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Applicant: 'ong Island Lighting Company
Appraisal Period: July 1, 1980 - June 30, 1981
Project Manager: Jerry N. Wilson

1. Performance Elements

) a. Nuality of resoonse'and submittals

The applicant's responses and submittals are below average,

The FSAR and amendments provide insufficient information

to provide a clear understanding of plant design. The applicant's
answers to generic letters and requests for additional information
are usually not responsive to staff concerns,

b. Efforts reaquired to obtain an accentable response

Nuring the latter ?ortfon of this appraisal period, the applicant
put in a great deal of effort in responding to open items in

the Shoreham SER and the responses usually met our time schedules.
However, the applicant's responses were frequently fnadequate.
Therefore, each open item required several meetings, phone
conversations, and letters to achieve resolytion.

€. MWorking knowledoe of Re.cuhtfonsl quides, standards and ceneric fssyes

The applicant's knowledge in this area is above average,

d. Techn{cal ccmpetence

The applicant is above average in engineerin? and Ticensing
matters. However, the applicant has virtua) Yy no BWR operating
experience.
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4 e. Conduct of Meetings with NRR

The aoplicant takes an active role in meetings although
they are frequently recalcitrant. :

Long - standing open jtems

The applicant had many Tong-standing open items throughout
this :gprfisa1 period. Because the applicant had not neared
completion of construction, they opposed many staff positions
fn the hope that the staff would back off.

g. Oroanization and manacement capabilities

Many concerns were raised in this area during the appraisal
period as a result of review by Licensee Qualification Branch.

Subsequentlyv, the applicant has made changes to resolve staff
concerns.

Pesults of operator licensing examinations

Not applicable

Performance on specific issues

The applicant has not kept the FSAR up-to-date and repre-
sentative of the actual plant. There is poor control of
construction activities resylting in ever increasing
discrepancies between the plant, the design, and the FSAR,
The applicant continues to generate E5DCRs on the construc-
tion of the Shoreham facility, which now total 35,000. This
s causing the potential for an ever widening gap between
the actual plant and the analysed and approved design. I
doubt that either Stone & Webster or LILCO fully understand

the capability of the facility with such a large discrepancy
between the plant and the AE approved design,

2. Observed trends in performance

No noticeable change since Cycle 1.

3. MNotable strengths and weaknesses

This fs an active and technicall
however, they lack B4R operating
frequently recalcitrant.

y knowledgeable applicant
experience and they are

Below average

\
4.  Overall summary



