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MEMORANDUM FOR: Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director Tl1Novak
Division of Licensin9 GWKnighton

Roger Mattson, Director
Division of Systems Integrationt

Richard Vollmer, Director
Division of Engineering

Hugh Thompson, Director
Division of Human Factors Safety

Edward Jordan, Director
Division of Emergency Preparedness & Engineering Response

THRU: Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing

Division of Licensing

FROM: James Wilson, Project Manager
Licensing Branch No. 3
Division of Licensing

SUBJECT: SALP EVALUATION FOR WATERFORD 3

Attached is a draft of the HRR input for the SALP for Louisiana Power and
Light Company. This draft report is based partly upon input solicited from
selected staff personnel who have had substaintial contact and involvement
with LP&L's licensing activities. Please review the draft evaluation and
provide any coments you feel appropriate. All coments received by August 26,
1983 will be considered in the final report.

To assist you with review and comment, the following persons were contacted
i for input: R. Benedict, L. Bender, LQB; D. Kubicki, CNEB; J. Clifford,

M. Goodman, PSRB; H. Garg, J. Jackson, EQB; G. Hsii, T. Huang, CPB; and
D. Perrotti, EPLB.

/

James Wilson, Project Manager
Licensing Branch No. 3
Division of Licensing
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! Enclosures:
1. Input for SALP Report
2. Evaluation Matrix
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Facility Name: Waterford 3
Licensee: Louisiana Power & Light Company
NRR Project Manager: James Wilson

I. Introduction

This report presents the results of an evaluation of the applicant,
Louisiana Power & Light Company, in the functional area of licensing
activities. It is intended to provide NRR's input to the SALP review
process as described in NRC Manual Chapter 0516. The review covers
the period July 1, 1982 to June 30, 1983.

The basic approach used for this evaluation was the first select a
number of licensing issues which involved a significant amount of staff
manpower. Comments were then solicited from the staff. Finally, this
information was assembled in a matrix which allowed an overall evaluation
of the applicant's perfonr.ance. This evaluation is based on staff input
from eight review activities.

II. Summary of Results
I
J

NRC Manual Chapter 0516 specifies that each functional area evaluated
will be assigned a performance category based on a number of factors.>

| The single final rating was determined through integration of the opinions
received from the NT!R reviewers and the judgement of the project manager.

| Based on this approach, the performance of Louisiana Power & Light Company
| in the functional area " Licensing Activities" is rated category 2.

III. Criteria

Evaluation criteria, as given in NRC Manual Chapter Appendix 0516 Table
1, were used for this evaluation.

IV. Performance Analysis

The applicant's performance evaluation is based on a consideration of
seven attributes as given in the NRC Manual Chapter. For most of the

i
I licensing actions considered in this evaluation, only three or four of I

| the attributes were of significance. Therefore, the composite rating is |heavily based on the following attributes. |
1

1) Management involvement
2) Approach to resolution of technical issues
3) Responsiveness
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With the exception of Enforcement History and Reportable Events for
which there was no basis within NRR for evaluation, the remaining
attributes of Staffing and Training were judged to apply only a few
licensing activities. Both training and staffing were considered as
unique licensing activities, under licensee qualifications.

The performance analysis was based on our evaluation of the following
licensing activities:

Training
Fire Protection
Procedures
On-site Emergency Plans
Environmental Qualification
Semisic Qualification
Licensee Qualification
Core Perfonnance

The level of licensing activities during the review period was used
as a criterion in choosing the functional areas considered in this
evaluation.

A. Management involvement and Control in Assuring Quality

The overall rating for this criterion is category 2. There is
evidence of planning and assignment of priorities and decision
making seems to be at a level that ensures management review.
Management involvement was particularly evident in meeting the
requirements of Appendix R, Emergency Planning and Licensee
Quali fication. However in the area of procedures, the rating is
category 3 because the applicant's approach to writing E0Ps
lacked prior planning. The approach to writing E0Ps changed
several times during the course of the review, resulting in
unnecessary delays. It appeared to the staff that LP&L sought
to expedite operator licensing at the expens'e of developing adequate
E0Ps. However, near the end of the rating period, plant management
appears to have taken a more structured and planned approached to
developing acceptable E0Ps.

B. Approach to Resolution

The overall rating for this criterion was category 2. In the
technical area of Fire Protection, the applciant's performance
was rated category I because they use technically sound approaches
in most cases, and display sufficient conservatism when potential
for safety significance exists. However, in the case of Procedures,
the rating is category 3 because the applicant has not appeared
to use an analytic approach to E0P development. Many engineering
judgements appeared to be made on the spot, without references or
consideration of supporting documentation. Also, the applicant
appeared to be extremely reluctant to use existing industry guidance
(NSSS. INP0, NRC dccuments). However, near the end of the rating
period, LP&L appeared to have redirected their procedures development
program to make more use of availble supporting documentation and to
use a more analytical approach.
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C. Responsiveness to NRR Initiatives

The overall rating for this criterion was category 2 but in the
area of core perforinance the rating was category 1. In general
the applicant's responses are timely with very few long standing
regulatory issues attributable to licensee. The resolutions
proposed by the licensee are usually acceptable. However in the
area of procedures, a rating of 3 is assigned because after more
than two years of review involving two sets of E0Ps, the applicant
still does not have a set of approved E0Ps. The applicant has
demonstrated a continuing inability to discern technical errors
identified during the review by Regional and NRR reviews. However,

i

near the end of the rating period LP&L appeared to be more sensitive
to the technical problems associated with the procedures.

.

D. Enforcement History

There is no basis for an NRR evaluation of this criterion.

E. Reportable Events

There is not basis for an NRR evaluation of this criterion.

F. Staffing

This criterion was not broadly evaluated, but did receive an
overall category 2 based largely on LP&L's performance in the
area of the licensee qualification. During this SALP review
period, the applicant overcame a large deficiency in staffing.
Although some key positions were still vacant and overall
staffing fell short of stated goals at the end of the period,
the effort displayed by the licensee earned tham a category 2.

G. Training

This critcrion was given a rating of a. low category 2. Although
the training department has been given greater authority in the
corporate organization, this organization has not been as
effective as it should have been at this stage of the licensing
process. Also there is an apparent lack of coordination between
the applicant's organization that develops procedures and the
training organization which could lead to problems in the applicant's
approach to accident mitigation during operation. However, near
the end of the rating period, LP&L agreed to get the operators more
involved in the E0P development process, although it is still not
cinar how training will be coordir.ated with the E0P effort.
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V. Conclusion

Management attention and involvement with matters of nuclear safety
is evident and satisfactory performance with respect to safety is
being achieved. The applicant's responses are usually timely and
rcasonable resolution to licensing issues are offered. However, for
one of the eight technical areas evaluated, procedures, significant
deficiencies in all categories resulted in unsatisfactory ratings
for the applicant's performance during this rating period. Due to the
importance of proper procedures in the human factors area of design
and operation of the plant, we believe that there is sufficient+

weight in this activity to cause us to give an overall rating of a
low category 2 to Louisiana Power & Light Company in the area licensing
activities.

It should be noted, however, that near the end of the rating period,
1 LP&L underwent major personnel changes in the procedures area. Based

on these personnel changes and programmatic redirection, we believe that
the applicant has a significantly improved foundation from which an adequate
E0P development program can be generated. In addition, there are indications

that the applicant is taking appropriate steps to bring about a satisfactory
resolution to the E0P issue.
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EVALUATION !%TRIX---SALP REVIEW FOR WATERFORD 3
,

1

.

EVALUATION CRITERIA .

LICENSING ACTION / ITEM REVIEWER MANAGEMENT APPROACH TO RESP'ONSIVE- ENFORCEMENT REPORTABLE . STAFFING TRAINING

IllV0LVEMENT RESOLUTION tlESS HISTORY EVENTS

. raining L. Bender 2 3 2 NA NA 2 NA*

(LQB)

Fire Protection D. Kubicki 2 1 2 NA NA NA NA

(CHEB)
''

J. Clifford .'

Procedures M. Goodman 3 '3 3 ''NA NA NA 3

(PSRB) ,

On-Site Emergency Plans D. Perrotti 2* 2 2 NA NA 2 2
'-

(EPLB)

Envir'onmental H. Garg 2 2 2 NA NA NA NA

(. EQB)Qualffication

Seismic Qualification J. Jackson 2 2 2 NA NA NA NA

(EQB)
_.

Licensee Qualification R. Benedict NA 2 2 * NA NA 2 NA

(LQB) ,

G. Hsii
Core Performance T. Huang 2 2 1 NA NA NA NA

(CPB)
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