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TITLE: LICENSING BASIS IMPACTEVALUATION B SCREEN

REFERENCE DOCUMENTNo. IDCMCS-13 Doc. Rev. No. 3.2

(i.e., indicate the Procedure Number, DCP Number or other reference document for which the Screen is done,
including the document revision number or date).
Reference Document Title DCM S-13 S ent Fuel Coolin Svstem
Sponsoring Organization En neerin Services Sponsor John Nevins

rint)
DESCRIPTION
Sumnurize the proposed activity or CTE and how itdiffers from the presently approved condition. The reason for
the proposed activity or CIE should also be described. Cite applicable drawings and other documents as necessaty
to describe the current condition. Brieflydescribe how the issue may interfhce with the licensing basis
(documents).

DCM S-13 is being revised to clarify and incorporate Spent Fuel Pool (SPF) lower temperature limitations
concerning criticality analysis. Acriticality analysis, performed by Holtec International Corporation and
submitted to the NRC in LAR95-01, determined the ~ for fuel stored in the Spent Fuel Pool. This
criticality analysis used 20 degrees C (68'F) as the low temperature input/reference value, however, the
actual calculation used temperatures as low as O'C (32'F). These values were not included in the analysis
sent to the NRC.

Recent, actual SFP temperatures were observed as low's 6$X Since Region 1 of the SFP has a negative
moderator temperature coefficient (MTC), lower pool temperatures could have an impact on the calculated
value of k,u in Region 1. Potentially this could adversely impact the calculated ~ margin. Because of this,
Holtec was asked to review and comment on the calculation data based on lower temperature values (down
to O'C). Holtee documented their review in letter MMO4403-A02 dated 4/3/96 [Chron 2296S9]. This letter
shows the negligible impact oflower SFP water temperatures on Region 1.

As a result of the information presented above, specific statements are being added to the DCM to document
the lower basis temperature as low as O'C for the criticalityanalysis. Please note that this revised, lower
temperature ~oui applies to the criticalityanalysis and does not revise the design temperature of the SFP
system.

SCREENING FOR DETERMINING.THE NEED FOR PRIOR REGULATORYAGENCYAPPROVAL
Yes No
()'oesthis activity or CTE involve a change to the Facility Operating License (OL), including OL

Attachments (Technical Specifications, Environmental Protection Plan and Antitrust Conditions)7

If"Yes", submit an LARto the NRC and continue this Screen subject to the approval ofthe
contents of the LAR. LAR¹ Do not release the Reference Document above foruse,
construction, etc., until the LAis received. The originator of the Reference Document should
provide a reconciliation behveen the LAand LARto the pSRC to justify release foruse,
constmctlo+ etc.

Is the Reference Document a pmcedure? ( ) (X)
(if"No", sRip the next question.)

Does the Procedure Commitment Database (PCD) contain any commitment to a Regulatory Agency that { )~~ { )
must be changed and which meld either;

a) Require notification to that agency, or
b) Require prior appmval Gom that agency?

I
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TITLE: LICENSING BASIS IMPACI'VALUATION B SCREEN

Follow the requirements oflDAP XI4.ID2, Commitment Change Process. Continue this
Screen subject to the contents ofthe request forprior regulatory approval. Requesting
document ¹ . Ifno prior approval is required, continue the Screen.

1



~ L U



69-10430 11/20/95
TS3.1D2

Page 3 of4

TITLE. LICENSING BASIS IMPAcrEVALUATION B SCREEN

SCREENING FOR DETERMINING~ NEED FOR A SPECIFIC EVALUATION

For the activity or CTE under consideration answer the followingquestions. Any "Yes" response (except the answers
for items 3.a and 4.a below) requires the appropriate sections ofForm 69-10431 (LBIE) to be completed.

Yes No
SECTION 1. 10 CFR5059 10 CFR50.54 a 3 and OL Condi 'on

2.C 5 b. 2C 4b Screen

a) Does it involve a change to the facilitydesign, function or method ofperforming thc
function as described in the SAR, including text, tables and figures'nd including the
Fire Protection Program (FSAR Update, Section 9.5) and Quality Assurance Program
(FSAR Update, Chapter 17)? ('See Appendix 7.5 ofTS3.ID2)

b) Does it involve a change to procedures, system operation or administrative control over
plant activities as described in the SAR, including procedures related to the Fire
Protection Program (FSAR Update, Section 9.5) and the Quality Assurance Program
(FSAR Update, Chapter 17)?

c) Docs it result in a test, experiment, condition or conQguration that might affect safe
operauon of the plant but was not anticipated, described or evaluated in the SAR?

(X) ( )

( ) (X)

SECTION 2. Environmental Protection Screen

a) Does it involve changes to or new eIIluents discharged to air, fresh water, sea water or
land?

b) Does it involve a change in quantity'r use or storage ofmaterials classi6ed as
hazardous (including oils) or the generation ofhazardous wastes? (~See Paragraph
5.4.2 ofTS3.1D2)

c) Does it result in disturbance ofany previously undisturbed land7

d) Does it alter surf'ace water runoffpatterns or amounts?

e) Does it involve work within the SLO-2 archeological site boundary?

Jl*

a) Docs the Emergency Plan (EP) require review on the basis ofAppendix 7.17 If"No",
skip the next question and signature.

b) If"Yes", does the activity or CIKresult in a change to the EP7 (Sce Paragraph 5.5.4.a
ofTS3.ID2)

( ) (X)

( ) (X)

( ) (X)

( ) (X)

( ) (X)

( ) (X)

() ()

Emergency Plan Revinver Signature / Date
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a)

b)

Do any ofthe security plans (PSP, SCP, STQP) require review on the basis ofAppendix
7.2? If"No", skip the next question and signature.

If"Yes", does the activity or CTE resul t in a change to a security plan?

Ifso, which plan(s)?

Yes No

() PO

() ()

Security Plan Reviewer Signature / Date

REMARKS: For each Screen Section above haying all "No" answers, provide the logic for the "No" answers if
clariQcation is required.

Providing a lower water temperature limitfor Region 1 of the Spent Fuel Pool has a negligible effect on
criticalityof stored fueL Allowingthe SFP water to cool to less than 6Mwillnot affect the environment, the
emergency plan, or the security plan. This change reflects thc results ofan analysis previously performed,
but not included in past submittals.

REFERENCES/ATI'ACHMENTS:

Based upon the above criteria, Ihave determined that an LBIE is X is not required.

Preparer Signature

Based upon my inde nde t tec 'eview, I concur with the above conclusion.

//8

Independent Technical Reviewer Signature Date
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REFERENCE DOCUMENTNo. IDCMC S-13 Doc. Rev. No. 3.2

(i.e., indicate the Procedure Number, DCP Number or other reference document forwhich the Evaluation is done,

including the document revision number or date).

Reference Document Title DCMS-13 S cnt$bcl Coolin S stem

Sponsoring Organization En neerin Services Sponsor J'ohn Ncvins

As a result ofthe LBIEScreen (Form 69-10430), indicate which sections ofthis LBIEhave been completed and

are attached. Refer to TS3.ID2 to complete each evaluation.

[X] SECTION 1 10 CFR 50.59 Safety Evaluation (including 10 CFR 50.54(a)(3) and OL Condition

2.C. (5)bJ2.C. (4)b. Evaluations)

[ ] SECTION 2 Environmental Protection Evaluation

[ ] SECTION 3 Emergency Plan Evaluation - 10 CFR 50,54(q)
SECTION 4 Securi Plans'valuation - 10 CFR 50.54(

Explain why this LBIE is being performed (i.e., Why were Screen questions answered "Yes"7)

The Safety Evaluation (dated 6/7/95) included with license amendments 104/103 reviewed in detail (among

other things) compliance with maintaining the effective multiplication factor (ItMt) at or below 0.95 in the

spent fuel pool (SFP) for the 5% enriched fuel associated with the 24 month cydes. The NRC evaluation

repeated the contents ofPG&E's submittal related to acceptance criteria, assumptions, methodologies, etc„
including an assumption for SFP water temperature. This temperature (204C/68'F) was subsequently found

to benonconservative. Amore conservative(and bounding) valueof0'C/32'Fisnowused. AnLBIEis

necessary to document this change under 10 CFR50.59.

Yes No

PSRC RBV)BW:MEET)NGNO. PA-"<~ATE~<<< RECOMMEND APPROVAL (x) ( )

APPROVED (PLANTMANAGER)c)) c ~PL

g o5 pn~g
DATE
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SECTION l. 10 CFR 50.59 Safe Evaluation

For the issue under consideration, provide an explanation justifying each of the Yes/No answers. The detail

provided shall be commensurate with the nuclear safety significance of the activity or CTE.
Yes No

1. May the probability ofoccurrence ofan accident previously evaluated in the SAR be

increased?

Justification:
Accidents addressed in the FSAR Update associated with the spent fuel pool include a fuel

handling accident, a fuel assembly misplacement accident, a loss of soluble poison accident and

cask drop accident. The temperature in the spent fuel pool does not cause or contribute to the

initiation of any of these accidents. 1herefo~ a decrease in the pool temperature does not

change the probability of occurrence of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR.

( ) (X)

-0

2. May the consequences ofan accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased?

Justification:
An evaluation of the effects of spent fuel pool water temperature on reactivity was performed

as part of the 5% fuel enrichment effort. This evaluation was performed to ensure that the

Region 1 fuel racks, which have a negative MTC, would maintain the effective multiplication
factor required by the Tech. Spec. 5.6.1a 04m S 085). Although the LARfor this proposed

change cited 20'C (68'F) as the design basis temperature used in the analysis, the actual

calculation evaluated temperature values as low as O'C (32'F). 'Ihe resultant effect on

reactivity yielded a value for~ (at O'C) of0$458 which is acceptable. This demonstrates

that a lowered pool temperature does not increase reactivity values above those aHowed in the

Tech. Specs. and, therefore, this condition willnot constitute an accident nor result in any
adverse consequences. Similarly, a lower pool temperature occurring during the evaluated

accidents willnot increase the consequences of those accidents.

( ) (X)

3. May the probability ofoccurrence ofa malfunction ofequipment important to safety

previously evaluated in the SAR be increased?

Justification:
The equipment associated with the spent fuel pool cooling system and the associated

structure(s) (i.e., pumps, heat exchanger, valves, the pool liner, etc.) are not affected by
lowered pool temperatures. Therefore, the probability ofoccurrence of a malfunction
ofequipment previously evaluated in the SAR is not increased.

( ) (X)

4. May the consequences ofa malfunction ofequipment important to safety previously

evaluated in the SAR be increased?

Justification:
Since there is no postulated affect on the equipment associated with the spent fuel pool
cooling system, the consequences of a malfunction of the equipment is not increased.

( ) (X)

5. May the possibility ofan accident ofa different type than any previously evaluated in
the SARbe created?

( ) (X)
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Justification:

As stated in 2 above, a lower pool temperature does aot constitute an accident. No

other type of accident previously evaluated in the SAR is anticipated as a result of the

lowered pool temperature, since the temperature is aot an initiator or the cause of any

accident.

6. May the possibility ofa malfunction ofequipment important to safety ofa different

type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created?

Justification:

Decreasing the lower temperature limitfor the criticality analysis mazimizes the

calculated value for~ in Regioa 1 only. The lowei'alculated temperature does aot

relate to or affect equipment performaace or equipmcnt malfunction. Therefore, the

possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different type than

any previously evaluated in the SAR is not created.

Yes No

( ) (X)

7. Is there a reduction in the margin ofsafety as defined in the basis for any Technical

Specification?

Justification:

As stated in 2 above, an evaluation of the effects of pool tcmpcrature on reactivity was

performed to ensure that k,u willnot be greater thaa 0.95> under normal conditions, as

specified in the bases for Tech. Spec. 3/4.9.14. SRP 9.1.2 and the SER for the Hccnse

ammendment formed the basis for the NRC's acceptaacc: k.ii< 085 for a temperatnre
correspoadiag to the highest reactivity. Therefore, there is no reduction ia the margin
of safety as defined in the Tech. Spec. bases.

( ) (X)

8. Is there a change to the Fire Protection Program (FPP) (FSAR Update, Section 9.5,

including tables, figures and appendices)?

9. Is there a change to the Quality Assurance (QA) Program (FSAR Update, Chapter 17)?

tComplete and attach the next form sheet to this 10 CFR 50.59 Safety Evaluation.

( )t (X)

( )t (X)

Based upon the above criteria and justification, I have determined that an unxeviewcd safety question is~ is

not X involved. Achange to the DCPP Technical Specifications is~ is not X involved. Further,

any resulting changes to the FPP or QA Program are documented as being within the licensing basi .

Preparer Signatuie / ate

REVIEWED: Based upon m independent technical review, I concur with the above conclusio

t +(89(
Independent Tcchnical Reviewer Signature / ate

~~

~ Ifan unreviewed safety question, change to DCPP Technical Specifications or other license amendment is

involved, NRC approval is required prior to implementing the activity or CIP..
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