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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

November 29, 1991
Docket No. 5C-278

Fos+eAd
. 168 o PE-56

Mr. George J. Beck
Manager-Licensing, MC 5-2A-5
Philadelphia Electric Company
Nuclear Group Headquarters
Correspondence Control Desk
P.0. Box No. 195

Wayne, Pennsylvania 19087-0195

Dear Mr. Beck:

SUBJECT: EMERGENCY TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIOM CHANGE FOR FUEL LOADING WITHOUT
ALL CONTROL RODS INSERTED, PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION, UNIT
NO. 3 (TAC NO. M82155)

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 168 to Facility
Operating License No. DPR-56 for the Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station,

Unit No. 3. This amendment consists of changes to the Technical Specifications
(TSs) in response to your application dated November 21, 1991. It was

prepared and issued on an emergency basis to avoid a prolonged outage due to
the cleaning activities associated with the fuel assemblies and the reactor
bottom head drain.

This amendment provides for a limited period, the loading of fuel into the
reactor core without having all control rods fully inserted provided that
certain compensatory actions are performed. The amendment is effective until
the tensioning of the reactor vessel head bolts for the Unit 3 Cycle 8
refueling outage.

The staff reviewed your request and concluded that you provided a sufficient
basis for finding that the situation could not have been avoided by prior
application. Therefore, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91(a)(5), a valid
emergency existed.

On November 25, 1991, the staff granted a Temporary Waiver of Compliance which
was effective immediately and remained in effect until the proposed license
amendment was issued.



Mr. George J. Beck -2 - November 29, 1991
A copy of the Safety Evaluation is also enclosed. Notice of Issuance of
Amendment to Facility Operating License and Final Determination of No
Significant Hazards Consideration and Opportunity for Hearing will be included
in the Commission's Bi-weekly Federal Register Notice.
Sincerely,
/sl
Jose A, Calvo, Assistant Director
for Region I Reactors
Division of Reactor Projects - I/II
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Enclosures:
1. Amendment No.168 to
License No. DPR-56
2. Safety Evaluation
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Mr. George J. Beck - < o- November 29, 1991

A copy of the Safety Evaluation is also enclosed. Notice of Issuance of
Amendment to Facility Operating License and Final Determination of No
Significant Hazards Consideration and Opportunity for Hearing will be included
in the Commission's Bi-weekly Federal Register Notice.

Sincerely,

}V_"(’/ 3 W

Jose A. Calvo, Assistant Director
for Region 1 Reactors

Division of Reactor Projects - I/II

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:

1. Amendment No. 168 to
License No. DPR-56

2. Safety Evaluation

cc w/enclosures:
See next page



Mr. George J. Beck
Philadelphia Electric Company

cc:

J. W. Durham, Sr., Escuire

Sr. V.P. & General Counsel
Philadelphia Electric Company
2301 Market Street, $26-1
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19101

Philadelphia Electric Company

ATTN: Mr. D. B. Miller, Vice President
Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station
Route 1, Box 208

Delta, Pennsylvania 17314

Philadelphia Electric Company
ATTM: Regulatory Engineer, Al-2S
Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station
Route 1, Box 208

Delta, Pennsylvania 17314

Resident Inspector

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station
P.0. Box 399

Delta, Pennsylvania 17314

Regional Administrator, Region I
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
475 P1lendale Road

King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406

Mr. Roland Fletcher
Department of Environment
201 West Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Carl D. Schaefer

External Operations - Nuclear
Delmarva Power & Light Company
P.0. Box 231

Wilmington, DE 19899

S

Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station,
Units 2 and 3

Single Point of Contact
P. 0. Box 11880
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-1880

Mr. Thomas M. Gerusky, Director
Bureau of Radiation Protection

- Pennsylvania Department of

Environmental Resources
P. 0. Box 2063
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

Board of Supervisors

Peach Bottom Township

R. D. #1

Delta, Pennsylvania 17314

Public Service Commission of Maryland
Engineering Division

ATTN: Chief Engineer

231 E. Baltimore Street

Baltimore, MD 21202-3486

Mr. Richard MclLean

Power Plant and Environmental
Review Division

Department of Natural Resources

B-3, Tawes State Office Building

Annapolis, Maryland 21401



UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY

AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 168
License No. DPR-56

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

A. The application for amendment by Philadelphia Electric Company, et.
al. (the licensee) dated November 21, 1991, 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 requlations 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 reqgulations;

D. The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the
common defense and security or to the health and safety of the
public; and

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 amended by changes to the Technical
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license amendment,
and paragraph 2.C.(2) of Facility Operating License No. DPR-56 is hereby
amended to read as follows:



(2) Technical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendices A and B, as
revised through Amendment No.168 , are hereby incorporated in the

1icense. PECO shall operate the facility in accordance with the
Technical Specifications.

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

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

%)/‘/(// d é"&/éb'
Jose A. Calvo, Assistant Director
for Region I Reactors
Division of Reactor Projects - I/II

0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachment:
Changes to the Technical
Specifications

Date of Issuance: November 29, 1991
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ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO. 168

——— ——— . ——— ——————— et —— -

DOCKET NO. 50-278

Replace the following pages of the Appendix A Technical Specifications with
the enclosed pages. The revised areas are indicated by marginal lines.

REMOVE INSERT
225 225
226 226

229 229



PBAPS

LIMITING CONDITIONS roR OPERATION

_ Unit 3

SURVETULANCE REQUIREMENTS

3.10 CORE ALTERATIONS

Applicability

Applies to the fuel handling
and core reactivity limit-
ations,

Objective

To ensure that core reactivity
is within the capability of
the control rods and to pre-
vent critically during
refueling.

Specification

A.
1.

a.

Refueling Interlocks

The reactor mode switch
shall be locked in the
*Refuel” position during
core alterations and the
refueling interiocks shall
be operable except as spec-
ified in 3.10.A.2, 3.10.A.5
and 3.10.A.6 below.

. Fuel shall not be loaded into

the reactor core unless all
control rods are fully inserted
with the following exception*:

The reactor mode switch shall be
locked in the “Refuel” position.

The refueling interlock

which prevents fuel from

being loaded with a control

rod withdrawn may be by-

passed for any number of

control rods, and those

control rods withdrawn or removed
from the core, if the four

fuel assemblies surrounding each
control rod or control rod
mechanism to be withdrawn or removed
from the core and/or reactor vessel
are removed from the core cell.
Additionally, all fueled cells face -
and diagonally adjacent to each cell
with a control rod withdrawn or re-
moved shall have their control rod
fully inserted and their control
rod's directional control valves
electrically disarmed. A1l other
refueling interlocks shall be opergg;e.

4.10 CORE ALTERATIONS

Applicability

Applies to the periodic
testing of those interlocks
and instrumentation used
during refueling and core
alterations.

Objective

To verify the operability

of instrumentation and inter-
locks used in refueling and
core alterations.

Specification

A. Refueling Interlocks

1. Prior to any core altera-
tions within or over the
reactor core, the reactor
switch "Refuel® position
interlocks shall be func-
tionally tested. They shall
be tested at weekly intervals
thereafter until no longer
required. They shall also be
tested following any repair
work associated with the
interiocks.

2. Prior to performing control
rod or control rod drive
maintenance on control
cells without removing fuel
assemblies, it shall be
demonstrated that the core
can be made subcritical by a
margin of 0.25 percent Ak at
any time during the
maintenance with the
strongest operable
control rod

*  This exception is in
effect during the period
prior to completion of
tensioning the reactor
vessel head bolts for the
Unit 3 Cycle 8 refueling
outage.

Amendment No. gg, 168




— PBAPS

LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION

Unit 3

N

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

3.10.A Refueling Interlocks

3.

5.

The fuel grapple hoist load
switch shall be set at < 1000
Ibs.

If the frame-mounted
auxiltary hoist, the monoraii-
mounted auxiliary hoist,
or the service platform
hoist 1s to be used

for handling fuel with
the head off the reactor
vessel, the load 1imit
switch on the hoist to
be used shall be set at
< 400 1bs,

A maximum of two nonadjacent
control rods may be wfthdrawn
from the core for the purpose
of perforwing control rod
and/or control rod drive main-
tenance, provided the following
conditions are satisfied:

a. The reactor mode switch shall
be locked in the *refuel®
position. The refueling
interlock which prevents
more than one control rod
from being withdrawn may
be bypassed for one of the
control rods on which main-
tenance is being performed.
A1l other refueling inter-
locks shall be operable.

b. A sufficient number of
control rods shall be
operable so that the core
can be made subcritical
with the strongest operabie
control rod fully withdrawn
and all other operable
controls rods fully
inserted, or all

-226-

4.10.A.2 (cont'd)

fully withdrawn and al}

other operable rods

fully inserted. Alternatively
if the remaining control rods
are fully inserted and have
their directional control
valves electrically disarmed,
it 1s sufficient to
demonstrate that the

core 1s subcritical

with a margin of at

least 0.25% Ak at any

time during the main-
tenance. A control

rod on which maintenance is
being performed shall

be considered inoperable.

4.10.A.3*

Prior to loading fuel in

the core without all control
rods fully inserted 1t shall
be demonstrated analytically
that the core is subcritical
with & margin of at least

1.0% Ak assuming a

single fuel loading error into
&8 cell with the control rod
withdrawn.

*  This requirement 1s in effect
during the period prior to
completion of tensioning the
reactor vessel head bolts for
Unit 3 Cycle 8 refueling outage,

Amendment No. gg, 168




~ 3.10

A.

PRAPS Unit 3
BASES

Refueling Interlocks

The refueling interlocks are designed to back up procedural core reactivity

controls during refueling operations. The interlocks prevent an inadvertent
criticality during refueling operations when the reactivity potential of the
core is being altered.

To minimize the possibility of loading fuel into a cell containing no

control rod, it s required that all control rods are fully inserted when

fuel is being loaded into the reactor core*., This requirement assures that
during refueling the refueling interlocks, as designed, will prevent
inadvertent criticality.

The refueling interlocks reinforce operational procedures that prohibit
taking the reactor critical under certain situations encountered during the
refueling operations by restricting the movement of control rods and the
operation of refueling equipment.

The refueling interlocks include circuitry which senses the condition of the
refueling equipment and the control rods, Depenaing on the sensed
condition, interlocks are actuated which prevent the movement of the
refueling equipment or withdrawal of control rods (rod block).

Circuitry is provided which senses the following conditions:

1. A1l rods inserted.
2. Refueling platform positioned near or over the core.

3. Refueling platform hoists are fuel-loaded (fuel grapple, frame mounted
hoist, monorail mounted hoist).

4. Fuel grapple not full up.
5. Service platform hoist fuel-loaded.

6. One rod withdrawn.

When the mode switch is in the “Refuel" position, interlocks prevent the
refueling platform from being moved over the core if a control rod is
withdrawn and fuel is on a hoist, Likewise, if the refueling platform is
over the core with fuel on a hoist, control rod motion is blocked by the
interlocks, When the mode switch is in the refuel poistion, only one
control rod can be withdrawn. The refueling interlocks, in combination with
core nuclear design and refueling procedures, 1imit the probability of an
inadvertent criticality. The nuclear characteristics of the core assure
that the reactor

* This requirement is not in effect during the period prior to completion
of tensioning the reactor vessel head bolts for Unit 3 Cycle 8
refueling outage.

-229- Amendment No. 168



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

RELATED TO AMENDMENT NO.168 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-56

PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PUBLIT SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY

DELMARVA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION, UNIT NO. 3

DOCKET NO. 50-278

1.0 INTRODUCTION

By letter dated November 21, 1991, the Philadelphia Electric Company, Public
Service Electric & Gas Company, Delmarva Power and Light Company and Atlantic
City Electric Company (the licensees) submitted a request for changes to the
Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station, Unit No. 3, Technical Specifications (TS),
on an emergency basis. The requested changes would change the Technical
Specifications (TS) to allow fuel loading to take place without all control
rods fully inserted into the core. The proposed amendment would be in effect
until the tensioning of the reactor vessel head bolts during the Cycle 8
refueling outage.

2.0 DISCUSSION

During the Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station, Unit 3, Cycle 8 refueling
outage, inspections were conducted on a number of fuel bundles which were
determined to have incurred fuel failures during Cycle 8 operation. The
inspections revealed debris inside the fuel bundles. The majority of the fuel
bundle failures appeared to be debris induced. In addition, it was determined
that the bottom head drain was clogged and it was presumed that the drain was
clogged with the same type of debris.

In order to ensure that additional debris induced fuel failures did not occur
during Cycle 9 operation, a program was devised to inspect and clean the
debris from all fuel bundles that had been reinserted into the core after
Cycle 8 operation. In order to clear the bottom head drain, a program was
devised to clean and inspect the bottom head drain and inspect the bottom of
the reactor vessel., The inspection of the bottom head drain requires that the
four fuel assemblies, the control rod and control guide tube, the control rod
housing thermal sleeves and the fuel support piece for several fuel cells in
the vicinity of the bottom head drain be removed., The removal of these items
will clear a path for the insertion and operation of the bottom head drain
inspection and cleaning apparatus.



In order to minimize the time required to conduct these activities, the
licensee plans to conduct these operations in parallel. Such operation would
make it necessary to remove, inspect and reload fuel while several fuel cells
are disassembled, including having their control rods removed. The licensee
contends that performance of these cleaning and inspection activities in
parallel would reduce the number of days the outage must be extended.

3.0 EVALUATION
A. CHANGES REQUESTED

The licensee has requested four changes to the Technical Specifications to
allow the loading of fuel while all control rods are not inserted. These
changes would allow the reloading of fuel associated with cleaning and
inspecting of fuel bundles to occur while the fuel cells disassembled to
support the cleaning of the bottom head drain have their control rods
removed.

B. CHANGE TO LCO 3.10.A.1

The first requested change revises Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO)
3.10.A.1. LCO 3.10.A.1 specifies that the reactor mode switch must be locked
in the Refuel position and that the refueling interlocks shall be operable
during core alteration operations except as allowed under certain other

LCO's. The change to 3.10.A.1 references the circumstances of LCO 3.10.A.2 as
one of the allowable exceptions. This change adds an additional exception to
LCO 3.10.A.1 and, of itself, is a change in reference only. The licensee's
proposal is, therefore, acceptable.

C. FUEL LOADING WITH CONTROL RODS REMOVED

The second change requested would allow the bypassing of the refueling
interlock that specifically prevents fuel from being loaded while any control
rod is withdrawn. The licensee proposes certain conditions be imposed before
this interlock is bypassed. The revised Technical Specification 3.,10.A.2
requires for any cell that has its control rod removed, the four fuel
assemblies in that cell must be removed before the refueling interlock is
bypassed. In addition, the change to LCO 3.10.A.2 requires that for any cell
which has its control rod removed, the control rods in the cells face and
diagonally adjacent to it must be fully inserted and have their directional
control valves electrically disarmed before the refueling interlock is
bypassed.

The requirement to remove the four fuel bundles from any cell that has its
control rod removed results in a less reactive core and increases the margin
to criticality. The licensee contends that with all four fuel bundles
removed, a single fuel loading error resulting in the inadvertent insertion of
a single fuel assembly in this cell cannot result in inadvertent criticality.
In order to cause inadvertent criticality, the licensee contends that several
fuel assembly errors would be necessary, such that several fuel bundles were



misloaded into one of the cells with its control rod removed. A combination
of procedures require the verification that a control rod is inserted in a
cell before loading a fuel bundle into it. The licensee contends that strict
procedural compliance and the visual indications of a withdrawn control rod
make a single bundle loading error unlikely. The combination of errors
necessary to result in multiple bundle loading errors is even less likely.

The requirement to electrically disarm the directional control valves for the
control rods in the face and diagonally adjacent cells increases the shutdown
margin in the event of a fuel assembly insertion error for one of the defueled
cells. The licensee performed a fuel bundle misloading analysis which
demonstrated that inadvertent criticality cannot occur due to a single fuel
insertion error. The effect of such an error on shutdown margin would be to
shift the location of the highest worth rod to the vicinity of the error. The
rods that would see the effect of this error most strongly would be the face
adjacent rods followed by the diagonally adjacent rods. The requirement to
insert and disable these rods allows them to be eliminated from consideration
as possible highest worth rods in determining shutdown margin. The licensee
contends the effect of the single insertion error on rods outside the adjacent
rods is negligible and will have minimal effect on overall shutdown margin.
This requirement will add to the margin of safety by ensuring that the
withdrawal of a control rod following the original loading error will still not
result in an inadvertent criticality.

The staff has reviewed the compensatory measures proposed by the licensee, as
discussed above, and finds them adequate. The licensee's proposed change is,
therefore, acceptable.

D. ANALYTICAL DETERMINATION OF SHUTDOWN MARGIN

The third proposed change adds Surveillance Requirement 4.10.A.3 which
requires that prior to loading fuel into the core without all control rods
- fully inserted, it shall be demonstrated analytically that the core is
subcritical with a margin of at least 1.0% delta k assuming a single fuel
loading error into a cell with the control rod withdrawn.

The analytical demonstration would be used by the licensee to demonstrate that
the margin of safety required by the technical specification Bases is met,

The basis of Technical Specification 3.10.A.2 is that inadvertent criticality
be prevented by the use of both administrative controls and refueling
interlocks. The fuel bundle misload analysis is used to ensure that
inadvertent criticality will not occur in the event that a single assembly
insertion error occurs. The Peach Bottom Updated Final Safety Analysis Report
(UFSAR) states that a single fuel assembly insertion error will not result in
inadvertent criticality because the nuclear design of the core requires a
shutdown margin of 1.00% delta k with the highest worth rod withdrawn. The
licensee contends that a bundle misload analysis performed to support this
proposed change showed that the Peach Bottom Unit 3 Cycle 8 core would remain
subcritical by at least 1.00% following a single assembly insertion error.



The staff has reviewed the licensee's submittal and concludes that the
Ticensee's proposed analysis of shutdown margin for a single fuel insertion
error is adequate. The licensee's proposal is, therefore, acceptable.

E.  CHANGE IN TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES

The fourth proposed change modifies the Technical Specification Bases 3.10
which describes that all control rods are required to be fully inserted when
loading fuel into the core. The change suspends this requirement until the
completion of tensioning the reactor vessel head bolts for the Unit 3 Cycle 8
refueling outage. The licensee has used this milestone to define the end of
the fuel movement portion of the refueling outage and hence, the end of the
need to load fuel without all control rods inserted.

The staff finds this proposed change of the Technical Specification Bases
consistent with the other proposed Technical Specification changes. The
licensee's proposal is, therefore, acceptable.

4.0 EMERGENCY CIRCUMSTANCES

In its November 21, 1991 letter, the licensee requested that its application
for license amendment be processed as an emergency change per 10 CFR
50.91(a)(5). By letter dated Movember 22, 1991, the licensee requested that a
Temporary Waiver of Compliance be issued until the license amendment was
approved.

Puring the Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station, Unit 3, Cycle 8 refueling outage,
inspections were conducted on fuel bundles which had incurred fuel failure
during Cycle 8 operation. The inspections revealed debris inside the fuel
bundles and that the majority of the failures were debris induced. 1In
addition, it was determined that the reactor bottom head drain was clogged and
was presumed to be clogged with the same type of debris.

In order to ensure that additional debris-induced failures did not occur
during Cycle 9 operation, the licensee devised a program to clean and inspect
all fuel bundles that had been reinserted after Cycle 8 operation. In order
to clear the bottom head drain, the licensee developed a plan to inspect and
clean the bottom head drain and inspect the bottom of the reactor vessel. The
inspection of the bottom head drain requires that the four fuel assemblies,
control rod guide tube, control rod, and fuel support piece for several fuel
cells in the vicinity of the drain be removed from the vessel. The removal of
these items will clear a path for insertion and operation of the bottom head
drain inspection and cleaning apparatus.

In order to minimize the time required to conduct these operations, the
licensee proposes to conduct them in parallel. Such operation would make it
necessary to remove, inspect and reload fuel while the cells in the vicinity
of the drain are disassembled with their control rods removed. The bottom
head drain inspection and cleaning is expected to take from several days to
several weeks. The fuel bundle cleaning is expected to take several weeks.



Conducting these operations in series, as the current technical specifications
would require, would extend the current refueling outage by a period of several
days to several weeks.

The NRC staff conducted a preliminary review of the licensee's request and
concluded that the compensatory measures proposed by the licensee were
adequate to ensure that safe margins to inadvertent criticality were
maintained. On November 25, 1991, the staff granted a Temporary Waiver of
Compliance from Technical Specification 3.10.A.2. The waiver was effective
immediately and remained in effect until the proposed license amendment was
issued. The staff has reviewed the circumstances associated with the
licensee's request for an emergency technical specification change. Without
the proposed change, Peach Bottom Unit 3 would be forced to extend the current
refueling outage by a period of several days to several weeks. Additionally,
this condition could not have been reasonably forseen prior to this time as it
is a direct result of the fuel inspections done as a course of the Cycle 8
refueling outage. It is therefore concluded that this change satisfies the
criteria of 10 CFR 50.91(a)(5).

5.0 FINAL NO_SIGNIFICAMT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION

The Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 50.%2 state that the Commission may
make a final determination that a license amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration if operation of the facility in accordance with the
amendment would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated; or

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated; or

(3) Involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

The licensee proposed that the proposed technical specification change did not
involve a significant hazards consideration. Based-on a review of the licensee's
determination, the staff has determined the following:

1. With the implementation of the licensee's proposed compensatory measures,
the loading of fuel without all control rods fully inserted is not
considered to increase the probability of a previously evaluated
accident. The removal of fuel assemblies from cells with their control
rods removed and the insertion and disarming of control rods adjacent to
such cells provide additicnal assurance that an inadv®rtent criticality
would not occur in the event of a single fuel insertion error. Based on
a review of the facility's updated final safety analysis report and of
the compensatory measures proposed by the licensee, it was concluded that
the proposed loading of fuel with several control rods removed from the
core does not increase the probability or consequences of inadvertent
criticality resulting from a single fuel insertion error.



2. The updated final safety analysis report discusses three types of
accidents that may be associated with fuel handling activities. The
accidents are those which have the potential to increase reactivity,
those which have the potential to cause fuel damage and those which cause
a decrease in reactor coolant.

A fuel assembly insertion error will cause an increase in reactivity and
may lower core shutdown margin. The licensee's proposed analysis will
demonstrate that a single fuel bundle loaded into a cell with its control
rod removed will result in a subcritical margin of at least 1.00% delta
k. The proposed requirement to maintain adjacent control rods fully
inserted with directional control valves disarmed ensures that rod
withdrawal from a cell adjacent to the projected bundle loading error
will not occur, thus ensuring the margin to inadvertent criticality.

The licensee has analyzed a potential fuel drop accident and has proposed
that the results of that accident are bounded by the UFSAR. The proposed
accident would not lead to fuel damage in excess of that analyzed in the

UFSAR. The fuel drop accident into a cell with its control rod and fuel

support piece removed is not expected to breach primary integrity.

Based on a review of the facility's updated final safety analysis report
and the proposed compensatory measures, it was concluded that the
proposed fuel handling without all control rods fully inserted would not
create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from one
previously evaluated.

3. The nuclear design of the core is required in the UFSAR to ensure that
the k of the core is less than or equal to 0.99 with the highest worth
rod w?tﬁdrawn during the shutdown condition. The licensee's proposed
analysis and compensatory actions will ensure that this margin is
maintained for a single fuel insertion error. Based on a review of the
updated final safety analysis report and proposed compensatory measures,
it was concluded that the proposed fuel handling without all control rods
inserted would not involve a significant reduction in a margin to safety.

Based on the above discussion, the staff concludes that this amendment meets
the criteria and therefore, does not involve a significant hazards
consideration,

6.0 STATE CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Commission's regulations, the Pennsylvania State
official was notified of the proposed issuance of the amendment. The State

official had no comments.
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7.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment changes a requirement with respect to installation or use of a
facility component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR
Part 20. The NRC staff has determined that the amendment involves no
significant increase in the amounts, and no significant change in the types,
of any effluents that may be released offsite, and that there is no
significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation
exposure. The Commission has made a final no significant hazards finding with
respect to this amendment. Accordingly, the amendment meets the eligibility
criteria for categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9). Pursuant
to 10 CFR 51.22(b) no environmental impact statement or environmental
assessment need be prepared in connection with the issuance of the amendment.

8.0 CONCLUSION

The staff has concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that:
(1) the amendment does not (a) significantly increase the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated, (b) increase the possibility
of a new or different kind of accident from any previously evaluated or (c)
significantly reduce a safety margin and, therefore, the amendment does not
involve a significant hazards consideration; (2) there is reasonable assurance
that the health and safety of the public will not be endangered by operation
in the proposed manner; and (3) 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 nor to the
health and safety of the public.

Principal Contributor: J. W. Shea

Date: November 29, 1991



