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Caterory 2: NRC attention should be maintained at normal levels,
[Tce see management attention and involvement are evident and are
conc rned with nuclear safety; licensee resources are adequate and are
reas 1ably effective such that satisfactory performance with respect to
operaiional safety or construction is being achieved.

Category 3: Both NRC and licensee »ttention should be increased.
[Tcensee mana?ement attention or involvement is acceptable and
considers nuclear safety, but weaknesses are evident; licensee
resources appear to be strained or not effectively used such that
minimally satisfactory performance with respect to operational safety
or construction is being achieved. .

The functional area being evaluated may have some attributes that would
place the evaluation in Category 1, and others that would place it in either
Category 2 or 3, The final rating for each functional area is a composite
of the attributes tempered with the judgement of NRC management as to the
significance of individual items,

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

A.

Overall Utility Evaluation

The licensee is cooperative with the Commission and displays good
technical competence, Weaknesses common to both operating sites were
found in the areas of plant operations, procedures, and radiation
protection,

Overall Facility Evaluation - Brunswick 1 and 2

Buring the review period the licensee underwent a reorganization which
included major personnel changes, Evaluation of these changes is still
in progress although improved performance is expected to result, Major
weaknesses were noted in the areas of plant operations, maintenance,
fire protection, plant procedures, radiation protection, environmental
protection, and quality assurance,

Facility Performance - Brunswick 1 and 2

Tabulation of ratings for each functional area; operations
(Units 1 and 2)

1. Plant Operations - Category 3

2. Refueling Operations - not evaluated

3. Maintenance - Category 3

4, Surveillance and Inservice Testing - Category 2

5. Personnel, Training, and Plant Procedures - Category 3

6. Fire Protection and Mousekeeping - Category 3

7. Design Changes and Modifications - Category 2

8, Radiation Protection, Radioactive Waste Management, and
Transportation - Category 3



3. Environmental Protection - Category 3

10. Emergency Preparedness - Category 2

11. Security and Safeguards - Category 2

12. Audits, Review and Committee Activities = Category 3
13. Acministrative, QA, and Records - Category 3

14. Corrective Action and Reporting - Category 2

Overall Facility Evaluation = Robinson 2

Management is aware of and responsive to the performance of the plant.
Strengths were noted in the area of environmenta! protection.
wWeaknesses were noted in the areas of plant procedures and- radfation
protection. Trends during the period were towards improvements in the
health physics area.

Facility Performance = Robinson 2
Tabulation of ratings for each functional area; operations (Unit 2)

Plant Operations - Category 2
Refueling Operations = Category 2
Maintenance - Category 2
Surveillance and [nservice Testing - Category 2
Personnel, Training, and Plant Procedures - Category 3
Fire Protection ana Housekeeping - Category 2
Design Changes and Modifications - Category 2
Radiation Protection, Radioactive Waste Management, and
Transportation = Category 3
Environmental Protection - Category !
Emergency Preparedness = Category 2 .
‘11. Security and Safeguards - Category 2
2. Audits, Review and Committee Activities = Category 2
13. Administrative, QA, and Records - Category 2
14, Corrective Actions and Reporting - Category 2

L Ve } 0~ U & RN

Overall Facility Evaluation Harris 1 and 2
No exceptionally strong or weak areas were identified.
Facility Performance - Harris 1 and 2

Tabulation of recommended ratings for eacr functional area;
construction (Units 1 and 2)

Quality Assurance * Category 2
Site Preparation and Foundation - Category 2
Containment Structure - Category 2

i,
2.
3.
4 Safety-Related Structures - Category 2



12.
13.
14,

Piping and Hangers - Reactor Coolant and Others - Category 2
Safety-Related Components - Category 2

Electrical Systems - Category 2

Instrumentation and Wire - not observed

Fire Protection - Category 2

Preservice Inspection - not observed

Corrective Actions and Reporting - Category 2

Procurement - Category 2

Design and Design Changes - Category 2

Training - Category 2

H., SALP Board Members:

R. C. Lewis, Director, Division of Project and Resident Programs

(DPRP) (Chairman), RII

J. A, Olshinski, Director, Division of Engineering and Technical

Programs (DETP), RII

C. E. Murphy, Chief, Engineering Inspection Branch, DETP, RII

I. SALP Board Attendees:
C. A, Julian, Acting Chief, Reactor Projects Section 1C, DPRP, RII

C.

Butcher, Project Inspector, DPRP, RII

Johnson, Senior Resident Inspector, Brunswick
Weise, Resident Inspector, Robinson

Fe
Jo
A.
A.
K.

Maxwell, Senior Resident Inspector, Harris

Ross, Project Manager, Division of Licensing, NRR

vanVliet, Project Manager, Division of Licensing, NRR

Licitra, Licensing Project Manager, Division of Licensing, NRR
Rausch, Inspector, Division of Emergency Preparedness and

. Operational Support, RII

IV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS AND ACTIVITIES SUMMARY

A, Brunswick Units 1 and 2

l.

Plant Operations
a, Analysis

During performance of the routine inspection program the
resident inspector made frequent observations of plant
operations,

Four violations were identified in the specific area of plant
operations:

(1) Severity Level IV violation involving the securing of
all service water systems to repair a check valve, This
action rendered the LPCI, core spray, and diesel
generators inoperable contrary to Technical
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The resident inspectors observed plant maintenance activities
as a part of their routine program. Significant findings
were as follows:

Severity Level IV viclation on Unit 1 concerning a component
(photohelic unit) removed from the Unit 1 containment post
accident radiation monitor 1-CAC-A2-1262 without the % inch
instrument lines being isolated. This resulted in the
establishment of a small undetected open flow path from the
drywell, via the open finstrument lines, to the reactor
building. This condition existed from May 27, 1980 unti] its
discovery on February 4, 1981, when the containment isolation
valves were closed and tagged shut. During this time period
the containment isolation valves in these lines were opera-
tional and would have closed upon receiving a containment
ifsolation signal.

During the evaluation period the service water intake
chlorination system was removed from service for maintenance
and remained out of operation for approximately six months.
This resulted in an excessive buildup of oysters in the
service water piping. During a Unit 1 outage in April 1981
an RHR heat uxchanger baffle plate failed due to excessive
differential pressure caused by fouling of the heat exchanger
tubes with oyster shells. The redundant RHR heat exchanger
was disassembled at the time for repair of a similar baffle
plate. The resulting vessel heatup due to decay heat was
controlled by use of the spent fuel pool cooling system.

Unit 2 was in power operation at the time and testing of its
RHR heat exchangers revealed one to be finoperable with a
failed baffle plate and the other to be operable with reduced
capacity due to shell plugging. Unit 2 was then shut down on
May 6 for removal of oyster shells from the service water
system and repair of the RHR heat exchangers and remained
down until June 8. Unit 1 remained shut down from April 17
through the end of the evaluation period for service water
system cleaning, RHR heat exchanger repairs, and other
maintenance activities.

Section A.14 of this report discusses the March 1980 failure
of hydraulic snubbers to meet functional testing
requirements. All hydraulic snubbers in both units were
tested and approximately 20% were found finoperable. The
majority of the failures was due to wear but many failures
were caused by previous inadequate maintenance.

The plant has experienced significant down time due to
inadequate maintenancze during the appraisal period.



The licensee is currently focusing management attention and
resources on this matter to improve maintenance quality at
the plant.

The recurrence of ma‘ntenance problems represents a lack of
management control in this 1irea. Supervisory maintenance
personne! have been reorganized and the licensee has
committed to increasing the numbers of maintenance foremen on
site.

Conclusion - Category 3
Board Comments
The board concurs with the rating and recommends increased

inspection effort in this area to confirm the effectiveness
of the corrective actions initfated.

4. Surveillance and Inservice Testing

Analysis

The resident inspectors routinely observed the surveillance
activities as part of thefr inspection program. One
violation was identified 1n the surveillance area:

Severity Level IV violation concerning the procedure used to
conduct the Containment Integrated Leak Rate Test performed
in June, 1981. The procedure specified neither the
requirements for venting and draintng of certain systems nor
the addition of certain type "C" leak rate test results to
the integrated leak rate. The procedure also included
imp oper valve lineups.

One inspection of inservice testino was performed by regfonal
based {inspectors. No violations resulted from this
fnspection.

The licensee 1s 1in the process of reorganization and
realignment of Quality Assurance control functions. This
reorganization s expected to improve the inservice
inspection and testing programs because of more clearly
defined responsibilities.

During the appraisal period no significant weakness was
observed in the surveillance program,

Conclusion = Category 2

Board Comments
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6.

Two additional violations are discussed in sections 1 and 7,
plant operations and maintenance, invoiving failure to
provide adequate procedures.

Most violations identified at Brunswick relate in some way to
procedures. Viclations in this category occur either bDecause
the procedure was rut adequate to properly instruct personnel
in the performance of safety-related activities or the
procedure was not followed. The resident inspectors have
observed a continuing difficulty by management to maintain
procedures current and a lack of regard for the necessity to
consistantly follow current procedures on tha part of plant
personnel .

Conclusion = Category 3
Boarda Comments

The board concurs with the rating.

Fire Protection and Housekeeping

Analysis

The area of housekeeping was included in routine inspections
conducted by the Resident Inspector. No violations were
identified. The area of fire protection was the object of
one routine inspection during this evaluation period by a
regional based inspector. Considerable resources have bDeen
exerted by the licensee to conforn? to the NRC fire protection
guidelines and requirements. The licensee continues to have
difficulty, though, 1in effectively impiementing a
satisfactory fire protection program as evigenced Dy the
following four violations:

(1) Severity Level V violation for the failure to verify
that the fire barrier penetrations protecting safety
related areas fin a number of plant areas were
functional.

(2) Severity Level V violation for the failure to implement
the procedure for fire brigade training and drills.

(3) Severity Leve! V violation for the failure to implement
the respirator protection procedure for tne training of
fire brigace members in the use of respirators.

(4) Severity Level V viclation for the failure to provide
the required number of servicanle spare cylinders for
self contained breathing apparatus.
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The above violations indicate a need for the licensee to
continue to strengthen the implementation of the fire
protection program. Additional resources have been allocated
by the licensee to accomplish this goal.

b. Conclusion - Category 3
c. Board Comments
The board concurs with the rating.
7. Design Changes and Modifications .
a. Analysis

Design changes were routinely reviewed by the resicent
inspector and inspected during a Quality Assurance Team
Inspection. Two violations were identified:

(1) Severity Level V violation for the failure to provide an
adequate procedure for testing following a modification.
wWhile performing a hydrostatic test of piping following
a plant modification of reactor vessel Ilevel
instrumentation, an inadvertent actuation of ECCS
equipment occurred because the testing procedures were
not clear, concise, and coordinated with all personnel
involved in the testing.

(2) Severity Level VI violation for the failure to establish
measures to assure that designeanalyses will be provided
for in=plant modifications.

Considering the large number of plant modifications in

progress during the inspection period in response to the TMI

Task Action plan, the viclations identified do not represent

a significant program deficiency.

8. Conclusion - Category 2
¢. Board Comments
The board concurs with the rating.

8. Ragfation Protection, Radicactive Waste Management, and
Transportation

a. Analysis
A Health Physics Team Appraisal, three reactive inspections,

one confirmatory measurements inspection, an fnvestigation,
and a routine racgfation protection inspection were performed



in this area during the appraisal oeriod. The resident
inspectors also performed routine inspections in this area.
The violations and findings igentified indicate management
system weaknesses in this area. The violations were:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(%)

(S)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

Severity Level [Il violation for exposing a worker to
radiation in excess of the quarterly limit,

Severity Level III violation for not properly evaluating
the radiation hazards associated with maintenance which
~esulted in the overexposure »f one individual.

Severity Level [V violation for assigning a radfation
control technician to a position of responsibility with
less than the minimum experience required by Technical
Specifications.

Severity Level IV violation for not performing adeguate
evaluations of gaseous radicactive releases from the
Auxiliary Boiler to ensure that offsite limits would not
be exceeded.

Severity Level [V violation for not properly monitoring
gaseous radicactive releases from the Unit 1 and Unit 2
reactor buildings, the main stack, and the Unit 1 and
Unit 2 turbine buildings.

Severity Level [V violation for not properly monitoring
and recording releases of radioactive 'iquid wastes to
the stabilization pond and the discharge canal.

Severity Level IV violation for not properly notifying
the NRC QOperations Center of an unplanned release of
gaseous radfoactivity from the auxiltary boiler.

Severity Level [V violatien for an inadvertent release
of liquid from the floor drain sample tank without prior
sampling.

Severity Level V violation for not including certain
liguid and gasecus reledases 'n the facility's semiannual
effluent reiease report.

Severity Leve! V violation for not taking an adequate
airborne radioactivity survey in the dreatnhing zone of
fndividuals and not conducting an adequate general air
sampling program for detection or evaluation of airbornn
radicactivity in the work area.
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
NRC MANUAL

Volume: 0000 General Administration
Part: 0500 Health and Safety

CHAPTER 0516 SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

0516-01 COVERAGE

This Chapter and Appendix describe the basic structure and overall procedures
for implementation of the NRC program to assess licensee performance. This
program applies to all power reactors with operating licenses or construction
permits (hereinafter referred to as licensees).

0516-02 OBJECTIVES

021 To improve the NRC Regulatory Program with emphasis on resource
allocation

022 To improve licensee performance.

023 To collect available observations on an annual basis and evaluate
licensee performance based on those observations, through the Systematic
Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP), an integrated NRC staff effort.
Positive and negative attributes of licensee performance are considered.
Emphasis is placed upon understanding the reasons for licensee's performance
in important functional areas, and sharing this understanding with the
licensee. The SALP process is oriented toward furthering NRC's understand-
ing of the manner in which: (a) the licensee management directs, guides,
and provides resources for assuring plant safety; and (b) such resources are
used and applied. The integrated SALP assessment is intended to bhe suffi-
ciently diagnostic to provide a rational basis for allocating NRC resources and
to provide meaningful guidance to licensee management

0516-03 RESPONSIBILITIES AND AUTHORITIES

031 The Executive Director for Operations (EDO) provides oversight for
the activities described herein.

032 The Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE):

implements the. requirements of this chapter within the Office of
Inspection and Enforcement

Approved: March 23, 1982
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SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF
NRC-0516-033 LICENSEE PERFORMANCE (SALP)

b. provides monitoring of SALP process and evaluation of SALP policy,
criteria, and methodology; and assesses the uniformity and correct-
ness of the Regions' implementation of the program.

033 The Directors, Offices of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR), Analysis

and Evaluation of Operational Data (AEOD), and Nuclear Materals §afety and

Safeguards (NMSS), implement the requirements of this chapter with:n their
1ces.

034 Regional Administrators:

a. implement the requirements of this chapter within the Regions.

b. assure that assessments of licensee nuclear .safety performance are
conducted.

c. assure that meetings are conducted with licensees subsequent to each
SALP Board assessment to provide NRC assessment findings to utility
management.

d. evaluate the SALP Board's report and the licensee's comments;
provide a characterization of overall safety performance; transmit
the results to the licensee; and initiate appropriate actions.

0516-04 EVALUATION CRITERIA AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS

041 Evaluation. Licensees will be evaluated in the functional areas listed
in this section using the criteria provided herein and further amplified in the
Appendix to this Chapter. Each functional area evaluated will be assigned a
Category as defined in Section 042. Not all functional areas need be covered
in a given review. If a functional area appropriate to a licensee is not
covered, the reasons should be given in the report. The Appendix to this
Ch pter lists a number of attributes for each evaluation criterion. The func-
tional area being evaluated may hazve some attributes that would place the
evaluation in Category 1 and others that would place it in either Category 2
or 3. The final rating for each functional area will be a composite of the
attributes tempered with judgment as to significance of individual items.
Departures from this guidance may sometimes be warranted. In such cases,
the rationale for such departures should be explained in the report.

042 Performance Categories.

a. Category 1. Reduced NRC attention may be appropriate. Licensee
management attention and involvement are aggressive and oriented
toward nuclear safety; licensee resources are ample and effectively
used such that a high level of performance with respect to opera-
tional safety or construction is being achieved.

b. Category 2. NRC attention should be maintained at normal levels.

iIcensee management attention and involvement are evident and are
concerned with nuclear safety; licensee resources are adequate and

Approved: March 23, 1982



SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF

LICENSEE PERFORMANCE (SALP)

are reasonably effective such that satisfactory performance with
respect to operational safety or construction is being achieved

Category 3. Both NRC and licensee attention should be increased.
Licensee management attention or involvement is acceptable and
considers nuclear safety, but weaknesses are evident; licensee
resources appear to be strained or not effectively used such that
minimally satisfactory performance withk respect to operational safety
or construction is being achieved.

Functional Areas.

Operating Reactors

(1) Plant operations
(2) Radiological controls
(a; radiation protection
(b) radioactive waste management

(¢c) transportation

(d) effluent control and monitoring

Maintenance

Surveillance - includes inservice and preoperational testing
Fire protection

~mergency preparedness

Security and Safeguards

Refueling - includes initial fuel loading

Licensing activities

Others (as needed)

Construction Phase Reactors

(1) Soiis and foundation
(2) Containment and other safety related structures

(3) Piping systems and supports - includes welding, NDE and
preservice inspection

Appreved: March 23, 1982
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SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF
NRC-0516-044 LICENSEE PERFORMANCE (SALP)

(4) Safety related components - includes vessel, internals, pumps
(5) Support systems - includes HVAC, radwaste, fire protection
(6) Electrical power supply and distribution
(7) Instrumentation and control systems
(8) Licensing activities
(9) Others (as needed)

¢. FPreoperational Reactors. For reactors in the preoperational phase,
functional areas from the listing for either Operating Reactors or

Reactors under Construction should be selected as appropriate for
evaluation. .

044 Evaluation Criteria.

a. The evaluation criteria are as follows:
(1) Managemen. involvement in assuring quality
(2) Approach to resolution of technical issues from safety standpoint
(3) Responsiveness to NRC initiatives
(4) Enforcement history
(5) i{eporting and analysis of reportable events
(6) Staffing (including management)
(7) Training effectiveness and qualification

b. Guidance for using these criteria to arrive at a category assignment
is found in the Appendix to this Chapter.

0516-05 BASIC REQUIREMENTS

051 Applicability. This Chapter applies to and shall be followed by
NRC Headquarters O?;ices and Regional Offices.

052 Appendix 0516. Procedures for implementation of these directives
are presented in the Appendix to this Chapter.

053 Reports. The SALP Board report will be transmitted to the licensee
by the SAL ogard Chairman, who should normally be at the Branch Chief
level or above. Following receipt and resolution of licensee comments, if any,
the Regional Administrator issues the SALP report to the licensee, provides
the characterization of overall safety performance and identifies further actions,
as appropriate.

Approved: March 23, 1982
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SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF
LICENSEE PERFORMANCE NRC Appendix 0516

PART 1
GENERAL

A. Overall guidance for the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance
(SALP) is provided in Chapter NRC-0516. Procedures for SALP are
provided in this Appendix.

B. The NRC will conduct an annual review and evaluation of the performance
of each power reactor licensee possessing an operating license or construc-
tion permit. The individual facility assessments are intended to take place
at an approximately uniform rate throughout the year. The evaluation
process is comprised of three parts: (1) a SALP Board assessment;
(2) a meeting with licensee management to discuss the assessment; and
(3) issuance of the report.

1 Approved: March 23, 1982



SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF
LICENSEE PERFORMANCE NRC Appendix 0516

PART 1l
EVALUATION CRITERIA

The assessment of licensee performance is implemented through the use of
seven evaluation criteria. The criteria which provide standard guidance, are
applied to each functional area for the categorization of licensee performance.

To provide a consistent evaluation of licensee performance, several attributes
associated with each criterion are listed to describe the characteristics appli-
cable to the three categories.

The seven criteria discussed in Chapter NRC-0516-04 are listed in Table 1
with their associated attributes. These form the guidance which aids in
understanding and evaluating licensee performance by identifying the causes
and factors appropriate for categorization. It is not intended that considera-
tion of these attributes influence established programs of the agency. For
example, it is not intended that specific inspections be performed to evaluate
attributes. It is expected that during the implementation of established
programs many of the attributes which describe performance will be observed.
Cognizance of these attributes should assist the staff in their observation of
licensee performance during routine activities.

All of the attributes of the evaluation criteria are not necessarily applicable.
In some instances, the observed performance within a functional area may be
insufficient to allow consideration in the evaluation. Conversely, additional
attributes may be appropriate for the evaluation. Matters such as Quality
Assurance, Design Control, Training and the like, are attributes of each
functional area and should be considered in the evaluation of the functional
areas. On the other hand, if there is a problem with one of these artributes
that is observed in several functional areas, it may be desirable to highlight
that attribute in a separate discussion; e.g., Quality Assurance may be a
problem in Ouve-ations, Radiological Control and Surveillance. It would be
appropriate to discuss Quality Assurance as if it were a functional area, in
addition to covering the specific QA problem in each functional area.

The listed attributes are intended only as guidance in the assessment of
performance in the functional areas and thus, are indicators of the licensee
performance.

It is emphasized that all available information should be analyzed by the SALP
Board, and its significance, whether it be positive or negative, should be
weighed. If information is scarce or nonexistent, a decision as to perfoermance
as it relates to an attribute should not be forced.

3 Approved: March 23, 1982
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TABLE 1

EVALUATION CRITERIA WITH ATTRIBUTES FOR ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

1. MANAGEMENT INVOLVEMENT AND CONTROL IN ASSURING QUALITY

Category 1

consistent evidenc : of prior plan-
ning and assignment of priorities,;
well stated, controlled and explicit
procedures for control of activities

well stated, disseminated and under-
standable policies

decision making consistently at a
level that ensures adequate
management review

corporate management frequently
involved in site activities

audits complete, timely and thorough
committees properly staffed and
functioning in almost all cases

reviews timely, thorough and
technically sound

records complete, well maintained
and available

procedures and policies strictly
adhered to

Category 2

evidence of prior planning
and assignment of priorities,
stated, defined procedures
for control of activities

adequately stated and under-
stood policies

decision making usually at a
level that ensures adequate
management review

corporate management usually
involved in site activities

audits generally complete,
and thorough

committees usually properly
staffed and functioning

reviews generally timely,
thorough and technically sound

records generally complete, well
maintained and available

procedures and policies rarely
violated

Category 3

little evidence of prior planning
and assignment of priorities;
poorly stated or ill understood

procedures for control of activities

poorly stated, poorly understood
or non-existent policies

decision making seldom at a level

that ensures adequate management

review

corporate management seldom
involved in site activities

audits frequently not timely,
incomplete or not thorough

committees not properly staffed
or functioning

reviews not timely, thorough or
technically sound

records not complete, not well
maintained or unavailable

procedures and policies occa-
sionally violated

FONVIWHOJIYId JISNIOIT
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corrective action systems promptly
and consistently recognize and
address non-reportable concerns

procurement well controlied and
documented

design well controlled and verified

APPROACH TO RESOLUTION OF TECHNICAL ISSUES FROM A SAFETY

(‘,‘ategnry 1

clear understanding of issues
demonstrated

conservatism routinely exhibited
when potential for safety
significance exists

technically sound and thorough

approaches in almost all cases

timely resolutions in almost all
cases

corrective action systems
generally recognize and
address non-reportable concerns

procurement generally well
controlled and documented

rare breakdowns of minor

significance in design control
or verification

Category 2

understanding of issues
generally apparent

conservatism generally exhibited

viable and generally sound and
thorough approaches

generally timely resolutions

corrective action syster s rarely
recognize and address non-
reportable concerns

repetitive breakdown in procure-
ment control

repetitive breakdown in designs
control or verification

STANDPOINT
Category 3

understanding of issues
frequently lacking

meels minimum requirements

often viable approaches, but
lacking in thoroughness or
depth

resolutions often delayed

9160 xtpuaddy HUN
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3. RESPONSIVENESS TO NRC INITIATIVES

Category 1

meets deadlines
timely resolution of issues

technically sound and thorough
responses in almost all cases

acceptable resolutions proposed
initially in most cases

4. ENFORCEMENT HISTORY

Category 1

major violations are rare and are
not indicative of programmatic
breakdown

minor violations are not repetitive
and not indicative of programmatic
breakdown

corrective action is prompt and
effective

Category 2
generally timely responses
few longstanding regulatory
issues attributable to licensee
viable and generally sound nd
thorough responses

acceptable resolutions generally
proposed

Category 2

major viclations are rare and may
indicate minor programmatic
breakdown

multiple minor violations or
minor programmatic breakdown
indicated

corrective action is timely
and effective in most cases

Category 3

frequently requires extensions
of time

longstanding regulatory issues
attributable to licensee

often viable responses, but
lacking in thoroughness or
depth

considerable NRC effort or
repeated submittals needed to
obtain acceptable resolutions

Category 3

multiple major violations or
programmatic breakdown
indicated

minor violations are repetitive
and indicative of programmatic
breakdown

eorrective action is delayed
or not effective

FONVWHOIHEd FISNIOIT
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REPORTING AND ANALYSIS OF REPORTABLE EVENTS

Category 1
events promptly and completely

reported

events are properly identified
and analyzed

corrective action 1s effective
as indicated by lack of repetition

Category 2

events are reported in a timely
manner, some information may
be lacking

events are accurately identified,

some analyses are marginal

corrective action is usually
taken but may not be effective
as indicated by occasional
repetition

6. STAFFING (INCLUDING MANAGEMENT)

Category 1
positions are identified, authorities

and responsibilities are well defined

vacant key positions are filled
on priority basis

staffing is ample as indicated by
control over backlog and overtime

Category 2

key positions are identified,
and authorities and responsi-
bilities are defined

key positions usually filled
in a reasonable time

staffing is adequate,
occasional difficulties with
backlog or overtime

Category 3

event repcrtiag is frequently late
or incomplete

events are poorly identified or
analyses are marginal, eventls
are associated with programmatic
weaknesses

corrective action is not timely
nor effective, events are
repetitive

Category 3

positions are poorly identified,
or authorities and responsibil-
ities. are ill-defined

key positions are left vacant
for extended periods of time

staffing is weak or minimal as
indicated by excessive backlog
and overtime
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7. TRAINING AND QUALIFICATION EFFECTIVENESS

Category 1

training and.qualification program

makes a positive contribution,
commensurate with procedures
and staffing, to understanding

of work and adherence to procedures

with few personnel errors

training program is well defined
and implemented with dedicated
resources and a means for feed

back experience; program is applied

to nearly all staff

Category 2

training and qualification
program contributes to an
adequate understanding of
work and fair adherence

to procedures with a modest
number of personnel errors

a defined program is
implemented for a large portion
of the staff

Category 3

training and qualification
program is found to be the
major contributing factor to
poor understanding of work,

as indicated by numerous proce-
dure violations or personnel
errors

program may be either lacking,
poorly defined, or ineffectively
applied for a significant segment
of the staff
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SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF
LICENSEE PERFORMANCE NRC Appendix 0516

PART III
SALP BOARD ASSESSMENT

The SALP Board Assessment should include the following activities:

)

Obtain assessment data applicable to the appraisal period.

Notify NRR, AEOD, and NMSS of the assessment period and the
date when inputs from those offices are needed. The notification
should be at least 30 days before the inputs are needed.

NRR will provide written input.

Normally, NMSS will respond to the notification by telephoning the
regional security experts and, if appropriate based on licensing
activities during the appraisal period, providing input to the draft
functional area analysis.

AEOD will respond and will provide input, if appropriate based on
AEOD activities relative to the appraisal period.

Inputs will be directed into the functional areas as defined in
Chapter NRC-0516. '

Tabulate and analyze the data obtained for the facility.

e.

Prepare the enforcement and inspection summary data - numbers
and types of inspections performed and enforcement findings for
each functional area.

Provide the number of LERs submitted under each of the licensee's
cause categories. This information will be included in the SALP
Board report. If the review indicates that the proximate cause
classification of significant LERs persistently varies from that
reported by the licensee that issue should be discussed under the
appropriate functional area of the performance evaluation. LERs
should be discussed under the appropriate functional area.

Provide the number of Construction Deficiency Reports (CDR) and
10 CFR Part 21 reports submitted by the licensee. These reports
should be discussed in the appropriate functional area.

Any events which have been determined to be "Abnormal

~Occurrences" should be identified.

The number and nature of unplanned trips.

Develop the performance analysis for each of the functional areas. It is
expected that the performance analysis would be drafted (in a pre-
liminary form) by a knowledgeable member of the NRC staff prior to the
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SALP Board meeting. The analysis shall include a characterization (Cate-
gory 1, 2, or 3) and its basis, as well as SALP Board recommendaticns
for NRC action, if necessary. The criteria for these categorizations are
discussed in Part II of this Appendix. For some functional areas there
may be insufficient licensee activity or NRC observation to warrant char-
acterization. This would be appropriate for functional areas for which

licensee action or involvement was not necessary during the appraisal
period.

Conduct the SALP Board meeting to review the performance analysis and
supporting data, develop the report including determination of each func-
tional area's performance and recommendations for NRC action. This meet-
ing should be attended by senior regional management, the NRR Project
Manager, resident inspectors, and other individuals as determined by the
Regional Administrator. As part of the SALP Board meeting it may be
appropriate to make recommendations for reallocation of NRC.resources.
Also note that even in the absence of recommended changes to inspection
frequencies, the Regional Office may adjust the frequencies based on
SALP evaluations as discussed in the inspection procedures. In some

areas the inspection program may mandate a change in scope, depth or
frequency
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PART IV
MEETING WITH LICENSEE

The licensee management meeting should be planned and conducted considering
the following

1 Notification of the meeting should be made at least two weeks in advance.
Notification should be made to the licensee, the resident inspectors at
the involved facilities, the NRR Project Managers for the involved facil-
ities and cognizant NKC managers.

The licensee should be enccuraged to have the following management
representatives participate in the meeting:

a. Senior corporate management representative.

b Management officials responsible for the major functions wherein
problem areas have been identified (e.g., health physics, security,
engineering ).

c Site Manager.

The Board Chairman will transmit the Board's report to the licensee one
week before the meeting. The transmittal letter will identify weak areas
and request licensee response in these areas, as appropriate, within
20 days after the meeting. The licensee will also be given the oppor-
tunity to make comments on the report during the discussions at the
meeting or in writing within 20 days after the meeting

NRC representatives for this meeting should include the following:

a Either the Regional Administrator, Deputy Administrator, or Divi-
sion Director

Responsible Regional Division Director(s), Branch Chiefs, or
Section Chiefs, as appropriate

NRR Project Manager or designated NRR manager
d Resident Inspector and/or assigned inspectors

For meetings with minimal issues, the Regional Administrator may elect to

involve fewer staff members in the licensee management meeting.

5 The Regional Administrator, Deputy Administrator, or Division Director
will chair the meeting and discussions of the adequacy of the licensee's
management controls. These meetings are intended to provide a forum
for candid discussion on issues relating to the licensee's performance
Those aspects of the licensee's operation that need improvement will be
identified.
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PART V
ISSUANCE OF REPORT

After the meeting and after considering the Lcensee's oral and written com-
ments, the report will be transmitted by letter to the licensee over the
Regional Administrator's signature. The letter should acknowledge the
licensee's comments and amplify as appropriate on these comments or other
findings of the review board. Additionally, the letter will include a characteri-
zation of overall safety performance. This letter, enclosing the report and
licensee comments, will receive standard distribution including PDRs.

-
’
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PART VI
FORMAT FOR SALP BOARD REPORT

(Report

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION

Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance
(Name of Licensee)
(Name of Facility)

(Date)

Report Body

I

INTRODUCTION

Provide an introductory statement.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Provide a tabulation of functional area assessments.
CRITERIA

Describe the evaluation criteria used
PERFORMANCE ANALYSES

Functional Area Analysis

For each functional area considered, provide a brief narrative of signifi-
cant strengths and weaknesses; summary of major problems: significant
events (LERs or CDRs); enforcement issues: and summary of NRC and
licensee actions. Include a brief summary of the previous year's evalua-
tion if there has been a significant char.ge or if there should have been
significant improvement but there was not
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Conclusion
Provide the performance assessment (Category 1, 2, or 3) for each functional
area considered and if appropriate, a summary assessment.

Board Recommendations

Recommend NRC actions to be taken, if any are required. A basis for changes
in the NRC program must be provided. Note that even in the absence of a
recommendation to vary inspection levels, the Regional Office may do so based
on the assessment as discussed in the w spection procedures.

SUPPORTING DATA AND SUMMARIES
Report Data

(Most reports will have been previously addressed in the appropriate
functional area sections of the Performance Analysis).

LER Conclusions. Provide a brief summary of significant find-
ings from the LER review, unless alre: dy addressed in indi-
vidual areas in the Performance Analysis.

Construction Deficiency Reports (Reactors under Construction).
Provide the total number of CDRs reviewed and a brief sum-
mary of significant findings from the CDR review, unless
already addressed in individual areas of the Performance
Analysis

Part 21 Reports. Provide the total number of Part 21 Reports
reviewed and a brief summary of significant findings from the
Part 21 Reports, unless already addressed in individual areas
of the Performance Analysis
censee Activities. Provide an outline of major licensee activities,
ch as major outages, power limitations, and significant

difications

Inspection Activities. Provide a summary of major inspection activ-

ities, such as major team inspections, and amount of inspection
effort

Investigations and Allegations Review. Provide a summary of major
investigative activities and their results

Escalated Enforcement Actions
Civil Penalties
Orders (oniy those relating to enforcement)

Confirmation of Action Letters
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Management Conferences Held During Appraisal Period. Discuss
conferences that dealt with regulatory performance or enforcement.

Other. Narrative of any significant strengths, weaknesses, or
issues at the discretion of the SALP Board.
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