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VIRGINIA_ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY
NORTH ANNA POWER STATION UNITS 1 AND 2

RESPONSE_TO INSPECTION REPORT 50-3384339/90-22
SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

Virginia Electric and Power Company has reviewed the initial report dated October 23,
1990 on the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) for the period of
June 1, 1989 through August 31, 1990 for North Anna Power Station. On November 7,
1990 we met with you and members of your staf! to discuss the assessment.

The recognition of the strengths noted in the report was appreciated, and we are
committed to building upon those strengths. Also, we will make every effort to
strengthen our performance in those areas where weaknesses were identified. After
reviewing the report, we have comments regarding the SALP board's assessment in
the functional areas of Radiological Controls and Security.

In the functional area of Radiological Controls a Category 2 rating was assigned. The
principle reason for the Category 2 rating cited by the SALP board was the high
collective dose during the assessment period. Our assessment is that North Anna's
collective exposure has continued to decline from previous years. The reduced
exposure experienced during this SALP pericd reflects programs that have been
implemented and are expected to reduce future dose. Lastly, it appears that some of
the SALP board observations regarding the collective deses during planned refueling
outages included events that occurred outside the assessment period. The
attachment provides further information that we hope you will consider in the
development of the final SALP report.
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In the functional area of Security, the report's Summary of Results might be inlerpreted
such that a reader could draw the conclusion that a pervasive dr.~ prob'em exists at
North Anna. We request that the summary be reviewed and revisc to reflect that the
event of concern was an isolated instance and did not involve a drug issue on site. In
addition, the Summary of Results described the performance of Secunty as
"satisfactory during the assessment period, but declined from the last period." The
attachment provides further information regarding the performance of Security during
the assessment period that we hope you will consider in the development of the final
SALP report.

Your consideraucn of our comments in determining the final assessment in these
functiona! areas is appreciated. It is our position that both the radiological protection
and security areas have performed in a superior manner during the SALP period and
consideration of Category 1 rating is recommended.

Finally, one editorial comment is provided in the attachment. |f you have any
questions or require additional information regarding our comments, please contact
us.

Very truly yours,

LJ L ‘?tewart

Semor Vice President - Nuclear
Attachment

cc:  U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control Desk
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. M. S. Lesser
NRC Senior Resident Inspector
North Anna Power Station



Virginia Electric and Power Company
North Anna Power Station
Comments on the initial SALP Report

Radiclogical Controls
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