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Comments on 10 CFR 50.54a -Direct final Rule addreeaed in cheral Register on
February 23, 1999

Dear Ms. Black,

[ thought that the NRC presentation and the comments received at the information conference
on the direct final rule that addressed changes to quality assurance programs was helpful and |
would like to take this opportunity to provide some additional public comments in addition to
the public comments that the NRC received at the conference eariier this monih.

First, | assume that the NRC will be addressing the public comments that it received at the
information conference so | will try and not duplicate them. | guess one comment is for the NRC
to address the public comments discussed at the information conference.

At the information conference comments were made about using various NRC documents that
may be several years old that in the for past approved the utility quality assurance programs
that would not be acceptable today. | am sure the NRC recalls this discussion and the public
comments given at the information conference. Flease revise the direct final rule to make it
clearer that it was not what would be done. the intent to use a safety evaluation that was
issued ih the 1070s that originally licensed a plant.

My main issues deal with not having the rule to address the use of old safety evaluations that
may be general in nature as some were written in the 1970s and 1980s, and 2) the other public
comments provided in early march at the information conference addresses my other issues.



