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Resurgence of Nuclear Power

New Nuclear Plant Outlook & New Plant QA Task
Force Activities

10CFR21

NRC Perspectives on Dedication and Counterfeit
Products

NRC Status Report

Vendor Performance Indicators

Implementing a 10CFR50 App B Quality Program on
an 1SO-9001 Foundation

Fraudulent Detection Awareness for Counterfeit Parts
& Documents

Understanding the NUPIC Joint Audit Checklist
Metal Whiskers: Failure Modes and Mitigation

Strategies
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» Flowserve, Raleigh: packaging was incorrect; 16 inch
butterfly valves with undersized air operators.

» Flowserve, Charlotte: ASME Section X| work was done as
Section lll; NDE performed after receipt found
indications on impeller; machining errors.

» Westinghouse RRAS: wrong number of threads on valve
stems; Drawings changed and not updated; Seismic
qualification was not acceptable.

» NLI: Scheduling delays; fabricated to a different drawing
revision; missing Raychem sleeves.

» AREVA Lynchburg: Expired welder qualifications; foreign
matter found after motors were onsite.

» General Engineering Labs: wrong reporting units; wrong

sample collection times.
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Audit/Survey #: Supplier: Exit Date:

it - P NUPIC #2 5 4R 21 42 4 B =4 74

Evaluation of Audit/Survey Team Lead

NUPIC

ATL Utility being evaluated:

ATL Utility evaluator:

Evaluation:
Rating Scale: 1 Did not meet expectations
2 Met expectations, needs improvement
3 Met expectations
4 Exceeded expectations
(1) Did the ATL schedule the audit/survey with the mutual consent of the team members?

)

®3)

4)

®)

(6)

()

(8)

Check one: 1] 2 [] 3]

Were checklist assignments made at least 15 days in advance to prepare for the audit/survey?

Check one: 1] 2 [] 3]

Were pre-audit/survey communications satisfactory?

Check one: 1] 2 [] 3]

Did the ATL conduct the audit/survey in a professional manner?

Check one: 1] 2 [] 3]

Were daily debriefs held with the vendor’s QA organization and were they effective?

Check one: 1] 2 [] 3]

Did the ATL provide effective team leadership?

Check one: 1[] 2 [] 3
Was the ATL knowledgeable of the NUPIC audit/survey process?

Check one: 1] 2 [] 3]

Were there any surprises at the audit/survey exit meeting?

Check one: 1 2 3

Identify any strengths or opportunities for improvement:

14
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Evaluation of Audit/Survey Team Member

NUPIC

Audit/Survey #: Supplier: Exit Date:

ATM Utility being evaluated:

ATM Utility evaluated by:

Evaluation:

Rating Scale:

)

()

®3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Did not meet expectations

Met expectations, needs improvement
Met expectations

4 Exceeded expectations

WN -

Did the ATM come prepared for the audit/survey?

Check one: 10 2 [ 3 4 ]
Did the ATM keep the ATL informed of identified issues?

Check one: 1 [ 2 4 3 [ 4 []

Did the ATM effectively manage their time during the audit/survey and complete the checklist as requested?

Check one: 1 [ 2 4 3 [ 4 []

Did the ATM conduct themselves in a professional manner during the audit/survey?

Check one: 1 [ 2 4 3 [ 4 []

Were the ATM’s checklist responses written clearly and concisely and did they adequately address the
guestions?

Check one: 1] 2 [ 3 4 []

Were identified issues adequately and clearly documented?

Check one: 1] 2 [ 3 4 []

Identify any strengths or opportunities for improvement:

15
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Module

Module Content and Key Points

0

Course Overview and Introduction

Present Terminal Objectives for the Training

Review Course Modules and Content

Discuss Types of Organizations Capable of Dedicating CGls

Discuss regulatory authority of the NRC

Present an Overview of the Dedication Process and Licensee Expectations

1 Introduction to Procurement Engineering Fundamentals
e Understand basic nuclear procurement concepts
e Understand Nuclear Vendor Quality Assurance Program Options
e Learn what types of organizations can dedicate commercial grade items
e Learn the definition of a commercial grade item
e Learn the basic elements of the commercial grade item dedication process
e ldentify reference documents available to suppliers
2  |Performing the Technical Evaluation
1. Describe the purpose of the technical evaluation
2. Describe “design function” and “safety function”
3. Describe the process for determining the applicability of the 10CFR50,
Appendix B or ANSI/ASME NQA-1 program (classifying items)
4. Define the terms “commercial grade item” and “basic component”
5. Describe the major elements of the generic process for commercial grade item
dedication
6. Describe licensee expectations when evaluating alternate replacement items
3  |Determining Critical Characteristics
e Describe the thought processes for determining critical characteristics,
including the use of Design Information and FMEA/
e Describe how suppliers can ensure the appropriate characteristics are
verified
e Describe the differences between critical characteristics for design and
critical characteristics for acceptance
e Describe the different types of critical characteristics
e Describe reasonable assurance
e Describe how to achieve reasonable assurance in the context of commercial
grade item dedication
4 Overview of the Acceptance Methods

Describe the key elements of any CGI dedication package

Describe the purpose of the acceptance methods and the regulatory basis
for performing them

Describe the process for implementing each of the acceptance methods
Describe how performance history of the item and supply organizations
can affect the selection and implementation of the acceptance methods
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Implementing Special Tests & Inspections
e Describe the purpose and process for implementing special tests and
inspections of a CGlI
e Describe the roles and responsibilities of QA and engineering
e Describe documentation needed to demonstrate implementation

Accepting Documentation from Sub-Suppliers

e Describe the purpose and process for conducting performance-based
evaluations of sub-suppliers

e Describe the roles and responsibilities of QA and engineering

e Describe documentation needed to demonstrate implementation

Conducting Source Inspections at Sub-Supplier Facilities
e Describe the purpose and process for conducting source verifications at
sub-supplier facilities
e Describe the roles and responsibilities of QA and engineering
e Describe documentation needed to demonstrate implementation

CGlI Dedication Program Implementation

e Describe various scenarios under which items are manufactured and
furnished to a licensee

e Describe how a nuclear supplier should implement a CGI dedication
program

e Describe the differences and licensee expectations when dedicating a whole
component vs. an individual part

e Summarize licensee expectations regarding:

— Determination of plant applications and safety functions

— Critical characteristics selection

— Optimization of acceptance methods

— Documentation of the CGI dedication process

[Basic Human Performance Concepts

e Learn why human performance is a pertinent issue for nuclear suppliers

e Review the five principles of human performance

e Understand the basic origin of human error

e Identify error precursors

e Learn the three human performance modes

e Learn how to identify error precursors

e Review the application of fundamental and conditional error prevention
tools

e Review common error prevention tools
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