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3. Evaluation of Licensee Performance
(Include such things as I) major concerns not represented by the
items of noncompliance; 2) positive observations not reflected in
the report, or 3) perspective on the significance of the findings.)
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4. Overall Inspector Assessment

Since the last inspection of this type, I believe the licensee's
regulatory performance in this area has:

Improved Regressed
Stayed the Same Indeterminate

Additional Inspector Comments
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5. Supervisor's Comments b
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. SECTION II
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6. With respect to Identified Concerns, you believe they are:

Yes No

a. Being dealt with effective by licensee

b. Being dealt with effectively by NRC

7. If either answer to 4. is "No," provide your recommendations and
rationale.
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8. Supervisor's Comments

~ )wk

Supervisor [T}Y N w's l'cr3/Pvv
'

(Signature) (Date)

!

k

Attachment - RP 1206
8/16/82

L


