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Secy 85-209A Sholly Final Rule

I disapprove the final rule for a number of reasons:

(1) I believe that Congress did not intend that the Sholly provision be
used to approve reracking amendments, or amendments for other types of
expansion of spent fuel storage, prior to the completion of any
requested hearing.

(2) The FR notice does not clearly state that the issue to be decided
,

in the staff's significant hazards consideration determination is
! whether the amendment presents any significant new or unreviewed safety

issues for consideration.

(3) The staff has added to the list of examples of amendments "not
likely to involve a significant hazards consideration" a section on
repairs. See pages 37-38 of the FR notice. This section appears to
codify the staff's no significant hazards consideration analysis of the
THI-1 steam generator repair. I did not agree with that analysis then,
and I do not agree with it now.

(4) I do not agree with the discussion at pp. 34-35 of the issue of
the cumulative effects of successive changes.

(5) I also have several other .ninor problems with the FR notice: I

l(a) Page 63, technical specifications - I don't think we should
l

seem to endorse the proposed rule in this FR notice when the proposed |

rule has not yet been approved by the Comission. !

l
(b) Page 91, backfit analysis - I agree with OGC's coment that

the FR notice does not seem to be in accord with the backfit rule.

~ (c) Pages 64-65, license fees - I agree with OGC's coment and
proposed substitute language.

(d) Page 99, reviewability of determination - I agree with OGC's
coment and suggested substitute language.

(6) I do not think the Commission should seek '.egislative change to
i

section 189 as suggested in the Secy paper. )
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