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SUBJECT: SYSTEMATI C ASSESSMENT OF LI CENSEE PERFORMANCE

PURPCSES:

1. To informthe Conmi ssion of the status of the revised
Systematic Assessnent of Licensee Performance (SALP) program
two years after its inplenentation and of recent m nor
changes to the program

2. To provide the results of the staff’s solicitation of public
comrents on the revised SALP program

BACKGROUND:

On May 19, 1993, the Commi ssion approved the changes to the SALP
program cont ai ned i n SECY-93-090, "Systematic Assessnent of

Li censee Performance.” These changes included: (1) increasing
Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion (NRC) managenent involvenent in the
SALP program and restricting SALP boards to Seni or Executive
Service (SES) nenbers only, (2) reducing the nunmber of functional
areas fromseven to four, (3) enphasizing recent (wthin the
precedi ng six nonths) |icensee perfornmance when deternining the
SALP category ratings, and (4) reducing the Iength of the SALP
reports and focusing on the nost significant issues in each
functional area to pronote clearer comunications with the

| i censees and the public. Inplenentation of the revised program
began for assessnent periods ending after July 19, 1993.

CONTACT:
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On Decenber 2, 1994, the staff forwarded SECY-94-293, "Systematic
Assessnent of Licensee Performance,” to the Conm ssion. In this
paper, the staff discussed the status of the revised SALP program
one year after its inplementation as well as discussed n nor
changes to the program It also conmtted to solicit public
comments after the revised SALP process had been inplenented for
two years and to informthe Conm ssion of the results.

On April 3, 1995, in response to Comm ssion direction, the staff
revi sed the SALP program for plants that nmeet the criterion for
recei ving recognition of superior performance: achieving
Category 1 ratings in all functional areas. The revision extends
the assessnent period to 24 nonths and requires the regional
office to conduct a review to determne if a reduction of planned
I nspection resources i s warranted.

DI SCUSSI ON:

STATUS OF THE REVI SED SALP PROGRAM AND RECENT M NOR CHANGES

During the first two years of inplenentation, the staff has
conduct ed approxi mtely 90 SALPs under the revised process. The
i nprovenents, detailed in SECY-94-293, have continued. Briefly,

t hey include the foll ow ng:

(1) SALP reports generally focus on significant issues of

I i censee performance; (2) nost SALP reports are clear and

conci se; (3) involvenent of regional admnistrators and SES board
menbers in the SALP process is significant and beneficial; (4)
changes in the SALP neeting format result in sonmewhat better

di scussi ons between NRC and |icensee managers, but public
attendance at these neetings is mninmal; and (5) participation in
t he SALP observation program has increased - about one-half of
the SALP boards are observed and critiqued to pronote uniform

i mpl enentation on a national basis.

During fiscal year (FY) 1995, the staff issued 44 SALP reports.
Seven plant sites (consisting of 11 reactors) received SALP
Category 1 ratings, superior |level of safety performance, in al
four functional areas. Because of their superior |evel of
performance, the staff extended the SALP eval uation frequency for
these plants to 24 nonths. In addition, they will receive an
appropriate |l evel of reduced NRC i nspection. Six plant sites (10
reactors) received at |east one SALP Category 3 rating,
acceptabl e | evel of safety performance. The staff wll focus

I ncreased i nspection on the plant functional areas that were
rated SALP Category 3.

The revised SALP program has resulted in an approxi mtely 20 to
25 percent savings in resources expended on SALP activities.

This estimate is based on a conparison of FY 94/FY 95 (after the
revi sion) Regulatory Information Tracking System (RITS) data with
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FY 93/FY 92 RITS (before the revision) data. The resource
savings are a result of a nore efficient process resulting in a
significantly shorter and nore focused report, and inproved

i censee performance resulting in extended SALP assessment
periods (fewer SALPs per year).

Recently, the staff nmade m nor changes to the SALP program On
August 18, 1995, the O fice of Nuclear Reactor Regul ation (NRR)

I ssued i nterimguidance on changes in SALP board nenbership. The
SALP board menbership requi rement was changed from four SES
menbers to three (two regional, one NRR) in parallel with the
regi onal reorganizations that noved all operating reactor
responsibilities to the Division of Reactor Safety and the

Di vision of Reactor Projects. Inplenentation of the new gui dance
began for SALPs with SALP board neetings schedul ed after Cctober
1, 1995.

RESULTS OF THE STAFF S SOLI Cl TATI ON OF PUBLI C COMMENTS ON THE
REVI SED SALP PROGRAM

On August 1, 1995, the staff published a Federal Register notice
soliciting comrents on the revised SALP programand its

i npl enent ati on over the past

two years. The notice was nailed directly to |icensees, States,
and public interest groups (see Attachnent 1). The staff

recei ved and eval uat ed

22 responses from NRC |icensees and the Nuclear Energy Institute
(NEI'). In addition to the questionnaire in the notice, the staff
sought |icensee feedback directly through interviews with

| i censee managers. Three groups of senior |icensee managers were
interviewed shortly after their facilities received their nost
recent SALP reports. Significant comments fromthese interviews
are sunmarized in Attachnent 3 of this Conmm ssion paper.

In general, comments received indicate that nost respondents
bel i eve that the changes to the SALP program have resulted in an
i mproved programthat results in focused assessnents that

| i censees clearly understand. However, many conmenters strongly
recommended el i m nati ng SALP scores because of a poor
under st andi ng of the neaning of the scores by the public, the
financial conmmunity, and State and | ocal governnment officials.
This observation is not new, as it has been provi ded by several

| icensees to the Comm ssion for over seven years. |n each case,
t he Conm ssion decided that the benefits of using numerical
scores outwei ghed any negative side effects. Also, several
comment ers recomrended that the SALP program be el i m nated
because they perceived it as being simlar to other NRC prograns
such as the Integrated Performance Assessnent Process (I PAP) and
t he seni or managenent neeting process. The staff is working to
ensure that all processes used to evaluate |icensee performance
are efficiently coordinated. The staff issued a new draft NRC
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managenent directive that clearly articul ates the goals,

obj ectives, and interrel ati onshi ps between the various NRC

| i censee assessnent processes and prograns. The draft managenent
directive will be finalized after the staff gains about one year
of experience inplenenting it.

The public comrents are discussed in detail bel ow
1. GENERAL | NFORMATI ON

The 22 respondents to the Federal Register notice are |isted
in Attachment 2. Licensees prepared 21 of the responses and
NElI prepared the only non-|licensee response. The 21

| i censee respondents operate 65 U. S. commercial nucl ear

power plants (approximately two-thirds of all U S. plants).
No States, public interest groups, or individual nenbers of
the public responded to the notice.

Response scope varied considerably fromrespondent to
respondent. Some respondents addressed all subjects in the
questionnaire, while others wote general letters that did
not specifically address the question in the Federa

Regi ster notice. Because of the variety of responses, the
staff chose to capture general conmments fromthe responses
(primarily extracted fromthe text of the letters) as well
as specific responses to the questionnaire. The general
comrents are summari zed bel ow and are provided in Attachnent
3. The detailed responses to the questionnaire are

sumrari zed bel ow and are provided in Attachnent 4. Copies
of the original responses are provided in Attachnment 5 for
r ef erence.

2. SUMVARY OF COVWMENTS ON SALP PROGRAM CHANGES

This section sunmarizes comrents directly related to the
May 19, 1993, revisions of the SALP program

General Comments

About two-thirds of the respondents viewed the May 1993 SALP
program changes as an i nprovenent. They stated that they
were favorably inpressed with the revisions to the SALP
process, that the revised programwas a significant

| mprovement over the previous process, and that the changes
general |l y enhanced communi cati on

The remai ni ng respondents viewed the changes as having no
maj or effect. Most of these respondents recomended t hat

ei ther nunerical SALP scores be elimnated or the SALP
programbe elimnated in its entirety. They stated that the
SALP program shoul d be elimnated because (1) the SALP
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report was typically a regurgitation of information of which
the licensee was already aware, (2) the SALP program was

| argely duplicative of other regulatory activities, (3) it
was slowin identifying itens of regulatory significance,
and (4) it created regulatory pressures to conduct end-of-
SALP-period inspections that divert NRC and utility
resources fromnore inportant safety concerns.

None of the respondents viewed the changes as negati ve.

A. Functi onal Areas

The majority of the respondents stated that the revised four
functional areas were an inprovenment over the previous seven
functional areas and that the plant support functional area
nmessages were clear. However, sone respondents stated that
the grades for plant support had no neaning (see "Nunerical
SALP Scores," below). A few respondents also stated that
the area of safety assessnent and quality verification was
not receiving enough attention.

B. Managenent | nvol vement

About two-thirds of the respondents stated that NRC
managenent invol venent either had inproved or was maintai ned
at an appropriate high level. This hel ped ensure clear

| i censee understanding of SALP results.

Al'l 14 respondents who replied to the Federal Register
guestion on public understanding of the SALP results stated
that the May 1993 SALP program changes were not effective in
i mprovi ng public understanding. The nost frequently stated
reason for poor public understanding was the nunerical SALP
scoring system Respondents al so noted that public
attendance at SALP neetings was mninmal. Once again, it is

i mportant to note that no individual nenbers of the public
or public interest groups
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responded to the Federal Register notice questionnaire.

Several respondents stated that conmuni cati on between NRC
seni or managenent and |icensee managenment shoul d be

i ncreased by increasing the nunber of SALP board nenber site
visits.

C. Assessnent Peri od

Most respondents stated that the length of the SALP
assessnent period should be based on |icensee perfornmance.
There was no cl ear consensus on how | ong the SALP peri ods
shoul d be for good, average, and poor perform ng plants.

A few respondents stated that SALP periods should be based
on |icensee operating cycles; that is, they should enconpass
a full fuel cycle including a refueling.

One respondent cautioned that sone nenbers of the financial
community use length of SALP periods as an indicator of
pl ant performance.

D. SALP Report

Over four-fifths of the respondents stated that the shorter
SALP reports were better than the previous | engthy reports.
However, several respondents stated that nore detail should
be included to support the conclusions in the report and
that the report should not nmerely state a conclusion with
little support.

The majority of the respondents stated that the revised SALP
reports appropriately focused on safety-significant issues.

About one-half of the respondents stated that the revised
SALP reports reflected a bal anced assessnent of |icensee
performance. The rest of the respondents stated that the
revi sed SALP reports were too negative. For exanple, one
| icensee stated that the NRC tended to offset any positive
conment with a negative one.

The majority of respondents (about two-thirds) stated that
their latest SALP reports focused on the |last six nonths of
performance and that this was appropriate. This inproved
the currency of the SALP.

SUVMARY OF ADDI Tl ONAL COMVENTS
This section sunmarizes coments that were outside the scope

of the
May 19, 1993, SALP program revisions.



A. Nuneri cal SALP Scores

Even t hough nunerical SALP scores were not specifically
addressed in the Federal Register questionnaire, they were
addressed by over one-half of the respondents. The comon
thene was that the scoring system (Categories 1, 2, and 3)
was a factor contributing to public, State, and financi al
comuni ty m sunderstandi ng and m suse of SALP results.
Respondents reconmended nodi fying or elimnating the SALP
scoring system Specific comments included the follow ng:
(1) licensees too often perceived SALP scores as either the
granting or the withholding of a mark of favor by agency
managenent, (2) the SALP process established grades based on
opi nion rather than on established and consistent criteria,
and (3) the nunerical ratings were highly subjective.

In addition, several respondents stated that the grade for
pl ant support was basel ess and meani ngl ess because it was a
rati ng of unrel ated areas.

B. SALP Program Rel ationship with the |Inteqgrated
Perf or mance Assessnent
Process (| PAP)

Even though the rel ati onshi p between the new | PAP program
and the SALP program was not specifically addressed in the
Federal Register questionnaire, it was addressed by about
one-third of the respondents. Most of these commenters
expressed concern that the prograns appeared to be redundant
in both function and scope. Two respondents viewed | PAP as
a potential enhancenent to the present SALP process because
of increased inclusion of a |icensee's self-assessnent
results. They stated that this would have the dual benefit
of reducing the demand on NRC resources and increasing the
nunber and quality of licensee self-assessnents.

CONCLUSI ON:

The staff will discuss the conmments received and consi der
possi bl e revisions to the SALP program as appropriate, to
address significant areas of concern and the changing regul atory
envi ronnent at the next Senior Managenent Meeting. Proposed
changes will be reflected in a draft revision to NRC Managenent
Directive 8.6 and provided to the Comm ssion for approval.

Janes M Tayl or
Executive Director
for Qperations
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1.
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Federal Register, Vol. 60, No. 147, Pgs. 39193-39194, August

1, 1995, "Review of Revised NRC Systemati c Assessnent of

Li censee Performance (SALP) Progrant

Li st of Respondents

Responses to Federal Register, Vol. 60, No. 147, Pgs 39193-
39194 - Summary of General Comments

Responses to Federal Register, Vol. 60, No. 147, Pgs 39193-
39194 - Summary of Detail ed Responses to Questionnaire
Responses to Federal Register, Vol. 60, No. 147, Pgs 39193-
39194 - 22 Original Public Responses




-1-

Responses to Federal Register, Vol. 60, No. 147, Pgs 39193-39194,
"Revi ew of Revised NRC Systenmatic Assessnent of Licensee
Performance (SALP) Program’ - Summary of General Comments

The nunbers in parentheses, followng the comments, refer to the
respondents (copies of original responses are contained in
Attachnent 5). Please note that nunbers 14 and 17 were not used
because these responses were duplicates to response nunbers 11
and 2, respectively.

l. POSI T1 VE COMVENTS - GENERAL

- Favorably inpressed with the revisions to the SALP process.
More properly distributed the functional areas into four
rel atively equal conmponents. Favorably inpressed with the
directness of the abbreviated SALP report and the candid
di al ogue at the SALP presentation nmeetings. (1)

- Found the SALP program as revised to be inproved and
significantly nore performnce based. (4)

- Is a significant inprovenment over the previously existing
process and has been effective in focusing SALP reports on
significant performance issues. (6)

- Current SALP net hodol ogy as an inprovenent over earlier
versions. (10)

- The changes made to the SALP programin 1993 have generally
enhanced communi cation, and thus represent real inprovenent
in the overall program (11)

- Bel i eves that the current SALP programis very good, and
provi des val uabl e i nsight and feedback on regul at ed
activities. Al so supports the rating systemof the current
SALP process. (15)

- The revisions have generally been effective in nore
correctly focusing the SALP reports on significant
performnce issues. (18)

- W believe the process has been fair, objective, and
conducted in a professional manner. (21)

- Providing the inspection plan with the SALP report is good.
It allows the licensee to understand where the NRC is coning
fromand allows the |licensee to propose doing the team
I nspections as self-assessnents. (licensee nanagenent
i ntervi ew)



NEGATI VE COMVENTS -

-2

GENERAL

Al t hough we have provided in the attachnment responses to
specific questions related to inprovenent of the SALP

assessnent process, \
i mproved so long as it

Scor es.
i nsof ar

To the contrary,

we do not believe it can be sufficiently
i ncl udes i ssuance of nuneri cal

we recommend that the process,

as it involves issuance of scores, either be
abandoned



-3-

or justified as within the authority of the NRC through an
appropriate rul emaking. (2)

The SALP programwas initially established to prioritize and
focus NRC inspection resources. Since the program was
establ i shed, the SALP has been used for significantly
different purposes. The NRC staff and Comm ssi on shoul d,
agai n, reevaluate the fundanental elenments of the SALP and
strongly consider discontinuing the SALP program (5)

The SALP process, as currently inplenented, remains
subj ective. (7)

The SALP report is typically a regurgitation of information
of which the licensee is already well aware. W believe
that the revisions of the SALP programi npl enmented on My
19, 1993 are essentially cosnetic in nature and have not
addressed the root deficiencies of this activity. At a tine
when both |icensee and Conm ssion resources are declining,
an in-depth, objective review of the real need for and val ue
of the SALP programis inperative. Qur experience as a

|l i censee | eads us to conclude that the SALP programis in

| ar ge neasure duplicative of other regulatory activities;

is slowin identifying itens of regulatory significance
(many of which have al ready been resolved); and creates
regul atory pressures to conduct end of SALP period

I nspections only for the purpose of the report. Such
activities divert NRC and utility resources fromnore

i mportant safety concerns. (12)

We cannot conclude that the revisions have given the public
a better understanding of our SALP results. (18)

Items Il through VI were not directly addressed by the Federa
Reqi ster questionnaire, but due to the high nunber of respondents
t hat addressed these issues they are grouped together here.

SALP SCORES

SALP scores are too often perceived by |licensees as either
the granting or withholding of a mark of favor by the agency
managenent. (You get either a "one" or a "two" in nost
functional areas for many |icensees). (2)

The SALP process establishes grades based on opinion rather
than on established and consistent criteria. The SALP
ratings of 1, 2, or 3 are |levels of performance that are in
conpl ete conpliance with the NRC regul ati ons; however, a
|icensee that receives a SALP 3 rating is viewed as a poor
performer. This rating |level results in negative inpacts
that span the financial community as well as the NRC and the



public. (5)
Hi ghly subjective in assigning nunerical ratings. (6)

Subj ect to m sunderstandi ng and m suse by financial entities
and public utility conm ssions. (7)
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Since the scores thensel ves are unnecessary to achi eve the
pur pose of the SALP program their use should be
di scontinued. (9)

Amend the scoring systemto use performance ternms (i.e.
superior, good, acceptable) to describe the results of the
assessnent in each SALP area. These performance terns woul d
hel p to nore accurately comrunicate the NRC s findings to
the public. (11)

Al t hough the Conmi ssioner’s (Rogers) coment is well -

i ntentioned, we sincerely doubt that it will have a

w despread or lasting effect and clearly, it is the

| i censee, not the Conm ssion nor the staff, that bears the
burden of the m sunderstandi ngs and m suses of these
ratings. We believe that the fair and obvious solution to
this problemis to discontinue the nunerical rating system
W believe that the single nost effective inprovenent (to
the SALP progran) would be to discontinue the practice of
assi gning nunerical grades. (12)

The use of numerical scores has proven to be punitive
particularly froman econom c perspective. Because of this,
the tendency is to focus on the rating instead of the
substance of the report. It seens a process w thout scores
t hat eval uates and assesses areas as doing well or needing

I mprovenent would be a nore effective approach. (16)

Recommends that the NRC consider re-eval uating or
di scontinuing the practice of assigning a grade or score for
the functional areas. (20)

The nunerical rating system should be discontinued since it
is subject to msinterpretation and tends to overshadow t he
nor e neani ngful textual conclusions and observations. (22)

The NRC shoul d evaluate the benefits of an integrated plant
rating. (23)

SALP woul d be inproved by the elimnation of numerical
grades. SALP report nunerical scores continue to carry a
"1/ 2/ 3 = Good/ Fair/Fail" connotation that is inappropriately
used by the financial comrunity, state regulators, and the
press - mainly to the detrinment of the licensees. This is
In spite of NRC and industry attenpts to properly define the
scores. The true assessnment nessage and i1 npact of the SALP
is in the worded perfornmance critique rather than the
scores. (24)

The SALP program shoul d be objective and predictable.
Li censees should be able to evaluate their own performance
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and predict what SALP grades they will receive. (licensee
managenent interview)

RELATI ONSHI P TO THE | NTEGRATED PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT
PROCESS (1 PAP)

SALP process and the new I ntegrated Perfornmance Assessnent
Program (1 PAP) appear to be redundant in both the function
and scope. (1)

| PAP provides an innovative alternative to current
practices. A systematic assessnment process that includes
the licensee’s own sel f-assessnents as part of the NRC s
overal | evaluation process will have the dual benefit of
reduci ng the demand on NRC resources and i ncreasing the
number and quality of |licensee self-assessnents. W
strongly urge the NRC to consider consolidating the nost
effective elements of both the SALP and | PAP assessnent
prograns. (3)

The I PAP is seen as a potential enhancenent to the present
SALP process. (4)

Ot her processes are in place, such as the NRC s new
I nt egrat ed Performance Assessnent Program (1 PAP), to nore
accurately portray a bal anced view of |icensee performance.

(5)

The IPAP will cost a utility ~$185,600.00 in NRC fees al one
(not including licensee costs) (7)

The NRC shoul d be wary of creating new prograns, wthout
considering dismantling existing ones. (9)

Wth due all owance for the fact that the I PAP is just
getting underway, this process gives every evidence of
nmeeting the regulator’s goal of devel opi ng an integrated
perspective of |licensee strengths and weaknesses, and

t hereby obviating any rationale for continuation of the SALP
process. (12)

The rel ationship between the SALP process and the recently

i npl enented | ntegrated Performnce Assessnent Process (| PAP)
is unclear. The processes seemduplicative. The purpose
and format of the SALP process should be re-evaluated as the
| PAP is inplenented. (23)

The SALP process and the NRC s Integrated Performance
Assessnent Program (| PAP) appear very simlar in scope and
intent. Although the | PAP uses a grading nethod that can
al so be msinterpreted, it appears to provide a nore
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bal anced and objective picture of |icensee perfornmance than
the SALP. (24)

SALP PROGRAM | NFLUENCE

The fact that it (a SALP Category 1 score) can be granted or
wi t hhel d on grounds whi ch necessarily cannot be nade

obj ective nmeans that NRC staff and managenent can exert

i nfl uence on |icensee enpl oyees conparable and parallel to
that of |icensee nanagenent. |In the vast mgjority of cases,
the influence exerted through the SALP assessnent is
consistent with the desired direction of both NRC and

| i censee managenent. However, the problemis that this is
not always the case, particularly as regards priorities and
enphasis. (2)

Program has been used to exert pressure on |licensees to
comply with NRC staff demands and expectations beyond those
required by the regulations. SALP provides the NRC staff
with tremendous | everage over the |icensee which far exceeds
the intent of the regulatory authority. This results in the
SALP process inappropriately involving the NRC staff in the
daily utility managenent deci sion-naking process. (5)

Exceeds the NRC s regulatory requirenent of determning if
| i censees are neeting |license requirenments. (7)

MVEETI NGS W TH THE LI CENSEE

There has been sone reluctance in the past for the NRC to
meet with the licensee during the SALP period to discuss the
i censee’s own sel f-assessnent effort. Licensees feel
especially obligated to share self-assessnment results during
the last six nonths of the SALP period since the NRCis
primarily focused on this period in the SALP program
reviews. (4)

It would be beneficial for nenbers of the SALP board to
visit the power plant nore frequently during the SALP peri od
to observe first hand the |icensee’ s continuing perfornance.

(6)

The practice of focusing on the last six nonths of the SALP
period enhances the applicability of the SALP report to
current licensee status, and is therefore an overall
positive change to the program However, the end of period
focus, when coupled with the NRC s policy of not discussing
SALP rel ated issues during the last three nonths of the SALP
period and the elimnation of the draft SALP report, can
limt a licensee’s ability to address performance issues
during this critical part of the SALP period. W suggest
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reevaluation of this issue to ensure that there are adequate
opportunities to discuss performance issues during the |ast
six nonths of the period. (11)
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LI ST OF RESPONDENTS
( REPRESENTI NG 65 PLANTS)

Respondent

Texas Utilities Electric Conpany

2/ 17 Sout hern California Edi son Conpany

© 00 N oo o b~ W

11/ 14
12
13
15
16
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Nucl ear Energy Institute

Oraha Public Power District

Sout hern Nucl ear Operating Conpany
GPU Nucl ear Corporation

Ari zona Public Service Conpany
Entergy Operations, |ncorporated
Duke Power Conpany

Carol i na Power & Light Conpany
Pennsyl vani a Power & Light Conpany
Yankee Atom c El ectric Conpany
Tennessee Val l ey Authority

Ni agara Mohawk Power Cor poration

Fl ori da Power Corporation

Baltinore Gas & El ectric Conpany
Commonweal t h Edi son Conpany

Phi | adel phia El ectric Conpany
Virginia Electric & Power Conpany
Consol i dat ed Edi son Conpany

lowa Electric Light & Power Conpany
Public Service Electric & Gas Conpany

# Plants

2
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Responses to Federal Register, Vol. 60, No. 147, Pgs 39193-39194,
"Revi ew of Revised NRC Systenmatic Assessnent of Licensee
Performance (SALP) Progranmt - Summary of
Det ai | ed Responses to Questionnaire

A. Functi onal Areas.

1. Are the current four functional areas (operations,
mai nt enance, engi neering, and plant support) an inprovenent
conpared to the previous seven functional areas?

Yes - 16 respondents
No - 3 respondents

2. Are the plant support functional area messages clear in
characterizing individual elenments (radiological controls,
ener gency preparedness, security, fire protection,
chem stry, and housekeepi ng) ?

Yes - 10 respondents
No - 2 respondents

Comment s:
e the plant support grade is basel ess and neani ngl ess
because the

i ndi vidual el enments do not have any commonality

3. Are additional inprovenents needed for the designation of
functional areas? What types of inprovenents?

Yes - 7 respondents
No - 5 respondents

Comment s:
® reevaluate plant support functional area and grading
e safety assessnent and quality verification (SAQV) is
not receiving

enough attention

B. Managenent | nvol venent.

1. Did i ncreased NRC nanagenent involvenent in the SALP program
result in programinprovenents and inproved communication
with |icensee managenent ?

Yes - 6 respondents

No - 3 respondents

No change (renai ned positive) - 3 respondents
No change - 2 respondents
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Did the SALP program changes result in better |icensee and
publ i c understandi ng of the SALP results?

Li censee under st andi ng

Yes - 2 respondents

No - 3 respondents

No change (renmi ned positive) - 6 respondents

Publ i ¢ Under st andi ng
Yes - 0 respondents

No - 14 respondents

Comment s:

e public only gets "sound bites" fromthe SALP neeting
® public only understands the tone of the SALP neeting
e nunerical SALP scores are not clearly understood

Did increased invol verent of the regional adm nistrator or
deputy at the SALP neeting result in inproved conmmunication
with |icensee managenent ?

Yes - 4 respondents
No - 2 respondents
No change (remai ned positive) - 6 respondents

Was the change in SALP presentation neeting format - froma
presentation to nore of a discussion - effective in
| mprovi ng comunication with |icensee managenent ?

Yes - 6 respondents
No - 3 respondents
No change (remai ned positive) - 4 respondents

Comment s:
® SALP presentation neeting adds little safety val ue
® SALP presentation neeting does not substantially add to
I mprovi ng

conmuni cations with |icensee managenent
e few if any, nenbers of the public attend the SALP
presentation

nmeet i ng

Are additional inprovenents needed in the areas of
comuni cations with |icensee managenent and |icensee and
publ i ¢ understandi ng of SALP results? Wat types of

| mprovenent s?

Yes - 10 respondents
No - 3 respondents

Comment s:
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® expand the SALP report to provide nore detail as to the
basis for the

concl usi ons
® increase the nunber of SALP board nmenber site visits
(across the SALP

peri od)
® |ncrease conmuni cation between NRC seni or nanagenent and
| i censee

managenent
® use performance terns instead of nunmbers (SALP scores) -
di scuss

safety directly
® explain the scores better to the public
e an interimfeedback nechanismis needed for |icensees -
prior to

i ssuance of the final report

Assessnent Peri od.

What bases shoul d be consi dered when determ ning SALP peri od
| engt h and how shoul d they be applied?

Performance - 10 respondents

In sync with operating cycles - 4 respondents

Does not need to vary - 3 respondents

As | ong as possible - 1 respondent

At Regional Adm nistrator discretion - 1 respondent

SALP assessnents currently range from 12 to 24 nonths
(nomnally 18 nonth average). |Is this variation in practice
appropri ate?

Yes - 9 respondents
No - 1 respondent

Comment s:
e WAll Street ratings put unwarranted nmerit on differences
in SALP

period | ength

How | ong shoul d the SALP assessnent period be for good,
average, and poor perform ng plants?

24, 18, and 12 nonths - 6 respondents

Mul tiples or fractions of operating cycles - 4 respondents
Sane for all plants (18-24 nonths) - 3 respondents

36, 24, and 18 nonths - 1 respondent

SALP Report.

Are the new, shorter SALP reports nore effective in
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comruni cating the results of the NRC s assessnent of safety
performance than the previous, nore | engthy reports?

Yes - 17 respondents
No - 2 respondents

Comment s:

® detail should be added to di scuss the basis for
concl usi ons

® |NPO reports are better

Are SALP reports appropriately focused on safety issues and
do they deliver a clear nessage?

Yes - 12 respondents
No - 5 respondents

Comment s:
e trends should always be discussed - it is always
appropriate and
hel pful to |icensees
® mnor issues still show up in SALP reports

Do SALP reports provide a bal anced assessnment of |icensee
safety performance (and are positive aspects of |icensee
safety performance appropriately considered)?

Yes - 8 respondents
No - 9 respondents

Comment s:
® integrate nore performance and risk based el ements and
pl ace | ess

enphasi s on responsi veness
e there is a tendency to offset any positive coment with
a negative

conment

Do SALP reports consistently focus on the |ast six nonths of
performance? 1|s this practice appropriate?

Focus
Yes - 8 respondents
No - 4 respondents

Appropriate
Yes - 9 respondents
No - 2 respondents

Comment s:
e this was the nost positive and neani ngful difference



bet ween the ol d
and new processes

Is the level of detail in the SALP report appropriate?

Yes - 10 respondents
No - 5 respondents

Comment s:
® the report needs to discuss the basis for concl uding
that a trend

exi sts
® a nunber of performance judgenents are rendered with no
supporting

ref erences, exanples, or context

Are SALP report concl usions well-supported by docunented
facts?

Yes - 6 respondents
No - 6 respondents

Comment s:

e scores did not represent recent perfornmance

® scores versus data can not be duplicated by |licensees
® | PAP m ght be used to normalize SALP eval uation inputs

Are SALP report cover letter nmessages consistent with the
associ ated SALP report nessages?

Yes - 12 respondents
No - 2 respondents

Conment s: _ _
e nmuch inprovement in this area
® do not focus on scores in the cover letter

Are licensee self-assessnment efforts adequately recogni zed
in the SALP report and cover letter?

Yes - 9 respondents
No - 5 respondents

Comment s:

® SA/QV assessnent is weak - nore enphasis is needed in

report

® |evel of NRC recognition of licensee self-assessnents is
di sappoi nti ng

Are additional inprovenents needed in the SALP reports?
What types of inprovenents?



Yes - 14 respondents
No - O respondents

Comment s:

® elimnate nunerical scores (11 respondents)

® add nore detail to support concl usions

e follow INPO format: «criteria, conments, assessnent

Addi ti onal Conments.

In addition to the above issues, commenters are invited to
provi de any other views on the NRC SALP programthat could
assist the NRCin inproving its effectiveness.

Comment s:
® NRC should hold nore nmeetings with the |icensee
® public involvenent at SALP neetings has been negligible
® assure that inportant NRC findings or concerns are
consistently

addressed in both the SALP report and public neeting
presentation
e older plants seemto be at a di sadvant age because t hey
must contend

with many nore obstacles (e.g., older designs, higher
contam nati on

| evel s, ol der equi pnent, etc.) which has a tendency to
af f ect

perceptions that activities may not be as good as a
newer, |ess

chal | enged pl ant
® provide nore recognition of the role of the resident
I nspect or
e | PAP and SALP are redundant
e streamline the efforts required for a licensee’s self-
assessments to

qgualify for reduced scope inspections
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