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Note toi R. Birkel

From: J. R. Gray

Subject: Proposed Notice on McGuire SFP Rerack

OELD has been asked to concur in a proposed notice and NSHC finding for a

license amendment authorizing the reracking of the McGuire SFP. I have

several comments on the proposal.

.

In other recent cases for noticing proposed reracks (0conee and Trojan), we

have forwarded the proposed notice and NSHC finding to the Commission for a

negative consent vote. I am not aware of any Commission direction not to do

' this or of any change in NRR practice in this regard, so I thought it

appropriate to remind you of past practice in this regard.
,

As to the proposed notice, we had advised that some mention of the National

Waste Policy Act provisions for " hybrid" hearings should be included. We

have drafkEsome suggested language and modification /for inclusion at pp. 5-7

of the proposed notice which are included in the attached marked-up
.

package. -

.

Finally, I have a couple of problems with your bases for the proposed NSHC

finding. On p. 2 of the notice at item (2), you indicate that all credible

accidents postulated were bounded by the safety analysis supporting the
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prcposed amendment and then conclude that the amendment will not create the

possibility of a new accident not previously evaluated. I don't see any

relationship between the fact that all credible accidents were analyzed

for this ainendment and the conclusion that this amendment will not create

the possiblity of any new accidents never before evaluated for McGuire. To

meet the-"no new accident" criteria, you must reasonably establish that this

amendment will not create the possibility of any new accident that was never

postulated or possible for the facility prior to the application for this

amendment.

Secondly, in the second full paragraph on p. 3 of the proposed notice, you

attempt to bring this amendment within the scope of the Commission's

example iii (standard, non-unique core reloads) of actions not likely to

involve SHC. I don't believe that example applies in any way, shape or

form. The Commission purposely did not provide a NSHC example involving

reracks and was very careful to make it clear that reracks would be examined

on a case-by-case basis for NSHC. The discussion of example iii must be

eliminated from the proposed notice.
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cc: G. Johnson
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