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OPE's conclusions in Attachment A are based on:
parties' comments; (2) the staff report on the

(1) the
GPU v. BAM

trial record; (3) the record in the TMI-1 restart
proceeding; and (4) the OGC trial transcript review and

analysis found in SECY-83-136 and Attachment B

paper.
—

to this



-* ..- R #‘- i Hh ' . o ] JI
" =] =, SR et T
2 _-";'_“ mF';' -|H| H:"'-:{_ P ‘Mw ‘

B P B EAR

=

i i o e
Ll » ! o I
L% - B

:

PRIV
SR T |
R R Lo LI 7
‘ Lt B =

_"“I n [ 'Tl'_‘J




r
l

S

-

Attachments:
A. OPE Evaluation of the Implications of
the GPU v, B&K Trial Reviews and Parties’

Comments for a TMI-1 Immediate Effectiveness
Decision

8. OGC Analysis of GPU v. B&W Transcript and
of Staff Report on GPU V. B&W Trial Record
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ATTACHMENT A

GPU v. BABCOCK & WILCOX: IMPLICATIONS OF STAFF REVIEW AND
PARTIES' COMMENTS FOR A TMI-1 IMMEDIATE EFFECTIVENESS DECISION

We have evaluated the staff review team's report on the GPU v. B&W trial
record and the parties' comments on that staff report. The folTowing
discussion summarizes party comments and outlines our view of the
implications of the staff report and the parties' comments to the TMI-1
immediate effectiveness decision. We have made the following assumptions in
conducting this analysis.

hdditionally we believe

We will
ina1vicually discuss the significance of those issues we teel are important
to an immediate effectiveness decision.

Adeguacy of the Staff Report

Several parties commented that the staff's report reviewing the GPU v. B&W
trial record was inadequate. In particular they alleged that it represents
no more than a protection of the staff's vested interest, supporting its
ear]ier conclusion that GPU management is adequate and that TMI-1 should be
restarted.

1/ This review has not evaluated
These two items will be reviewed separately by us.



We believe

This issue will be further
discussed in our review of
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First, our review of the trial record 1ndicate§7that

we have

seen

However, OPE does not
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In our view,

we

believe that .
On the basis of the

record, we continue to believe that

We have independertly noted




OPE doesmdbtiiélieve

Qur review

further . -
OPE will be prepared to discuss this matter
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Our review

OPE will be prepared to discuss this

matter,further




