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In order to fully evaluate this proposed regulatory guide at least
one assumpticn must be made concerning the requirement of a shift
technical adviser, as compared to the upgrading of :the educational
requirements for the shift supervisor. The problem comes when
these requirements are compared under the light of long-term

plant staffing.

The basic question is: Has the NRC accepted that if a shift
supervisor meets the educaticnal and experience reguirements as
cutlined in the final approved Reg Guide 1.8, a shift technical
adviser is not required?

If a shift technical adviser is not required, will Reg Guide 1.8
overrule the regquirements of Nureg 0654 and if so, it should so
state, since 0654 requires a shift technical adviser as part of the
on-crew staff for functioning in the event of an emergency.

If the shift technical adviser is regquired, regardless of shift
supervisor qualifications, the :zpecific minimum levels required of
“education for the shift supervisocr can and should be drastically
altered.

A potential conflict has been created in these two jobs which can
cause real problems in crisis situations. If one assumes that there
are two individuals, both required by regulation, a shift supervisor
and a shift technical adviser, and both with similar educational
background i.e. specific experience and/or degrees; a very specific
conflict is created if they disagree on a course cf acticn. What
for example is the control operator to do, especially if he
personally agrees with the shift technical adviser i.e. the non-line
responsibility position. This potential conflict is of concern both
to the control cperators and to the potential shift technical
advisers and shift supervisors. It seems lcgical, therefore, to
prevent the conflict by eliminating the need for both posxtzons with
*he same levels of education. If the course chcsen is to eliminate
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SRO on shift, for example the other staff engineers who need or get a
license in order to better perform their assigned jobs. The reguire-
ments for one year experience and three months on shift do not appear
to be appropriate in this case. The implementation of these
requirements, if they are applied to staff personnel, will simply
cause a reduction in the number of non-shift licensed personnel and
that does not appear to be an appropriate way to improve plant
safety. A more specific example of this problem is the Training
instructors. On one hand the need for licensed instructors is proper,
but on the other it is very difficult to get the license regardless
of training ability and knowledge using these experience factoers.
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