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The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 81 to Facility 
Operating License No. DPR-23 for the H. B. Robinson Steam Electric 
Plant Unit No. 2. This amendment consists of changes to the Technical 
Specifications in response to your request dated January 9, 1984.

The amendment revises the Technical Specifications to provide for storage of 
10 additional fuel assemblies in the spent fuel pool in spaces previously 
identified as spare spaces.  

A copy of the related Safety Evaluation is enclosed. A Notice of 
Issuance will be included in the Commission's next regular monthly Federal 
Register notice.  

Sincerely, 

/s/GRequa 

Glode Requa, Project Manager 
Operating Reactors Branch #1 
Division of Licensing

Enclosures: 
1. Amendment No. 81 to DPR-23 
2. Safety Evaluation

cc: w/enclosures 
See next page 
ORB#1:DL ORB#.t 
CParrish ( GRe ,ps-
6A1/84 6/ /84

B 1D 
a 

65 4

'476 

6/j7/84

AD (fDL 
GLa if S 
6//?84

8407130392 840528 
PDR ADOCK 05000261 
P PDR



Mr, E. E. Utley H. B. Rolinson Steam Electric Carolina Power and Light Company Plant 2 

cc: G. F. Trowbridge, Esquire 
Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge 
1800 M Street, N.W.  
Washington, DC 20036 

Regional Radiation Representative 
EPA Regiona IV 
345 Courtland Street, N.E.  
Atlanta, GA 30308 

Mr. McCuen Morrell, Chairman 
Darlington County Board of Supervisors 
County Courthouse 
Darlington, South Carolina 29535 

State Clearinghouse 
Division of Policy Development 
116 West Jones Street 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27603 

Attorney General 
Department of Justice 
Justice Building 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Resident Inspector's Office 
H. B. Robinson Steam Electric Plant 
Route 5, Box 413 
Hartsville, South Carolina 29550 

James P. O'Reilly 
Regional Administrator - Region II 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Sutie 2900 
101 Marietta Street 
Atlanta, GA 30303 

Mr. R. Morgan 
General Manager 
H. B. Robinson Steam Electric Plant 
Post Office Box 790 
Hartsville, South Carolina 29550



1ý UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 

CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 

DOCKET NO. 50-261 

H. B. ROBINSON STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT NO. 2 

AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 81 
License No. DPR-23 

1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that: 

A. The application for amendment by Carolina Power and Light Company 
(the licensee) dated January 9, 1984, complies with the standards 
and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the 
Act) and the Commission's rules and regulations set forth in 10 CFR 
Chapter I; 

B. The facility will operate in conformity with the application, 
the provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of the 
Commission; 

C. There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized 
by this amendment can be conducted without endangering the health 
and safety of the public, and (ii) that such activities will be 
conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations;

D. The issuance of this amendment 
defense and security or to the 
and

will not be inimical 
health and safety of

to the common 
the public;

E. The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR Part 
51 of the Commission's regulations and all applicable requirements 
have been satisfied.

2. Accordingly, the license is 
Specifications as indicated 
amendment, and paragraph 3.B 
No. DPR-23 is hereby amended

amended by changes to the Technical 
in the attachment to this license 
of Facility Operating License 
to read as follows:
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(B) Technical Specifications 

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendices 
A and B, as revised through Amendment No.81 , are 
hereby incorporated in the license. The licensee shall 
operate the facility in accordance with the Technical 
Specifications.  

3. This license amendment is effective as of the date of its issuance.  

F R THE NUCL REGULATORY COMMISSION 

,.ven ".a r' Operating Reactors"Býnch #1 
Division of Licensing 

Attachment: 
Changes to the Technical 

Specifications 

Date of Issuance: May 28, 1984



ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 81 FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-23 

DOCKET NO. 50-261 

Revise Appendix A as follows: 

Remove Page Insert Page 5.4-1 5.4-1



5.4 FUEL STORAGE

5.4.1 The new and spent fuel pit structures are designed to withstand the 

anticipated earthquake loadings as Class I structures. The spent 

fuel pit has a stainless steel liner to ensure against loss of 

water.0() 

5.4.2 The new and spent fuel storage racks are designed so that it is 

impossible to insert assemblies in other than the prescribed 

locations. The fuel is stored vertically in an array with the 

sufficient distance or combination of distance and neutron absorbent 

material between assemblies to assure keff<kO. 9 5 even if unborated 

water were used to fill the pit.  

5.4.3 The spent fuel storage pit is filled with borated water at a 

concentration to match that used in the reactor cavity and refueling 

canal during refueling operations, whenever there is fuel in the pit, 

except for initial new fuel storage and initial fuel loading.  

5.4.4 The design of the spent fuel storage pool provides a storage location 

for 544 fuel assemblies.  

Reference 

(1) FSAR Section 9.1.

Amendment No.815.4-1



UNITED STATES j " iNUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
S-.- I W'ASHINGTON D. C. 20555 

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION 
RELATED TO AMENDMENT NO. 81 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-23 

CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 

H. B. ROBINSON STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT NO. 2 

DOCKET NO. 50-261 

Introduction 

By letter dated January 9, 1984, Carolina Power and Light Company (the licensee) 
submitted an Application for Amendment to their Operating License No. DPR-23 for 
H. B. Robinson Unit No. 2 (NBR2), which would change the maximum number of fuel 
assemblies that can be stored in the storage locations in the HBR2 Spent Fuel Pool (SFP). Specifically, the proposed HBR2, Technical Specification (TS) 5.4.4 
states that the HBR2 SFP design provides storage space for 544 fuel assemblies; 
consequently, it replaces the existing HBR2 TS F.4.4 Which states that the SFP 
design provides storage space for 534 fuel assemblies In their submittal, 
the licensee noted that License Amendment No. 69, issued June 8, 1982, and 
subsequent TS changes, approved an increase in the spent fuel storage 
capacity at HBR2 to 544 spaces which included 10 unused spare spaces 
controlled administratively. The licensee proposes to utilize these unused 
spare spaces to accommodate 10 additional fuel assemblies. The licensee 
states that these 10 additional spare spaces can accommodate either ten 
ten-year old spent fuel assemblies (from normal annual refueling discharges) 
or ten eight-year old fuel assemblies in the event of a core discharge. The 
proposed revisions would include reference to neutron absorbent material 
between fuel assemblies to assure a Keff O.95 and would allow use of ten 
spent fuel assembly storage locations which had previously been maintained as 

8407130398 840528 
PDR ADOCK 05000261 
P PDR



-2-

spares. The licensee justified the proposed change by stating that their 

analysis have shown that the storage to 10 additional fuel assemblies in the 

above manner will have negligible impact on their previously calculated heat 

loads for the storage of 534 fuel assemblies.  

Criticality Evaluation 

The analysis of the criticality of the H. B. Robinson Unit No. 2 spent fuel 

storage racks was reviewed and approved by the NRC by letter dated June 8, 

1982 (License Amendment No. 69). In this analysis, credit was taken for 
neutron absorption by the stainless steel can and wrapper and by the Boraflex 

absorber and our evaluation assumed the presence of these absorbers.  

Therefore, the revision of Technical Specification 5.4.2 to include reliance 

on neutron absorbent material between assemblies to assure keff S0.95 is 

acceptable.  

The criticality analysis assumed an infinite lattice of fuel assemblies in 

the spent fuel pool. From a criticality standpoint, therefore, the 

utilization of the ten spent fuel assembly storage locations originally 

designated as unused spares for spent fuel assembly storage is acceptable 

provided the maximum enrichment of the assemblies is no greater than 3.9 

weight percent U-235, the maximum value authorized for storage. Technical 

Specification 5.4.4 may, therefor, refer to the spent fuel storage pool as 

providing for storage of 544 fuel assemblies.  

Heat Load Evaluation 

The staff has examined the applicability of the findings stated in the Safety 

Evaluation Report (SER) dated June 8, 1982 (License Amendment No. 69)



regarding the second expansion of the storage capacity of the HBR2 SFP to the heat load conditions that will result if the proposed change is implemented.  The evaluation findings referred to above deal with the increase of storage spaces from 276 to 544 in the HBR2 SFP, and the heat loads and temperatures of the SFP water associated with the storage of 534 fuel assemblies both for the normal refueling discharge case and the normal plus one full core 
discharge case.  

Our analyses of the heat loads and the SFP water temperature indicates that for the normal discharge case, the heat load increases by approximately 1.2 percent with a resulting SFP water temperature increase of approximately 0.3 percent over the previously calculated values for the storage of 534 spent fuel assemblies when the 10 spare spaces are assumed to be filled with 10 additional one year old spent fuel assemblies. The one year decay assumption is more conservative than the licensee's statement that 10 year old assemblies will be placed in the spare locations following normal annual rpfuelings. Furthermore, for the normal discharge case, the beat load increases by approximately 14.4 percent and the pool water temperature increases by approximately 3.4 percent over the previously calculated valves for the storage of 534 spent fuel assemblies when the 10 spare wspaces are more conservatively assumed to be filled with 10 additional 178 hour old spent fuel assemblies. For both of the above cases, our calculatics show that the pool water temperature remains below 140oF and therefore meefs the nuidelines stated in SRP Section 9.1.3 in this regard.  

Our analyses of the heat loads and SFP water temperature for the case of normal Plus full core assembly discharge indicates that the heat load increases by apProximately 0.6 percent and the SFP water temperature increases by aporoximately
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0.2 percent over the previously calculated values for thp storage of 534 spent 

fuel assemblies when the 10 spare spaces are assumed to be filled with 10 

additional one year old spent fuel assenblies. This assumption is more 

conservative than the licensee's statement that the spare locations would be 
filled with eicht year ol4 assemblies following a full core offload. The 

resulting pool water temperature meets the SRP Section 9.1.3 guidelines.  

In addition, we have determined that the proposed chance to HBR2 TS 5.4.4 does 

not alter our previous findinrs identified in the earlier SER reqarding the 

adequacy of the load handling operations associated with the spent fuel assembly 

storage in the HBR2 SFP, and the ability of tne makeup system to replenish 

the water lost in the unlikely event pool boiling should occur. These have been 

determined to-be acceptable.  

Based on our rieview of the licensee's submittal and our study of the earlier 

SER referred bo above, we conclude that the licensee's proposed change to HBR2 

TS 5.4.4 meets the guidelines of Standard Review Plan (SRP) Section 9.1.2 and 

9.1.3, "Spent Fuel Storage" and "Spent Fuel Pool Cooling and Cleanup System" 

respectively, and is therefore, acceptable.  

Environmental Consideration 

We have determined that the amendment does not authorize a change in 

effluent types or total amounts nor an increase in power level and 

will not result in any significant environmental impact. Having made 

this determination, we have further concluded that the amendment 

involves an action which is insignificant from the standpoint of
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environmental impact and, pursuant to 10 CFR §51.5(d)(4), that an 
environmental impact statement or negative declaration and environ
mental impact appraisal need not be prepared in connection with the 
issuance of this amendment.  

Conclusion 

We have concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that: 
(1) there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the 
public will not be endangered by operation in the proposed manner, 
and (2) such activities will be conducted in compliance with the 
Commission's regulations and the issuance of this amendment will not 
be inimical to the common defense and security or to the health and 
safety of the public.  

Dated: May 28, 1984 

Principal Contributors: 
L. Kopp 
T. Chandrasekaran


