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In support of the upcoming SALP review of the Jersey Central Power and Light
Company, in regard to their performance as licensee of the Oyster Creek luclear
Generating Station, AEOD has assessed the Licensee Event Reports submitted .
under Docket lo. 50-219 during the subject period. Our perspective is indicative
of a knowledgeable BUR system safety engineer, who is not, however, intimately
familiar with the detailed site-specific equipment arrangements and operations.
Our review focused oo the technical accuracy, completeness and intelligibility
of the LERs. Our review covered a majority of the LERs submitted.

As was the case for the previous SALP assessment period, the subnmittals were
uniformily cutstanding on the above points. The LERs again typically contained
very good descriptions of the events as well as excellent explanations of the
consequence of the event on both the effected system performance level and the
overall plant safety level. Furthermore, cause descriptions were typically

very well documented, often providing both root cause information and
syptomatic (or secondary) failure cause information. In most cases the
corrective action generally were considered to be appropriate and well described.
The attachment provides additional observations from our review of the LERs.

If you or. your staff have ény questions regérding this matter, pleése contact
Stuart Rubin at 492-4436.
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3. Relationship between PNs and LERs.

The Region issued 13 PNs during this review period. PNO-1-84-27,
issued on March 23, 1984, would appear to require an LER. No LER
was found in the data base. This may be due to the relatively
recent issuance of the PN in which case a follow-up LER would not
necessarily be yet received.

In summary, our review indicates that based on the stated criteria, the
licensee provided adequate descriptions of reportable events during the
assessment period. No significant deficiencies were found in the LERs
reviewed. :
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