September 30, 1983

Note to Paul Leech

SUBJECT: MILLSTONE 2 INSPECTION OF INACCESSIBLE TUBES  (OELD # 837 460)

I have no problems with this notice package. You can put it out as fis.
; I just want to note that I think that the additional note on the table
1 may cause more problems than it solves. If there are any inaccessible
f tubes other than the ones blocked by the machine, this phrasing of the
! new footnote looks 1ike we're now telling them they have to inspect an
; inaccessible tube. I don't think that this is what was intended when
we first wrote the package on inspection requirements. If there are
any other inaccessible tubes, that footnote says thag have to inspect
them. I don't know how they are going to do that. It make sense for
the 12 tubes which are in fact accessible - they just happened to be
blocked by the use of the automatic equipment. I think the reasons
given are perfectly okay to accept what the applicant wishes to do.
But because we are going to characterize those kinds of tubes as
*{naccessible™ and because there are circumstances in which we want
those 12 or so tubes inspected, we'll have to phrase something to
: accomplish that. However, the particular phrasing on the particular
footnote looks 11ke 1ts going to say that they have to inspect a trealy
inaccessible tube. I don't know how they are going to do that.

I have no trouble with putting out this notice, I just wanted to say
that when 1t comes around to actually amending this tech spec, someone
has to give some careful attention &# the wording of the footnote to the
table. I think its not worded correctly to accomplish the end that's

desired.
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