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KEMORANDUM 7Ok 1 fhe Chalrwan
Crantnsioner Rogers
coumtsstoner Curtiss
Coummtssioner Resick
Connissioner de #lanque

FROM: James M. Taylor
Executive Directur for Operations
SUBJECT: SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE (SALP) PRUGRAM

The Coumnission has directed the staff to undertake conprehensive review of
the Systendtic Assessuent of Licensee Perforuance (SALP) progran (SRM deted
Decenber 20, 19¥1).

The staff's sctiuns 1n response to the SRM, including results of the review
to date, actious currently planned, plans for further analysis and review,
and the tiwetable for completion of the project are sUn8rized below,

Results of Staff Review Tu Dste

The Comission directed the staff to undertake 8 conprenensive review of SALP
results 1o deternine whether appropriste QA controls are in place tu wnsure
consistent end reliable evaluations. la Noveuber 1991, as pert of 1ts vuguing
review of the SALP prograw and in response tu the Comtssion's direction, the
staff conpleted & study of recent SALP results to deternineg what counclusions
could be drawn cuncerning uniforw application of SALP Manua) Chapter (MC) 0516,
The report of the stucdy 1s Enclusure 1. The study and the staff's ongoing
oversight of the SALP prograw indicete that the regions are perforwing accurate
assessments of 1icensee perforuaince, and that there 1s consistent fop leanentas-
tion of MC 0516, However, the staff 1s working to fuprove thy SALP process 8%
out 1ined below,

Actiuns Currently Planned

The staff will increese senior managenent 1nvolvewent and oversight uf the SALP
process 10 ensure dgency policy and procedurvs are sppropriately tuplenented
and that agency objectives for the SALP progran ace wet, Special attention
will be given to ensure that an fndividual inspector 1s not able to fuproperly
influence nor appedr to influence the SALP results. Each NRR wanager at the
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The Comnissioners wde

diviston director Yevel and above ai)l attend at lesst one SALP Buard weeting
8 yeor, ln agdition, esch regiwal Division Director and Deputy Division
Director who sevves 85 & SALP Board Chairwan wil) attend ot least one SALP
Buard Meeting & year 1n & reglon other than their own.

The staff will solicit information from 1icensees regarding thelr views on the
SALP process ang their recommendstions for oro:;u fmprovesents, The staff
will consider and 1uplewent, 85 eppropriate, those recomendations which are
consistent with agency policy and objectives fur the SALP progran. Reconnenda -
tions which go beyund current agency policy will be forwarded to the Comission
with ¢ staff recoanendation. The staff expects to pertodically (e.g., 18-24
wonths) s011cit such Industry feedback as ® part of the staff's assessuent of
the effectiveness of the SALP process.

Further Staff Analysis @nd Review

The staff desires to fuprove the spplicat!'m of the SALP process and pruvide
for & wore consistent understanding of the SALP results b{ the industry and
the public, Therefore, the staff will undertake an overall reexaninstion of
the SALP Prograw with the intent of providing @ clear statenent of the progra
« objectives os well a8 the paraieters and wedsures that will be used to woniter
the ¢f fectiveness of the program. Awong other things, the staff will, (1)
consider reducing the current nuiber of functional areds (seven) to & swaller
nunber, edch with spproximately equal significence, (2) review the attributes
tu ensure consistency with the functiomal wieds, (3) develop standard lenguage
for the SALP cover letter to ensure that the oversll assessment 1s properily and
consistently expressed, and (4) review the SALP Board vuting meabership,

The results of the abuve efforis and recouendetions for any changcs to the
SALP Prograw will be subuitted tu the Comnission 1o Septenber 1992,

A sumaary of the staff recomnendations and proposed schedule are shown in
Enclusure 2. original Signed 3’1)
James M. Taylor © .

Janes M. Taylor
Executiwe Director
four Qperations
Enclosures:
1. Review of Uniformity 1n the
SALP Process
2. Staff Reconaendations and
Proposed Schedule
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Enclosure 1

REVIEW OF UNIFORMITY IN THE SALP PROCESS
AMONG THE REGIONS

Contents

1, BACKGROUND suvevsossnnsasnsssssossninssnnnsssssssotnssstssnsssscnns
2., DISCUSSION suvvvsvsesnnsnsssssnnsessnsssnninssnassssnssavessssntnns
2.1 Prograw Dversight coucsuvinssrninsssasniisisnrnsnssnrassnsiens

2.2 Review of SALP Nuierica) Results covuvivvnrissrssnsssnnianinnns
2.2.1 Functiond) Ared SALP SCOres covisvrsrnrnrnisnnnnsnnnnnns

2.2.2 Distribution of SALP SCures coevvvvvrsrsnnnnsnnsinnnnnns

2.2.3 Regiond) Average of Al) Functiondl Areds .ovveivrnenenns

2.2.3 Ausignuent of Trends in the SALP Process covvvvvrensens
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3. CONCLUSlONs s l.'.lO..'l..l!.l..".....0.0.0"0‘C.l.....'.......

Figures:
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LPEB sponsored & meeting 1n June 1991 with the five regional SALP coordin’\ors
to discuss the SALP program and exchange inforuation on the techniques that
work best within each region. LPEB staff used the knowledge gained from review
of SALP reports and attendance a8t SALP Board weetings to forawlate the weeting
agenda. During the seecting LPEB staff alsy discussec sume ainor probleas with
the fuplewentation of the SALP MC, such as forwat changes v the SALP report
and Board voting procedures. Regional coordinators exchanged 1deds about (1)
the wechanics of drafting & SALP report, 1ssuing 1t for coument, and incorpy-
rating the coments into 8 useful report for the Board; (2) problens associated
with using trends; end (3) the benefits of weking further changes to the attri-
bute, trend, and functional ares definitions. The aeeting was successful
because 1deas were exchanged and some winor adwinistrative differences aong
the regions were 1dentified ond resolved,

On July 18, 1991, at the Director, Diviston of Reactor Projects (DRP) counter-
part meeting in Region IV, the SALP PM and the Section Chief discussed sone of
the 1ssues addressed at the coordinators' weeting to vnderstand the perspective
of regional wanageient with regard to the SALP process and to reinforce SALP

progran goals.
: KeEview f ! .; N/ er ce "f u':g
Because of the tuportance of nunerica SALP scores to the NRC and to the
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l{censees. the nuwerical results of the SALP program were reviewed. The
staff used scores for the last tw SALP assesswent periods for each plant 1r
L! study. The uest recent SALP assesswent perivds, which began in wid-198%,
T . v ¢ N .
were ( 3t as br A The second wost recent SALP periods, whiCh begar
ot - i - "~ " o T N . . .
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Teble | Group A Functiuna)l Ared Average SALP Scores

Region
| 11 111 1V v

Functional Ared

Operations 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.4
Radiatiun Protection 1.8 1.3 1.7 1.6 1.6
Maintenance/Survelllance 1.6 1.9 1.6 1. 2.0
Energency Preperedness 1.3 1.5 1.3 1.4 1.4
Security 1.3 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.8
Engineering/Technical Support 1.8 1.7 2.1 2.0 2.0
SA/QV 1.7 1.7 1.9 1.8 1.8

Teble 2 gives the national cvera?e for each functional ares calculated
froum the results given in Table 1.

Table 2 Natioua) Average for Group A SALP Scores

ruictional Ared Average Scure
Operatiuns 1.5
Radiation Protection 1.6
Maintenance/Survelllance 1.8
Emergency Preparedness i.4
Security 1.5
anineeringltechnical Support 1.9
SA/QV 1.8

The largest difference between 2 functional area average and its corre-
sponding natiuna) average was 0.3: the Region Il functional area of
Radiation Peotection had a lower score (higher rating) than the national
sverage by 0.3 and the Region V functiuna) arez of Security had a higher
score (lower rating) than the national average by 0.3.
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In the larger regions (Regfons I, 11 and 111), a change of one SALP grade
for one Vicensee would result 1n & difference of about 0.05 for the
regiona) functivna) ared everage. For Region 1V one SALP category change
would result in a 0.12 change, and fur Region V one SALP category change
would result in 8 0.2 change. In order for Region Il to have 1ty Radia-
tion Protection functiona) area average agree within 0.3 of the national
sverage, only une 1icensee would need to achieve @ lower grade in that
one functione) ared, for exaple, & change frow a SALP Clto’ory 1toa
SALP Cote?ory 2. Stailarly, if one grade .nange were wide in the Security
functiona) area for Region ¥, the regiona) average would agree within 0.3
of the nationa) everage. Therefore, no real statistical abnoruality
exists between each region's tuplenentation of the SALP prograa.

(2) Group B SALP Scores (late 1987 ty aid-1989)

The same calculations perforued above were repeated using the Group B SALP
scores., Tables 3 and 4 give the results, Of the 483 SALP scores reviewed,
32 percent were assigned by Region I, 23 percent were assigned by Region 11,
28 percent were assigned by Region 111, 10 percent were 2ssigned by Region
IV, and 7 percent were 8ssigned by Region V,

Table 3 Group B Functiunal Area Average SALP Scores

Region
11 111 v y

Functional Arce

Operativus o 1.6 1.6 1:7 1.8
Radiation Protection N 1.6 1.7 $od 1.6
Meintenance/Survelllance of 1.7 1.7 2.1 2.2
Ewergency Preparedness .5 1.6 1.2 1.4 1.2
Security 2 1.7 1.6 1.7 ¢.0
Engineering/Technical Suppurt b ¢.1 2.0 2.0 ¢.4
SA/QV .8 1.8 1.9 2.1 2.6
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The results 2lso suggested that Region 1 way have graded licensces lower
in the Security functional area than the other regions. Sowe factors for
t.is difference way be the old age of wany of the plants in Region 1 and
the fact that a1l plant security plans are custom wade to the facility,
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sbove ratings mdy have resulted in an industry perception that SALP
¢s vary from region to region. However, Group A SALP scores reveal
presently there 1s a wore uniform rating of licensee perforwance thas
\ Group B SALP scores
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2.2.2 Distribution of SALP Scores

Conputations of sverage scures for SALP do not give @ complete description
of the SALP process since the distributiun of SALP scores can vary without 2
sfgnificant change I1n the average score. Therefore, graphic displays of the
SALP results by percent for each regiun were developed. Figures 1 through 7
graphically gisplay these results for Group A and Group B SALP scores by
functional areas. When utilizing these figures for comparisons, 1t is {apor-
tant to keep in wind that une licensee changing one category rating in 2
functional area represer 5 percent change for Regions 1, 2, and 3, @
¥ f ange for Region and & 20-percent change for Region V.,
fioures show that the functional arees of Emergency Preparedness and
‘1i) had a larger percentage of Category 1 ratings than the other func-
areas., Also, Engineering/Tech a) Suppurt and Safety Assessuent/
11ty Verificatic h had significantly more Lategory 2 ratings than the
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2.2.3 Reglonal Average of A1l Functiona)l Areas

A couputation of & regional average for all functional aress was conducted.
This calculation crosses functiona) areas and s not considered & good repre-
sentetion of SALP performence. Even though 1t 1s true that the s criterie
apply tu all functiona) areas, these criterfa may not receive the sane weight
in each functional arca. For exanple, enforcewent history may be more iwpor-
tant in one functional ared than in another functional area. Soue functione)
areds, such as Emergency Preparedness and Security, receive far fewer inspec-
tion hours than other functional areas, such as Operations, Inspection hours
for a given SALP are typicelly less than 3 percent for Ewergency Preperedness
and less than 5 percent for Security, while Operations inspection hours could
approsch 40 percent ot the inspection effort, Accitionally, & cowputation of
8 regional average for all functional areas assumes that licensee perforuance
1s cunsistent frow one regiun to the next. Historically, plant performance
aiong the regions was not always consistent. For these reasons, the counpari-
sons of SALP scores should be Viuited to within & functional area. Tuo many
varfables exist {0 plant perfurwance and inspection activities to suppurt
evaluation of SALP scores acruss function2)l 2reds for each region. However,
licensees have been known tu calculate SALP score averages, aug this calcula-
tion way indicate why some licensees believe there 1s 2 disparity awong the
regivnal SALP results. Table 5 gives the results of this review,

Tabie 5 Average SALP scores for the Regions

Regiun Group A Group B
l 1.6 1.6
Il 1.6 1.7 )
[11 1.7 3.7
v 1.7 1.8
v 1.7 2.0

——— e r——— e S

This table suggests thet Kegion ¥ hed higher ratings (lower scores) in the
carlier averages and scores that wore closely follow the vther regions in the
sore recent (Gruup A) averages. This deta 1s alsu consistent with the pre-
vious data for functionas) area averages and natione) averages of SALP scores

by functiunal area.



2.2.4 Assigneent of frends in the SALP Process

DLPQ hed indicated in previous vbservations of the SALP process that the
deterwination of 8 trend was @ putential problem area. A trend, 1n sowe Cases,
had been used to indicate & high or & luw rating for a functionai ared. This
erruneous use of trends resulted froa SALP Board's recognition of Vicensee
perfurwance that was above or below the norw fur & given functional area. The
Group A and Group B SALP results were Coupared to deternine how well the pre-
dictive nature of the trend deternination was functiuning in the SALP process.
Table 6 gives the results.

Table 6 Trend Results in Percent

“Declined
Tiwes luproved frouw Remained
trend was Predictions beyond une last the
Region used. becamne true* category score $ ik
I 22 46 5 36 14
11 15 47 20 20 13
111 13 54 15 15 15
v 2 0 50 50 0
¥ 3 100 0 0 0

T PerTorutie Tiproved or Oec1ined as shown by & chauge in rating.

Nationally, 4y percent of the trend designations resulted in the anticipated
change in the functional are2 category. Only one of the declining trends
resulted tn @ lower SALP scoure in the next 2ssessient. In the other six cases
of declining trends, licensee action was sufficient 3ud the SALP Buard concluded
that perfurwénce had twproved. It could be concluded that in aluost all cases
the asyignuent of 2 declining trend was effective in stimulating licensee actiun
to currect the perforuance in the functional area,

The use of the twpruving trend had not been as effective as the declining trend
and was subject tu wisuse as an indication of @ "high" category rating. The use
of trends iu the Group A SALP results has incredsed spproximately 52 percent
over the Group B SALP results. for iuproving trends only, the predictive abil-
ity of the fupruving trend was 56 percent accurate.

The fssue of SALP trends was discussed with the reglons during the SALP coor-
dinaturs' meeting and again at the Divisfon of Reactor Projects Director's
weeting, The regiuns use trends in planning for inspections. The regivns and
the program of fice are cuntinuing to review and discuss trending tu deterwine
1f auy changes tu the SALP prugram are necessary. To date, no changes have
been identified, but these discussiuns have helghtened the awareness of the
regions to putential wisuses of trending. The program office has observed
wore deliberate discussions at SALP Board weetings with regard to trending
deterwinations.,



CONCLUSIONS

As 8 resu’ of the oversight functions and the study discussed abuve, the staff

fAes

concludes Jhat the regions are perforaing accurate assessments of licensee

perfurnance and there 1s relatively consistent fwplenentation of the SALP

progr . Although there were SOuw winor differences 10entificd Detween SOum

regiona] functional eres averages aud national averages, these differences

wele &<t‘] and wingr nanges MM & fuw.!icref aread ra!‘ng .Ju}c noerT]’ r‘gg“{
t - and natiunal functiunal ered dverages.

]

i betweeh regl

¢ declining trend 1s an effective SALP tool as shown by the luprove-
perforwance in si f seven cases where declining trends were assigned.
the Use | WPt v trends resulted in an {fmproved SALP category In
er( the cas fch 1t was used. Although the regions uti-
ds to 8551¢ ) i : d inspectioun resources, the poor accuracy
g Ci ¢ ¢ use of trends 1ngdicate
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Enclosure 2

G (AFF RECOMMEADATIONS AND PROPOSED SCHEDULE

The schedule for staff actions in response ty SRM 91-172 dated Decewber 2V,

1691, 1s as follows:

Action

1.

2.

Incresase senior NRR and regional
wanagewent oversight of the SALP
prograa.,

Conplete further staff analysis
and review.

Optain fndustry input on the SALP
process and recousendations for
prograw fupcuvenents.

provide @ Comnission paper o results
of staff review with recusiendations
for changus, &% appropriate.

Completion Date
May 1, 1992

June 30, 1992

July 31, 1982

Septenber 30, 1992



