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SUBJECT: REVIEW OF NRC'S SYSTEMATIU ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE
PERFORMANCE PROGRAM

Attached i1s our report on the results of our review of NRC's Systematic
Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) Program. The review was conducted
in accordance with aenerally accepted Governmnent auditing standards during the
period September 1987 through October 1988, Audit work was performed at NRC
Headquarters and Regions 1, II, anc 111,

The purpose of our audit was to determire if the SALP program was being
carried out as designed and if it was provicding the benefits intendec. The
review included interviews with numerous officials involved with the SALP
process at Headquarters and in Pegions 1, 11, and I11. We also interviewed
management officials from three utilities that had recently gone through the
SALP process. We observed SALP Boarc meetings in the regions, and observed
SALP presentations to licensecs.. We reviewed the SALP Manual Chapter 051€,
regional office instructions, SALP reperts and other documents relating tc the
SALP process.

Our review found that overall the SALP program provides an important
evaluation process that benefits both NRC and its power reactor licensees, We
also found, however, that improvements could be made to the SALP program in
the following areas:

- There should be greater consistency among the regions in the SALP process
because the SALP repurt is the only NRC document available to the public
that evaluates and rates comprehensively the performance of power reactor
licensees through independent first-nand inspection and observation of
the facilities.

- NRC should develop a system to monitor the effectiveness of the SALP
program on allocating NRC's inspection resources.

B The Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research (NRR) and the regions should
seek out more efficient ways of performing SALP evaluations through
comparisons of regional procecures and processes.



The report makes seven recommencdations which we believe will, if implenented,
improve NRC's SALP progran,

In commenting on & draft of the report, the Executive Direcvor for Operetions
(EDO) agreed with four of the seven recommendations and offered &n alternctive
action to & fifth, The EDO diseoreed with Recommenciation 2 and part of
Recommendation 3. Based on the EDO's response ant the results of & meeting
with NRR officials to discuss the EDO's disagreement with the two
recommendations, we have concluded that Recommendation 2 is significant enough
to be elevated to the Commission for resclution. A separate Comission paper
has been prepared for that purpose. Although the EDO disagreed with
Recommendation 2, we do not believe the issue involved is significant enough
to elevate it to the Commission for resolution. Wwe will, however, review this
issue again during our follow-up review to deternine whether NRR's monitoring
of SALP reports has resulted in increased consistency among the regions,

Regarding the remaining recommendations, the EDO indicatec what actions had
beeri or would be taken to implement them, We wiil follow up on the EDO's
actions av an appropriate time in the future.
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KEVIEW OF NRC'S SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE PROGRAM

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
JNTRODUCTION

The Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) program is a
comprehensive review by NRC of the manner in which 1icensee management
directs, guides and provides resources for assuring plant sefety. The
objectives of the SALP program are tu evaluate each power reactor licensee
possessing an operating license or construction permit at least once every 12
to 18 months in order to improve licensee performance and provide & basis tor
management's allocation of NRC resources.

The NRC had been performing SALP evaluations since 1980. Prior to NRC's
reorganization in April 1987, the SALP program was under the guicance of the
Office of Inspection eng Enforcement, After the reorganization, the SALY
program was placed under the Perturmance Evaluation Branch, Division of
Licensee Performance and Quality Evaluation, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation (NRR).

Scope

Our review wes conducted in accordance with generaliy accepted Government
auditing standards during the period September 1987 through October 1968, The
purpose of our eudit wes 10 determine 11 the program was being carried out &s
designed and if i1 was providing the benefits intended. Our review focused
only on operating reactors in Regions I, 11, and 111, The review included
interviews with numerous officials invulved with the SALP process at
Headquarters anc in Regions 1, 11, and 111, We also interviewed management
officials from three utilities that had recently gone through the SALP
process. We observed SALP Buerd meetings in the regions, and observed SALP
presentations to licensees. We reviewed the SALP Manual Chapter 0516,
regional office instruciions, SALP report:c anc otner documents relating Lo the
SALP process.

FINDINGS

Our review of NRC's SALP program found that overall the SALP program provides
an important evaluation process that benefits both NRC and its power reactor
licensees. The staff involved with the SALP process in the three regions we
reviewed were dedicated to producing quality evaluations depicting what NRC
senior management considered to be the true state of the licensees’
operations. We believe, however, that improvements can be made in the SALP
program. Specificelly, we believe:

- There should be greater consistency among the regions in the
SALP process because the SALP report is the only NRC document available
to the public that evaluates and rates comprehensively the performance of
power reactor licensees througr independent first-hand inspection arnc
observation of the facilities. A1l three regions we reviewed have
implemented the SALP process somewhat differently. Each region has
developed & distinct style for presenting the results of the SALP
evaluations in the SALP reports making it difficult to compare SALP



reports from region to region, Because SALP reports are uscu by NRC anc
outside organizations for verious purposes, the format anc content of the
reports should be consistent among the regions to enhance their
usefulness., The SALP raving system does not include any feiling grede
for unacceptable performarnce, While our report does not address the
issue of whether SALP shoulc give failing grades to operating reactors,
the lack of any failing grade leads to inconsistent SALP results for
facilities that have besn shutdown for poor performance. Each region we
visited rates plants shutdown for poor performance in different ways. In
addition, the regions do not consistently perform SALP assessments on
plants that have either been shutdown during a SALP period or have been
in extended shutdown for more than one SALP period.

NRC should develop an adequate system to monitor the effectiveness of the
SALP program on allocating NRC's inspection resources. The NRC
inspection manual chapter gives general guidance regarding inspection
resource allocation for operating reactors based upon SALP evaluations.
However, there 15 no way of determining on an NRC-wide basis if the
regions are allocating their resources based on the SALP evaluations.
Each region we reviewed had a different means of tracking the inspeciion
resources used in each functional area.

NKk and the regions should seek nore cfficient ways of performing

SALP evaluations through comparisuns of regional procedures and
processes, Each of the three regions we reviewed took between 21 and 57
days longer to complete the SALP process then was recommended in the
SALP Manual Chapter. We were unable tou draw specific conclusions &s to
the reasons behind the timing aifferences between the Manual Chapter and
the regions' accomplishments, except that either the regions ere not
performing the SALP process as efficiently as they could or the Manual
Chapter 1s not providing realistic guidelines for the completion of each
phase of the SALP process.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Our report contains the following seven recommendations which we believe, if
implemented, will improve NRC's SALP program,

We

We

3.

recommend that the Director, NRR:

ensure that a SALP Coordinator takes an active role in monitoring all
aspects of the SALP program;

establish a more detailed SALP Manual Chapter in the area of report
format and content enumerating the type of information to be incluced in
the SALP report anc the format of the information. The SALP Coordinator
should monitor the regional SALP reports to ensure that the regions are
conforming to the standardized format anc content of the SALP report;

recommend that the Executive Director for Operations (E0C):

getermine whether plants that have been in extended shutocowns should have
SALP evuluations performed. Establisn a policy with specific guidelines
and criteria that all regions must follow on performing or not performing



SALP eveluations for plants that heve been in extended shutdowns, 1f it
15 delermined that plants asre to continue to be rated when the) have been
in extended shutdowns:

4., expand the SALP rating categories to incluce an unacCeptable
rating, to c¢istinguish between plants with insufficient activity
in &n area and plants with unacceptable perforuance;

b. ocetermine whether plants that are rated Category 3 on the Senior
management 1ist of problem plants should have SALP evaluations
performed while the plants remain Category 3's., 1f SALP
evalustions are to be performed on plants thet are on the NRC
Senfor ranagement Category 3 1ist of problem plents, establish &
policy in the SALP Manusl Chapter to ensure that no potentially
cenflicting messages are given to the public,

ke recommenc that the Director, NiE:

4, develup e system which will enasble NRC to track inspectiun resources
expended by region, facility ang SALP functiona)l area for pouwer reactors,
In addition, the system should be able 10 separate inspection resources
expended into event related (unplanned) and planned resources;

£, monftor anc snalyze the results of the SALP program on the inspection
resources expended for power reactors in all reafons by facility and SALP
functione! area.

6 require the SALP Coordinetor to monitor and track the regions'
timg-frames for performing the SALP eveluations with the objective ot
identifying causes of celeys or specific regional efficiencies which
other regions coulc adopt.

7. establish & program in which the staffs in each region and Headouarters
involved in the SALP process pericdically hold counterpert meetings to
discuss the difterent regions' approeches and procedures in carrying out
the SALP process.

Agency Comments

In his April 26, 1989, response w0 our draft report, the ED0 agreed with four
of the seven recommencations. The EDO disagreed with Recommendation ¢ and
part of Recommendation 3. The EDO neither agreeo nor disagreed with
Recommendation 7, although he offered an alternative action to that included
in our recommendatiun which i1s acceptable to us., Because of the significance
of Recommendation 3, we have decided to elevate it to the Commission for
resolution anc have prepared a separate Commission Action Paper for thet
purpose. We have decided not to elevate Recommendation 2 to the Commission
for resolution but we will review this issue again during our follow-up review
to determine whether NRR's monitoring of SALP reports has resulted in
increased consistency emong the regions,
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REVIEW OF NRC'S SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE PROGRAN
INTRODUCTION

In September of 1967, we 1nitiated an audit of NRC's Systematic Assessment of
Licensee Performance (SALP) program. Tne SALP program is intended to be an
integrated NKC effort to collect availeble observaticns and date regarding
nuclear power reactors on a periodic basis to evaluate licensee performance.
The SALP program wes implemented by NRC as & result of NUREG-0660, Volume 1,
“NRC Action Plan Developed as a Result of the TMI-2 Accident." The objectives
of the SALP program are to evaluate each power reactor licensee possessing an
?perat1ng 11cense or construction permit at leust once every 12 to 18 months

n order to:

- improve 1icensee performance,
- improve the NRC regulatory program,
. provide a basis for management's allocation of NRC resources.

The NRC has been performing SALP evaluations since 1980,

The purpose of our audit was tu determine if the program was being carried out
as designed and 1f i1t was providing the benefits intended. This report
presents the results of our audit.

BACKGROUND

Prior to NRC's reorganization in April 1987, the SALP program wes under the
guidance of the Office of Inspection and Enforcement. After the reorganiza-
tion, the SALP program was placed under the Performance Evaluation Eranch,
Division of Licensee Perfurmance and Ouality Evaluation, Office of Nuclesr
Reactor Regulation (NRR)., It is the responsibility of NRR to monitor the SALP
process, evaluate and develop SALP pulicy, criteria, and methodology, and
assess the uniformity and adequacy of the implementation of the program,

The Regional Administrators are responsible for implementing the SALP program
in their regions. The SALP program's evaluation process is composed of lg a

regional SALP assessment, 2) issuance of the SALP report, 3) a public meeting
with the licensee's management to discuss the assessment, and 4) issuance of

a final SALP report after consideration of the licensee's response.

The SALP Board participants vary from region to region, however, the SALP
Board 1s usually composed of the SALP Boarc Chairperson, who is a regional
Senior Executive Service (SES) leve)l manager, the Senior Resident Inspector
from the site being reviewed, the NRR Project Manager for the plant being
reviewed, an NRR SES-leve)l manager, and either the Division Director ¢r a
Branch Chief from each regional technical division. The board reviews and
discusses the draft SALP report, which is usually prepared by the regional
Division of Reactor Projects based on inputs the regional technical staff and



NRR prouvide from observations made during routine activities and inspections
throughout the SALP assessment perioc,

The SALP report is dividec into various functional sreas for operating and
construction phase resctors. The functional areas represent a grouping of
similar licensee activities. For instance, a few of the functional areas for
operating reactors include Plant Operations, Radiclogical Controls an
Maintenarice/Surveillance, whereas in construction phase reactors the
functional areas include Soils and Foundations, Containment, Major Structures
and Major Steel Support, and Piping Systems and Supports. It is the SALP
Board's purpose 1o discuss the licensee's performance in each functional erea
in order to assess and identify common themes and symptoms of that
performance. The SALP Board then determines by a majority vote the rating the
1icensee will receive in each functiona)! area. The SALP Boarc mey also
recommend changes to the NRC inspection program at the specific facility and
fdentify weaknesses and recommended areas for licensee consideration.

The SALP proucess 1s intenced to be suff1c1cnt\¥ diagnostic to provide &
rationa) basis for allocating NRC resources. The raiting categories under the
SALP program are from 1 to 3. A Category 1 rating in & functional area
designates @ high level of performance where reduced NRC attention may be
appropriate. A Category 2 rating designates a satisfactory level of
performance where NRC attention should be maintained at normal levels. A
Category 3 rating cdesignates & minimally acceptable level of performance where
Yucknoss:s are evident and both NKC and licensee attention should be

ncreased.

After all the functiona)l areas of the draft SALP report are discussed and
rated by the SALP Board, the draft report is revised to reflect the Board's
changes, recommendations and functional ares ratings. The Regional
Adninisirator reviews the SALF report, makes changes he feels appropriate anc
signs the report. At this point the SALP report is & public document, The
licensee receives a copy of the SALP report and a meeting is usually schedulec
between the licensee's management and NRC's management to discuss the report,
These meetings are open to the public and usually held at the licensee's
facility. The licensee has 30 days from the date of the meeting to respond n
writing to the SALP report. NRC then has 30 days to meke any changes to the
report it deems necessary from the licensee's response. At this point the
SALP report is final,

The SALP report is the only document available to the public that evaluates
and rates the performance of power reactor licensees through independent
first-hand inspections and observevions of the facilities. The Institute of
Nuclear Power Operators (INPO) also evaluates and rates the performance of
member facilities through first-hand inspectiuns; however, the results of the
INPO evaluations are not available for public review or disclosure. As a
result, the SALP report is @ highly visible NRC product which affects the
licensees significantly through their financial ratings, in the news-media and
the general public's opinion, and to various extents through the Public
Utility Commissions end the rates the utilities are allowed to charge.

On June 6, 1988, NRC issue¢ & revised SALP Manual Chapter 0516. Some of the
major modifications were:



1. An established range of assessment frequencies of 12 to 18 months such
that licensees with several Category 3 retings are assessed more
frecuently and licensees with Category 1 retings are assessed less
frequently,

2. Redefinitiun of the functional ar¢es resulting in the reduction of the
number of separate functional areas.

3. Mandstory meeting with the licensee after the SALP report 1s issvec.

4. Cha?god definition of Categories 1, 2, and 3 for licensee performance
ratings.

SCOPE

Our review was conducted in accordance with generally accepted Government
suditing standards during the perioc September 1907 through October 1968, Our
review focused only on operating reactors in Regions I, 11, and 111, The
review included 1nterviews with numerous officials involved with the SALP
process at Headouarters and in Regions 1, 11, and 111, We also interviewed
management from tiree utilities that had recently gone through the SALP
process. We observed SALF Board meetings in the regions, and observed SALF
presentations to the licensevs. We reviewed the SALF Manual Chapter 0516,
regional office instruciions, SALP reports and other documents relating to the
SALP process,

FINDINGS

Uverall, we belreve the SALP program provides an important evaluation process
that benefils both NRC and i1ts power reactor licensees. The SALP process
provides, among other important benefits, & tool for allocating NRC inspection
resources, It also provides reactor licensees with valuable insights as to
where NRC sees apparent weaknesses and needed improvements, The SALP process
requires substantia) integration of NRC staff inputs from the various
wechnical sections, branches and divisions to produce an effective evaluation
of a facility's operstions. The staff involved with the SALP process i1n the
three regions we reviewed were dedicated to producing quality evaluations
depicting what NRC senior management considered to be the true state of the
licensees' operations,

We believe, however, that improvements could be made in the SALP process by:

- establisning greater cons1stonc€ among the regions in the SALP process
to create & more useful NRC SALP report;
- developing a system to monitor the effectiveness of the SALP program un

allocating NRC's inspection resources; and

. seeking more efficient ways of performing SALP evaluations through
comparisons of regional procedures and processes.

Each of these areas is discussed in the following sections of this report.



CONSISTENCY

The SALP report is the only NRC document aveilable to the public that
evaluates and rates the performance of power reactor licensees throuch
independent tirst-hand inspecticns and observations of the facilities. As a
result, the SALP reports are often used by various groups outside NRC to
compare licensees' performances., Therefore, it is important that there be
some comparability among the SALP evaluations in the various NRC regions,

NRK 1s responsible for monitoring the SALP program and assessing the
unitormity and adeouacy of the implementation of the program. However, NRK
has not monitored the SALP process for uniformity. Our review identifiec
differences among the three regions we reviewed in the format and content of
the reporis, the use of the SALP ratings in the Historical Data Summary of the
Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance, and the treatment of plants in
extended shutdowns,

Monitoring

NKC Manual Chapter 0510, Systemetic Assessment of Licensee Performance, states
that an objective of the SALP procesy 1s to assist NRC management in making
sound decisions regarding allocation of NRC resources used to oversee,
inspect, and assess licensee performance. It further states that the
Director, Nkk "monitors the SALP process; evaluates and develops SALP policy,
criteria, and methodology; and assesses the uniformity and adeguacy of the
implementation of the program." The monitoring of the program has been
further delegated to the Perfurmance Evaluation Branch (PEB), Division of
Licensee Performance and Quality Evaluation (DLPQ).

In a discussion with the Director, DLPY, we were informed that with the April
1987 NRC reorganization and the reassionment of responsibility for the SALF
program to NRR, NKR 1s teking a broader view of the SALP pro?ram and has
reevaluated 1ts role in the SALP program, He said as a result there will be &
more bealanced perspective between the regions ano Headquarters. He further
stated that NRR plans to evaluate the program two times a year and o
re-evaluste the whule program in & year,

The Director, DLPQ, also stateo that NRR is taking a more active role in the
SALP program by more active interfacin? within NRR, For example, the PLE
coordinates the preparavion ana scheduling of SALP inputs with the staff of
the Associate Director for Inspection and Technical Assistance (ADT),
integrates the ADT inputs and provides the resulting assessment to the
appropriate project director. As recently as October 6, 1988, the Director,
NRR, issued to all NKR employees, NRR (Uffice Letter No. 907, "NRk
Participation In The SALP Process," which establishes new procedures for
providing input to the SALP program. The NRR Office Letter further identifies
and describes the various levels of NRR management having primary SALP
responsibilities,

We were inforned by the Director, DLP(, that NRR is concerned with the
timeliness of the SALP reports and uses the monthly NRR Managenent and Program
Information (White Book) report to monitor the number of reports issued by
month and the length of the assessment periods by region. It also provides
information on the number of planned and actual SALF reports issued by menth



and region, Although the SALP program 1s an integrel pert in evaiuvating a
licensee's perfornence, the SALP program 1s not the major emphasis of DLPQ
according 1o its Director.

During our review we found that the PEB has nct had a staff member in any key
position in the Brench long enough 1o have any in-depth knowleage uf the SALP
process and how the regions are implementing the SALP program. The PEB, which
wies created during the NRC reorganization in April 1987, assigned a SALF
Coordinator to the program in August 1987. However, the staff member assigned
as SALP Coordinator left the Branch in May of 1588, only ten months after
being assigned the position. In July of 1988, the staff member whe took over
the functions of the prior SALP Coordinator left the Branch for another NRR
position. In addition, the Acting Chief, PEE, who was concurrently the
Section Chief in charge of the SALP program, was detailed in February 1988 to
another office in NRR, The Brench Chief position was filled and an acting
Section Chief was selected to fill the Section Chief vacancy. The result is
that most of the staff enc management in PEE are new to the Eranch,

The acting Section Chief stated that the SALP Coordinator basically maintains
the data base for the Historica) Data Summary of the Systematic Assessment of
Licensee Performence, although when the new Safety Information Network (SINET)
systenm is implemented the regions will be able to enter their own information
into the SALP date base system. The SALP Coordinator is also responsible for
making revisions to the SALP Manual Chapter. The SALP Coordinator coes not
work on the SALP full time; the section was budgeted one-half a Full Time
Equivalency (FTE) for the SALP progrum, so the SALP program is just a small
portion of the work the SALP Coordinator does for the section. The acting
Section Chief stated that because of the high turnover of SALP Coordinators
within the past months no one has been selected for that position s of
October 1988, Staff from within the Section and Branch perform the functions
of the SALP Coordinator as needec.

The actinz Section Chief stated, however, that the PEE will be performing
Regiona)l Assessments, as support for the SES appraisals, twice a year. The
first of these assessments was held in November 1988 and covered, among other
things, various aspects of the SALP program, The acting Section Chier &lso
stated the PEB is becoming more involved with inlegrating the NRR technical
divisions' inputs into the SALP process. In addition, statf from PEB attended
four of the five Regional Counterpart Meetings to discuss the new SALP Manual
Chapter. However, because the Section is budgeted only one-half an FTE for
the SALP program and the PEB plans on becoming more involved with integrating
NRR's inputs into the regional SALP reports, there will still be 2 very low
level of resources allocated to monitoring the uniformity and adequacy of the
SALP program.

Report Format and Content

Each of the three regions in which we reviewed the SALP program has developed
distinct styles for presenting the results of the SALP evaluatior in the SALP
report. NRC Manual Chapter 0516 gives very basic guidelines on the format and
content of the report, leaving most of the development of the SALP report to
the discretion of the regions. As a result, some regions provide information
which is different trom the other regions, some regions provide more cetailed



information in certain sections of the report, and some information common 1o
all the regions 1s located in different parts of the SALP reports,

The July 25, 1986, version of Manual Chapter 0516, which was in effect during
the majority of our review, and was appliceble to the reports we sampled,
stated "The SALP Board report shall be prepared in general conformance to the
guid&lin«s provided in Exhibit 2. The standard entries described in this

xhibit should be used to the extent possible." Exhibit 2 in the Manual
Chapter divided the SALP report into five major sections:

34 Introduction
1. Criteria
111, Summary of Results
IR Performance Analysis
v, Supporting Dats and Summaries

The revised July 1988 Manual Chapter does not provide any more guidance on the
report format and content than the July 1986 version. The regions in turn
15sued their office instructions and regional procedures based on the genera)
guidance 1n the Manual Chapter. Each region detailed the SALP report formet
and content to be used in their region and in some cases altered the locetion
of 1nforgat1on to be contained in the report from where the Manual Chapter
suggested,

As pert of our review, we compared regional office instructions and procedures
with the Manual Chupter in the area of repurt format and content. k¢ found
thet the regiona) office instructions and procedures generally followed the
guidance set out in the Manual Chapter; however, each of the region's
instructions and procedures were different, For example, we examined samples
of five recent SALP reports from each of the three regions. Uifferences were
evident in the formal of reports from each of the regions.

e o150 fdentified differences in the types of information contained in the
SALP reports from the three regions we visited. This can readily be seen by
comparing the Supporting Dave and Summary section 1n the sample Teble of
Contents for the three regions (See Appendix 1). Region 1, for exanple,
provides « Teble of Inspection Hour Summaries on a regular basis in the SALP
reports while the other two regions do not. The Table on Inspection Hour
Summaries 1n egion | provides the total inspection hours expended in the
different functional areas and the percentage of time spent 1n each area.
Region 1's management feels 1t can achieve a better perspective on inspection
aciivities with the use of Inspection Hour Summaries.

Region 11's management stated their SALP Boards receive information on
inspection hours spent in each functional area, however, the information is
purposely not inciuded in the SALP report. Region I1's management feels the
informetion may distort the importance of some functional areas due to the
number of inspection hours expended in the area. It is Region Il management's
concern that 1f the statistics show 2 large percentage of NRC inspection hours
are expendec in a given area the licensee may interpret that to mean that area
is more important then other areas that may have received fewer inspection
hours. In addition, Region 11's management feels the utility may challenge
the NRC inspection hours recorded in any given functional area which coulc
possibly detract from the content of the SALP report.
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Region 111 had not collected data on NRC inspection hours expended in the

different Tunctional arcas for either the SALP Board or SALP report, At the

time of our review, Region 111 had just recently started collecting and
. sorting the informetion nanually from the NRC 766 System date due to @
proposed révision 1n the SALP Manua) Chapter requiring a breakdown 01 tne
total NRC inspection hours expendec &t each facility in percentages by
functional area. However, it should be noted the final version of the Manual
Chapter dio not contein the inspection hour percentage reporting requirement,
Region 111's managenent finds the information useful but the information hac
not been collected or used until the proposed SALP Manual Chapter requirement
was included in the draft,

Vague guidance in the SALP Manual Chapter on the information to be includec in
the Supporting Dats and Summary section results in differences among the
regions in the detail and presenietion of that section, An example is the
Supporting Date and Summary section entitled, "Review of Licensee Event
Reports, Construction Deficiency Reports, and 10 CFk 21 Reports Submnitted by
the Licensee." (See Appendix 11). Because the Manual Chapter proviced only
general guidance for thut eres, each of the three regions came up with
different ways of presenting the information. As a result, the information
contained in thet section of the report in one region can not be compared
effectively with information contained in the same section of the report in
another region,

The SALP report i1s intenced to be an NRC document expressing NRC senior
management's observations and juogments on licensee performance. However,
during our review we found thet various organizations outside NRC use the SALP
evaluations to compare power reector licensees. For example, one utility
representative we interviewecd told us a former Nk(C Commissioner has written e
book that is used heavily for finencial ratings of nucleer utilities. Tne
utility representative stated the bouk ranks all the nuclear power fucilities
in the United States and the SALP ratings are used as part of the financiel
ranking, In addition, "Insice N.K.C.", & McGraw-Hill publicetion, published
an article in 1ts August 15, 196E, issue comparing power reactor operating
costs and performence fectors with averaged SALP ratings of all the nucleer
power facilities in the country., We are also aware that at least one Public
U%ility Comnission has considered using the SALP for its performance incentive
plan,

Since the SALP evaluations are used for comparison purposes by outside
sources, the information included in the reports should be similiar from
region to region. We believe each licensee in each region should be evaluated
using the same data from their facilities.

SALP Ratings

The SALP rating system does not include any failing grade for unacceptable
performance. Although our report does not address the issue of whether SALP
should give failing grades to operating reactors, we did find that some
inconsistencies in the SALP program result from the fact that tne rating
syatem does not account for facilities that have been shutdown for poor
performance. As & result, each region we visiteo rates plants shutdown for
poor performance in different ways. In addition, the regions do not
consistently perform SALP assessments on plants that have either beef shutaowi
during a SALP period or have been in extenced shutdowns for more than one SALP
period.



Expanding Rating Categories

The SALP program does not provide rating categories lower than the licensee
minine1ly meeting NRC's regulatory requirements because NRC's philosophy is
that & licensee woulc be shutdown before it ever reached an unacceplable
performance level. However, there has been at least one instance in which &
SALP Board founc a licensee did not meet NRC's rt?ulatory requirements,
Because there is nu SALP rating lower than minimally acceptable, the licensee
was given ratings in some arees which did not accurately rate the licensee's
performance. (Different regions handle plants in extended shutdowns
ditferently; see Page 18, "Rating Plants in Extended Shutdowns.")

Currently, NRC rates each functional aree in the SALP on & scale of 1-3. A
Category 1 rating designates & high level of perfornence where reduced NRC
attention may be appropriste. A Category 2 rating oesignates a satisfactory
leve! of performance where NRC attention should be maintained at normal
levels. A Category 3 reting cesignates & minimally acceptable level of
performance where weaknesses are evident and both NRC and licensee attention
should be incressed. NRC does not have a reting through the SALF process for
designating an unacceptable level of licensee performance.

NRC periodically issues an Historical Data Summary ¢f the Systematic
Assessment of Licensee Performance, NUREG-1214., It provides the results of
all the assessments for each fecility by NRC region and provides & summary of
ratings for the most recent SALP reports for facilities under construction anc
in operation. The NUREG gives & brief definition of the three categories usec
in the SALP process ana also states that &n "N" in the summary tables
indicates that no rating was given for that category.

Most regions have occasionally not rated plants in various functional areas
due to a lack of enough inspection effort to form a conclusion fer the SALP
rating, such as in the area of Fire Protection, or due to the utilities not
having enough activity in & given ares L0 inspect, such as in the area of
OQutages. It 1s mostly in these cuses that the "N" rating i1s used in the
historical summaries.

In Region 1, uhe Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station was orderec shutdown by NRC
in March of 1987 for not meeting NRC regulatory requirements. A SALF report
covering the assessment period of February 1, 1986, to May 31, 1987, was
issued in September 1987, In that report Region | determined Peach Bottom's
performance to be unacceptable in the functional areas that caused the
issuance of the shutdown OUrder. The SALP report further stated no SALP
ratings were appropricie for those functional areas.

The Historical Data Summary listea Peach Bottom as receiving an "N" rating in
Plant Operations, Quality Assurence and Administrative Controls Affecting
Quelity, and Training ano Qualification Effectiveness for the assessment
period in which 1t wes shutdown. The "N" rating was given because those areas
were determined by the SALP Boarc to be at an unacceptable level and the SALP
process does rot provide for an unacceptable rating, We also found that
Recion 111 gave Davis-Besse "N" ratings in all functional aresas for the SALP
assessment period September 1, 1984, to October 31, 1986, 1In June 1985
Davis-Besse was shutdown because of a loss-of-feedwater event., It is unclear



whether the "N" ratings for Davis-Besse are indicative of poor perfurmance b)
Davis-Besse (See Appendix 111).

No policy or guidance has been e¢sceblished in the SALP program for those
facilities that have been shutdown for poor performance but are still being
evaluated for the period in which they were operating prior to their shutdown,
Assigning "N" ratings in the Historical Date Summaries to functional areas
with unacceptaoble performance places these plants in the same category as
plants for which NRC did not have sufficient inspection activiiy to assign a
rating and plants without activity in an erea. Because NRC does not have an
unacceptable SALF rating, even though some facilities have performed at
unacceptable levels, an uninformed reader may not be able to differentiate
that some "N" ratings in the Historical Date Summary are unacceptable and
others are not. If NRC is to rate fecilities that have been shutdowr, NRC may
want to expand the SALP rating categories to include a rating fur unacceptable
performence. Otherwise, not ratin? functional areas that have been determined
by a SALP Board to have unacceptable performance is contradictory arc
confusing in the SALP process.

Rating Plants in Exiended Shutdowns

The SALP Manual Chapter 0516 coes not give sufficient guidance on how to
evoeluate licensees that huve spent all of an assessment period shutdown, As a
result, each of the regions we reviewed had different policies for assessing
Ticensees in extended shutdowns for SALP purposes.

The SALP Manual Chapter 0516 states that the SALP program epplies to all
1icensees of power reactors with operating licenses or construction permits,
Section 0516-04 further states, "The NRC will nornelly review and evaluate
each power reactor licensee possessing an operating license or construction
permit every 15 months except in the following instances: ..." The section
proceeds to list four occasions when the SALP period may ditfer from the
normal 15 month period. The occasiuns are when:

- The SALP period is extended to 186 months for utilities with clearly
superior performance,;

« The SALP period 1s reduced to about 12 months for utilities with severa)
Cavegory 3's in the previous evaluation;

- A SALP evaluation could be used as part of & determination of the reaciness
for new-plant startups or plant restarts from an extended outage or
shutdown and thus be conducted approximately one month before the expected
milestone date; or

- A new operating license is issued, 50 two consecutive SALP evaluations
should be scheauled at approximately 12-month intervals.

The Manual Chapter does not specifically address plants that have been in
extended shutdowns for more than one SALP period. It does not indicate
whether the facility should be rited in the middle of its extended shutdown or
whether the SALP periods should be skipped unt:l the fecility is ready to or
has resumed normal ouperations. As a result, each region we visited has
established its own policy for rating facilities in extended shutdowns,
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Region 1's policy is to continue rating licensees in extended shutdowns ir &l
the operational functiona) areas for the standard assessment period of 12 to
18 months (See Appendix IV)., The facilities in Region 1l that have been in
extended shutdowns are Tennessee Valley Authority ?TVA) facilities which, at
the time of our review, were not under Region 11's inspection program but were
under the oversight of the Headouarters based Office of Special Projects. The
Tvh facilities have not had SALP assessments since they were shutdown in 1885
(See Appendix V), Furthermore, the SALP process will not resume until the
facilities have started their preoperational phase vesting, end the SALP cycle
will not be completed until the TVA facilities have opercied for an entire
year or SALP period. On the other hand, Region 111 acknowledges that a SALP
perivd has gone by but does nol assign ratings to any of the functional areas
(See Appendix V1). Region 111 resumes rating the functional aress when the
facility resumes iis power operations.

We noted that because of the lack of policy regarding plants in extended
shutdowns thers 1s @ potentisl tor the pub{ic to misinterpret the NRC's
evaluations and determinations regarding the status of plants in this
situation. We noted a special problem regarding plants that are in extendec
shutdowns and are on the semiannual Senior Management problem plant list,
Specifically, during our review we fdentified one instance in which the SALP
program evaluation and the semiannual Seniur Management Meeting essessment do
not appear to be compatible.

NKC's semiannual Senior Management Meeting on problem plants was first
implemented in April 1986 eos a result of an sction plun to the June 1985 loss
of feedwater event &t Lavis-Besse. At these meetings, senfor NRC Headquarters
managers and the five Regional Admimistrators discuss plants of greatest
concern L0 the agency and plan a coordinated course of aciion. In preparation
for the meetings, NRR, in conjunction with the five regional offices, the
Uffice for Analysis and Evaluation of Operational Data (AEOD), the Office of
Nuclear Kegulatory Research (RES), and the Office of Enforcement prepare
background documents on the plants to be discussed. Inputs for each plant
include a summary of the most recent SALP and SALP history, & aiscussion of
current operating experience, current NRC and licensee activities and
performence indicawor data. This information provides the basis four review
and oiscussion of each plant's performance and for senior management
fdentification of those plants warranting increased NRC attention.

The NRC senior managers, in reviewing the plants that have experienced
significant performance problems, set various lev.is or categories of
performance for these plants based upon plant actiuns to date to correct the
problems and to achieve improved operations. The Senior Management Meeting
separates the problem plants into three categories which are:

Category 1. Plants removed from the 1ist of problem facilities.
PTants in this category have taken effective action to correct
identified problems and to implement programs for improved
performance, Ko further NRC special attention is necessary
beyond the regional office's current level of monitoring 1o
ensure improvement continues.
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Categury 2. Plgn%s authori to operate that the NRC will monitor closely.
ents in f%is Cetegory heve Ei%n iiﬁnfi?ioa a5 having weaknesses
that warrant increased NRC attention from both headouarters anc
the regional office,

Category 3. Shutdown plants requirin NPC authorization to operate and which
the NRC w§11 nnn!ﬁ%F—ET3§§1x.

e
PTants in this category have been identified as hav1n?
significant weaknesses that warrant maintaining the plant in a
shutdown condition until the licensee can demonstrate to the NRC
that adequeile programs have both been establishec and implemented
to ensure substantial improvementi.

NRC senior management meets approximatly every six months to review the status
of 1icensees \hat were placed on the NRC problem plant 1ist anc to determine
1f 1icensees will be added to or deleted from this 1ist based on demonstrated
performance. At the time of cur audit, there had been uver five Senior
Management meetings since the program wes initisted in April 1886,

A semiannua! Senior Management Meeting was held on June 28-29, 196E. During
this meeting a number of plants were discussec, rated and included on the NRC
problem plant 1ist. Amorg the plants rated a Category 3 was Pilgrim Nuclear
Power Station which is located in Region 1. Pilgrim had been Tisted as a
problem plant since the initial Senior Managenent Meeting in April 1986 and as
a Category 3 plant for the last three Senior Managemert Meetings (See Appenaix
VI1). The plant had been shutdown since April 12, 1986, following equipment
problems that caused several automatic emergency shutdowns of the reacior.

Region 1 gave Pilgrim SALP Category 2 ratings in the majority of functional
areas just days after the Seniur Management Meeting. Region 1 held & SALP
Board meeting for Pilgrim on July 5 and €, 1988, for the SALP assessment
period February 1, 1987, through May 15, 1988. A Category 1 was assigned in
the functional area of Engineering and Technical Support, a Cetecory 3
improving rating was assigned to the Radiological Controls functional area,
and the rest of the applicable functiona)l areas were given (ategory 2 ratings
(See Appendix VII1). It appears that the ratings given to Pilorim in the SALP
evaluation are not indicative of a licensee which only a few days earlier was
determined by the Senior Management Meeting to st11] have "significant
weaknesses."

One of the purposes of both the Senior Management Meeting and the SALP process
is to determine the NRC resources to be used in inspecting and monitoring
plants. The semiannual Senior Managemeni Meeting is supposed to icentify &nd
focus on plants of greatest concern to NRC and to plan a coordinatec course of
action tor those plants. On the other hand, the SALP process 1s supposed to
provide a meins of expressing NRC senior management's observations and
juagments on licensee performance. The SALP process is also intended to be
sufficiently diagnostic to provide a rationale for allocating NRC resources
and to provide meaningful feedback to & lTicensee's management. ks a result,
the ratings given to Pilgrim under the two programs should affect the level of
inspection and monitoring given to the plant.

However, under the two eveluation programs it would appear that Pilgrin could
receive two conflicting levels of inspections. Pilgrim should receive “normal
levels" of inspections from Region 1 in the functional areas in which it



received SALP Category 2 ratings. On the other hand, Pilgrim should receive
high levels of inspection anc monitoring because of the Senior Management
Meeting results. The July 27, 1988 transmitta)l letter to the Pilgrim SALP
report informed senior licensee managemeni thet “... Pilgrim remains
categorized by NRC Senior Management as a plant that reguires continued close
monitoring...." It would appear that although Pilgrim receivec mostly
Category ¢ ratiigs in the SALP evaluation, the level of inspeciion expectec by
t?o NRC's senior management is mure aligned to that given to a SALP Category 3
plant.

It 1s the opinion of the Regiun | Administrator and various NRR management
officials we spoke to thal the twu programs are not relatec and thus there is
no conflict in the evaluations from NRC senior management. However, a news
article released shortly after the Pilgria SALP report was made pubiic touched
upon the apparent inconsistencies of the two programs through the eyes of Lhe
general public. An article written in the July 25, 1988, Cape Coa Times
stated that, a]thou?h the ratings in four of the categories were raised from
its 1967 rating, Pilgrim “renains on the commission's 1ist of 16 worst
plants...." Although, the two evaluation programs are not related in the views
of NRC senior management, when the information is translated to the public
through the news media conflicting messages occur,

The SALP reports do more than improve licensee performance and provide a basis
for allocating NRC resources. The SALP affects licensees through the
news-media and public opinion, financial ratings, and the loca)l Public Utility
Commissions. The lack of guidence on how to handle plants in extended
shutdowns has resulted in inconsistent actions from one region tu &nother and
therefore inconsistent treatment of licensees among the regions. Due to the
impact the SALP reports have on the licensees, NRR should establish & policy
that all regions must follow for assessing tacilities in extended shutdowns.

Conclusion

The Performance Evaluation Branch in NRR needs to take an active role in
overseeing the implementation and uniformity of the SALP program in the
regions. Although all the regions sincerely work at making the best SALP
possible, the regions have &)1l implenented the SALP process somewhat
differently. Each region we reviewed developed a distinct style for
presenting the results of the SALF evaluation in the SALP reports. These
differences hinder NRR's ability to analyze SALP data. In aadition, the SALP
program does not provide a rating category for unacceptable performance
although there have been licensees that have performea unacceptably. The lack
of an unacceptable rating can leac to contradiction and confusion in the SALP
process 1f NRC 1s to rate plants that have been shutdown for unacceptable
performance. Alsc, plants that have been in extended shutdowns are treated
?1ffevnntly for SALP evaluations depending on the region in which they are
ocatec.

In adgdition, the results of the Senior Management Meeting and the SALP
evaluation for Pilgrim appear to provide conflicting views to the public from
NRC Senior Management at least in the definitions established for the two
programs. NRC needs to more fully coordinate and integrate the SALP program
with the results of the semiannual Senior Management Meetings to ensure
compatibility. This would enable NRC to avoid projeciing contrasting messages
to the public ana utilities.
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kecommendations

we recommend that the Director, NRR:

1. ensure that a SALP Coordinator takes an active role in nonitoring all
aspects of the SALP program;

2, establish & more detailec SALF Manual Chapter in the area of report format
and content enumerating the type of information to be includec in the SALP
report and the formet nf the information. The SALP Coordinator shoulc
monitor the regiona) SALP reports to ensure that the regjions are
conforming to the standardizec format and content guioance;

We recommend that the EDO:

3, determine whether plants that have been in extended shutdowns should have
SALP evaluations performed. Establish a policy with specific guicelines
and criterie that all regions must follow on performing or not performing
SALP evaluations for plants that have been in extended shutdowns. If it
is determined that plants are to continue to be rated when they have been
in extended shutdowns:

&, expand the SALP rating categories to include an unacceptable
rating, 1o aistinguish between plants with insufficient activity
in an area and plants with unacceptable performance;

b, determine whether plants that are rated Category 3 on the Senior
Management's 1ist of problem plants should have SALP evaluations
performed while the plants remain Category 2's., If SALP
evaluations are to be performed on plants that are on the NRC
Senior Management's Category 3 1ist of problem plants, esteblish a
policy in the SALP Manual Chapter to ensure that no potentially
conflicting messeges are civen to the public.

INSPECTION RESOURCES

NRC does not have an adequate sysiem in place to monitor the effeciiveness of
the SALP program on allocating NRC's inspection resources. We were unable to
determine the effectiveness of the SALP program on tne allocation of NkC's
inspection resources due to the differences in regional tracking systems and
the reactive nature of some inspeciions. NRC has an Inspection Manual Chapter
for operating reactors that gives general guidance regarding inspection
resource allocation; however, NRC does not have a system in place that can
readily be used for monitoring the effectiveness of the allocation of
inspection hours used ot each facility for each functional area.

The NRC Inspection and Enforcement Manual Chapter (MC) 2515, "Light-wWater
Reactor Inspection Program - Operations Phase," gives general guidance
regarding inspection resource allocation for operating reactors based upon
SALP evaluatiuns., MC 2515 was divided into three parts: Minimum, Basic, and
Supplemental., The Minimum Program was to be completed at all operating
nuclear facilities without exception. In addition, the Regional supervisors
selected Basic Program anc Supplemental Program iuspection procedures tor
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completion on a basis of assessed need or problems at a facility. Inspection
resources were to be allocated bascc on the latest SALP evaiuation ratings.

Although NRC had guidelines for allocating inspection resources basec on the
SALP evaluations, there was no way of determining how the regions were
alloceting their inspection resources based on the SALP ratings. Each regiun
we qevlzucd had different ways of tracking inspection hours basec on the SALP
evaluations.

Region 1 had developed a personal computer program for planning and tracking
the inspection hours used in each functional area for each facility. Region
11 developeo a regional program to breakdown the inspection hours in the 766
System into functionu] areas for tracking purposes. Around October 1987,
Region 111 begen manually vracking inspection hours by functional ares for
each fecility at the vime of the SALP evaluation. Furthermore, we believe
comparisons would be hard to make between regional facilities due Lo some
event related and Headouarters based inspections.

In addition, NKC nas just recently revised ML 2515, The revised program
beceme fully effective October 1, 1986, The objective of ihe new inspection
progran 1s to give the Regifonal Aaministrators greater giscretion as to where
an¢ what type of inspection resources would be allocated among fecilities
locateo within their regions. As a result, there 1s a greater need fur both
consistency in the SALP process and data on inspection resource utilizaiion
throughout the regions for monitoring of inspection resources. NRC should
have a more effective system for monftoring and tracking inspection resources
used in the regions at the different facilities in the different functionai
areas.

Conclusion

NRC does noL have a system in place to monitor the effectiveness of the SALP
program on allocating NRC's inspection resources. While MC 2815 gives general
guidance regarding inspection resource allc.ation for operating reactors based
upon SALP evaluations, there is no way of verifying on an NRC-wide basis how
effectively the regions are allucating their resources based on the SALP
evaluations, Each region we reviewed had & di1fferent means of tracking the
inspection resources useu in each functional aree.

In October 1988, NRC revised the light-water reactor inspection program., With
the implementation of the revised program, NRC will be ?1v1ng the Regiona)
Administrators greaier discretion in the alliocation of inspection resources
among the facilities located within their regions. It is important for NRC to
be able to monitor and track NRC's inspection resources by region, facility
and SALP functional arez to more effectively determine how well resources are
being allocated on a regional level.

Recommendations

We recommend that the Director, NRR:

4. develop a system which will enable NRC to track inspection rescurces
expended by region, facility and SALP functional area for power reactors.
In addition, the system should be able to separate inspection resources
expended into event relatec (unplanned) and plannec resources:



5, momitor and analyze the results of the SALP program on the inspection
resources expenced for power reactors in all regions by facility and SALP
functional area.

SALP TIME FRAME

Only four of the fifteen SALP reports we reviewed from the regions were
completed in the time period recommendec by the SALP Manual Chapter. The SALP
Manue! Chapter recommends that the SALP process should take 150 days from the
end of the assessment period to the final SALP report. However, of the three
regions we revieweo each region took at lesst three weeks longer thar the
recommendec time-period to complete the SALP process.

The SALP Menua) Chapter states thet NRC will conduct a review and evaluation
of each power reactor licensee possessing an operating license or construction
permit every 12 to 16 months. In addition, the SALP Board meetings &re 10 be
conducted within 45 days of the end of the assessment pericc, A meeting with
the licensee should be held within 90 days of the end of the assessment period
and the licensee should respond in writing to the SALP report within 30 days
after the licensee meeting, NRC then issues the final SALP report within 30
days ufter the licensee's written comments to the initial SALP report. All of
these steps should take place within 150 days of the end of the assessment
period (See Section C of table below),

We selected five SALP reports from each of the thre¢ regions in our review 10
oc?cr?ine how long the regicns took to complete the SALP process (See Table
below).

Average Timeframe For The SALP Process

Section A
kegion | Region Il Region 111 Per July 1966
Average Average Average Manual Chapter
Assessment Period 154 menths 17 months 15 months 12 = 18 months
Section B
Region | Regiun 11 Region 111 Per July 1986
Average Average Average Msnual Chapter
Days from End of 42 days 56 days €7 days 45 days
Assessment Period
to SALP Board
Meeling
Days from SALP 63 days 19 days ¢B days -

Board Meeting to
Issuance of SALP
Report
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Region | Region 11 Region 111 Per July 1986
Average Average Average banual Chapter
Days from End of 105 deys 74 days 95 days B
Assessment Period
to SALP Report
Section C
Region 1 Region 11 Region 111 Per July 1986
Average Average Average Manugl Chapter
Days from End of 129 days 84 days 114 days 90 days
Assessment Period
to Licensee
Meeting
Days from 32 days 34 cays 27 days 30 days
Licensee Meeling
to Licensee
Comments
Days from 4] days 54 days 36 days 30 days
Licensee Comments
tu Final Report
Days from Enc 202 days 172 days 176 days 150 days
of Assessment
Period to

Final Report

A11 of the regions we reviewed had assessment periods under the 18 month
guideline (See Section A), However, from there the regional time-frames for
performing SALP evaluations varied extensively for some phases of the SALP
process. The reyions we reviewed were able to perform some phases of the SALP
process in less time than the Manual Chapter recommended; however, in other
areas the regions took more time than recomnended. As 2 whole the SALP
process took 21 to 52 days longer (See Section C) for the regions to complete
than recommended 11 the SALP Manual Chapter.

We were unable to draw specific conclusions as to the reasons behind the
variances in time-frames between the SALP Manual Chapter recommendations énd
the regions' accomplishments in the various phases of the SALP process because
the regions have esteblished their own unique ways of performing each phase of
the SALP process. For example, regions have established different
organizational structures to carryout SALP responsibilities. Regions 11 and
111 each have a Technical Support Section in their regional Division cf
Reactor Projects (DRP) responsible for the administrative work and various
other data collection involved in the SALP process. Region I, on the other
hand, until April 1988, did not have a Technical Support Sectiorn., Most of the
administrative work and data collection was performed by the Senior Resident
Inspector and the DRP Section Chief when the tine came for their plant to be
evaluated. In the regional SALP reports we reviewed, Region I took longer to
90 through the SALP process than the other two regions.
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The SALP process requires a substeniie! amount of NRC resources to complete,
There are 124 commercia) nuclear power plants in operation or under
construction at 75 sites in the United States that are suppused to have SALP
evaluvations performed every 12 to 1€ months., The SALP Boards, comprisecd of at
least four of NRL's regional and Headquarters management, can spenc up to two
Ceys at each SALP Board meeting. In addition, information must be gatherec
from NRC Headquarters offices and the regional technical divisions.

Supporting date must Le prepared end written input must be provided by various
staff members for the areft SALP report.

wWe were informed by the Director, DLPQ, that NRR 15 concerned with the
timeliness of the SALP reporis and uses the monthiy NRR Management and Program
Information (White Book) report to moniter the number of reports issued by
month ano the length of the assessment periods by region., It &lso provides
1nforma:1ou on the number of planned and actusl SALP reports issued by month
and region,

Some tasks of the SALP process, such as the edministrative work and cata
collection, can be assfgned to & given organizational unit to enhance overall
efficiency. Some of the regions may have regional procedures that, on the
whole, are less time consuming anc more effective in an ares of the SALP
process than other regfons. However, the same regions may have less efficient
procedures in other areas making the entire SALP process take longer than
anticipated in the SALP Manual Chapter. It is elsc possible that the SALP
Manual Chapter may not give realistic cvals for the completion of the SALF
process. Because significant amounts of resvurces are expended in developing
and performing SALP evaluations, we beliceve NRR and the regions should try to
find the most efficient way of performing SALP evaluatiuns without detracting
from the quality of the SALP process.

Conclusiun

Each of the three regions we reviewec took 21 to 52 days longer to complete
the SALP proucess then recommended in the SALP Manual Chapter. We were unable
to determing whether missing the time schedules resulted from inefficiencies
in the system or unrealistic time schedules. We do know that each region
carries out the process slightly differently ana that a meeting among the
regional and Headquarters personne] responsible for carrying out the SALP
process coulc improve the process in all regions through sharing ideas and
procedures.

Recommendations
We reconmend that the Director, NRR:

6. require the SALP Coordinator to monitor and track the regions'
time-frames for perforning the SALP evaluations with the objective of
identifyino causes of uelays or specific regional efficiencies which
other regions could adopt.

7. establish a progrem in which the staffs in each region and headquérters
involved in the SALP process periodically hold counterpart meetings te
discuss the different regions' approaches and procedures in carrying out
t3e SALP process.



18

AGENCY COMMENTS

On Apr(1 26, 1989, the EDU commented on a draft of this report. The EDO
agreed with four of the seven recommendations contained in the repurt.
However the EDO did not agree with Recommendation ¢ and part of Recommendation
3. The EDO neither agreed nor disagreed with Recommendation 7, but offered an
alternative action to our recommendation which we have accepled as resolving
our concern. we will follow up on that action, as well as the action to
implement the recommendations with which the ED0 agreed, &s part of &
follow-up audit in the future.

In Reconmendation 2, we recomnended that & more deteilea SALP Manual Chapter
in the area of report format end content be established enumerating the type
of information to be included in the SALP report and its format, We also
suggested that the SALP coorainator monitor the regional SALP reports to
ensure that the regions are conforming to the standardized formay and content
of the SALP report.

The EDO disagreec stating that the current SALP Manual Chapter provides the
necessary detail concerning report format and content. The respunse stated
that the Manua) Chapter was develcped so that a ~igid format is not
established, allowing the regions flexibility to transmit their assessment to
the licensee. The EDO further stated that the Performance and Quality
Evaluation Branch will continue to monitor the regional SALP reports to ensure
that the regions &ére conforming to the Manua! Chapter format.

Our review found they ¢ standard format 1s not used by all regions for SALP
reports and the regions use different types of information in their
evaluations and reports, It is our belief that a more detailed SALF Manual
Chapter in the area of repory format and content (especially in the Supporting
Data and Summary Section) woulc nake reports mere consistent and comparable
without inhibiting the transmission of assessments to licensees. The SALP
report has been presented and emphasized by NRC senior management as an NRC
repori., When one region consistently provides information that other regions
d0 not, the reports appear tu ve regional rather than NRC products. We do not
believe the 1ssue involved in thyy recommendation 1s significent enough to
elevate to the Commission for resolution. we will, however, follow-up to
determine whether NRR's monitoring of SALP reports resulis in increased
consistency among to regions.

In Recommendation 3, we recommended the EDO determine whether plants thst have
been in extended shutdowns should have SALP evaluations performed. If it was
determined that plants were to continue to be rated when they nave been in
extended shutdowns, we recommended the SALP rating categories be expanded to
include an unacceptable rating, to distinguish between plarts with
insufficient activity in an area and plants with unacceptable performance. We
also recommended that the EDO determine whether plants that are rated Category
3 on the Senior Management 1ist of problem plants should have SALF evaluations
performed while the plants remain Category 3's,

The EDO's respunse stated that the need for SALP evaluations for probiem
plants would be determinec by NRC Senior Management and a policy established.
However, he stated the use of an unacceptable rating was previously considered
%y NRC Senior Managers who elected not to incorporate an accitional category.
we accept the EDO's commitnent *0 have Senior Management establish a policy on
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the need for SALP eveluation on problen plents &s resolving that portion i
our recommendation, we will follow up on the &ctions taken at an appropridie
tine in the future.

In regard to the use ©f an unacceptable reting to distinguish between plants
with unaccepteble performance and pleants with insufficient activity to be
rated, the EUD response does not resolve our concern, We believe that the
practice of assigning "N" ratings in the historice) SALP summeri, 5 to
functional areas with unacceptablie performance and to plants with ut activity
in an area or without sufficient inspection activity in an area, .. © not
sccurately communicate NRC's evaluation of the poor performance. Becouse NRC
does not have an unacceptable SALP rating category, even though soume
facilities have performed at unacceptable levels, an uninformed reader may not
be able to differentiate that some "N" ratings in the historical summery are
unascceptable end others are not, NRC, by not rating plents that have, in
effect, been rated vnacceptable, has made the informetion in the Historice)
Date Summery less accuraie, enc as & result possibly less useful,

1t should be noted that we are not recommending unacceptable or Category ¢
retings for operating plents. We are recommending, for those plants thei have
been shutoown for unaeccepteble performance but are still being rated for the
period in which they were shutdown, expanaing the rating cetegories to include
an unecceptable reting, whether that rating be a Cetegory "4", a Category "U",
or some other designation, Otherwise, not reting functional erees that have
been determined by ¢ SALP Boarc to have unaccepirable performance s
contradictory and confusing in the SALP process. Beceuse we believe this
recommendation to be importent, we are ¢levating cur disagreenent with the FDO
on Recommendation 3 to the Commission tor resolution,

The EDO's comments are included in their entiretly in Appendir IX to this
report. We will follow up on the actions taken to implement the
recommendations with which the EDO agreed ot an appropriate time in the
future.
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SNSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT Of
LICENSEE PERFORMANC ¢

i EAXIBIT 2 (Cont'a)

fvent Reports, Construclion
ubmitted by the Licensee

fingings ang trends

- Review Of Licensee
&m0 Reports

of swymificant

|Provice & prief summary
resuiting from a review of these repurts if this nformation 18
contained (n  another section o©of the report, this item may be
omitted . |

SALP Manua! Chapter
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*ne oversl) cudl'ty ¢
che Qtsessment DerIOC Lhere e 0 it igent amprovement nActen

the @isCyssions 01 saTely Conseduerit [roeovemerts were @13t roled
: i edscussiors of corrective altours ANG sperator dcrions Areads
3 u'f:5 woulg benef t from @30¢C attenticn aglyge gescriptions of
cersonne) /protedyre errivi, comapnert  feilyres ang safety sysief

réesnonses

Two LERs (317/86-06 ans 3)8/B6-06) concerned failed reactor coolant
pump surge capacitors. Those fariures leg Lo reactor 1rips A moo-
ification 1o remove the capecitors ant use nguctors for surge sups
pression 1s nearing the end of the engineeing des ¢n phase

Two LERs (31B/B7-03 ang 3i8/87-U&) reportec repest Crocking on 4
branch 1ine for 8 relie’ valve for the Low Pressure Safety Inject on
System

Three LERs (316/86-08, 31B/BE-07, ang 11E/87-02) involved grounds anc
component failures n Unit ? fees water cortro! systems  Corrective
sctions taken n this area may have lergely resolves the problems as
evidenced by no recurrences for & me)or portion of the SALP period

Two LERs (317/87-07 ane 1.2/87-08) gescribe prodblems with improper
electrical splices on componerts 1n the EQuipment Qualification pro-
gram ang use of improper fasteners 1n coCe class systems Both probe-
lems largely resulted from iraoequate engrneering guitance to fiels

personne’

Four LERs (317 87-03. 31778708, 3.7 BT-08, an¢ 317/87-1)) 1nvolved

personnel errors anc three JERe (317786+07, 317/R7-0&, anc 318/67-0%)
involved procedure errors

Region |
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- Licersee Event Report Ara ys s

During the assessment Ter it §7 &8y tgr Umits 1 B & were 4%a'yled
The qwstr\buz\or of these events Dy tause, ¢S “prermined by the NRC
staff, was as follows

Cause unit 3 tnit & " fay)
Component Failure ) 14 19
Dest3n 5 ] 6
Construction, Faor latiion, 0o ¢ . 2
Installation

perconne!

- Operating Activity Pe 1 3
- Maintenance Activ)ly ¢ < 6
- Test/Calibration Activity ‘ 3 11
= Other $ 2 2
Out of Calibration 3 - 3
Other ¢ 3 5
N LMD : g | R | R [
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E_BEV\oa of Licensee ("Qﬁkwfiﬂfliﬁ ong_;grgiy 21_£?Y°f&?,§292;£1?
by the Licensee WTR e T S

1. _Licensee Event Reports (LERs)

Facility Wame: Clinton

Docket Mumber: 50-461

LER Rumders: 86001 through 86025
87001 through 87051

During this assessment period, 76 LERs were ‘ssued, of these

36 LERs were the result of personnel @FPOTS, 15 LERs were the

result of procedural inadequacies, 25 LERs were the result of
coaponent/equipaont failures

Mearly half of the LERs (47%) were related to personnel errors

0f these personnel errovs 12% resultied in reactor trips, and
50% resulted in engineered safety fegture actuwations.

The above infor@aation was derived frem review of LER'S

perforsed Dy KRC Staff and may not comdletely coincide with
the licensee's cause assignments. In addition, this dats

“

is based on assigning one cause code for each LER and does
aot necessarily coorespond to the igentification of LERS
agdressed in the performance Analysis section (Section 1V)
whare oultiple cause codes ®ay be gssigned to esch gvent

During the SALP 6 period, Clinton was in the construction phase.

and the licensee was not reouired to submit LERS

10 CFR 21 Reports

One 10 CFR 21 peport concerning damaged diese) generator axciter

legds w@s subsitted by the licensee at the conclusion of the

SALP period. The nusber of vendor defect reports gduring this

period gecreased Dy six fro@ the nusber during the previous
assess@ent period.

Analysis and Evaluation of Operational [sta (AEOD)

This was the first tigse Clinton Power Station wes evaluated
by the 0ffice of Analysis and Evaluation of Operationsl Date
(AEDD). The AE00 review of LERs for this assessment period
indicated that Clinton had prepared and issued quality LERs.
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AEOD geve Clinton an overall average score of 9.2 points out
of u possible 10 points; thus, Clinton is above the current
industry average of 8.5 points for those units/stations that
have been evaluated to date. However, Clinton's LERs were
alsc considered deficient in two important areas: the
identification of all components with manufacturer and mode!
numbers and the summarization of cause and corrective action
information in the abstract portion of the LERs. These weak
areas warrant improvement.
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SALFP SUMMARY
REGION 1

- REACTORS IN OPERATION

PLANT NAME RPT OPS RADCON ®AINT SURYV FP  EP
BEAVER VALLEY | 05/87 2 2 2 2 2 {
CALVERY CLIFFS 1/2 07/88 2 ! 2 ] N !
FITIPATRICK 07/87 2 2 2 2 & 1
GINNA 09/86 2 1 2 | ~ 2
HADDANM NECK 0%/87 2 2 2 2 - R
HOPE CREEK | 04/87 2 2 i RS | l
INDIAN POINT 2 01/87 2 2 2 | 1 ?
INDIAN POINT 3 03/86 2 1 l l ~ l
LIMERICK 1 06’87 | ! ! | » ]
MAINE YANKEE 01/86 2 e 2 \ 1 \
MILLBTONE 1/2 0e/8es | 3 ? | ~ 1
MILLSTONE 3 09/87 2 2 ! 2 ~ !
NINE WILE POINT | 07/87 2 2 3 2 ® )
NINE MILE POINT 2 oe/87 2 2 N - S |
OYSTER CREEK | 06/87 2 2 2 ] n ]
¢PEACK BOTTOM 2/3 08/87 N ps 2 2 3 2
PILBRIN | 06/87 2 3 2 3 b pd
SALEM 1/2 o1/87 2 1 ] 2 N 1
SHOREHAN 07/86 2 3 2 B S 1
SUSQUEHANNA 1 /2 12/86 | 1 1 | N |
THREE MWILE ISLAND | 01/8B7 2 ] ] 1 N 1
VERMONT YANKEE | 03/87 | 2 2 | N 2
YANKEE-RONE | 12/86 | ] ] ! 1 2

L1

"
-

RE

' '
w mme s me

SEC OUTG QP
] 2 2
i 2 2
1 2 2
l l 2
1 2 2
| X 2
? ] ?
! \ 2
2 N |
| 2 N
| | |
] ] ]
! 2 A
1 ~ 2
1 2 2
2 N N
A ! 3
| 2 2
! 2 2
1 1 2
2 ] 2
] 1 2
2 1 !

u———“””””u———”k’”u.—u—u—u

?

B e e e L BRI R e R RD RD RD W e R R ORI ORI RS R



1Grud 87
sALF SumMMAKY
QEGION &
REACTORS 1IN OPERAT ION

PLANT NARE RP1T  OPS RADCON MAINT guky FP EP SEC OUTE gp L:C TRE
16 ROCK POINT | 07/86 2 . 2 2 P ! 1 3 2 1 1
BYRON | 01/87 2 2 2 < 2 1 2 { 2 2 2
caLLawAY | 0e/8? 2 2 \ - oSy (RS ! 1 | R
CLINTON | 11/86 N 2 3 N 2 2 2 N 3 2 N
cooK 1/2 01/87 2 2 2 IR N 2 ! g
+DAVIG-RESSE | 09/87 N N N N N N N N N N N
DRESDEN 1/2/3 04/87 2 2 2 2 A el - MR e !
+DUANE ARNOLD 0B/87 | 2 ? ‘ T e 1 S y
FERMI 2 0%/87 N N N N L} N N N N L] N
S EWAUNEE 09/87 !} 1 ! 1 1 1 2 1 | \ 1
LA CROSSE oe/86 2 2 3 3 Y AN - R ! 2
LASALLE 1/2 03/87 2 2 i S e A O Y S
MONTICELLO 0g/8s6 | 1 \ p )\ ! ! 1 2 i 2
+PALISADES 09/87 2 2 3 e N R Yo e Btk |
PERRY | 07/87 2 2 2 25 1 1 Ry R SR
pOINT BEACK 1/2 11/86 ! 2 \ \ 2 2 \ \ i 2 \
PRAIRIE ISLAND 1/2 08/86 1 | R e B Al s sl
GUAD CITILES 1/2 09/87 2 | 2 W LIRS 1 8. Tl 2
110N 1/2 03/87 2 P 2 2 2 P 1 i 5 i |

-



PLANT NAME: THREE MILE ISLAND 1
REGION: 1

RPT ASSMT, PERIOD
06/81 04/01/80-03/31/81
01/83 10/01/81-09/30/82
07/84 10/01/82-01/31/84
04/85 02/01/84-01/31/85
l03/86 09/16/85-01/10/86
07/86 09/16/85-04/30/86
01/87 05/01/86-10/31/86
%02/88 11/01/86-10/31/87
1 Interim SALP evaluation
2 eng supp=2

PLANT NAME: PILGRIM 1
REGION: 1

RPT ASSMT. PERIOD
04/81 01/01/80-12/31/80
10/81  09/01/80-08/31/81
11/82 09/01/81-06/30/82
01/84 07/01/82-06/30/83
12/84 07/01/83-09/30/84
02/86 10/01/84-10/31/85
los/87 11/15/85-01/15/87

1 Must enter correct report dates

SALP HISTORY AS OF OCTOBER 1988
FOR REGION 1 PLANTS THAT HAVE

OPS RADCON MAINT SURV F

PO RO A A == D = N

OPS RADCON MAINT SURV F

Bt et et ik e ek TN P

et B N e NN

Pt e A Pt ek Pt ek s P

closed 4/86 to present

POLWMROMN W WM

WwWwwMm oW

LS IRaS ISl oS R S SRR o8 |

O P e PO MO RO

BEEN IN EXTENDED SHUTDOWK

©

NEZET Xt l

©

OO L NN |

closec 7/79 to 10/85

p

lm

Pt o Gt T e G S P

IS

PO LD LD e it e O

hppendix 1V

SEC QUTG QP LIC TRG

PP Z o e e )

SEC 0UTG QP LIC TR

OEBEXEEZREIEE

PO AD b et T s et 1D

P s PO Z PO A e 2

WP NN N

et b s RO PO W

WZZZTZWW

PO et b s PO 222

N
N
N
N
N
1
1
1

N
N
N
N
N
N
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PLANT NAME: PEACH BOTTOM 2/3 closed 3/87 to present

REGION: 1

RPT ASSMT, PERIOD OPS RADCON MAINT SURV FP EP SEC OUT
07/80 05/01/79-05/01/80 2 N G ¢ 2 3
09/81 07/01/80-06/30/81 ¢ ¢ : 1 3 2 2
10/82 07/01/81-06/30/82 ¢ 3 S - J B
09/83 03/01/82-02/28/83 2 3 e 3 g 1.4
05/84 03/01/83-12/31/83 2 2 SR s 2 1
06/85 01/01/84-03/31/85 2 3 SR 2 2 3
106/86 04/01/85-01/31/86 2 2 S - -t S |
12/87 02/01/86-05/31/87 N 2 - S i S

o e RO N D RO ‘

1 ops, QP unaccep; tech supp=2 improving; maint, FP improving

L op]
=]
—
—
o
—
x
o

ZwrxTZZZNOVW
PO PO e s B s 2 '
FzOZZZ2Z l



e L. s A———————————

:;QJ'Xii RY A ) ok 1Yeb
0 FOR REGION 11 PLANTS THAT HAVI
BEIN IN IXTENDID ST MW
PLANT NARE: BROWNS FERRY 1/0/3
REGIONT 2
RPT ASSMT, PERIOD OPS PADCON MAINT SURv FP £P SEC OUIG @P LIC TRG
lll.l:llll.ll.lllllllt‘lll;:lljxlllt; g885s TETS 338 838 S35 Z388 388 sem 828
OIIII‘OGIN/" - 03/31/80 . 2 | 3 2 2 2 2 2 P, 3 N L}
11/82 07/01/80 - 06/30/81 | 3 3 2 ? 3 M2 VI u. ‘;-
06/83 07/01/81 - 12/31/82 3 M 3 R LR IR 1 3 2 =
s SRR R T TN S TSGR 2w
09/8% 03/01/“ - 09/31/8% A 2 3 3 3 2 3 N 3 M 2
PLANT WAME: SEQUOYAM 1/2 Sequoyah | Closed #/8> 1O present
REGION: 2 Sequoyah ¢ Closea 442 ER!
kP ASSHT. PERIOD opS RADCON MAINT SURV FP EP SEC oute eP LIC TRE
l.l.! ll‘l.l.!llllllllltll lli;lll..l‘l.lllf.lll;l.l‘l.l o..;llll:... ses 0o
101/81 08/01/79 - 03/29/80 2 2 ‘ 2 2 . 3 2 : 2 2 2 -I -I".
HII! 07/01/.0 - 06/30/81 3 2 ? 2 ) 2 2 he 3 & I"‘
06/.3 07/01/.1 - 12/31/82 2 2 2 1 L} 2 3 2 3 2 .I
Otlll 0&/01/.3 -~ 02/29/84 2 l | 1 | 1 1 ‘ 3 . 2 . 1 ; 3_...2 ’.l“'
09/89% 03/0\/" - 05/311.3 2 2 . 3 . 2 . 2 : 2 . 2 g .3" -2” -'4:.
' ..‘;“‘Q tor reports (/81 ang 11/82 are dor Uumit 1 only.
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SALP HISTORY AS OF OCTOUBLR 198E
FOR REGION 111 PIANTS THAT HAVI

BEEN IN EXTENDED SHUTDOWN

" PLANT NANE: DAVIS-BESSE | Closco b/ey - 10/6
REGION: 3
RPT  ASSMT, PERIOD OPS RADCON mAINT SURV FP EF SEC OUTE QP LIC TRE
...ll:..I.......U.l..'.l‘l:l.l:lllll.f.ll.l IEES KR _B0E B8 _SGFT 800 000 sup
12/00 11/01/79 - 10/31/80 2 2 2 - Jaee Laimg Y - WORYs S IR
09/82 11/01/80 - 03/31/82 2 1 3 308 el . 1 ety e
10783 04/01/82 - 03/31/83 2 | 3 I B K R S SRS
12/84 04/01/83 - 08/31/84 2 1 3 2 3 3 2 | 3 2 3
-....:.-.0...-‘0.“‘-""‘."';""":""':"":"’"":"‘:"":---‘0--:-..:
109/07 09/01/04 - 10/31/86 N N B LI B B | (I B B |
cesaslbansssnssistsesessse|ssninesassisascnlesesicnnisnslonalsens|onsiosnleen|
"93/08 11/01/86 - 12/31/87 1 | e e T RS R
' no ratings assignred in saip peried 3
T Engineering support rated 2
PLANT NARE: FERMI 2 closed 7/85 - 3/86
T REGIONM: 3
;'1 ASSNT. PERIODD 0PS RADCON WAINT SURV FP EP SEC OUTG GP LIC TRE

) ' ' ' ' ' ' \ ' ' '
ssess .l‘l..l..l'll‘l.llt' lll.llllll..tlll‘(lll.lll,lll.!ll.l..l,l'l,l..,...,

'OQIIS 10/701/84 - 06/30/8% 2 2 2 3 ST 2 N 2 2 M

'05107 07/01105 - 03/31/86 ] [ ] » # [ N N NN #

.-.-1-»-‘--------------o-:---:------:-----.----:---:-»-:---z---.x--—:---n--.:
'ol/ll 04/01/86 - 03/31/87 3 ? 2 3 '8 .3 23 ? 32 ‘ 7 3

' Construction ratings were also assigned.
T Mo ratings were assigned due to lack of cperating perforsance.

' startup testing=l
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3.2 Facility Performance

Functional Category

Ares ~ Last Perioc®

. B plant Operations 2

2. Radiological 3
Controls

3. Maintenance and 2
Modifications

4. syrveillance 3

5. Fire Protection 3

~

6. Emergency
Preparedness

7 Security and 3
Safeguards

g Engineering and )
Technica! Support

g. Licensing 4
Activities

10. Tratning and 2
Qualification
Effectiveness

Assurance of 3
Quality

Outage Management 1
and Modifications
Activities

November 1, 1965 to January 31, 1987
February 1, 1987 to May 15, 1988

Not evaluated as & separate
activities are {ntegrated
*Maintenance and Modifications™,

into

functional aread;
*Engineering and Technical
and other functional areas as appropriate

Kecent
7'({'}0

Category
This Periog®®

2

3 Improving

2 Improving

—

findings relative to outage
Support”,
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T . % UNITED STATES
A i At NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
. N ,/ : WASHINGTON D C 2045¢
g " ...o" APR 2 6 198§
L ER ]

MEMORANDUM FOk: Marty Malsch, Acting Inspector General

FROM: Victor Stelic, Jr.
Executive Director for Operations

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF NRC'S SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE
PERFORMANCE PROGRAM

This responds to the OIA March 20, 1989, nemorandum transmittinc the subject
audit report. 1 note your conclusion that the SALP program provides an
important evaluation process that henefits both NRC and its power reactor
Ticensees.

The major objectives of SALP are 1) to improve licensee performance

in the construction and operétion of nuclear plants anc 2) to provide a basis
for allocating NRC's inspectiun resources, The staff implemented SALP to
provide a means for integration of staff findings and observations in severa!l
functional areas to enhance our ability to effectively assess utility
management's strengths and weaknesses. The SALP reports and subsequent
Management Meetings are used to directly communicate the NRC staff's
conclusions to the licensee.

SALP is a dynamic process and its continuing evolution is reflected by a
recent ghange to the NRC Manual Chapter (MC? in June 1988. The regions, using
their daily interfaces with licensees, have responsibility for preparation,
presentation, and follow-up of the SALP report. The process has been developed
so that a rigid format 1s not established, allowing the regions some
flexibility to transmit their assessment to the utility. General guidance

is provided in the MC, and the proper implementation of this guigance is
monitored by the SALP Coordinator, and other NRC offices. We recognize thet
other outside organizations utilize the SALP report for various reasons, but
the major objectives of SALP (improve licensee performance and provide a basis
for allocating inspection resources) should be maintained as the first
priority.

With respect to your specific recommendations, I sutmit the following:

Recommendation 1

1. Ensure that & SALP Coordinator takes an active roie in monitoring - |
aspects of the SALP program,

Resgonse

We agree, Although the SALP Coordinator function ic performed by various
individuels 1n the Performance and Quality Evaluation Eranch (PQER), 211 will
take an active role in monitoring the SALP program.



Recommerdation 2

2. [Fstablish & more detaile¢ SALP MC in the area of report formet and content
enumerating the type of {vformation to be included in the SALP report and
the formet of the information. The SALP Coordainator shoule moniter the
regional SALP reports to ensure that the regiors are confourning to the
standardized format and content ¢t the SALP report,

Response

We disagree, The current SALP MC pruvides the necessary detail concerning
report format ang cuntent. The MC has been cdeveloped so that a rigid format is
not established, allowing the regions flexibility to transmit their assessment
to the licensee, However, PQEE will continue to monitor the regional SALP
reports to ensure that the regions are conformine to the MC format,

Recommendation 2

3. Determine whether plants that have been in extended shutdowns should have
SALP eveluations performed. Establish & pulicy with specific quidelines
and criteria that o1l regions must follow cn performinc or not performing
SALP evaluations for plants that have been in extended shutdowns:

a. expand the SALP rating categories to include an unacceptable rating
to distinouish between plants with insufficient activity in an area
and plants with unacceptable performance;

b. determine whether plants that are reted Category 3 on the Senior
Management's 1ist of problem plants should have SALP evaluations
. perforned while the plants remein Category 5's, If SALP evaluations
are to be performed on plants that are on the NRC Senior Management's
Category 2 list of problem plants, esteblish a policy in the SALP MC
10 ensure that no potentielly conflicting messages are given to the
public.
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We agree in part. The need for SALP evaluations for problem plants will be
geternined by NRC Senior Management anc & policy established. The use of an
unacceptable rating was previously considered by NRC Senfor Managers who
elected not to incorporate an additional category.

Recommendation 4

4. Develop a system which will erable NRC to track inspection resources
expended by region, facility and SALP functional area for power
reactors. In addition, the system should be able to separate inspection
vesources expended into reactionary and planned resources.

Response

We agree. A new system was recently implemented to track inspection resources.
The Master Inspection Planning System (MIP) will track inspection resources by
SALP functional area.
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Recommendation 5

5, Require the SALP Cocrdinater 1o monitor and analyze the results of the
SALP prugram on the inspectior resources expended for power reacturs in
| 211 regions by facility and SALP functional area.

Response

We agree in part. Tote) inspection hours expended by facility will be analyzed
since we believe this date provides a more accurete measure of the level of
monitoring provided by the regions. The regiuns monitor inspection hours by
SALP functiona) area anc the infornation is concidered during SALP boarus.

Recommendation &

€. Require the SALP Coordinator to moniror and track the recions’
time-frames for performing the SALP evaluations with the objective of
identifying causes of delays or specific regional efficiencies which
other reaions could adopt.

Response

_ We_agree. The PQEB monitors and tracks the regions' time-frames for performing
SALP evaluations and the results ere reportec bi-monthly in the NRR Management
and Program Information (White Book). Causes of delays will be reviewec
and corrective action taken 1f warranted.

Recommendation 7

7. Establish a program in which the staffs in each region and headquarters
invelved in the SALP process periodically hold counterpart meetings *v
discuss the different regions’ approaches and procedures 1in carrying out
the SALP process.
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Separate counterpart meetings regarding SALP will nut be held; however, when
deemed warranted for the increase ir efficiency or effectiveness, SALP
jssues will be on the agenda for perfodic Division Director meetings.

Victor Stelle,Ar.
Executive Director
for Operations



