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Inspection Summary: Routine, on-site regular and backshift resident inspection
(120 hours Unit 2; 155 hours Unit 3) of: Accessible portions of Unit 2 and
Unit 3, operational safety, radiation protection, physical security, control
room activities, licensee events, surveillance testing, refueling activities,
Unit 2 pipe replacement, maintenance, and outstanding items.

Results: No unacceptable results were identified.
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DETAILS
-1. Persons Contacted

W..H. Alden, Engineer-in-Charge, Licensing Section
J. K. Davenport, Maintenance Engineer
Joe Clupp, I&C Engineer

* R. S. Fleischmann, Station Superintendent
* A. Hilsmeier, Senior Health Physicist

S. R. Roberts, Operations Engineer
S. A. Spitko, Site Q.A. Engineer
H. L. Watson, Chemistry Supervisor
J. E. Winzenried, Technical Engineer

Other licensee employees were also contacted.

*Present at exit interview on site and for summation of preliminary
inspection findings.

2. Previouj Inspection Item Update

2.1 (Closed) Unresolved Item (277/78-12-04, 278/78-16-02), acceptability 1
of- drywell temperatures. Station test engineers . gathered drywell
temperature data for about two years per routine test- 1.10.1, Drywell-
Air Temperatures. The licensee provided a memorandum (undated) from
his Electrical Engineering Division that indicatedithe temperatures
were acceptable from an equipment qualification standpoint. The
inspector discussed this evaluation with the cognizant engineer. The
evaluation concluded that all Class "1E" equipment, with the excep-
tion of safety-relief valve solenoids, was'within the original design. c

' ambient temperature . ~ For ' safety-relief valve solenoids, a - preventive
maintenance program- for environmental qualification . specifies re- -

. . placement every third refuel outage (i.e., about every five years).
Licensee . calculations" indicate that the solenoids are qualified for -
15 'to 20 years at drywell ambient temperatures. The . inspector re-
viewed the licensee's preventive maintenance program computer print-
out and ' records to' verify that the periodic solenoid replacement is
being done. The licensee Technical Engineer indicated that he plans,

to continue periodic monitoring of e drywell temperatures and,. should
the profile change markedly, the changes will be evaluated.1Also,
in the event of ~ a rise to 145 degrees Farenheit at the drywell 135-
foot : elevation, an emergency procedure (T-102,; Containment Control) _
must.be~ implemented. Based on (1) acceptability of' current tempera-
tures,(2) periodic replacement of limited-life components, (3) the
on going monitoring program,'and (4)' emergency procedure coverage of
sudden temperature increases, this item is closed.
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f 3. Plant Operations Review

3.1 Facility Tours

J Daily tours and observations included the Control Room, Turbine
Building (all levels), Reactor Buildings (accessible areas), Radwaste..

- Building, Diesel Generator Building, yard perimeter outside the power
_

' block (including Emergency Cooling Tower and torus dewatering tank),
S- Security Building (including CAS, Aux SAS, and control point monitor-

ing), lighting, vehicular control, the SAS and power block control
points, security fencing, portal : monitoring, personnel and badging,

; control of . Radiation and High Radiation areas (including locked door,

checks, TV monitoring capabilities, and shift turnover)s

3.1.1 Control Room staffing frequently was checked against 10 CFR-

i 50.54(k), 10 CFR 50.54 (m), Technical Specifications, and the NRR
-

letter of July 31, 1980. Presence of a senior licensed operator in.

*

the control room was verified frequently.
'

3.1.2 Monitoring Instrumentation. The inspector frequently con--

firmed that selected instruments were operating and indicated values
'

were within Technical Specification requirements. - ECCS switch posi-
]- tioning and valve lineups were-verified based on control room set-
'

points, breaker positioning, PCIS status, and radiation monitoring .
instruments. On October 24, the main steam line "D" sample line

- isolation valve (AO-2-316) became inoperative due:to double indica-
tion while performing ST 6.18.1. The inspector frequently checked ST
5.3, Revision 4, Inoperative Isolation Valves on daily tours after,

October 24.
5

e 3.1.3 Off-Normal ' Alarms. Selected annunciators were discussed-with-

; contrpl room operators and supervision to assure they were knowledge-
able of plant conditions and that corrective action, if required, wast

: being taken. The operators were knowledgeable of. alarm status and -
-plant conditions.

1 3.1.4 Fluid Leaks. The. inspector observed . sump status, alarms, and-

[ pump-out rates; and discussed 1eakage with licensee personnel. The
unidentified drywell leak rate was about 4.33 gpm during this reporte
period on-Unit 3. The -Moisture Monitoring System was inoperable 'and*

;< the inspector verified frequently that hourly pump-out calculations
i were being performed. Unit 3 was shut down in early November to

locate and stop ' the leak _ inside the drywell. See detail 3.2.2. :
>

. - 3.1.5 No significant or unusual piping vibration was found.
|
1- |
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3.1.6 Environmental Controls. The inspector observed visible main-

stack and ventilation stack radiation recorders and periodically
reviewed traces from backshift periods to verify that radioactive gas
release rates were within limits. During this report period numerous
spikes in radioactive gas releases occurred due to the increased
reactor coolant activity and associated Reactor Water Cleanup System
demineralizer resin regeneration on Unit 3. The inspector discussed
this situation with the licensee and is closely monitoring licensee's
activities. See Detail 3.2.1.

- 3.1.7 Fire Protection. The inspector observed control room indica-
tions of fire detection and fire suppression systems, spot-checked
for proper use of fire watches and ignition source controls, checked
a sampling of fire barriers for integrity, and observed fire-fighting
equipment stations. At approximately 3:00 p.m. , on November 1, the
inspector noticed fire door 212 on the 135-foot elevation of the Unit

2 Turbine Building was blocked open and no one was working in the
area. The inspector informed the Assistant Operations Engineer, who
had the door closed. The inspector examined the door the next day
and it was closed.

- 3.1.8 Housekeeping. The inspector observed housekeeping conditions,
including control of combustibles, loose trash and debris; and spot-
checked on cleanup during and after maintenance. Plant housekeeping
was generally acceptable.

3.1.9 Equipment Conditions. The inspector verified operability of-

selected safety equipment by in plant checks of valve positioning,
control of locked valves, power supply availability and breaker posi-
tioning. Selected major components wer~e visually inspected for leak-
age, proper lubrication, cooling water supply, operacing air supply,
and general conditions. The inspector reviewed selected blocking
permits (tagouts) for conformance to licensee procedures. No un-
acceptable conditions were found.

3.2 Followup on Events Occurring During the Inspection

3.2.1 Increased Offgas Activity - Unit 3. The inspector noted that-

the offgas activity had been increasing since July 1984. On July 21,
the activity increased from 6,000 to 10,000 microcuries (uC1) per
second and then began a steady increase with time. The problem of
increased activity was discussed with the Radiation Protection
Manager, Chemistry Supervisor, and the Station Superintendent. On
October 16, the inspector reviewed information on offgas and reactor
coolant activity as a function of time with the licensee. As of
October 25, offgas rate had increased to 42,880 uCi per second (about
6-7 times normal end-of-cycle values). Coolant dose equivalent I-131
activity was 2.4.N2 uCi per gram (about 10 times normal) on October
25. The Technical Specification limit for dose equivalent I-131 is 2
uCi per gram. The licensee reduced power from 96% to 80% late in the
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day on October 25 based on recommendations from General Electric to
reduce and stabilize offgas activity. As a consequence, the offgas
activity measured 27,940 uCi per second and the coolant dose equiva-
lent I-131 was 3.0N2 the next day. On November 11, after a week of
operating at 80% power the offgas rate was 23,380 uCi per second and
the dose equivalent I-131 was 1.1N2. Isotopic composition of_ the- _ _,

offgas is typical of a diffusion leak from gradual fuel clad degrada-
tion, and therefore changes in offgas rate should continue to be
gradu'a1. The licensee is working with General Electric on a plan to
identify the leaking fuel bundles during the next outage. Release
rates from the offgas stack were 4000-6000 uCi per second, less than
one percent of the Technical Specification instantaneous release rate
limit. However, during backwash for regeneration of demineralizers
brief release rate increases (spikes) of 10-30 percent of the Techni-
cal Specification limit have occurred due to the additional gases
evolved. The licensee investigated ventilation flow paths to deter-
mine if the spikes cculd be mitigated with changes in flow path. No
improvements were noted by the inspector. The licensee
that he will evaluate the effects of the increased activity on ALARA

'| planning for the next refueling cutage. The licensee also developed
a Special Procedure for pressure control during plant shutdown to
help limit release spikes (see details 3.2.2). The inspector will
follow ongoing activities and developments in this area.

3.2.2 Unit 3 Planned Shutdown. The licensee began a shutdown on-

November 5, to fix leaks in the drywell causing a high unidentified
leakage rate and to repair a TIP indexing mechanism in the drywell.
At 9:05 p.m. on November 5, power reduction was stopped at 28% for

; helium leak testing of the condenser water boxes as part of the prep-
aration of the hydrogen addition experiment. On November 7, at 12:56
a.m., the turbine generator was tripped off line. The licensee shut-
down by individually inserting cortrol rods under control of the Rod1

Sequence Control System (RSCS). Reactor coolant pressure was reduced
very slowly to minimize the sudden release of gases in the coolant.
The inspector reviewed Special Procedure 736 for Planned Shutdown to
Minimize Main Stack Noble Gas Release for Unit 3. The licensee,
anticipating a large release due to the high coolant activity had
written a special procedure to reduce the gaseous release. However,
since the licensee shutdown on RSCS which resulted in a slow depress-

; urization the special procedure was not used. The inspector moni-
'

tored the gaseous release during the shutdown to insure that Techni-
cal Specification limits were not exceeded. The inspector observed

I portions of the shutdown and verified that current procedures were
| being followed.

3.2.3 Unit 3 Startup and Scram. On November 12, the reactor was-

started up a~nd made critical at 5:16 p.m. The generator was placed
on line at 10:00 p.m. At 2:12 a.m. , the "B" recirculation pump

j tripped on an ATWS signal (high pressure). Unit 3 power was reduced

h
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to about 20 percent. The inspector reviewed the FSAR and plant prints;

(PID's) to verify that the system worked as designed. The pump trip
was caused by water leaking from packing on an instrument isolation
valve getting into the contact for a pressure switch and shorting it
out. The inspector observed Test Engineers cleaning and drying out
the affected switch. In the p.ocess of returning the recirculation
pump to service at 5:05 p.m. on November 14, the reactor scrammed.
The reactor scrammed due to a reactor power spike when the recircu-
lation pump was started and the pump discharge valve opened. The
inspector reviewed the recorder charts, computer printout, and scram
review procedure (GP-18) review of the scram event, and discussed the
event with the licensee. The licensee is evaluating procedure
changes to preclude this type of scram in the future. The inspector
will review the licensee's actions (277-84-35-01/278-84-29-01). The
inspector observed portions of the startup and ATWS recirculation
pump trip recovery and verified that approved procedures were being
followed; the control rod withdrawal sequence was available, and
startup activities were conducted in accordance with Technical
Specification requirements. No unacceptable conditions were iden-
tified.

3.3 Logs and Records

The inspector spot-checked logs and records for accuracy, complete-
ness, abnormal conditions, significant operating changes and trends,
required entries, operating and night order propriety, correct equip-
ment and lock-out status, jumper log validity, conformance to Limit-
ing Conditions for Operations, and proper reporting. The following

! logs and records were reviewed: Shift Supervision Log, Reactor
Engineering Log (Unit 3), Reactor Operators Log (Unit 2), Reactor
Operator's Log (Unit 3), CO Log Book, and STA Log Book (sampling),
Night Orders (Current Entries), Radiation Work Permits (RWP's), Main-
tenance Request Forms (sampling), Ignition Source Control Checklists,
(sampling), and Operation Work & Information Data, all October 11 -
November 30, 1984. Control room logs were compared against Admini-
strative Procedure A-7, " Shift Operations". Frequent initialing of
entries by Itcensed operators, shift supervision, and licensee on-
site management constituted evidence of licensee review. No un-

|
acceptable conditions were identified.

4. IE Information Notices Which Require No Response

Inspection was performed for the following IE Information Notices to
verify that the Information Notice was received, reviewed for applicabil-
ity, and that necessary corrective action was initiated and/or evaluated,
and that evidence of licensee review was contained in PORC minutes.

IN 84-37, Use of lifted leads and jumpers during maintenance of sur-
| veillance testing

| IN 84-63, Defective RHR replacement piping

_. - - -- .,. - .- - - - _ - - -- .
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IN 84-65, Underrated fuses which may adversely affect operation of
essential electrical equipment

IN 84-69, Operation of Emergency Diesel Generators

No violation was identified. . _ _ _ - _ _

5. Review of Licensee Event Reports (LERs)
,

The inspector reviewed LER's submitted to NRC:R1 to verify that the de-
tails were clearly reported, including the accuracy of the description and.

correctivo action adequacy. The inspector determined whether further
'

information was required, whether generic implications were indicated, and
whether the event warranted on-site followup. The following LER's were
reviewed:

LER No.
LER Date
Event Date Subject

3-84-11 Actuation of Unit 3 PCIS, RPS, and ECCS
September 20, 1984 System
August 21, 1984

2-84-04 Packing leak on the RHR full-flow test
March 14, 1984 line isolation (M02-10-34B)
Feb 13, 1984

3-84-03 Loss of 38 Core Spray Logic Due to Shorted
April 27, 1984 Light Socket
March 29, 1984

* 3-84-02, Rev 1 Reactor Vescel Heatup Rate Exceeded 100
May 3, 1984 degrees F per hour
Jan 24, 1984

* 2-84-03, Rev 1 Reactor Vessel Heatup Rate Exceeded 100
May 3, 1984 degrees F per hour
Jan 31, 1984

2-84-09 ECCS (HPCI, RCIC) Actuation Signal
June 15, 1984
May 16, 1984

* 2-84-16 Jet Pump Inlet Riser Safe Ends Crack-like
August 27, 1984 Indications
July 27, 1984

* Selected for on-site following

I
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LER No.
LER Date
Event Date Subject

3-84-07 Unit 3 HPCI System Inoperability
July 1, 1984

__

June 2, 1984

* 3-84-09 HPCI Inoperable Due to Steam Supply Line*

August 31, 1984 Hanger Failure
August 1, 1984

* Selected for on-site following

5.2 On-Site Followup

For LER's selected for on-site review (denoted by asterisks above),
the inspector verified that appropriate corrective action was taken
or responsibility assigned and that continued operations of the
facility was conducted in accordance with Technical Specifications
and did not constitute an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10
CFR 50.59. Report accuracy, compliance with current reporting
requirements and applicability to other site systems and components
were also reviewed.

5.2.1 LER 3-84-09 Inspection Report 84-24/84-20 item 3.2 dis--

cusses the inspector followup of this event. The licensee has
stated that hanger 3-23-08N-S3 will be repaired during the next
Refueling Outage and an engineering evaluation of dynamic loading
of HPCI pipe supports which occur during operations will be
perfortred. The inspector will review the licensee's activities
during the refuel outage in early 1985. (278/84-29-02)

5.2.2 LER 2-84-16 The LER indicated that additional radio--

graphic testing and liquid dye penetrant examinattens will be
performed and that a meeting with NRC-NRR will be held to dis-
cuss the results. The inspector attended a meeting on Oct 9 in
Bethesda, MD., where the licensee presented his results, and
indicated that two nozzles would be replaced and the remaining
eight nozzles would be repaired. NRR requested an evaluation of
the N-2 nozzles that were to be repaired. Upon subsequent
laboratory analysis of one of the nozzles .that was removed, the
licensee has indicated he will replace all the nozzles. The
inspector will observe the licensee activities in this area for
both units (277/84-35-02; 278/84-29-03). The inspector had no
further questions at this time.

_ . - - _ _ - _ - - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ . _ _ - _ .--
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5.2.3 LER 3-84-02 Rev 1 Inspection Report 84-03/03 detail-

3.2.1 discusses the inspection followup of this event. The
inspector questioned the impact on the reactor vessel from ex-
ceeding the heatup rate. The licensee had his contractor eval-

_ uate the impact and the licensee revised the LER to report on
tr.' evaluation. The inspector reviewed the contractor analysis
and had no further questions.

5.2.4 LER 2-84-03 Rev 1 Inspection Report 84-03/03 detail-

3.2.2 discusses the inspection followup of this event. The
inspector questioned the impact on the reactor vessel from ex- ,

ceeding the heatup rate. The licensee had his contractor eval-<

uate the impact and the licensee rcvised the LER to report on
the evaluation. The inspector reviewed the contractor analysis
and had no further questions.

6. Maintenance

This area was inspected to assess the licensee's program for ensuring that
maintenance activities are given proper review for identification of'

equipment failures, trends and root causes, and that the licensee's record
systems are organized to support evaluations.

All LER's for 1983 for both Units 2 and 3 were reviewed to identify causes
of equipment failures and repeated occurrences of failure. The root cause
of failures was determined by the licensee. No trends could be determined
from the LER's. In cases where failures ~ were repeated (for example HPCI
rupture disc failures), the licensee was aware of the previous experience
and has taker, steps to solve the problem.

.

Administrative procedures related to maintenance were reviewed and dis-
cussed with licensee personnel. All persons interviewed had a working
knowledge of the procedures and requirements. Procedure A-26 and A-26A
requires the Engineer-Maintenance and the Engineer-I&C review significant
component failures associated with Q-listed equipment and equipment essen-
tial to the generation of electric power.

The inspector interviewed these engineers to determine if they were re-
viewing Maintenance Request Forms (MRF's) for information on failure
cause, correctness of repair, and repetitive failures. The data base for4

equipment failures for the Engineer-I&C 'is mainly from the surveillance
tests. He reviews these for performance trends. The licensee has begun
to use a computerized system for maintenance management and record keeping
which should provide a greater capability for researching equipment his-
tory and trending equipment failures. The licensee appeared to be address-
ing repetitive problems, and searching for root causes of failures.

..

i
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The inspector reviewed the 1983 MRF logs for Units 2 and 3 for the follow-
ing systems:

Core Spray
High Pressure Coolant Injection
Residual Heat Removal
Service Water
Reactor Core Isolation Cooling
480V Load Centers
480V Motor Control Centers

Based on this review the inspector concluded that no failures in equipment
occurred which were due to an inability to recognize equipment problems
previously, or due to previous improper maintenance work. The inspector
reviewed MRF 3-23-M3-23, 48 and 79 on the HPCI auxiliary oil pump motor
and MRF 3-14-M3-14,84, and 90 on the Core Spray 14A valve to confirm that
these MRF's were not due to poor work or poor review.

Administrative Procedure A-86 provides a method of tracking certain dis-
crepancies, including MRF's on failed equipment of a repetitive nature.
The inspector revieweo the discrepancy report log for 1983. Of the 355
reports six were associated with maintenance. It was determined that the
problems addressed in the reports were being adequately handled.

Within the scope of this review, it was determined that the licensee's
program for review of maintenance activities and the licensee's systems
of recordkeeping are adequate. The inspector had no further questions.

7. Surveillance Testing

The inspector observed surveillance to verify that testing had been pro-
perly approved by shift supervision, control room operators were know-
ledgeable regarding testing in progress, approved procedures were being
used, redundant systems or components were available for service as re-
quired, test instrumentation was calibrated, work was performed by qual-
ified personnel, and test acceptance criteria were met. Parts of the
following tests were observed: ST 9.16, Revision 12, June 25, 1982,
Containment Gross Leak Rate Detection, performed on Nov.20, on Unit 3. No
unacceptable conditions were identified.

8. Radiation protection

During this report period, the inspector examined work in progress in both
units, including the following:

a. Health Physics (HP) controls

b. Badging

.
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. .

11
e

c. Protective clothing use

d. Adherence to RWP requi*ements

e. Surveys

f. Handling of potentially contaminated equipment and materials

More than 50 people were observed frisking in accordance with the require-
ments of Health Physics procedures. A sampling of high radiation doors
was verified to be locked as required. Compliance with RWP requirements
was verified during each tour; special emphasis was placed on RWP adherence
in work associated with the Unit 2 outage. About 10 RWPs were checked
during the month. Line entries were reviewed to verify that personnel had
provided the required information and about 60 people working in RWP areas
were observed to be meeting the applicable requirements.

8.1 Unit 2 Recirculation Inlet Nozzle Safe Ends

On November 7, two contractor employees complained about working on
N-2 nozzles which were scheduled for repair work, but rumored to be

.

replaced. They were concerned about the unnecessary radiation expo- '

sure associated with the repair work. The inspector questioned the
licensee and indicated that if replacement of the N-2 nozzles was
made, the absorbed dose for the repair work was not good ALARA prac-
tice. The licensee issued an order that nigit to stop all repair
work until a decision was made on replacement.

8.2 Ultravue Facepieces

On November 30, the inspector investigated a complaint that the
licensee had issued faulty ultravue facepieces and used an unquali-
fied respirator inspector for approving the facepieces after cleaning
operations. The inspector checked two respirator issue points within
the plant and found no faulty facepieces. It was later determined
that the licensee had identified the problem during the night of
November 29, and collected all masks inspected by the subject
respirator inspector. Fourteen faulty masks were collected. The
facepieces were inspected and approved without the adapter assembly
installed which violates procedure HP0/CO-9C, Revision 5, July 19,
1984 Respiratory Protective Equipment Maintenance and Quality Assur-
ance. The inspector determined that the mask inspector was properly
certified, but had not routinely performed the task of approving
masks after they were cleaned. The inspector determined that no
safety problem was involved since the facepieces could not be used
without the adapter assembly installed. The licensee indicated the
nask inspector would be retrained and examined before being allowed
to inspect respirators again. Since the licensee had identified the
problem, taken immediate action to correct the problem and additional
actions to ensure the problem would not reoccur, no violation is
issued.

_ _ _ _ _ _
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9. Requalification Training
s

On October 29, the inspector observed one day of a three-day requalifica-
tion training session on Reactor Theo ry. The inspector also reviewed'

course hand-out material and spot-checked the lesson plan. The session
was conde:ted in a professional manner and appeared to meet its objec-
tives. No unacceptable conditions were identified.

10. Physical Security

' The inspector spot-checked compliance with the accepted Security Plan and
implementing procedures, including: Operations of the CAS and SAS,
spot-checks of vehicles on-site to verify proper control, observation of
protected area access control and badging procedures on each shift,
inspection of physical barriers, checks on control of vital area access
and escort procedures.

11. In-Office Review of Periodic and Special Reports

11.1 Monthly Operating Report

Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station Monthly Operating Report for
September transmitted by letter dated October 15, 1984, was reviewed
pursuant to Technical Specifications and verified to determine that
operation statistics had been accurately reported and that narrative
summaries of the month's operating experience were contained therein.

11.2 Environmental Qualification of Electrical Equipment

The inspector reviewed the following documents for consistency with
plant configuration and practices:

(1) Supplementary Information Related to Environmental Qualification
of Safety-Related Electrical Equipment, February 1984; and,

(2) Letter from S. C. Daltroff (PECo) to J. F. Stolz (NRC:NRR) dated
June 13, 1984.

One inconsistency with each document was identified. The February 1984
report stated on page 11, relative to safety relief valve pilot solenoid

( valves, that relief valves are reconditioned each refueling outage. In
actuality, relief valves are reconditioned every second refueling, but
pilot solenoids are not included. The solenoids are in a preventive main-
tenance program for replacement every third refueling. In the June 13
, letter, involving the methods used to identify equipment subject to 10 CFR
50.49(b)(2) the licensee stated that a review of Technical Specifications

s
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was not needed because the Q-list (which was reviewed) contains all equip-
ment in the Technical Specifications. The inspector discussed this state- >

ment with the licensee senior licensing engineer, who agreed it was in-
accurate. The licensee stated that the inaccuracies would be discussed
with NRC:NRR and resolved in writing. The inspector also reauested the
licensee to investigate and determine the reasons and correc-
tive actions to preclude recurrence of inaccurate statements. Pending
licensee actions, this item is unresolved (277/84-35-03; 278-84-29-04).

' The inspector noted that several environmental qualification concerns are
being resolved via preventive maintenance (PM) items (e.g., periodic re-
placement of items subject to aging). The inspector asked the licensee
how completion of these PM items would be assured, since PM items can be
deferred or cancelled based on availability of manpower. The licensee
stated that his Electrical Engineering Division had provided a list of all
PMs which were environmental qualification commitments. The licensee is
working on a method to identify those items that are non-deferrable in his
PM tracking system. No violations were identified.

12. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are items about which more information is required to
ascertain whether they are acceptable violations or deviations. An unre-
solved item is discussed in Detail 11.2.

13. Inspector Follow Items -

Inspector follow items are items for which the current inspection findings
are acceptable, but due to on going licensee work or special inspector
interest in an area, are specifically noted for future follow-up. Follow- -

up is at the discretion of the inspector and regional management. In-
spector follow items are discussed in Details 3.2.3, 5.2.1 and 5.2.2.

14. Management Meetings

14.1 Preliminary Inspection Findings

A verbal summary of preliminary findings was provided to the Station
Superintendent at the conclusion of the inspection. During the in-
spection, licensee management was periodically notified verbally of
the preliminary findings by the resident inspectors. No written
inspection material was provided to the licensee during the inspec-

,
tion. No proprietary information is included in this report.

|
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14.2 Attendance at Management Meetings Conducted by Region-Based Inspectors

The resident inspectors attended entrance and exit interviews by
region-based inspectors as follows:

. - .

Inspection Reporting
Date Subject Report No. Inspector

Oct 15 (Ent) Emergency Exercise 278/84-33 Cohen
Oct 18 (Exit)- 278/84-27

Nov 5 (Ent) U/2 Pipe Replacement 277/84-36 Reynolds
Nov 9 (Exit)

Nov 20 (Ent) Routine Inspection 277/84-38 Johnson
Nov28(Exit) 278/84-37

.
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