i, UNITED STATES
s ’; NIWCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
: P WASHINGTON D € 20655

Pose? December 27, ]989

MEMORANDUM FOR: Dennis M, Crutchfield, Associate Director
for Special Projects

FROM: Frank J. Miraglia, Chairman
DPO Review Pane! on Comanche Peak
SUBJECT: COMANCHE PEAK DPO ON SALP

As we discussed, the DPO Panel is prepared to meet with members of the Comanche
Peak SALP Board, Messrs., Grimes, Warnick, Livermore and Wiebe on Janvary 4, 1980,
The meeting time is 8:30 a.m. in 12-B-11.

As we previously discussed, the DP0 Pane)l has identified some areas that we
would 1ike the SALP Board members to be prepared to address.

Enclosure 1 is a review of the DPO comments related to the SALP process, compared
to the SALP Manual Chapter guidance and matters that the DPO Panel would 1ike

to discuss. Enclosure 2 is a similar matrix of comments from the CASE letter
sent by Billie Garde on November 20, 1989.

There are certain differences in SALP drafts identified in enclosure 3 relating
to engineering and technical support and plant operations. The DPO Panel would
like to discuss the reasons for these differences with the SALP Board.

bipiche

Frank M

DPO Rewtew Panel on Comanche Peak
Enclosures:
As stated

cc: J. Sniezek
J. Partiow
C. Grimes
R. Warnick
H. Livermore
J. Wiebe
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1. Our review and
analysis revealed that the
use of the SALP process
for Comanche Peak at this
time was inappropriate
and, thus, inherently
problematic.

The restart of the SALP
process for the period
September 1, 1987 to July
31, 1988 was inappropriate
because many of the areas
of performance were still
less than Category * as
defined in MC 0S16.

RELATED NC GUIDANCE

1. The NRC will normally
review and evaluate each
power reactor licensee
possessing a construction
permit every 15 months.
[{0516-04)

When the Regional
Adminiztrator determines
that the performance of a
particular utility or
facility warrants a more
frequent evaluation, such
as in the case of
licensee's that were
assigned a Category 3
periormance rating in
several functional areas
during the previous
evaluation, the period
between SALP evaluations
should be reduced to about
12 months. [0516-04.b]

N TOrR, 4

ANALYSIS AND QUEBTIONS

1. The SALP MC does not
cle>vly address the
criteria for discontinuing
or restarting the SALP
process for a particuiar
facil.ty.

Q1A How many SALP
Catagory 3's did CP have
during the previous
period?

FNCIOSURE ()
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The SALP process was
suspended by the NRC from
1984 until 1987 because of
TU Electric's massive
corrective action program
to address eleven specific
areas of design and
construction problems. It
is CASE's understanding
that this suspension
recognized that TU
Electric's performance was
by definition less than

Category 3.

2. CASE beljieves that
under the unique situation
at Comanche Peak the
recent SALP should have
followed the NRC's review
of operational readiness
by the Operational
Readiness Assessment Team
(ORAT). We do not
understand how the Board
could even parform a valid
SALP without the
information provided by
the ORAT.

When a SALP evaluation
will be used as part of a
determination of the
readiness for new plant
startups, a SALP
evaluation should be
conducted approximately
one month before the
expected milestone date.
[{0516-04.C"

Unacceptable performance
is addressed through NRC's

enforcement policy.
[0515-01)

2. See #1 above.

It is not clear why the
SALP process was

discont inued when it was
and what were the criteria
for restarting.

A letter was issued FEB
20, 1985 which stated that
the SALP would be ommitted
due to the considerable
resources devoted to CP by
the NRC to evaluate the
utility. The letter also
stated the next SALP
period would be set when
the present special NRC
activities conclude.

2. The SALP period was
set at 12 months as
required by the MC. The
extension of the period is
generally for good
performance. In additior,
CASE seems to think the
data will be lost and does
not acknowledge that SALP
is meant to be a

cont inuous process and the
ORAT would be captured in
the next SALP which is
already 4 months old.

FHNCLOSURE (D

)
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3. If the agency decides
to use the SALP process at
Comanche Peak, our
evaluation indicates that
a new SALP evalustion
should be considered and
should follow the final
operational readiness
inspection. CASE believes
that the standard SALP
process should not be used
at this point but a
special modified process
should be developed to
evaluate TU Electric's
performance including the
character and competence
to operate a nuclear
plant.

4. The emphasiz (of SALP)

See #1 above.

The SALP process is

3. The SALP period was
correct ‘n accordance with
the MC and should not be
revised, or redone.
However, a S-month mini-
SALP could be performed
prior to operation as was
done at T™I.

 —————

4. The elements to be
considered in evaluating

should be on eveluating

management perfurmsance
from TU Electric’'s

corporate management down
to site level supervision

used by the NRC to
synthesize its each functional areas are
observations of and very clear in the MC,
insights into a licensee's These same areas suqgested
performance and to by CASE are reviewed in

to determine attitude, identify common themes or each area. The

character, competency and symptoms. [0516-01) "emphasis™, however, is to

cperational performance understand the reasons for

skills. the licensee's
performance.

3 INCLOCURE ()
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MATRIX OF CASE CCANENTS CONCERNING SALP 78 SALP NC

S. The composition of the
board was stacked with
managers who in some cases
had little or nothing to
do with the day-to-day
site inspections. On the
other hand senior resident
inspectors, who were most
knowledgeable and
represent the inspectors,
were excluded from the
process in 1988 and 1989.

S. See #'s 1, 2,
in Enclosure (1).

3 and 4

. See #°'s 1, 2, 3, and &
in Enclosure (1),

This comment implies the
managers can not make an
object ive judgement on the
performance jevel of the
utility based on the 1nput
of the inspectors, so it
s difficult to address.
It does not recoanize that
many inspectors perform
inspections at the site
and even the SRI does not
have the detai.ed
knowledge of the utilities
performance in each area.
It is the managers
function to be aware of
all the inspection
activities and come up
with an overall picture.

The SALP Board composition
in 1988 was smaliler (7)),
but similar. The 1989
Roard had two more RIV
representat ives.

fFNCTOCTR) 2
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6. The senjor resident
for construction provided
a very negative input and
memorandum about TU
Electric performance;
however, this was not
reflected anywhere in the
SALP process or report.
In fact, according to the
list of those
participating in the
process, the senior
resident inspector was not
even acknowledged as
participating in the
process. Also an NRC
consultant wvho performed
important inspections was
dropped from the
participants, while one

consultant wvho had been on
site less than a month was
included.

6.
(1).

See #1 in Enclosure

6. The list of
participants in the SALP
report i1s typically only
those personnel who
attended the actual SALP
Board meeting. The many
individuals wiio provide
input are not listed

separately.

Q6A Why was the SRI-
Construction not an
attendee at the SALP

Board”

FNCILOSURY. (0
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7. NRC management
excluded and did not

consider significant
performance problems
during the 1988 and 1989
SALP periods. Performance
concerning a breakdown in
the QA program service
water system was deferred
for more than two years
because of pending
enforcement in report (50-
445/88-47;50-446/88-42) in
the 1988 SALP period.

This issue was still not
picked up and evaluated
during the 1989 SALP
process, because it was
referred to the NRC Office
of Investigations.

8. The AFPW check valve
failure and backflow
incident was discussed but
management action that led
to enforcement issues was
not discussed because of
pending enforcement.

7. See #10 in Enclesure
(1).

8. See #10 in Enclosure
(1).

va

The Service Water Sy<tem
problem should be
discussed in one of the
SALP periods 1f it 1= a
significant issue
providing insight into the
utilities performance.

FNCIo IRy N
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9. The SALP process 9. See #1 above. 9. The SALP pfriod is
apparently went forward only allowed to be
without considering extended for qgood
extending the SALP period performance and not weak
to include important performance. If the
program deficiencies such utility has problems as
as discussed above. NC severe as presented by
0516 allows extending the CASE then the period

SALP period from 12 to 18 should not be more than 2
msonths. In the face of months.

critical performance
indicators, we believe the
NRC should have considered
extending the period to
include infcrmation
crucial to evaluating
performance and deciding

wvhether or not to grant a
license. .

7 THCIO { *)
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MATRIX OF CASE COMNENTS CONCERNING SALP V8 BALP NC

10. The functional areas
for design and
construction were
deemphasized by placing
more emphasis on other
areas wvhere therz was not
real performance to
evaluate. Eleven
functional areas in
construction that should
have been independently
evaluated were combined
into one area and this
diluted negative findings
in these areas.
Disciplines were not
specifically addressed as
required by MC 0516.

11. NC 0516 states that
the attributes and
criteria listed in the
appendix to MC 0516 should
be relied on to develop a
uniform and consistent
approach. Our analysis of
a sample of the draft
reports showed that the
approach did not rely on
the specified criteria and

10. For reactors in the
preoperational phase,
functional areas for
either operating phase
reactors or construction
phase reactors should be
select2ad, as appropriate.
[0516-062)

Although not all
functional areas need to
be assessed in a given
review, an explanation
should be given in the
SALP report if a
functional area
appropriate to a licensee
is not evaluated. [0516-
06)

11. The SALP Board
members shall evaluate
licensee performance in
each functional area after
considering the evaluation
criteria with their
associated attributes
listed in Appendix A,
Tablie 1. [APP B, B.1)

10. The MC allows some
flexibility, as needed, in
selecting the functional
areas to be evaluated. It
is routire to deemphasize
the construction areas
when nearing the pre-
operational phase.
However, the rationale for
selecting the areas 1n the
draft report is not
specified as required by
the MC.

Qld.’ How were the
functional areas for the
current SALY selected”

11. The SALFP report
states that the criteria
were used in the
evaluation process.

FHCTO I Py
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attributes.

12. The general statements
in the SALP draft appear
to be selected from the
criteria in Appendix 0516
that indicate CAT 2
performance: however,
these statements were not
supported by dat= in the
same r=iagraph or by
reference to data.

Instead many such
statements were only
supported by examples that
appear to support a CAT 3
finding. Thus many of the
CAT 2 conclusions were not
supported by any data
indicating the egquivalent
performance.

13. NC 0516 does not
define the term repetitive
deficiencies. Instead it
is interpreted narrowly
and subjectively without
supporting data.

12. The SALP Board
wmembers shall review and
discuss the SALP report.
They shall ensure that
each functional area
section concisely conveys
the Board's views, with
selected examples to
illustrate key findings.
They shall ensure that a
conclusion has been
reached regarding licensee
performance within each
functional area. They
shall ensure that the
discussion of performance
within each functioral
area identifies common
themes or symptoms of that
performance if known. [APP
B, B.3j}

13. The word repetitive
is used several times in
the evaluation criteria

for Enforcement History.
For example:

Category 3:

Minor violations are
repetitive and indicative
of programmatic breakdown.
[APF A)

13. The Board did not
consider the deficiencies
to be repetitive or
indicative of a
programmat ic breakdown.

Q13A WwWhat factors were
we ighed when considering
whether the findings were
not repetitive’

FNCLOGHRY (0
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MATKIX OF CASE COMMENTS CONCERNING SALP V8 SALP NC

14. Comments and 14. See #6 in Enclosure 4. —

observations about TU (1).
Electric's inability to
address root causes which
were evident in
inspectors'input in early
SALP drafts but were
either dropped or
minimized in the SALP
draft. In the case of TU
Electric responses to
violations in NRC reports
50-445/84-32; S50-446/8B4-
11, and 50-445/86-08;50~
446/86-06 the subjects
wvere not addressed at all,
even though meetings were
held during the SALP
period to discuss
inadeguate corrective
action regarding these

issues.
15. CASE's analysis 15. See #6 in Enclosure 15.
shoved that many of the (1).

NRC staff's other negative
findings were provided in
the original draft reports
but were dropped from the
initial SALP draft or were
revritten to minimize
them.

10 I NCLOCITRY
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16. The NRC should have,
but d4id not perform a
formal trend analysis of
repetitive deficiencier
identified by the NRC.
Instead the SALP Board
made general statewments
that major or minor
violations were not
repetitive and did not
indicate a program
breakdown.

There is no evidence of
any detajled trend
analysis to determine if
findings in the 1988
versus the 1989 SALP were,
in fact, repetitive.
Similarly, there was no
trend analysis of
violations and
deficiencies found during
the 1989 SALP period which
wvas compared to findings
of violations and
deficiencies by the NRC in
the CAP from the time
period 1985 tc the present
to evaluate recurrence.

17. Althowgh no formal
trending was performed, it
is CASE's understanding
that inspectors attempted

16.

Formal trend analysis

is not required or
ment ioned by the MC.

17.

See 216 above.

11

1.

FNCTOSURE |
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to point out the repeat
program weaknesses in the
initial drafts, i.e., TU
Electric’'s QA program was
still not identifying and
correcting problems that
are now part of their
corrective action program.

18. Several years ago
SALP Boards were generally
composed of fewer managers
and supervisors, but had a
larger number of
inspectors who perforwmed
the inspections, had a
personal and direct
involvement with an
applicant or licensee, and
voted. As the Regions
have become top heavy with
more and more managers,
the Board composition has
steadily changed in the
other direction wvhere the
senior resident inspector
(SRI) is the only working
level person on the Board.

19. Since the SRI is
classified as »
supervisor, no working
inspectors are usually on
the board. The SALP
Boards for 1988 and 1989

18. See #1 in Enclosure
(1).

19. See #1 in Enclosure
(1).

12

i18. The SALP Board
composition over time
should be reviewed and
reevaluated.

CASE's complaint concerns
how RIV became top heavy,
but in this instance NRR
is much more represented
on the Board than by
procedure.

19. See #1 in Enclosure
(1).

TNCTOCHURE (U

)
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at Comanche Peak were
selected by the Office of
Special Projects. They
went a step further than
the rest of the agency and
removed the senior
resident from the board.

20. The composition of
the Board was lopsided and
stacked with 5 high
managers wvho had nco day-
to-day involvement with
inspections versus one
site manager and two site
supervisors who did.

The final board
composition became even
more lopsided.

21. Senior inepectors had
no vote and would have
been outvoted even if they
had been allowed to vote
as board members. The
eleven to twelve site NRC
inspectors/consul tants who
d4id the work had the least
to say in the whole
matter.

20. See #1 in Enclosure
(1).

21. See 11 in Enclosure
(1).

20. CASE seems to think
that there was more than
one board for the SALP.

L

22. See #1 in Enclosure
(1).

INCIOUEE ()
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22. Specific areas for
construction were not
addressed per MC 0516:
soils/foundations:
containment, major
structures and steel
supports, piping
systems/supports:
mechanical components,
auxiliary systems,
electrical

equipwent/cables: and,
instrumentation.

23. The draft SALP
reports do not really
address the seriousness of
the program deficiencies.
The exclusion of these
matters appears especially
suspect since the final
SALP excludes the negative
comments about Unit 1, but
praises the corrective
action taken for work on
Unit 2 service water
system.

24. The issue of TU
Electric's response to the
service water system
enforcement action not
being accurate and
complete was not

22. See #10 above.

23. See #6 in Enclosure
(1j.

24. See #6 in Enclosure
(1).

14

22.

23.

24.

See 10 above.

FHNCT o s
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considered in the as yet
unissued NRC inspection
report 50-445/89-23; 50-
446/89-23. The NRC
deferred the evaluation of
the issue effecively
forever by referring it to
be investigated and
considered in the next

SALP.
25. TU Electric 25. See #6 in Enclosure
performance in this area {1).

(AFW) was also understated
in the SALP report and
evaluation of enforcement
activity as relates to
performance in this area
has deferred for another
year on the basis of
considering escalated
enforcement.

5. S
26. The NRC policy of 26. Not addressed. 26.
deferring key programmatic
L ]

failures connected with

enforcement or
investigations that
occurred during the SALP

period until the next SALP —
is illogical and is a
serious flaw in the SALP
process as NC 0526 does
not specifically prohibit
such practices.

15 (IR T R A B A W
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27. Most of the negative
findings quoted and
discussed (inability to
address root cause) were
either dropped from the
SALP final draft report or
rewvorded to the point that
the negative finding was
minimized. Inexplicably,
in some cases, the
findings were changed to
become positive
program/managenent
statements.

28. 1In general the SALP
drafts showed a lack of
data or references to data
to support conclusions
about large complex areas
of work performed by TU
Electric. Without such a
collection of all of the
data about each functional
area, ratings became
extremely arbitrary and
lost msuch of the purpose
for the SALP.

27. See #& in Enclosure
(1).

28. See #6 in Enclosure
(1).

16

27.

28.

FNCTOSTRY
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29. Insufficient 29. See #10 above.
inspections were done in
the functional area of
maintenance/surveillance
and should rMot have been
rated.

30. TU Electric 30. See #12 above.
performance is obviously,
at a minimum, a Category 3
in the area of corrective
action and root cause
analysis by virtue of
their performance in the
service water system
evaluation and check vilve
incident.

17 FNCLOSURS
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1. Ten NRC managers made
up the SALP Board.

1. A Board quorum will

consist of a minimum of

six persons. Generally,
there should be no more

than nine persons on the
Board. [APP B, B.2]

The composition of the
SALP Board is
multidisciplinary in
nature and is intended to
result in an integrated
assessment of 1icensee
performance. [APP 3, B.2]

The SALP Board composition
shall be as follows with
each member having a vote:

a. SALP Board Chairpersen
(Regional SES-level
manager) ;

b. Senior Resident
Inspector:

c. NRR Project Manager:
d. NRR SES-level =anager:
e. Regional Projects
Division Director, Deputy
Director, or Branch Chief;

erclssore 1

1. Ten individuals were
listed 1n the draft SALY
report as SALP Board

The SALP Board composition
was not as required by the
MC, but a review of
equivalency is required
due to the unique
organization of Special
Projects.

a. Req. SES- Gri-es‘

b. SRI- Livermore -
NRR PM= (7]

€,
d. NRR SES- Mckee [Y)
e. Reag. DRP- Gwynn [Y]

ENCLOSURE (1)



f. Regional Specialist
Division Director, Deputy
Director, or Branch Chief
{at least one from each
Specialist Division):

g. Others as designated
by the Regional
Administrator for any
specific Board. [APP B,
B.2j

MATRIE OF DPV COMMENTS CONCERNING SALP V8 BALP NC

f. Reqg. DRSS Jauwdon [Y)
Reqg. DRSS- Yandell (V)

g. Others = Lyons

= Harnnc!‘

= Wiebe
= Wilson

=

Q1A Who appointed the ten
members to the Board’

Q1B Was there a conscious
decision to appoint more
than the recommended nine
members” Why’

Q1C WwWhat procedure was

used to control the
process”?

ENCLOSURE (1)



MATRIX OF DPV COMMENTS CONCERNING SALP V8 SALP NC

2. Three of the SALP
Poard members were Region
IV managers who had no
direct and significant
involvement with the site.

3. Two of the SALP Board
members were involved with
site matters but they
administered their project
management and licensing
duties from their White
Flint Offices.

2.

3.

See #1 above.

See

£1 above.

2. According to the MC,
at least four members of
the SALP Board should have
been from Reqion IV,
therefore there is less
than reguired.

—_—....

Q2A FHow much i1nspection
activity was conducted by
Region IV?

Q2B Did the Region 1V
members represent a
significant amount of
inspect ion coverage’

3. It appears that the
two Assistant Directors
from CP Project Division
do not have an equivalent
in the SALP MC, except for
the Specialist regional
divisions which were also
on the Board. However,
the MC states that the RA
can appoint others as
necessary.

Q3IA Were both the CF Asst
PDirectors amd BRIV bepmty

ENCLOSURE (1)
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4. NRC Senior
Resident/Resident and
Consultants who were
entirely knowledgeable of
licensee performance had
no votes on the board.

4. See #1 above.

Specification of the
Board's voting members is
not meant in any way to
limit presentatic.as before
the Board by other NRC
staff members when
appropriate. The staff
members closely associated
with a functional area
should be requested to
discuss their views with
the SALP Board. [APP B,
B.2)

Directors needed on the
Roard’

Q3B Why was the NRR PM
not on the SALP Board”

4. There was no one on
the Board with the title
of "Senior Resident

Inspector,” r ired by
the me.  GEESE——

A, -

e — 1

Typically, per the NC,
there is only one
"inspector™ on the SALP

Board. TUNEINEEENNES
—e———
P em——

Resident 's function 1s to
participate at the meeting
and to provide insight to
the Board members.

Q4A What i= the equivalent
position of the “RI at the

ENCLOSURE (1)
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S. All of the
recommendations for below
average, coming trom those
who knew the reail
performance, were outvoted
by managers on the SALP
Board.

S. The functional area
ratings will be determined
by a majority vote of the
Board's voting wembers.
[APP B, B.1)

CP site and was he on the
Board’

Q4B Two individuals with
the word "inspector™ in
their title were on the
Roard. What 15 thear
eqguivalent position in
relationship to the MC
titles?

5. The MC states that the
majority vote rules, so f
there was one or more
recommendat ions for a
"below average, ™ they

could certainly be

Q05A How many Catesgory !
votes were cast 1in the
difterent areas?

058 Mid any participant=
voice their dizagqreement

with any funct ronal area

ENCLOSURE (1)
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6. Information and
findings brought to the
attention of the SALP
Board were deliberately
excluded.

6. The SALP Board members
shall review and discuss
the SALP report. They
shail ensure that each
functional area section
concisely conveys the
Board's views, with
selected examples to
illustrate key findings.
{APP B. B.)]

rating during the meet 1ng’

L All information and
findings discussed at the
Board cannot be included
in the report. However,
1t 1s each inspectors
responsibility when
developing the SALP report
to ensure the important
findings and information
are included in the report
so the Board s aware of
the saignificant 1ssues.,

mii—
B ey
—

LT

S————

i s )
A—

The draft report does not
list any reqional
inspectors as
participating in the Board
meet 1ng.

Q6A Did the site

inspectors develop the
repen't anput

ENCLOSURE (1)
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7. The pending SALP
report is neither an
accurate nor complete
reflection of TU Electrics
performance during this
SALP period.

7. See #6 above.

The SALP Board members
shall ensure that a
conclusion has been
reached regarding |icensee
performance within each
functional area. [APP B,
B.J)

7 . G
PSR =

068 Did the nspectors
(site and reqional)
actively partaicipate 1n
tne SALP Board meet ing’

Q7A Do the Board members
consider the report an
accurate and complete
reflection of the
utilities performance’

Q7B Do the site and
regional inspectors
consider the report an
accurate and complete
reflection of the
utilities performance?

ENCLOSURE (1)
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8. If the information
were properly considered
and evaluated, it would
indicate a less than
satisfactory performance
rating in some areas, a
need for increased
attention and applicant
action prior to NRC
approval to load fuel.

9. The SALP Board did not
adeqguately consider the
full implications of
certain ASHE issues
identified during the
reporting period by staff

inspectors.

B. Voting members are
expected to participate in
Board discussions of each
functional area in order
to contribute effectively
to the assessment of the
licensee's performance and
the identification of
common themes and symptoms
of that performance. As 3
resuit, SALP Board

del iberations should be
oriented toward reaching a
consensus view when
possible. [APP B, B.2)

9. See #§6, #7, and I8
above.

e W

AR s
R .

e i

—r——

QBA Did the Board ask the
participating inspectors
for input during the

meet ing’

Q8B How much experience
did the Board members have
in the SALP process’

9. A

Q9A Did the Board members
discuss the ASME issues
during the meeting’

Q9B Were these issues
discussed in the draft

report’

ENCLOSURE (1)
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10. The SALP Board did
not adequately consider
the inability of the
applicant to recognize
conditions potentially or
actually adverse to
quality as demonstrated by
events surrounding service
wvater system and the
auxiliary feedwater system
{check valves and motors).

11. The SALP Board did
not adegquately consider
the inability of the
applicant to identify and
evaluate root causes of
deficiencies and program
failures necessary for
effective corrective
action.

10. See 5,
above .

11. See #6,
above.

#7, and 18

#7, and #8

10,

QI10A ©Did the Board
members consider the
service water and AFW
system issues during the
meet ing’

8108 Were these issues
discussed Iin the draft

report?
11. GO

Q11l1A 0Did the Board
consider the utilities
corrective action process
durinag the meeting’

Q11B Were these issues
discussed in the draft

report?

ENCLOSURE (1)



thar th lategdry & rating Yistec r the dro‘r Tamp) versager), The cterce:
G0 ret, however, 1e 56 SATety Cuestione Lut nwolve ¢ fYerences in the
crervacterizatacr ¢f the aprticent's perferrance i1 dtomn dreas.

Boedscussion o the appliceni's subnittals ard recponses to NPC revueste
for infernetror regareing FSAT anengments ire technice’ specificetione
(paraorar® BE) wos sulstantiel)y rewritter. Severs) strongly negetive
cornerts were celeted fror this subsection, ANthough some ethects of
these deletec statemerts are reflected 1n the Ting) veport, the character-
1200100 ¢ thag subsection appeart to be more DPOSItIVE 8% & result of the
charcec. The bases Tor changet ire not apperent from 2 review Of the
gocuterts, KMowever, the lercudge 'n the eraft report ooes incicete some
tnecreistenty r that, while the summary statement: are genera’)y
positave, the grscussiorexamples of the ectivities are, genevally,
strere’ regative, The fira) creft languege. converscly, 15 consistent
wWIth CETETally FCEItIvE Sunnary Stetermerts and less regative (omments,

irothe subrectior pccressing ptcessment oY the configuration contre’
program (perecraph BB) 11 was noted thet the applicent has "...d1fficu 1 es
inoamg lerenting ¢ truly effective confiourstion cortro) prograr [which)
heve recsulted r repetitive rinor violetions,” Thtr ctatemert 18 replacec
ir the fangl greft with staternents that the applicent "...hes 'mplementec
on effectave configuration cortrol prograr..." and "[olnly a few ringe
gistrepencres reve beer idertified..." Accitione Yy, the fire’ crafe

d0CEC 1hat progremmatyc erhercements hac beer made t0 a00ress the prodlers,
These cherges appeer to result ir & more favorable assessrent of the
epracant's performance i thys ared. Although the bases for these

cherces are not clear from & review Of the documents, 1t appears tre* the
Boarc concluges that the “"repetitive minor viplations" noted in the draft
VErS10on were not ingicetive of the overal) effectivenecs of the prograr.

fostrongly necative comrent regarcirg the procurement prograr wes delctec
irothe fina) fraft (paragraph 29) Although the statement thet noteo
“L..0ther procurement problems ... have resulted in the staff's impression
thet the applicant appeared to be meeting only minima) reguirements,, "
wee ret supperted with exemples and may be covered to some extent by the
eccition, n the final draft, of noted problems in the remove) of coatircs
ir the service water systerms, the bases for deleting this comment 1s nct
teer from @ review of the gocuments, £ statement indicating that correc-
tive actiuns were beine implemented at the enc ¢f the SALP period was
20ded to the fina) draft and mey represent upcated information on thie
18808,

A number of other changes, which dic not significantly change the subsec-
tion sssessments, were a1so mace. For example, changes to 2 discussion of
the statistice! aspects and the programmatic significance of violations
(peragraph BS) were made. This appears to be based on sdditional or
updetec information not reflected in the draft report. There 15, however,
no supporting date, such as an inspection report/violation metrix, which
would perrit cross checking of these numbers,



vares

b, Srie2ed »

11 v¢ taerificert 10 note the® rearly al) summary sloterents In the
eveluetior criterte subsectarcre withir theg furctiore) ares rerety esser.
tia')y unchanguc betwecr the eraft ang 1ang) oratt \versions of the repor:.
for eramle, bett versions (tee paragrept (€) note that the ", .epplicert’:
procrer 107 the gertificatact ang correction of noreconforming cv defrc er
cereitione wis effectve." Summary ttetements releted to management
involverert, prior planrang anc atsignment of prioritict, resolutier of
cefrcrer e, resprrsiveness 10 NPC 1ssuer enc NRC assessrent of the [ ent
evaluation crovp, were '8¢ substartially uncharced, The mocrficatior:
thet were mage 10 the draft SALF anclucire; 1) additions ang ore Celetior
previoutly noted, o' rumerous ecitorial cheroes, ane }) deletror of ten
poeitive commerts (paragrapts (2 eno (&), ¢1¢ not resi 't An charget to the
subcectIor surraries and dc not sagrnificertly charge the chavacterizet (s
p¢ thict functione’) éree in the SALP report.

8. flart Operaticr

Thie tectier underwert 2 substertia) reworking betweer the draft ere eraft
$41e) SALP repurts, For the rost part the changes were egitorie’ in
reture arc 00 Not appeer to substentively change the assessment of the
abpYrcent’s performance ir thas functiore) area.

Coatrctica) cherces were notec 1n the anolysis of vicistions (pareorapt
D7), Tre lack of ciete, such 2t & retrix of rgpection reports inclucec
are viviations, oces not allow cetermingtion of the basis tor the changes.
bowever, the ttatements only represert o factua)l tabuletior of violatyere,
there‘ore this change 18 not considered sigraticant,

b ogiscussior of an NRC irspection of operating procedi vs wes rewrittern
(parscrapt D4). Both ¢refts were critacal of the quality of the procedures
8% inspected ang noted that corrective dctions had beer ritisted; however,
¢ strongly negative statement in the oraft to the effect that precedures
were not 8t & quality ‘evel nececsary for plart operaticr was deletec.

The besis for celetion of this statemert 1s not apparent from 2 review of
prior drafts, However, since both versions incicated existing problers
with procedures and that the applicert had initisted corrective actions,
the change doet not significently impect the characterizatior of this
1ssue. Aocitionally, the fina) craft did acc @ Board recommendation
specifically sined ot correction of procedures. Iritiation of corrective
pctiors, coupled with the Board's recommencation, may have been the besis
for the celetirn of the commert,

A majcr oiscussior (plrogroph LB) regarding the applictit's poor performance
reletive to severa) suxiliary feedwater check valve backleakooe events was
rewritten. Both writeups remained critical of the applicant's performarce
recarding this series of events. The changes are essentially ecitorial.
However, the fina) craft notes & subsequent increased sensitivity tc

events anc provides an example (not n the graft) to substantiste the

comment .

Severa) subsections fn the draft fine) report were soded, \ncluding @
positive discussion of the prestort test group's performance (paragreph
DS) and a neutrs) discussion of the training program for operations and
support personne) (paragraph D11). Severa) positive commente in the draft



