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Docket Nos. 50-317Secretary of the Commission 50-318U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Co= mission
Washington, DC 20555

ATTN: Docketing and Service Branch

SUBJECT: Proposed Revision 2 to Regulatory Guide 1.8,
" Personnel Qualification and Training",
dated Septe=ber 1980

We were recently informed by the Institute of Nuclear Power
Operations (INPO) that through correspondence with the NRC
they have become aware that the subject draft Regulatory
Guide revision has received very little comment from industry
and as a result may be issued virtually unchanged from its

As you are undoubtedly aware, requestspresent proposed form.
for comments on various standards and guides have increased
dramatically since the TMI-2 incident and the ability of
various industry organizations to review and co= ment on this

amount of matcrial is taxed to the limit. It is, there fore ,
vastunderstandable that few comments have been received concerning
this proposed guide. We do not believe that the scarcity of
comments indicates tacit approval, but is a reflection of the
inability of industry as a whole to cope with the recent pro-
liferation of such material from the NRC as well as other
regulatory and industry related sources.
Regarding the specific draft in question, we feel the require-
ments of this draft will have a significant impact on the
industry and that this draft revision and its companion
document (Draft Standard ANS 3.1) should receive a coordinated'

To that end we recomm 3industry review prior to issuance. @ gthe following: p
INPO be requested to coordinate an industry yev f.h A1. and submit an INP0/ Industry position on an elpe . f,y
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is our understanding from INFO tR_at Jgg g 081Itbasis.their organization supports this approach. j y,,,
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2. The review and coc=ent period for this draft revision
be extended to accomodate a schedule which is supportive
of the review proposed above.

Even though we have not conducted a detailed review of the docu=ents
in question, our initial review has resulted in a =ajor concern
regarding Regulatory Position 2.3.1, which requires a BS degree
for Shift Supervisors. We wish to indicate that we fully support
the AIF coc=ents made in their February 1980 report by the AIF
Working Group on Action Plan Priorities and Resources. The
details of this concern are set forth in Appendix A to the subject
draft and express the concern that such a prescriptive regulatory
requirement could actually have adverse effects on plant safety.
We do not believe that the SETA and Teknekron Research, Inc. ,
reports cited in Appendix A adequately address this ?roblem. An
INP0/ Industry position, as reco= mended above, would be most useful
in resolving this issue.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide our co==ents and
reco==endations concerning these important matters.

Very truly.y ers,

A. E. b
- Agh ( *.

11, Jr.
Vice President-Supply
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ec: Executive Director for Operations, NRC
E. P. Wilkerson, INFO
R. W. Pack, INFO
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