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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION DMB O/('a

DUKE POWER COMPANY

DOCKET NO. 50-287
‘NOTICE OF CONSIDERATION OF ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT TO

FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE AND PROPOSED -NO SIGNIFItANT HAZARDS

CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION AND OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING

The U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) is considering
issuance of an amendment to Facility Operating License No. DPR-55, issued to
Duke Power Company (the licensee), for operation of the Oconee Nuclear
Station, Unit No. 3 (the facility) located in Oconee County, South Carolina.

In accordance with the licensee's application for amendment dated
March 10, 1983, the amendment would permit the expansion of the spent fuel
storage caﬁacity for Oconee Unit No. 3. This expansion would be accompliéhed '
by reracking the existing spent fuel storage pool with neutron abSorbing
(poison) spent fuel racks. Reracking the spent fuel pool would increase the
Oconee Unit No. 3 pool storage capacity from 474 to 825 spaces.

Before issuance of the proposed license amendment, the Commission will
have made findings required by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the
Act) and the Commission's regulations. |

Tﬁe Commission has made a proposed determination that the amendment
request involves no significant hazards consideration. Under the Commission's
regulations in 10 CFR 50.92, this means that operation of the facility in
accordance with the proposed amendment would not (1) involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evalu-
ated; or {2) create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previousiy evaluated; or (3) involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety. | : -
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The Commission has provided gufdance concerning the app1ication}of
these staﬁdards by providing certain exaﬁp1es (48 FR 14870). Spent fuel
pool reracking was specifically excluded from either set of examples
because “"[for rerackingl...a significant hazards consideration finding is
a technical matter which has been assigned to the Commission..." and the
Commission “...will make a finding...for each reracking application, on a
case-by-case basis..." (48 FR 14869). In this instance, the licensee's
submittal of March 10, 1983 (hereafter referred to as the submittal) included
a discussion of the proposed action with respect to the no significant
hazards consideration. This discussion has been'reviewed and the Comhission
finds it aﬁceptab1e. fach of the three staﬁdards is discussed below.

First Standard

The analysis of the proposed reracking has been accomplished using
current NRC Staff accepted Codes and Standards as specified in Section 2.1.2
of Attachment 2 of the submittal. The results of the analysis meet the
specified acceptance criteria set forth in these standards. In addition,
Duke has reviewed NRC Staff Safety Evaluation Reports for prior PWR
rerackings involving poison racks to ensure that there are no identified
concerns not fully addressed in their submittal.

From its analyses and SER reviews Duke has identified the following
potential accident scemarios: (1) spent fuel cask drop; (2) loss of spent
fuel pool forced cooling; (3) seismic event; (4) spent fuel assembly drop;
and (5) construction accident. The probability of any of the first four
accidents is not affected by the racks themselves; thus, reracking cannot

increase the probability of these accidents. As for the construction -



7590-01

accident, the proposed Oconee 3 pool reracking wiil not involve an increase
in probability of any pre?ious]y eva]uatedacgnstruction accident as accepted
construction standards and procedures will be employed as described in
Sections 4.0 and 6.1 of Attachment 2 of the submittal. Since there will be
no fuel assemblies in the fuel pool during rack installation, the probability
of some types of ﬁostu]ated construction accidents has actually decreased.

The consequences of the (1) spent fuel cask drop accident have been
evaluated as described in Section 6.2 of Attachment 2 of the submittal. By
1imiting the age of fuel stored in the first 31 rows to not less than 70 days
prior to any cask movement, Duke indi&étes that the consequences of this
type accident would be less than with the present racks as described in the
Oconee FSAR Section 15.11.2.2. Thus, the consequences of this type accident
would not be significantly increased from previous accident analyses. '

The consequences of the (2) loss of spent fuel pool forced cooling
accident have been.evaluated and are described in Section 6.3 of Attachment 2
of the submittal. As indicated by Duke in Tables 6.3-1 and 6.3-2, there is
ample time to effect repairs to the cooling system or to establish a makeup
flow, and since the required makeup flow is less than the 70 gpm rate accepted
by the NRC Staff for the Oconee 1 and 2 pool, the consequences of this type
accident would not be significantly increased from previously evaluated
accidents by this proposed reracking.

The consequences of a (3) seismic event have been evaluated and are
described in Section 2.3.1 of Attachment 2 of the submittal. The racks were
evaluated against the appropriate NRC Standard described in Section 2.1.2.

Duke indicates that the results of the seismic and structural analysis sho®
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that fhe.proposed racks meet all of the NRC structural acceptance criteria
and are consistent with results found acceptable by the NRC Staff in all
previous poison rerack SERs including Oconee 1 and 2. Thus, the consequences
of seismic events would not significantly increase from previously evaluated
seismic events.

The consequences of a (4) spent fuel assembly drop accident are
described in Section 2.3.1.5 of Attachment 2 of the submittal. The radio-
Jogical consequences of this type accident are bounded by the cask drop
accident and Duke indicates that Kggg is shown to be always less than the
NRC acceptance criteria of 0.95 and nbf significant]y different from the
margin to criticality found in the December 22, 1975 SER for the previous
Oconee 3 rerack. Thus, the consequences of this type accident would not
be significantly increased from previously eva]ﬂated spent fuel assembly
drop accidents.

The consequences of a (5) construction accident are described in Section
6.1 of Attachment 2 of the submittal. .Since there will be no fuel assemblies
in the fuel pool during rack installation, there would be no radiological
consequences of any construction accident. Thus, using accepted construction
practices as described in Section 4.0 of Attachment 2 of the submittal the
consequences of a construction accident would be less than construction
accidents previously evaluated by the NRC Staff.

Based on the information provided with the application, the proposed
Oconee 3 spent fuel pool rerack would not involve a significant'increase

in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.
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Second Standard

Duke has evaluated the proposed reracking in accordance with the "NRC
Position for Review and Acceptance of Spent Fuel Storage and Handling
Applications," appropriate NRC Regulatory Guides, appropriate NRC Standard
Review Plans, and appropriate Industry Codes and Standards as described in
Section 2.1.2 of Attachment 2 of the submittal. In addition, Duke has
reviewed previous NRC Safety Evaluation Reports for poison rerack appli-
cations. In Duke's analysis and review of NRC evaluations and Industry
Standards and Codes, Duke finds that the proposed reracking does not in
any way create the possfbility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated including those on the Oconee 3 Docket.

Third Standard

The issue of margin of safety when applied to a rerackihg modification
will need to address the following areas (as established by the NRC Staff
Safety Evaluation review process):

1. Nuclear critica1ity considerations
2. Thermal-hydraulic considerations
3. Mechanical, material, and structural considerations

The margin of safety that has been established for nuclear criticality
considerations is that the neutron multiplication factor in the spent fuel
pool is to be less than or equal to 0.95, including all uncertainties, under
all conditions. For the proposed modification, the criticality analysis, as

discussed in Section 2.3.2 of Attachment 2 of the submittal is exactly -
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the same as that which was approved by the NRC Staff (SER issued December 24,
1980) for the Unit 1 and 2 shared pool reracking modification. The exact same
codes, techniques, and assumptions were made. A1l aspects of the bases of
the SER conclusions are covered in the identical manner.

The methods utilized in the analysis conform with ANSI N18.2-1973,
"Nuclear Safety Criteria for the Design of Stationary ﬁressurized Water
Reactor Plants," Section 5.7, Fuel Handling System; ANSI N210-1976, "Design
Objectives for LWR Spent Fuel Storage Facilities at Nuclear Power Stations,"
Section 5.1.12; ANSI N16.9-1975, "Validation of Calculational Methods for
Nuclear Criticality Safety," NRC Standard Review Plan, Section 9.1.2, "Spent
Fuel Storage;" and the NRC guidance, "NRC Position for Review and Acceptance
of Spent Fuel Storage and Handling Applications.”

The results of Duke's analysis indicate that Keff is always less
than 0.95 including uncertainties at a 95/95 probability/confidence level.
Thus meeting the acceptance criteria for criticality, the proposed rerack
does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety for nuclear
criticality.

From a thermal-hydraulic consideration the areas of concern when
evaluating if there is a significant reduction in margin of safety are:

(1) maximum fuel temﬁerature, and {2) the increase in temperature of the
water in the pool. The thermal-hydraulic evaluation is described in
Section 2.3.3 of Attachment 2 of the submittal. Results of these analyses
by Duke show that fuel cladding temperatures under abnormal gonditions are
sufficiently low to preclude structural failure and that boiling does nd%

occur in the water channels between the fuel assemblies nor within the
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storage cells. However, the proposed reracking will allow an increase in the
heat 1oad-in the Oconee 3 spent fuel pool. The evaluation in Section 3 of
Attachment 2 of the submittal shows that a third spent fue1 cooling train
will be added prior to putting more than the currently authorized 474 Fuel
Assemblies in the spent fuel pool. The addition of the third cooling train
is intended to ensure that the pool temperature margins of safety of 150°F
and 205°F described in Section 9.1.3 of the Oconee FSAR are maintained.
Thus, there would be no significant reduction in the margin of safety from
a thermal-hydraulic standpoint or from a spent fuel cooling standpoint.

| The mechanical, material, and structural considerations of the proposed
rerack are described in Sections 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 of Attachment 2 of the.
submittal. As described by Duke in Section 2.1, the racks are designed in
accordance with the "NRC Position for Review and Acceptance of Spent Fuel
Storage and Handling Applications" dated April 14, 1978 and revised January 18,
1979. The racks are designed to Seismic Category 1 requirements and are
classified as ANS Safety Class 3 and ASME dee Class 3 Component Support
Structures. In addition, the racks are designed to withstand the loads which
may result from fuel handling accidents and from the maximum uplift force
of tﬁe fuel handling crane. Duke indicates that the materials utilized
are described in Sections 2.2 and 2.3.4 and are compatible with the spent
fuel pool and the spent fuel assemblies. The structural considerations
of the racks are described in Section 2.3 and show that the margin of safety
against tilting is greater than 100, that the racks do not impact each other
nor impact the pool walls, and that sufficient clearance is provided to
prevent the racks from sliding into pool floor obstructions. Thus, the

-

margin of safety would not be significantly reduced by the proposed rerack.
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Because the submittal by the licensee appeérs to demonstrate that the
standards specified in 10 CFR 50.92 are met, and because the reracking
technology in this instance has been well deve1o§ed and demonstrated, tﬁe
Commission proposes to determine that the application does not involve
a significant hazard consideration.

The Commission is seeking public comments on this proposed determination.
Any comments received within 30 days after the date of publication of this
notice will be considered in making any final determination. The Commission
will not normally make a final determ{nation unless it receives a request
for a hearing.

Comments should be addressed to the Secretary of the Commission, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555, ATTN: Docketing

and Service Branch.

By September 15, 1983, the licensee may file a request for a hearing with
respect to issuance of the amendment to the subject facility operating license
énd any person whose interest may be affected by this proceeding and who wishes
to participate as a party in the proceeding must file a written petition for
leave to intervene. Request for a ﬁearing and petitions for leave to intervene
shall be filed in accordance with the Commission's "Rules of Practice for
Domestic Licensing Proéeedihgs“ in 10 CFR Part 2. If a request for a hearing
_or petition for leave to intervene is filed by the above date, the Commission
6r an Atom&c Safety and Licensing Board, designated by the Commission or by
the Chairman of the Atomic Safety and Licensing éoard Panel, will rule on the
request and/or petition and the Secretary or the designated Atomic Safety and

Licensing Board will issue a notice of hearing or an appropriate order.
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As required by 10 CFR §2.714, a petition for leave to intervene shall
set forth with particu1arfty the interest of the petitioner in the proceed-
ing, and how that interest may be affected by the results of the proceeding.
The petition should specifically explain the reasons why intervention should
be permitted with particular reference to the following factors: (1) the
nature of the petftioner's right under the Act to be made a party to the
proceeding; (2) the nature and extent of the petitioner's property, financial,
or other interest in the proceeding; and (3) the possible effect of any order
which may be entered in the proceeding on the petitioner's interest. The
petition should also identify the spéh?fic aspect(s) of the subject matter of
the proceeding as to which petitioner wishes to intervene. Any person who
has filed a petition for leave to intervene or who has been admitted as a
party may amend the petition without requesting leave of the Board up to
fifteen (15) days prior to the first prehearing conference scheduled in the
proceeding, but suéh an amended petition must satisfy the specificity
requirements described above.

Not later than fifteen (15) days prior to the first prehearing
conference scheduled in the proceeding, a petitioner shall file a supplement -
to the petition to intervene which must include a list of the contentions
which are sought to be 1itigated in the matter, and the bases for each
contention set forth with reasonable specificity. Contentions shall be
limited to matters within the scope of the amendment under consideration.

A petitioner who fails to file such a supplement which satisfies these
requirements with respect to at least one contention will not be permitted

to participate as a party.
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fhoée permitted to intervene become parties to the proceeding, subject
to any limitations in the order granting leave to intervene, and have the
opportunity to participate fully in the conduct of the hearing, including
the opportunity to present evidence and cross-examine witnessés.

If a hearing is requested, the Commission will make a final
determination on the issue of no significant hazards consideration. The
final determination wi]i serve to decide when the hearing is held.

If the final determination is that the amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration, the Commission may issue the amendment
and make it effective, notwithstandiné the request for a hearing. Any
hearing held would take place after issuance of the amendment.

1f the final determination is that the amendment involves a significant:
hazards consideration, any hearing held would take'p1ace before the issuance
of any amendment.

Normally, the Commission will not issue the amendment until the
’expiration of the 30-day notice period. However, should circumstances change
during the notice period such that failure to act in a timely way would
result, for example, in derating or shutdown of the facility, the Commission
may issue the license amendment before the expiration of the 30-day notice
period, provided that its final detemination is that the amendment involves
no signi%icant hazards consideration. The final determination will consider
all public and State comments received. Should the Commission take this
action, it will publish a notice of issuance and provide for opportunity for
a hearing after issuance. The Commission expects that the need to take this

-

action will occur very infrequently.
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A request for a hearing or a petition for leave to jntervene must be filed
with the Secretary of the Commission, U.S. Nuclear Régulatory Commission,
Washington, D.C. 20555, Attention: Docketing and Service Branch, or may be
delivered to the Commissioh's Public Document Room, 1717 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D‘CT’ by the above date. Where petitions are filed during the
Jast ten (10) days of the notice period, it is requested that the petitioner
promptly, so inform the Commission by a toll-free telephone call to Western
Union-at (800) 325-6000 (in Missouri (800) 342-6700). The Western Union
operator should be given Datagram ;q¢ntif1cation Number 3737 and the following
message addressed to John F. Stolz: petitioner's name and telephone number;
date petition was mailed; plant name; and publication date and page numbef

of this FEDERAL REGISTER notice. A copy of the petition should also be sent
to the Executive Legal Director, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington,
D.C. 20555, and to J. Michael McGarry, III, DeBevoise & Liberman, 1200

17th Street, N;w., Washington, D.C. 20036, attorney for the licensee.

Nontimely filings of petitions for leave to intervene, amended-petitions,
suppiementa1 petitions and/or requests for hearing will not be enterfained‘
absent a determination by the Commissfqﬁ, the presiding officer or the Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board designated to rule on the petition and/or request,
that the petitioner has made a substantial showing of good cause for the
_ granting of a late petition and/or request. That determination will be based

upon a balancing of the factors specified in 10 CFR 2.714(a)(1)(i)-(v) and

2.714(d).
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For further details with respect to this action, see the application
for amendment which is available for public inspection at the Commission's
Public Document Room, 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., and at the

Oconee County Library, 501 West Southbroad Street, Walhalla, South Carolina.

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 11thday of August 1983.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

“ORIGINAL SIGNED By

JOHN F
John P FoB0LZ" 0 gt

Operating Reactors Branch #4
Division of Licensing
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