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Docket Nos.: 50-498
and 50-499

MEMORANDUM FOR: Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regul n

THRU: Thomas M. Novak, Ass + irector
for Licensing

Division of Licensi .

George W. Knighton, Chief '' [
Licensing Branch No. 3
Division of Licensing

FROM: Annette Vietti, Project Manager
Licensing Branch No. 3
Division of Licensing .

SilBJECT: SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE (SALP) -
HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY, SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT,
UNITS 1 AND 2

Enclosed is the NRP performance evaluation for the South Texas Project,

Units 1 and 2.

!

l %%i
'

Annette Vietti, Project Manager
-i

Licensing'of Licensing
Branch No. 3j Division,

"
,

i Enclosure:
,

; As stated -

s . .

cc: R. H. Vollmer
R. J. Mattson

-
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Facility Name: South Texas Project

Applicant : Houston Lighting & Power Company .

NRR Pro.iect Manager: Annette L. Vietti

I. INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of an evaluation of the applicant,
Houston Lighting & Power 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 December 1, 1982 to Novenber 30, 1983.

The basic app %ach used for this evaluation was to first select a number
of licensing issues which involved staff manpower. Coments were then
solicited from the staff reviewers. These reviewers applied the evaluation
criteria for the performance attributes based on their experience with
the applicant or the applicant's products. Finally, this information was
assembled in a matrix which allowed an overall evaluation of the
applicant's performance.

For the December 1, 1982 to November 30, 1983 period, limited licensina
review actions wete carried with the aDplicant.

~

Therefore, the NRR staff has co se., .

meetings and any submittals or telephone conferences resulting from the
meetings.

'. II. Sumary of Results

; NP.C Manual Chapter 0516 specifies that each functional area evaluated will
{ be assigned a performance category based on a composite of a number of

attributes. The single final rating should be tempered with judgement'

; with respect to the sionificance of the individual elements.

Based on this approach, the perfomance of Houston Lighting & Power Company-

i in the functional area - Licensing Activities - is rated Category 1.

III. Criteria, '..

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

.
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IV. Perfomance Analysis

The applicant's performance evaluation is based on a consideration of.

seven attributes as given in the NRC Manual Chapter. For all of the
. licensing actions considered in this evaluation, only four of the
attributes were of significance. The composite rating is based on the
following attributes:

A. Management involvement
B. Approach to resolution of technical issues
C. Responsiveness to NRC initiatives

:/ F. Staffing

There was no NRR evaluation basis for D) Enforcement History, E) Reportable
Events and G) Training,in the licensing review effort.

The evaluation was based on the following licensing activities:

!. 1. Fire Protection
2. Elimination of Tornado Proof Roof on the

Isolation Valve Cubicle
3. Pipe Break
4. Safe Shutdown.

5. Engineering Assurance Program -

A. Management Inynivement in Assuring Ouality

Overall rating for this attribute is Category 1. As mentioned previously,
staff interactions with the applicant primarily involved infomation *

meetings that the applicant requested. From these meetings it was evident
that corporate management was involved in the approaches to resolving

" technical issues from a safety standpoint. Management has shown significant
interest in getting staff coments on HL&P proposals by initiating meetings-j on the licensing activities evaluated.

, B. Approach to Resolution of Technical Issues from a Safety Standpoint

j The overall rating for this criterion is Category 1. The applicant has.
i demonstrated prior planning by their willingness to take the initiative

in requesting meetings for staff input and 'by providing the necessary:

infonnation for staff review. HL&P has, durino this review period,
increased activity in updating the Final Saye't? Analysis Report (FSAR)
through several amendments. HL&P has played an active role in the
generic issue, leak before break, by making a plant specific submittal

. to the staff early in the staff's review of the generic issue. HL8P
!! has initiated and formally submitted an Engineering Assurance Program

.

.
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|

for review, d scribed as an onooing independent review of the South
Texas Project design to confirm the adecuacy of the engineering wnrkt

performed by HL&P and contractors personnel. This progran is currently
under review by the staff. ; Ef7

C. Responsiveness to NRC Initiatives rp ,

ummswaJAS
,

v. . c.
n. Responsiveness to licensing activities 1 and 4

were considered not applicable at this time since HL&P is not scheduled
to submit this information until mid 1984, after which, the staff will
initiate their review. On day to day licensing actions, the licensee has
been prompt and responsive to NRC inquiries.

D. Enforcement History

There is no important basis for an NRR evalution of this attribute.

E. Reportable Events

There is no important basis for a NRR evaluation of this attribute at
this time.

F. Staffing

Categnry 1 is assigned based on involvement with the applicant's staff
at various meetings with the NRC. The staff appeared technically
competent with the appropriate people involved in all the licensing
activities evaluated.

G. Training

,; There is no important basis for a NRR evaluation of this attribute at
:; this time.

t

j V. Conclusion
|t
j Based on the evaluation of Houston Lighting & Power Company's perfonnance

t for a limited number of activities in the flunctional area of licensing, ;

an overall performance rating of Category I' is detemined. i
;

Staff activity has been minimal because the'c'ur' rent licensina review
schedule reflects rilestones based on a December 1986 fuel load date.
Even on the selected activities, the staff contact and involvement has
been very slight; therefore, the NRR evaluation is limited. Hnwever,
for typical licensing activities such as meetings en various technical
issues, the licensee's perfomance has been rated Category 1.

--. _ - - _ . _ .. .. - _ _ _ _ _ _
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EVALUATION MATRIX
'

!
, . . .

.

EVALUATION CRITERIA .

i

|- LICENSING ACTION /I?EM REVIEWER MANAGEMENT APPROACH TO RESPONSIVE- ENFORCEMENT REPORTABLE STAFFING TRAltlING
INVOLVEMENT RESOLUTION NESS HISTORY EVENTS'

.

.

Fire Protection R. Fheriv 2 1 N/A N/A N/A 2 _N/A_ _

'

: Elimination of Torando -
Proof Roof on the
Isolation Valve Cubicle R. Goel 1 1 1 N/A N/A 1 N/A-i

,

.

~ .

Pipe Break K. Wichman 1 1 - 1 N/A N/A 1 N/A ,

i
L. Marsh s

Safe Shutdown B. Mann 1 1 N/A N/A N/A 1 N/A

Engineering Assurance
j Program' A. Vietti 1 1 1 N/A N/A 1 N/A |

|
.

.

(
Licensing Activities 1 1 1 N/A N/A 1 N/A ;

*
;.
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1 As Requested For Correctson Prepare Reply \

For Your information see Me -

Circulate
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r*- =c;nstion . Justify

RfJAARKS
Attached is the NRR input for the SALP report for
Houston Liphting & Power Company, South Texas Project.
This input is based upon input solicited from selected
staff personnel who have had meetings with the applicant
over the past year. SALP review with RegionIV on the

; South Texas Project is scheduled for January 26, 1984.
Due to this short time frame, we have forwarded a copy

.

of this report to D.G. Eisenhut at the same time we have.

forwarded it to you for comment. Please note that for
the December 1, 1982 to November 30,1983 period, limited
licensing review actions were carried out with the appli-
cant. However, please review the evaluation and provide
any comments you feel are appropriate by January 23, 1984.
Reviewers contacted are listed on the attached evaluation

,

matrix.j
!

Do NOT wee this form es e RecoRo or approveis, concurrences, disposets.'
-
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regul n

THRll: Thomas M. Novak, Ass + irector
for Licensing

Divicien of Licensi _
IGeorge W. Knighton, Chief

Licensing Branch No. 3
Division of Licensing

FROM: Annette Vietti, Project Mana9..
Licensing Branch No. 3
Division of Licensing

. SilBJECT: SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE (SALP) -''

; HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY, SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT,
UNITS 1 AND 2.

Enclosed is the NRR performance evaluation for the South Texas Project,

Units 1 and 2.
1

$

-

2
:) Annette Vietti, Project Manager
.: Licensino # ranch No. 31 Divisi |ofLicensing
-|

.

t
] Enclosure:

''
As stated i,.

cc: R. H. Vollmer
R. J. Mattson

t i 4
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Facility Name: South Texas Project
0

Applicant : Houston Lighting & Power Company !i-

|
NRR Project Manager: Annette L. Vietti j

|
I. INTRODUCTION

'
This report presents the results of an evaluation of the applicant,
Houston Lighting & Power 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 December 1, 1982 to November 30, 1983. l

.

The basic approach used for this evaluation was to first select a number
of licensing issues which involved staff manpower. Connents were then |'

solicited from the staff reviewers. These reviewers applied the evaluation
criteria for the performance attributes based on their experience with
the applicant or the applicant's products. Finally, this information was
assembled in a matrix which allowed an overall evaluation of the
applicant's performance,

,

l For the De. ember 1,1982 to November 30, 1983 period, limited licensing.

review actions were carried out with the applicant. Staff interactions
with the applicant primarily involved information meetings at the /
applicant's request. Therefore, the NRR staff has connented on these
meetings and any submittals or telephone conferences resulting from the i

meetings.
.

II. Sumarv of Results

NRC Manual Chapter 0516 specifies that each functional area evaluated will
be assigned a perfomance category based on a composite of a number of
attributes. The single final rating should be tempered with judgement
with respect to the sionificance of the individual elements.

.

f Based on this approach, the perfomance of klouston Lighting & Power Company
j in the functional area - Licensing Activitihs - is rated' Category 1.

3 III. Criteria *
...

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

1
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.IV. Perfomance Analysis

The applicant's performance evaluation is based on a consideration of
M seven attributes as given in the NRC Manual Chapter. For all of the
i; licensing actions considered in this evaluation, only four of the
4 attributes were of significance. The composite rating is based on the
1 following attributes:

,

A. Management involvement
B. -Approach to resolution of technical issues-

C .' Responsiveness to NRC initiatives
F. Staffing)

- There was no NRR evaluation basis for D) Enforcement History, E) Reportable
', Events and G) Training,in the licensing review effort.

.The evaluation was based on the following licensing activities:
d,

1. Fire Protection '

; 2. Elimination of Tornado Proof Roof on the
i Isolation Valve Cubicle-
!: 3. Pipe Break
d 4 Safe Shutdowni 5. Engineering Assurance Program
n

A. Management Inynivement in Assuring Ouality

Overall rating for this attribute is Category 1. As mentioned previously,.

staff interactions with the applicant primarily involved information4

meetings that the applicant requested. From these meetings it was evident
.J that corporate management was involved in the approaches to resolving
| . technical issues from a safety standpoint. Management has shown significant

interest in getting staff comments on HL&P proposals by initiating meetings
on the licensing activities evaluated.

B. Approach to Resolution of Technical Issues from a Safety Standpoint

( The overall rating for this criterion is Category 1. The appi cant has
? demonstrated prior planning by their willingness to take the initiative

in requesting meetings for staff input and by providing the necessary
is information for staff review. HL&P has, durino this review period,
H increasedactivityinupdatingtheFinalSaYeS'AnalysisReport(FSAR)
|, through several amendments. HL&P has played an active role in the
a generic issue, leak before break, by making a plant specific submittal
i; to the staff early in the staff's review of the generic issue. HL&P
|} has initiated and formally submitted an Engineering Assurance Program
Il
;t

.

! ,
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for review, described as an ongoing independent review of the South
-Texas Pro;iect design to confirm the adequacy of the engineering work
performed by HL&P and contractors personnel. This program is currently .

!

i: under review by the staff.
>

i~ C. Responsiveness.to NRC Initiatives
i

'

HL&P interest in NRC approval of licensing activities ?, 3 and 5 warranted
formal submittals from the applicant in order for the staff to pursue
these activities. HL&P was prompt in responding to NRC requests for
additional information. Responsiveness to licensing activities 1 and 4
were considered not applicabla at this time since HL&P is not scheduled
to submit this information until mid 1984, after which, the staff will
initiate their review. On day to day licensing actions, the licensee has
been prompt and responsive to NRC inquiries..

,

Enforcement HistoryD.
i .

There is no important basis for an NRR evalution of this attribute.

j E. Reportable Events

There is no important basis for a NRR evaluation of this attribute at
this time.i

4
j F. Staffing

Category 1 is assigned based on involvement with the applicant's staff
'

at various meetings with the NRC. The staff appeared technically
competent with the appropriate people involved in all the licensing

i activities evaluated.

G. Training

I There is no important basis for a NRR evaluatinn of this attribute at
I this time.

( V. Conclusion

I Based on the evaluation of Houston Lighting & Power Company's performance
3 for a limited number of activities in the fpnctional area of licensing,
) an overall performance rating of Category 1 is determined.

Staff activity has been minimal because the cur * rent licensino review
schedule reflects milestones based on a December 1986 fuel load date.
Even on the selected activities, the staff contact and involvement has-

,' been very slight; therefore, the NRR evaluation is limited. However,
? for typical licensing activities such as meetings on various technical
| issues, the licensee's performance has been rated Category 1.
t

t

i
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EVALUATION MATRIX
;

.

,
.

f EVALUATION CRITERIA

! LICENSING ACTION / ITEM REVIEWER MANAGEMENT APPROACH TO RESPONSIVE- ENFORCEMENT REPORTABLE STP.FFING TRAINING
: INVOLVEMENT RESOLUTION NESS HISTORY EVENTS

.

Fire Protection R. Fherly 2 1 N/A N/A N/A 2 _N/A
Elimination of Toranda -
Proof Roof on the
Isolation Valve Cubicle R. Goel 1 1 1 N/A N/A. 1 N/A

: -

% . . .;

! Pipe Break K. Wichman 1 1 . 1 N/A N/A 1 N/A
!
- L. Marsh s

Safe Shutdown - B. Mann 1 1 N/A N/A N/A 1 N/A

i Engineering Assurance
j Program - A. Vietti 1 1 1 N/A N/A 1 N/A

l
!

Licensing Activities 1 1 1 N/A N/A 1 N/A

I .
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Docket Nos.: 50 498
and 50-499

,

MEMORANDUM FOR: Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
'Division of Licensing

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

THRU: Thomas M. Novak, Assistant DireStor
for Licensing

fj , -,

Division of Licensin_ .

George W. Knighton, Chief
Licensing Branch No. 3
Division of Licensing

FROM: Annette Vietti, Project Manager
Licensino Branch No. 3
Division'of Licensing *

SUBJECT: SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE (SALP) -i

o HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY, SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT,
a UNITS 1 AND 2

Enclosed is the NRR performance evaluation of the South Texas Pro.iect,

, Units 1 and 2.

M
s

Annette Vietti, Project Manager
Licensing Branch No. 3

' Division of Licensing
.

Enclosure:
As stated

! cc: R. H. Vollmer
R. J. Mattson
H. L. Thompson

r
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Facility Nar,e: South Texas Prn.4cct

Acalicant: Houston Lighting & Power Company

NRR Pro,iect Manager: Annette L. Vietti

I. ~ INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of an evaluation of the applicant,
Houston Lighting & Power Companv, in the functional area of licensino
activities. It is intended to provide NRR's input to the SALP review
process as described in NRC Manual Chapter 0516. The review envers
the period December 1, 1982 to November 30, 1983.

,

The basic approach used for this evaluation was to first select a number.

i of licensing issues which involved staff manpower. Coments were then
'i solicited from the staff reviewers. These reviewers applied the evaluation

criteria for the perfomance attributes based on their experience with
the applicant for the applicant's products. Finally, this infomation was

j assembled in a matrix which allowed an overall evaluation of the
1 applicant's perfomance.
,

For the December 1, 1982 to November 30, 1983 period, limited licensing
review actions were carried out with the applicant. Staff interactions
with applicant primarily involved information meetings at the
applicant's request. Therefore, the NRR staff has comnented on these

*

meetines and any submittals or telephone conferences resulting from the.

neetirgs.
,

f II. Sumary of Results
.

NRC Manual Chapter 0516 specifies that each functional area evaluated will4'
be assigned a perfomance category based on a composite of a number of

'
attributes. The single final rating should be tempered with judgement
with respect to the significance of the. individual elements.,

Bases on this approach, the perfomance of Houston Lighting & Power Company
} in the functional area - Licensing Activities - is rated Category 1.

III. Criteria
,

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

.

t
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IV. Perfemance Analysis

The applicant's performance evaluation is based on a consideration of
seven attributes as given in the NRC Manual Chapter. For all of the
licensing actions considered in this evaluation, only four of the
attributes were of significance. The composite rating is based on the
following attributes:

,

A. Management involvement
,
' B. Approach to resolution of technical issues

C. Responsiveness to NRC initiatives
F. Staffing

There was no NRR evaluation basis for D) Enforcement History, E) Reportable
Events and G) Training, in the licensing review effort.

The evaluation was based on the following licensing ' activities:i

il
l' 1. Fire Protection

2. Elimination of Tornado Proof Roof on the
:. Isolation Valve Cubicle

3. Pipe Break
i;j 4. Safe Shutdown
i; 5. Engineering Assurance Program
i' 6. Detailed Control Room Design Review (DCRDR)

A. Management Involvement in Assuring Quality
.,

ie Overall rating for this attribute is Category 1. As mentioned previously,
:{ staff interactions with the applicant primarily involved information
j. meetings that tne appiicant requesteo. trom these meetings 1tu ns_ evident
j that corporate management was invoived in tne approaches to resolving
j technical issues from a safety standpoint. nanagement nas shown significant

fnterest in getting stati cw.nenu un m.id proposals by initiating meetingsq
:, on the licensing activities evaluated. Significant management representation
:4 was shown at the In-Progress Audit of the DCRDR.

i I B. Approach to Resolution of Technical Issues from a Safety Standpoint
f4

h| The overall rating for this criterion is Category 1. The applicant has
''

yemonstratedpriorplanningbytheirwillinonesstotaketheiritiative
m requesting meetings im naii mpu t ana bv provicing tne necessary
infomation for staTt review. nLar nas, during tnis review period,
iiicreasea activity in upaating the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR)

^

,

through several anendments. HL&P has played an active role in the,

generic issue, leak before break, by making a plant specific submittal
to the staff early in the staff's review of the generic issue. HL&P.

has initiated and femally submitted an Engineering Assurance Program

.
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!
for reviev, described es en ongoing independent review of the South
Texas Pro.iect design to confirm the adequacy of the engineerino work
performed by HLAP and contractor personnel. This orngren is currently
under review by the staff. At the In-Progress Audit of the DCRDR, HLAP

' i demonstrated a clear understanding of the issues and presented technically

|
sound and thorough approaches to resolving problens.

i

1 C. Responsiveness to NRC Initiatives

i HL&P had taken the initiative in seeking NRC approval of licensing
j activities 2, 3 and 5 and therefore were prompt in making femal

submittals and in responding to NRC requests for additional infonnation.'

4

; Responsiveness to licensing activities 1 and 4 were considered not
applicable at this time since HL&P is not scheduled to submit this

.] information until mid 1984, after which, the staff will initiate their

{ review. The In-Progress Audit of the DCRDR indicated that the DCRDR is
j being conducted in a timely and thorough manner. On day to day licensing
! actions, the licensee has been prompt and responsive to NRC inquiries.
I

j D. Enforcenent History
:I

The enforcement history during this evaluation period did not involve
issues related to areas covered by licensing activities.

.1 E. Reportable E/ents
';
.i The reportable events during this evaluation. period did not involve issues
1 related to areas covered by the licensing activities.
3

F. Staffing

Category 1 is assigned based on involvement with the applicant's staff
at various meetings with the NRC. The_ licensee cravidad +=chaica4 y
competent representatives with the appropriata ofpport people in
01 the licensing activities evaluated.

G. Training
..

The licensing actions related to safety issues covered by NRR did not
progress to the level to evaluate training.

V. Conclusion
;

(j Based on the evaluation of Houst ni Lighting & Powar Company's performance
' for the limited number of activities in the functional area of licensing,

an overall perfomance rating of Category 1 is determined.
3

i!
:

I

!
|'
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Staff activity has been nininal because," of the early stage of the
licensing review for a plant with a schedule based on a December 1986
fuel load date. Except for the In-Progress Audit of the DCRDR, staff.

contact and involvement with HL&P has been very slight, even on the'

Thef fore, the NRR SALP evaluation islicensing activities evaluated. t

limited. However, for typical licensing activities such as meeting on
various technical issues, the licensee's performance has been rated
Category 1.
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May 18, 1984

filEEDOM OF INFORMATION
ACT REQUEST.

-

Mr. J.M. Felton, Director
N-[f-gOffice of Administration

Division of Rules and Records
United States Nuclear Regulatory [- [f,

Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Re: Freedom of Information Act Request

Dear Mr. Felton:

Pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. 5 552
and 10 C.F.R. Part 9, I hereby request copies of all documents
in the files of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (including
the files of Region IV) relating to the NRC's 1984 Systematic
Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) Report for the South
Texas Project. This request covers (but is not limited to)
all documents relating to a meeting between the NRC Staff and
the South Texar Project licensee, held on or about May 10, 1984,;

j at which the SALP Report was discussed.
|

| I hereby agree to pay the prescribed fees for locating
! and copying the records sought by this request.
|

l Please call me if you have any questions about the scope

| of this request.

| Sincerely,

C ."
| .

Harry H. Glasspiegel

Y |A fina /s t)
Yf f JUlf7v0vy ~
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