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7801 Roosevelt Doulevard WLM ! !ii' * ' ! .. s ir.[,

Suite 62 $ ^NL"
Phila.. PA 19152

(215)624-1574
Secretary of the Commission
ljSNRC

Washington, D. C. 20555
-_

Dear Mr. Secretary;
Please accept this letter as my comments on the Propoced Rule

10 CFR Parts 73 and 74 (RIN 3150-AE27 FR Notice 11-3-92.)
Licensee announcements of safeguards inspections have been a

farce. The so-called unannounced inspections were known on e
regular bas 2. to operator management well before the inspection.
I was told that unannounced Inspections were communicated to
operator management 24 hours before the inspection. Whether this
is in technical violation of 10 CFR 50.70(b) (4). I really don't
know. The ipso's and mendacious wording of the bathground
document seemn to say that we will contanue as We have with just
the pat'.na of truthfulness. The rule seems to suggest that
arrival or impending inspection may be communicated or announted
as long ac the licensee is not directly involved in the
announcement or communicat2on.

A more effective rule is that the inspection must not be
c o mrr,u n i c a t e d or announced by anyone or t. h e licensee is in
violation of the rule.

Respectful 1y mubm3 tted.
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