concerns:
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Safety Function of the relay did not state if relay must change
state, and if so, whether it must energize or de-energize to
perform its safety function.

The following were not 1isted as critical characteristics: seismic
qualification, insulation resistance of coil and contacts, contact
resistance and timing.

Source Inspection report did not provide load factors nor provide
coil turns data as required.

£PC _EVALUATION

The FA/CCR did not restrict the relays in question te an energize versus
de-energize state to perform their safuv.y function. There is nothing
wrong with this as it is a more generic dedication application and has
little if any impact on the critical characteristics chosen for
reasonable assuranre,

Timing is not an appropriate critical characteristic because these are
not time delay relays and applications do not typically invelve contact
race.

Seismic qualification is not specified as a critical characteristic
because we do not consider it as such. Seismic qualification is

provided through equivalency to the o-~iginal order equipment during the
source inspection.

Insulation resistance of the coil and contacts and contact resistance
were not included as critical characteristics because at the time, they
were not considered as necessary to achieve reasonable assurance that
the item received was that which was specified. These will be
considered in our leisons-iearned for future procur~ments.

Lnad factors and coil turns data was not required for relays 4U4-130 and
41)6-130 (PO Items 1 and 2). FPC supplied the coils for these relays

from our safety related stock. 1he Purchase crder deleted the nead for
lcad factors/coil turns information for these Source Inspection Reports.

CONCLUSION:
Material was properly dedicated.
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PO FB44454K, Coils for Relays
DESCRIPTION: Coils for Joslyn Clark Relays

INTRODUCTION

These items are used in the safety-related ESF logic system. They were
purchased for stock replenishmert from a distributor with requirements
to provide them from the identified approved Joslyn Clark location.

NRC_CONCERNS
Yhe NRC :oted the following concerns:

FPC Engineering Lette, No. 1187A incerrectly impcsed inspection
requirements for relays when the PO was for replacement coils.

The SIP did not document that any relevant records were reviawed
other than the CGC and the coil resistance and turns test report.

PQA’s review of the SIR failed to .aote that the source inspector
did not verify the vendor’'s C0C basis.

FPC EVALUATION

The use of Doc. Ltr 1187A provides assurance that the parent component
will function properly when the item is iistslled. By verifying the
relay picks up at 80% or lower, the coil is actually being tested. The
letter is for compete relays, but is more than adequate for coils.

Tnis is another case of objective evidence relative to *Ye
determination of exactly how the Inspector came to the conclusion to
accept the item, The Source Plan checklist indicated “"satisfactory" by
each raquirement. Additionally, a written report provided additional
inf?r?:§ion on the witness of testing (resistance, pick-up) and uther
activities.

CONCLUSTON:

[tem was dedicated properiy.
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(i6) PO FB844090YV
DESCRIPTION: Vacuum Syitches for Control Room Toxic Gas Monitors
FPC Package: E-32

INTRODUCTION

These items wer. inventory replenishments purchased directly from the
original equipment manufacturer for use in the Contro)l Room Toxic Gas
Monitors.

NRC_CONCERNS

The NRC noted the following concerns:

Not all of the Source Inspection Plan {SIP) verification
requirements were adequately performed or documented (ie. the SIP
required the parts to be installed and tested in a functional
mock-up, the SIR did not indicate that it was performed).

Certain acceptance criteria identified in the SIP were not
adequately addressed, performed and/or documented by the SIR.

An incorrect revision of the vendor drawing was used.
FPC_EVALUATION

Objective evidence of the Inspector’s activities are minimal. However,
the Ir pector witnessed a functional test to verify output contacts were
sel t. 50" H,0 per Interscan’s Test Procedure (copy on file at FPC) and
aid sign the Source Inspection Plan indicating completion of the steps,
He also provided additional details in a written report and attested to
full compliance with purchase order (Statement of Confurmance). In
addition, the switches were fit into a monitor during the inspection and
verified to be the correct cnes.

The issue of conflicting drawing revision levels was caused by mis-
reading the vendors drawing during the inspection planning effort. The

correct revision level is §/28/88 as identified by the laspection
Report.

CONCLUSION

This again, is another cas: of the amount of objective .vidence needed
in a Source Inspection Royrrt. As stated before, procedure changes in
this area are being implemented to develop consistency in reports.

Iten was properly Jedicated.
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PURPOSE OF MEETING

FPC DOES NOT BELIEVE THE REPORT ACCURATELY REPRESENTS
THE EFFECTIVENESS OF CUR PROCUREMENT PROGRAM,
THEREFORE, FPC WANTED TO CLARIFY THE RECORID PRIOR YO
THE REPORT BEING TRANSMIITED TO THE REGION FOR
FURTHER DISPOSITION.

FPC BELIEVES THE DISCUSSION OF PREVIOUS INSPECTION
FINDINGS WAS INAPPROPRIATE AND WARRANTS SIGNIFICANT
CLARIFICATION.

COVER LETTER TO INSPECTION REPORT REQUESTED FPC TO:

".MAKE AN ASSESSrENT OF THE  SAFETY
IMPUICATIONS THAT THESE DEFICIENCIES ZOULD
HAVE AND TAKE APFROPRIATE CORRECTIVE
ACTIONS BASED ON YOUR REVIEW OF THE
INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS REPORT."

FPC BELIEVES THAT CERTAIN ISSUES RAISED IN THIS REPORT
REFLECT GENERIC ISSUES THAT REMAIN OPEN BECAUSE THE
NRC'S EXPECTATIONS EXCEED THE COMPREHENSIVE
PROCUREMENT INITIATIVE. THUS, THIS MEETING WILL BE A
USEFUL PRECURSOR TO FUTURE NRC/INDUSTRY DIALOGUE ON
THESE ISSUES.
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BASIC CONCLUSIONS

THE PACKAGES QUESTIONED BY THE TEAM IN THE SUBJECT
REPORT DO NOT CONVAIN ‘DERICIENCIES” WITH SAFETY
IMPLICATIONS.

PARTS QUESTIONED ARE NOT OF "INDETERMINATE QUALITY!
WE HAVE REASONABLE ASSURANCE THAT THE PARTS RECEIVED
WERE THE PARTS SPECIRED AV THAT THEY WILL FUNCTION
APPROPRIATELY,

ACTIONS IN RESPONSE TO THE PREVIOUS INSPECTION
IACEEDED THAT WHICH WAS REQUIRED., WE MET OUR
GENERAL OBLIGATIONS IUNDER APPENDIX B AND ALL OF OUR
COMMITMENTS. INSTEAD OF FOCUSSING ON THOSE ACTIONS
WE COMMITIED TO DO, THE TEAM BEVIEWED THE
REPLACEMENT STATUS OF THINGS WE HAD NOT COMMITTED
7O REPLACE,

FPC AGRECS THAT THE LEVEL OF OBJECTIVE EVIDENCE AND
PROCEDURAL GUIDANCE IN CERTAIN AREAS - WD BE
IMPROVED AND WAS MOVING IN THAT DIRCCTIC < #RIOR TO
THE ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE INSPECTION.

THE NRC AND THE INDUSTRY FUNDAMEINTALLY DISAGREE ON
WHAT 1€ MEANT BY AND REQUIRED TO ACHI®VE ‘REASONABIE
ASSURANCE.” WE UNDERSTAND THE NRTTS POSITION, BUY DO
NOT AGREE WITH 1T,
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FPC/CR-3 LICENSING BASIS

THE FPC QA PROGRAM, INCIPIDING REQUIREMENTS
APPLICABLE TO PROCUREMENT, 1S CC NTAINED IN CHAPTER 1.7
OF THE CR-3 FSAR. THE PROLAM ADOPTS REGULATORY
GUIDE 1.33 (REVISION 2, 1978) [WHICH IS THE NRU'S
CONDITIONAL ENDORSEMENT OF ANSI N18.7/ANS 3.2 (1976)]
WITH SOME CLARIFICATIONS.

FPC EXPRESSLY COMMITTED TO UPGRADING OUR PROGRAM
TO MEET THE EPRI CGI GUIDELINES. THE INDUSTRY
COMMITTED, VIA NUMARC INITIATIVE, TO UPGRADE
PROCUREMEN T FRACTICES TO MEET THE INTENT OF THE EPRI
GUIDELINES.

FPC HAS NEVER COMMITTED TO MEET THE STAFF'S
INTERPRETATIONS OF THESE GUIDELINES AS EXPRESSED IN GL
89-02 OR 91-05, IN FACT, AT EVERY REASONABLE
OPPORTUNITY FPC HAS STATED OUR VIEW THAT THESE
DOCUMENTS REPRESENT NEW STAFF POSITIONS,

FPC BELIEVES THAT OUR CURRENT LICENSING BASIS REMAINS

REASONABLE ASSURANCE THAT THE PART wECEIVED IS THE
PART SPECIFIED,
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NEVERTHLELESS, FPC IZOES SPECIFY REPLACEMENT PARTS THAT
ARE EXPECTED TO HAVE THE CAPABILITY TO FULFILL ALL THEIR
SAFETY FUNCTIONS. THAT CAN RESULT FROM:

< StLECTING UKE-FOR-LIKE REPLACEMENT PARTS (NOT AS
GL 91-05 WOULD DEFINE SUCH);

«  EQUIVALENT PARTS (FV' '€ PEERE PROCESS); OR,

«  BY PERFORMING A DETAILED SAFETY ASSESSEMENT AND
VALIDATING  SUFFICIENT CHARACTERISTICS TO  GAIN
REASONABLE ASSURANCE OF FUNCTIONAL CAPABILITY,

REGARDLESS OF HOW THE PART IS SPECIFIED OR PROCUCTD,

FPC MAY CHOOSE TO VALIDATE CHARACTERISTICS BEYOND
THOSE NEEDED FOR ACCEPTANCE FOR A VARIETY OF REASONS.
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COMPUANCE WITH APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS/INITIATIVES

WITH MINOR EXCEPTIONS, THE PACKAGES REVIEWED IN 1989
AND 1992 WITE IN COMPUANCE WITH OUR MANUAL AND
PROCEDUKES AT THE TIME THE PACKAGES WERE DEVELOPED.

THE PACKAGES WIERE IN COMPLIANCE WITH OUR LICENSING
BASIS (10 CFR 50, APPENIMX B AS INTERPRETED BY OUR QA
PLAN'S CONDITIONAL ENDORSEMENT OF RG 1.33).

THE PACKAGES IDENTIFIED IN THE 1992 INSPECTION WERE IN
COMPUANCE WITH THE NUAMARC INITIATIVE (THE INTENT OF
THE [PRI CGI GUIDELINES).

WE AGREE THAY SEVERAL OF THE PACKAGES WERE NOT IN C
OMPUANCE WITH EVOLVING STAFF GUIDANCE COMMUNICA
TED TO THE INDUSTRY IN GL 91.05.




BACKHT CONSIDERATIONS

WE DO NOT PLAN ON CONDUCTING A THOROUGH BACKFHIT
APPEAL AT THIS TiIME. HOWEVER, IT IS NICESSAPY TO
COMMUNICATE SOME FUNDAMENTAL 1SSUES.

MNON-COMPLIANCE WITH THE POSITIONS EXPRESSED IN GL
91-05, OR OTHIR EVOLVING STAFF POSITIONS, DOES NOT
NECESSARILY RESULT IN A PART OF INDFTERMINATE CQUALITY,

GL 91-05, . M7 JOTH OF OUR INSPECTION REPORTS, CONTAI
N SEVERAL POSITIONS THAT HAVE NEVER PROPERLY BEFN MA
DE A PART OF OUR APPLICABLE LICENSING BASIS.

FPC IS AWARE OF THE DIALOGUE WITH CRGR, NUMARC AND
NUBARG ON THIS SUBJECT, BUT STRONGLY BELIEVES THAT THE
ISSUE HAS NOT BEEN FULLY EXPLORED OR RESOLVED, Wk C
ONSIDER RESOLUTION OF THIS TO BE A NECESSARY PREDECE
SSOR TO (OR COMPONENT OF) GENERIC DISCUSSIONS
SCHEDULED TO OCCUR THIS FALL.

THE BASIC ISSUE IS WHETHER CONFORMANCE WITH THE EXI
STING CONSENSUS STANDARD (ANSI N18.7/ANS 3.2) AS
CONDITIONALLY ENDORSED BY RG 1.33, REVISION 2 AND OUR
QA PIAN IS SUFHICIENT TO MEET APPENDIX B. THE
CONTINUED REUANCE ON THE REG GUIDE, ITS STATED
COMPLIANCE WITH APPENDIX B, THE APPROVAL OF OUR QA
PROGRAM IN THE MID-1980'S, ALL LEAD US TO BELIEVE THAT
THEY REMAIN OUR LICINSING BASIS,

IF THE NRC WANTED US TO CHANGE OUR LICENSING BASIS, GL
91-05 SHOULD HAVE SUPPORTED THIS CHANGE IN POSITION
WITH AN APPROPRIATE VALUE/IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND
REQUIRED A RESPONSE WHICH WOULD HAVE INCLUDED A
PROPQOSET REVISION TG OUR (AND ALL LICENSEE’S) QA PLAN.
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PLANT SPECITIC TECHNICAL ISSUES

THE FOLLOWING PLANT-SPECIFIC TECHNICAL ISSUES APPEAR IN ONE
OR MORE OF THE NOTED PACKAGES (SOME CF THESDT MAY BE
GENERIC BUT APPEAR IN A SUIMHICIENTLY UNIQUE LIGHT TO
WARRANT TREATMENT ON A PLANT-SPECIFIC BASIS):

CONSIDERATION OF EFFECTS OF POTNTIAL FAILURES ON MEARBY
EQUIPMENT

COMMENTS WERE MADE THAT IMPLIED THAT THE NRC
EXPECTED US TO CONSIDER THE EFFECT OF COMPONENT
FAILURES ON NEARBY EQUIPMENT. THAT IS OUTSIDE OF THE
LICENSING BASIS OF PLANTS OF OUR VINTAGE, WE ADDRKESS
LINE FAILURES AS REQUIRED BY OUR HELB PROGRAM. SYSTEMS
LEVEL INTERACTIONS WERE ADDRESSED BY THE STAFF IN USI
A-47 (GL 89-19). SPATIAL INTERACTIONS DURING SEISMIC
EVENTS WILL BE ADDRESSED AS PARY OF THE RESOLUTION OF
A-46. THERE IS NO EXPUCT REQUIREMENT FOR SUB-
COMPONENT LEVEL INTERACTION ANALYSES.

DESCRIP JUONS, IDENTIFICATION OF SAFETY FUNCTION, & EQ ZONES

FPC'S ENTIRE DESIGN CONTROL/CONFIGURATION
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM IS DRIVEN BY A DISCRETE TAG
NUMBER SYSTEM. USERS OF OUR VARIOUS QA DOCUMENTS
(PROCUREMENT AND OTHERWISE) HAVE ACCESS TO TENS OF
THOUSAMDS OF RECORDS VIA LARGE COMPUTER DATA BASES
(PRINCIPALLY CMIS AND HMIS FOR PROCUREMENT). WE
DISCOURAGE RCPLICATION OF THAT INFORMATION ON THE
MANY DOZENS OF HARD COPY FORMS WE UTILIZE IN THIS
AND OTHER QA ACTIVITIES SINCE EACH TRANSLATION TENDS
TO DEPART FROM THE ACTUAL DESIGN BASIS, SEVERAL
COMMENTS APPEARED, AT LEAST PARTIALLY, BASED ON THE
TEAM’S  MISUNDERSTANDING THIS INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT NETWORK. FOR INSTANCE, CMIS ALSO SERVES
AS OUR EQML AND AS SUCH AlLL THE APPLICABLE ZONE
INFORMATION, QUALIFICATION REFERENCES, ETC. ARE READILY

AVAILABLE IN A SERIES OF TAG NUMBER RELATED COMPUTER
SCREENS.




SEISMIC SIGNIFICANCE

MUCH OF THE TEAM’S CONCERNS ASSOCIATED WITH DESIGN
AND MATERIAL CONTROL SEEMED TO FIND ITS SAFETY BASIS IN
SEISMIC QUALIFICATION CONCERNS. NOW THAT THE NRC HAS
ISSUED THE SSER ON SQUG AS ONE MEANS OF RESOLVING GS!
A-46 1T WOULD APPEAR APPROPRIATE TO DE-EMPHASIZE THE
LEVEL OF CONCERN IN THIS AREA. THE SSER EXPRESSLY
STATES:

"THISE CRITERIAAND PROCEDURES AS DESCRIBED
ARE ACCEPTABLE fOR VERIFYING THE SEISMIC
ADEQUACY OF COMMERCIAL-GRADE EQUIPMENT
70 BE DEDICATED FOR  SAFETY.-RELATED
PURPOSES."
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PROGRAMMATIC ISSUES

THE FOLLOWING ISSUES GENERALLY REFLECT THE CONCERNS
GROUPED IN THE SECOND DEFICIENCY IN THE REPORT., WHILE
THESE ARE 1M A PLANT-SPECIFIC CONTEXY, THEY ARE GENERIC ISSUES:

FEEDEBACK/OVERVIEW BETWEEN PE, PQA AND INSPECTORS

FPC DOE5 NOT AGREE THAT ORGANIZATION IS
INAPPROPRIATY, 8UT AGREES THAT PROCESSES NEED TO BE
STRENGTHENFD SOMEVVHAT. INTERIM ACTIONS (CHECKLIST
FOR PQA REVIEW OF SOUPCE INSPICTION REPORTS,
FROCEDURAL CLARIFICATIONS, vYC) HAVE ALREADY BEEN
TAKEN, . THER ENGANCEMENTS AND REFINFMENTS ARE
LIKELY.

LEVEL OF DETAIL IN SOURCE INSPECTION REPORTS

FPC DOES NOT AGREE THAT THE LEVEL OF OBJECTIVE EVIDENCE
IS INADEQUATE”  UNLUIKE FQ '"VENDOR QUALIFICATION
PACKAGES’, IT WAS NOT OUR INTENT (AND WE DON'T BELIEVE
WE ARE REQUIRED) TO BE ABLE TO INDEPENDENTLY VERIFY THE
INSPECTORS BASIS OR RESULYS. HOWEVER, WE DO AGREE
THAT THE DISCIPLINE IMPOSED BY [IMPROVED
DOCUMENTATION MIGHT IMPROVE 'NSPLCTIONS AND
FACILITATE REVIEW AND AUDIT ACTIVITIES.

PROCERURAL GUIDANCE

BASED ON OUR EXPERIENCE IN THIS AND MANY RELATED
ACTIVITIES, WE DO NOT AGREE THAT PROCFDURAL DETAIL 1S
THE BEST WAY TO ACHIEVE IMPROVED PIRFORMANCE OR
CONSISTENCY. ACCOUNTABILIT, IS OFTEN REDUCED WHIEN
PROCEDURES BECOME TOO "COOKBGOK" AND COMPLIANCE
BECOMEE MORE IMPORTANT THAN PERFORMANCE,
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GENERIC ISSUES
SUITABILITY OF APPLICATION/CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS

THIS IS THE MOST IMPORTANT AND FUNDAMENTAL ISSUE
FACING FPC AND THE INCUSTRY IN GENERAL. IT CAN BE
SUMMARIZED AS SHOWN ON THE ATTACHED FIGURE AND
ASSOCIATED NOTES. ALTERNATIVELY, THE QUESTION CAN BE
STATED AS:

IS 1T NECESSARY TO 1DENTIFY AND VALIDATE ALL
CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS REIATED TO A
COPAPONENTS SAFETY FUNCTION; OR, IS THERE A
SUBSET OF CHARACTERISTICS NECESSARY AND
SUFFICIENT FOR ACCEPTANCE?

FPC AND THE INDUSTRY BELIEVES ONE CAN IDENTIFY A SET OF
CHARACTERISTICS TO ACHIEVE DEMONSTRATION OF
SUITABILITY FOR APPLICATION WITHOUT VALIDAYTING ALL
THOSE ASSOCIATED WITH SAFETY FUNCTION. BOTH THE NRC
AND THE INDUSTRY AGREE THAT NOT ALL THOSE ASSOCIATED
WITH A COMPONENTS DESIGN MUST BE VALIDATED.

SQURCE INSPECTION RESULTS

A SIGNIFICANT ISSUE AT FPC, WHICH AFFECTS THE INDUSTRY
TO THE EXTENT THAT SOURCE INSPECTIONS ARE RELIED UPON,
IS WHETHER QUALIFIED INSPECTORS CAN BE RELIED UPON TO
ACCOMPLISH THOSE REVIEWS ESSENTIAL TO VALIDATE A
CHARACTERISTIC OR IS IT NECESSARY FOR OTHERS (THE
LICENSEE, NRC OR OTHERS) TO BE ABLE TO INDEPENDENTLY
VALIDATE THAT THE ACTIONS TAKEN ARE NECESSARY AND
SUFFICIENT.
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CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS

THE COMPREHENSIVE PROCUREMENT  INITIATIVE INCLUDED
REFERENCES TO TWO KEY INDUSTRY DOCUMENTS RELAVENT TC
UNDERSTANDING CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS FROM AN INDUSTRY
PERSPECTIVE:

THE INDUSTRY COMMITED TO DEVELOP PROGRAMS TO MEET
THE INTENT OF EPRI NP-5652, "GUIDELIN: FOR THE
UTILIZATION OF COMMERCIAL GRADE ITEMS IN NUCLEAR
SAFETY RELATED APPLICATIONS"

WHILE LESS FXPLICITLY ENDGRCED IT ALSO NOTED THAT EPRI
NP-6406, "GUIDELINE FOR Ti!E TECHNICAL EVALUATION OF
REPLACEMENT ITEMS IN NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS" PROVIDES
A SOUND PROCESS FOR A TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND
PROVIDES USEFUL INFORMATION.

EPRI NP-5652

SECAION 1.2 INCLUDES THE FGLLOWING:

“THE TECHNICAL EVALUATION PROCESS PROVIDES A
MEANS TO SPECIFY THE CORRECT REQUIREMENTS FOR
AN ITEM IN A PROCUREMENT DOCUMENT...THE
ACCEPTANCE METHODS FOR COMMERCIAL GRADE ITEMS
PROVIDE REASONABLE ASSURANCE THAT THE ITEM
RECEIVED IS THE ITEM WHICH WAS SPECIFIED."

SECTION 2.3 STATES:

"BASED . { THE PERFORMANCE AND DESIGN BASIS FOR
AN ITEM, A VARIETY OF CHARACTERISTICS CAN BE
IDENTIFIED THAT ARE CRITICAL FOR SATISFACTORY
PERFORMANCE. HOWEVER FOR PURPOSES OF
ESTABLISHING CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS FOR
ACCEPTANCE, ONLY CERTAIN OF THESE MUST BE VERIFIED
TO PROVIDE REASONABLE ASSURANCE THAT THE ITEM
SPECIFIED IS THF !'TEM RcCEHIVED,
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tPRI NP-6406
TION 3.4 STATES:

"WRITICAL  CHARACTERILTICS  FOR  DIESIGN  ARE
PROPERTIES OR ATTRIBUTES WHICH ARE ESSENTIAL FOR
THY ITEM’'S FORM, FIT AND FUNCTIONAL
PERFORMANCE...THE CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS FOR
DESIGN ARE DETERMINED BASED UPON THE ITEM'S
FUNCTION, ITS IMEA (IF PERFORMED) AND DESIGN
DOCUMENTATION,"

SECTION 3.6.5 STATES:

"CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS FORACCEPTANCE ARE BASED
ON AN ITEM'S CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS FOR DESIGN,
CRITICAL CHARACTER'STICS FOR ACCEPTANCE ARE
ATTRIBUTES €7 AN ITEM WHICH, OMCE SELECTED FOR
VERIFICATION, PROVIDE REASONABIE ASSURANCE THAT
THE ITEM RECEIVED IS THE ITEA, SPECH'ED. A CRITICAL
CHARACTERISTIC FOR DESIGN A*AY AKE A DIFFERENT
FORM THAN A CRIICAL  CHARACTERISTIC  FOR
ACCEPTANCE FOR EXAMPLE, THE CRITICAL
CHARACTERISTICS FOR DESIGN OF AN ITEM MAY BE ITS
SHEAR AND TENSILE STRENGTHS AND DUCTILITY, THE
CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS FOR ACCEPTANCE COULD BE
MARKINGS AND  MATERIAL HARDNESS, WHICH CAN
PROVIDE REASONABLE ASSURANCE THAT THE MATERIAL
SPECIFIED IS THE MATERIAL RECEIVED."
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THE NRC, ON THE OTHER HAND, HAS TAKEN THE FOLLOWING
POSITION(S) IN GENERIC LETT/R 91-05:

“THE NRC HAS NOT TAKIN THE POSITION THAT ALL
DESIGN REQUIREMENTS MUST BE CONSIDERED TO BE
CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS AS DEFINED AND USED IN
EPRI NP 5652, RATH'R, AS STATED IN APPENDIX B,
CRITERION H11, LICENSEES MUST ASSURE THE SUITABILITY
OF PARTS, MATERIALS, AND SERVICES FTOR THEIR
INTENDED SAFETY-RELATED APPLICATIONS .. THE LICENSEE
iS RESPONSIBLE  FORLFROVIDING REASONABLE
ASSURANZE OF THE COr.  ORMANCE OF THE ITEM TO THE
CRITEIIA "

THERE ARE AT LEAST TWO FUNDAMENTAL DIFFERENCLS IN THESE
DOCUMENTS:

THE INDUSTRY [DPOCUMINTS  CGiEARLY OUTUINE  THF
DIFFERENCES  BETWEEN  CRITICAL  CHARACTER  "ICS FOR
ACCEPTANCE  AND  THOSE ASSOCIAILD  WITH  SAFETY
FUNCTION, THE MRC DOCUMENT EQUATES THE TWO.

THE INDUSTRY DOCUMENTS ARE INTENDED TO PROVIDE
"REASONABLE ASSUP*"/CE" THE 1TFM RECEIVED 1S THE ITEM
SPECIFIED, THE NRC wOCUMENT IS INTENDED TO PROVIDE
"REASONABRLE ASSURANCE" THAT THE PART CONFORMS TO THE
CRITERIA ESTABLISKED AS PART OF THE SAFETY FUNZ.ION
REVIEWED.
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PREVIOUS INSPECTION ISSULS

FPC NEVER AGREED THAT THESE WERE NON-COMPLIANCES.
THERE WAS NOTHING WARRANTING CORPECTION AND WE
NEVER COMMITTED TO THE NRC TO CHANGE OUT ANY OF THEE
AFFECTED COMPONENTS. THUS, CORRECTIVE ACTION
TIMELINFSS IS MOOT,

IF THE NRC WISHES TO CONSIDER THy 7 ON THEIR MERITS, IT
WILL BE NECESSARY TO IDENTIFY THE REQUIREMENTS
APPLICABLE TO CR-3 AT THE TIME Oy THE DEDICATION
ACTIVITIES AND [IVALUATE OUR COMPLIANCE WITH T, ™M,

FPC DOCKET*D A THOROUGH RESPONSE IN JANUARY, 1990,
THE NRC HAS MEVER REVIEWED THE MIERITS OF THAT
RESPONSE. WE RE/AAIN WILLING TO DO SO, BUT T: ¢ STAFF
HAS NOTIFIED THE COMMISSION THAT SUCH WAS NOT YGUR
INTENT. SECY 90-261 INDICATED THAT (WITH REGARD TO THE
CR-3 NOV):

“..THE STAFF HAS NOT EXPENDED THE
RESOURCEs TO DETERMINE WHETHER THESE
CASE-SPECIFIC  ARGUMENTS HAVE ADEQUATE
MERIT TO WITHDRAW THE PENALTY."

FPC ACTUALLY PERFORMED A "REDEDICATION" OF CEVERAL
DOZEN  PACKAGES AN COMPLETED A THOROUGH
ASSESSMENT (TERMED GURK LOOK-BACK PROGRAM) OF PAST
PROCUREMENT PACKAGES BASED ON A SAMPLE SIZF AND
SCOPE AGREED TO BY THE NRC., WE OFFERED TO DISCUSS T1'¢
REPORT AND THE ACTIONS TAKEN IN RESPONSE TO THESE
REVIEWS, BUT THE TEAM INSTEAD CHOSE TO FOCUS ON
THOSE IDENTIFIED IN THE WITHDRAWN NOY.

FPC WAS SURPRISED THAT THE STAFF WANTED TO rOCUS ON
TAESE ISSUES AND CLEARLY INFORMED THE TEAM THAT WE
OID NOT CONSIDER THEM TO BE NON-CONFORMANCES., WE
WERE  DISAFPOINTED THAY OUR POSITION WAS NOT
MENTIONED.,
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IT SHOULD B NOTED THAT MUF'S ARE NOT PROCUKEAMENTS AT ALL
“HIS PROCEST (S USED TO JUSTIFY THE VERY LIMITE D USE OF NON-
SAFETY MATERIAL OOR COLIPONENTS THAT WE ALREADY POSSESS. AS
SUCH, SOURCE INSPETTIONS, OEM TRACEABILITY /ND OTHER BASIC
CONCEPTS MAY KOT APPLY OR BE ACHIEVABLE,
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MUF 0007-%  iHEKMOMETER
ISSUES:

RIP ADEQVAC AND IMPLEMENTATION
POSITION:

THE ALL-WELDED TONSTRUCTION IS VIEWED AS A DESCRIPTION
RATHER THAN A CHARACTRRISTIC, THE LOW PRESSURE APPLICATION
WOULD NOT MAK: SUCH A REQUIREMENT, FURTHER, THE
CONHFIGURATIOM CHECK WAS LIKELY TO HAVE ADDRESSED THIS
DESCRIPTION SUFFICIENTLY. LISE OF MAGNET FOR SUCH PLURPOSES
IS NO LONGER PRACTIC e ALTHOUGH IT 1S A REASONARLE
TECHNIQUE IN CERTAIN ArPLICATIONS.
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MUF 0U13-90  TERMINAL BLOCK MOUNTING PLATE
ISSUES:

REPLACEMENT MAY BE INADEQUATE TO CORPeCT  PROBLEM
(EXCFSSIVE CORRIISICN)

POSITION:

WNOT A PROCUREMENT ISSUE, THIS WAS THF PART QUALIFIED TOR
THE ENVIRONMENT,
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MUF 001496 AMPHEANOL CONNECTORS

ISSVUES:

VERIFICATION OF SPECIFIED CHARATTERISTICY

APPROPRIATINESS OF SPECIFIED CHARACTERISTIC (RESISTANCE
VA UFE)

POSITION:

THE ASSOCIATED PARENT COMPOINEM TS ARE NOT SATETY RELATED

“UT ARE EG. EQ REPORT IS BASED ON MIL SPEC NUMBER WHICH
“WVAS VERIFIED. THE RESISTANCE VALUF "WAS IN ERROR,
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" MS 1 AND 2

Pu F670204K  COLTEC SUB-COMPONENTS

ISS JES:

CLARITY AND ADEQUACY OF CHARACTERISTIC VERIFICATION
POSITION:

SUFFICIENT CHARACTERISTICS WERE VERIFIED TO ESTABLISH
REASONABLE ASSURANCE THAT PART WAS THE ONE SELECTED., ¥
INSPECTION PERSONNEL ARE UNABLE TO IDENTIFY APPROPRIATE
DIMENSIONS  TdlEY SEEK  ADDITIONAL  GUIDANCE  FROM
PROCUREMENT ENGINEFRING.

THESE WERE COMMERCIAL GRADE ITEMS ACQUIRED BY THE
SUPPLIER OF THE EDG. THE COLTEC COMMERCIAL GRADE
DEDICATION PROGRAM WAS NOT AVAUHABLE AT THIS TIME., THE
PARTS WERE iDENTIFIED, SELECTED AND USED BY COLTEC SUPPLIED
CRAFT PERFORMING THE EDG UPGRADE AT TolE SITE.  THE
UPGRADED DIESELS WERE SUBJECTED TO VIRY EXTENSIVE TESTING
AND RELATED PERFORMANCE HAS IMPROV'D. THE SELECTION OF
CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS WAS OVIRLY EATENSIVE TO MEET
REASONABLE ASSUR/ANCE STANDARD.
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IiM 3
PO F670378YV  BEARINGL
ISSUES:

ADEQUACY OF CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS AND VERIFICATION (INCL
SAMPLE SIZE)

POSITION:

SUFFICIENT CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS WERE IDENTIFIED AND
VERIFIED TO PROVIDE REASONABLE ASSURANCE OF BILARING
CAPABILITY, COMMERCIAL  BEARING MANUFACTVIRERS HAVE
EXTENSIVE. PROGRAMS TO ASSURE PROPER MARKINGS AND SUCH
MARKINGS ARE READILY REIA" "D TO KEY CHARACTERISTICS,
NEVERTHELESS, WE HAVE MODI .£D FACCR TO IMCLUDE MATERIAL
AND HAVE VERIFIED ALL SPECIF'FD CHARACTERISTICS. SAMPLE SIZE
WAS ACCEPTASBLE BUT INAPPROPRIATE BASED ON LOT SIZE (WITH
JUST FOUR, NMOING THEM ALL SIMPLY MAKES SENSE).
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ITEM 4
PO F842352K  PUMP IMPELLER
ISSUES:

CLARITY AND VERIFICATION OF IDENTIFIED CHARACTLRISTICS
MATERIAL SUBSTITULON

POSITION:

GENERALLY AGREE SINCE THESE CONCERNSE  WERE  LICENSEE
IDINTIFIFD,  HOWEVER, SUFFICIENT CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS
WERE ONaiGINALLY VERIFIED TO PROVIDE REASONABLE ASSURANCE,
THE MATERIAL SUBSTITUTION WAS TECHNICALLY APPROPRIATE, BUT
SHOULD HAVE BEEN APPROVED RY FPC,
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ITEM 5
PO F842722K  SHAFT KLY
ISSUES:

ADEQUACY OF CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS
CLARITY OF SOURCE INSPECTION DOCUMENTATION

POSITION:
SHAFT KEYS ARE NOT COMPLEX ITEMS. THE 50URCE INSPECIOR
CERTIFIED THAT HE HAD CHECKED THE ITEMS REQUIRED,

DOCUMENTATION MAY MAKE FUTURE REVIEW DHFVICULT, BUT
SHOULD NOT CAUSE SUITABILITY TO BE QUESTIONED,
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IEM 6

PO FB44359C  STEEL PLATE

ISSULS:

LACK OF CMTR AND ADEQUACY OF HARDNESS TESTING
POSITION:

CoC, MATERIAL AND HARDNESS TEST IS SUFFICIENT TO PROVIDE
REASONABLE ASSURANCE FOR NON-PRESSURE  RETAINING
APPLICATIONS OF PLATE STEEL. FPC TYPICALLY DID UTILIZE CMTP'S
FROM NON-SURVEYED COMMERCIAL GRADE SUPPLIERS UNTIL THE
1989 INSPECTION CRITICIZED US FOK DOING SO. WE GENERALLY
AGREE THIS WOULD BE AN ENHANCEMENT., TiiE QCI UTHIZED THE
HEAT NUMEER TO ENHANCE TRACHABILITY FROM WARET!OUSE TO
FIELD,
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ITEM 7

PO F670407K  CHECK VALVE DISC SEAT

ISSUES:

ADEQUACY OF SOURCE INSPECTION (ACCEPTANCE OF CoC)
POSITION:

WHILE FPC AGREES THAT RELIANCE ON A Co’. ALONE AS A RECEIPT
INSPECTION METHOD 1S INADEQUATE, WE DO BELIEVE THAT A
QUALIFIED SQURCE INSPECTOR MAY FIND THIS THE SIMPLEST
MEANS T DOCUMENT THE MATFRIAL ADEQUACY. WHILE IT DOES
SUPPLY REASONABLE ASSURANCE THAT THE PARI 1S THE ONE

SPECIFIED, WE DO NOT ENCOURAGE RELIANCE ON CoC AS A
GENERAL PRACTICE,
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ITEM 8

PO F8450350D  3-WAY BALL VALVE

ISSUES:

ADEQUACY OF SIP GUIDANCE

POSITION:

THE INSPECTOR ESSENTIALLY PERFORMED A UIMITED SURVLY OF THE
MANUFACTURERS MATERIAL CONTROL PROGRAM IN LIEU OF
ABSOLUTE  MATERIAL  TRACEABILITY WITH  FPC'S  PRIOR
CONCURRINCE. WHILE THIS IS AN UNUSUAL APPLICATION, AND THE
DOCUMENVATION IS LIMITED, 1T 1S NOT FUNDAMENTALLY FLAWED,

THUS, KEASONABLE ASSURANCE THAT THI PART WAS THE ONE
INTENDED WAS OBTAINED,
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ItM 9

PO Fuda 57V TOXIC GAN SENSORS

ISSUES:

FAILED TO IDENTHFY APPROPRIATE CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS
POSITION:

FPC AGREES THAT THE SAFETY FUNCTION WAS MISSTATED,
HOWEVER, SUTFICIENT CHARACTERISTICS WERE TDENTIFIED, AS
MOTED IN RIPORY, FUNCTIONAL PERFORMANCE WAS ASSURED BY

REQUIRED WITNESSING OF FUNCTIONAL TESTING AT THE OEM'S
FACILITY AND BY POST-INSTALIATION TESTING,
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{TEM 10

PO FBA2336N TERMINAL BLOCKS
SSUES:

UNCLEAR

POSITION:

THIS DEDICATION PACKAGE APPLARED TO BE CONSISTENT WITH
EFRI/TWO PACKAGES, ThH. NRC FEAM MAY HAVE NOT UNDERSTOOD
THE SEMANTICS USED IM THE PACKACE,




ITEM 11
PO F842798V DIESEL SUPPOGRT SYSTEM PUMP MOTOR
ISSUES:

IWAPPROPRIATE PART FUNCTIONAL DIESCRIPTION ANTY ERRORS
DURING SOURCE INSPECTION.

POSITION:

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE SUB-SYSTEM THIS MOTOR IS PAKT
OF AND THE DESEL 1S DIFFICULT TO CORRECTLY ARTICULATE. A
MOTOR'S FUNCTION IS ACTIVE BUY THE ASSCOCIATED FUMP IS NOT
ESSUINTIAL TO ASSURE OIESEL OPERABIL'TY.  THF SUB-SYSITEM'S
PRESSURE BOUNDARY FUNCTION DOES EFFECT YO0 O “ERABILIYY.
HOWEVER, FPC RECHIPT INSPECTION ACTIVITIES DID HDunTIFY THE
NOTED DISCREPANCIES. WE ARE UNSURE WHIY THE TEAM THOUGHY
THEY WERE IDENTIFIED DURING INSTALLATION.
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ITEM 32

PO FBA4659K FUSL REDUCERS

ISSUES:

TRACEABILITY OF PARTS TO OFM,

POSITION:

FPC CONSIQERS THE LEVEL O TRACEABILITY TO BE COMPLETELY
ADEQUATE. A PACKAGE OF 20 SIMPLE PARTS WERE PACKAGED FOR
FPC BY THE OFM WITH A CoC FROM THE OEM TO FPC INCLUDED IN

THE PACKAGE, THE TRANSACTION/SHIPMENT WENT THROUGH A
LOCAL DISTRIBUTOR.
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ITEM 13

PO F844719D A-B RELAYS

ISSUES:

INCOMPLETE CRITICAL CHARACTERISTIC IDENTIFICATION
POSITION:

FPC HAS REVIEWED THE PACKAGE WITH THE NRC COMMENTS IN
MIND AND IS SATISHED WITH THE PACKAGE'S ADEQUACY. THE

LIMITED APPLICATION (INDICATION ONLY) WAS NOTED AND RELIED
UPON IN SELECTING CRITICAL CHARACTERISTICS.
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ITEM 14

PO F740240K JOSLYN-CLARK RLLAYS

ISSUES:

ADEQUACY OF INSPECTION PLAN

POSITION:

THE COIL CHARACTERISTICS WERE NOT SPECIFIED OR VERIFIED

BECALUSE, AS NOTED ON THE PO, THESE WERE SUPPLIED L _FPC
TROM QOUR SAFETY RELATED STOCK,




ITEM 15

PO F844454K J-C RELAY CONS

ISSUES:

ADCQUACY OF SOURCE INSPECTION  GUIDANCE AND
DOCUMENTATION

POSITION:

ALTHOUGH ATYTACAMENT WAS FOR WHOLE RELAYS,
ADEQUATE FU« INCLUDED SUB-COMPONENTS (RELAYS).

IT WAS
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ITEM 16
PO 844090V SWITCHES
ISSUES:

ADEQUACY OF SOURCE INSPECTION DOCUMENTATION
CONFLICTING DRAWING DATES

POSITION:
THE DRAWING RELIED UPON WAS THE CORRECT (ONLY) REVISION,

THE INSPECTOR SHOULD HAVE NOTED THE
TRANSCRIPTION/LEGIBILITY ERROR,
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