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H
Secretary \ .
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission y AN b
washington, D.C. 20555 e

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

Re: Proposed Rule - Licensee Announcements

of Inspectors, 53 Fed. Reg. 8924 _

Gentlemen:

On March 18, 1988, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
published in the Federal Register a proposed rule which would
require that a licensee or construction permittee easure that its
employees an' contractors de not announce or otherwise communi-
cate to other persons the arrival and presence of an NRC
inspector at the reactor site unless specifically requested to do
so by that inspector. 53 Fed. R~g, 6924 (1988). The
Supplementary Information accoupanying the proposed rule claims
that this new prohibition is needed because of instances where
the ability of NRC inspectors to carry out unannounced
inspections was compromised by employees who informed others at
the facility of the inspectors' presence.

On behalf of Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, The
Clevelund Electric Illuminating Company, NDuquesne Light Company,
Georgia Power Company, GPU Nuclear Corporation, Indiana &
Michigan Electric Company, lLouisiana Power & Light Company,
Northern States Power Company, Pennsylvania F ver & Light
Company, The Toledo Edison Company, Union Electric Company, and
Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Corporation (operating agent c*
Kansas Gas &nd Electric Company, Kansas City Power & Light
Company, and Kansas Electric Power Cooperative, Inc.), all of
whom hold operating licenses for nuclear power reactors, we are
pleased to provide the following comments.
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And the propesed rule is inconsistent with human nature. To
expect that individuals will not talk with one another about
events and individuals that they may have seen is totally
unreasonable. Finally, the proposed rule is a further step
towards unnecessary adversarialism in the relationship between
the regulators and the regulatees.

I1f the proposed rule is indeed a response to a significant
problem, the NRC's first step should be to better explain the
nature of the problem and the factual situations in which it has
arisen. Once that information has been shared with interested
parties, it will be possible to comment more meaningfully on the
suggested corrective actions. Ir the absence of that
information, and without conceding that any new regulations are
needed, we would offer the following suggestions tc modify the
rule as proposed:

1. The prohibition on announcement or communica-
tion should only extend to a deliberate
announcement or other communication throughout
the plant or a significant part thereof that
an unannounced NRC inspector has arrived, or
is present, i.e., an intentional effort to
defeat the purpose of an unannounced
inspection.

2. The prchibition applies to an individual only
if he or she has received from the NRC
inspector an affirmative, unambiguous
statement that the inspector's arrival or
presence is nut to be announced or
communicated.

3, The prohibition should not extend to one-on-
one, individual conversations.







