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Haddam Neck Lo =
East Haddam, Connecticut 06424 a =

Dear Mrs. Hindlz:

I am writing in response to your letter of May 8, 1980, concerning

the construction of additional low level waste storage facilities on the
Haddam Neck Plant site. [ apologize for the delay, but as you can see
from the discussion which follows, we have taken some steps since receipt
of your letter to look intc the issue you have raised.

Changes at operating nuclear power plants can fall into different categories.
For example. if the change is a minor one, the licensee, after performing a
safety evaluation, can make the change without receiving prior approval from
the NRC. We review sucn changes after the fact to ascertain that the
licensee's judgment was correct. For more significant changes, the licensee
is required to obtain our approval prior to making the change.

In the case of the spent resin storage facility at the Haddam Neck Plant,

the licensee can proceed with the change without our prior approval so

long as the change does not involve an unreviewed safety question or does

not involve a change to the license. What constitutes an "unreviewed

safety question" is clearly defined in our regulations as any change which
increases the probability of an accident; increases the consequences of an
accident; introduces the possibility of an accident of a different type;

or reduces the existing margin of safety. Northeast Utilities, the licensee,
has completed the required safety evaluation and concluded that the new
facility does not require a change in the license nor involve an unreviewed
safety question. A copy of their evaluation is included for your information
(Enclosure 1).

Because of your interest and concern regarding radioactive waste stcrage and
that of others, we have asked for and received information from Northeast
Utilities concerning their plans to build the spent resin storage facility.
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Mrs. Margaret N. Hindle -2 - November 24, 1990

In addition, we have conducted at the site an audit inspection of the licensee's
safety evaluation. A summary of that audit is attached (Enclosure 2). On the
basis of this information, we have found that the change is acceptable from

a safety standpoint and that there is no reason to disagree with the licensee's
conclusion regarding the need for prior NRC approval. Accordingly, no further
NRC action is planned.

I appreciate your interest in this issue and thank you for writing to us
about it.

Sincerely,

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:
1. Evaluation
2. Audit Summary
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PDCR NO. 75-258 387
CY SPENT RESIN STOFAGE FACILITY

TECEKICAL EVALUATION--CIVIL DISCIPLINE

The design of the spent resin storage facility was designed in accordance with
the AC! 318-77 concrete code.

Wind loads of 35 pounds per square foot were designed for and 2 seismic event
using Regulatory Guide 1.60 was also cdesigned for, although not required.

Review of the design calculations indicate the structure is adequate under the
desiyn loadings and will perform its intenced function.

| /
Lﬁc‘,@ v?w/‘{c///‘-{/‘f 7-2-80

William R. Retherforth
Staff Engineer

Date



Environmental Eveiuvation
POCR #¢  2&7

CY - Spent Resin Storace Fu.ility

The construction and use of a2 spent resin storage facility at Connecticut
Yarkee coes not consititute an Unreviewed Environmental Impact for the
foilowing reasons: - !

l.

The potential dose rate from the storage facility at the critical

site boundary was calculated using the QAD-PSF computer code to

be only 0.022 mrem per year. The zctual dose to the maximum

individual should be much less as this calculatinn assumed continuous
occupancy at the site bounczry and that the storege facility was filled
to its maximum capacity for the entire year.

This calculated dose is insignificant and undetectzhle when compared
to fluctuations in naturz) backgrcund, EPA and KRC cose limits for
the gerzral public, and calculated potential doses from other plant
related sources, 211 of ths above being greater than 5 mrem/year.
Thus, the additional dosz cue to this facility is insignificant when
compared doses which have zlready been determined to be acceptable
in regard to environmental impact.

The construction and use of this facility will actually reduce the
potential environmental impact of plant cperations in that during
pariods of time when transgortaticn of waste is interripted, the
facility will provide for rore positive control cf wastes which must
remain on-site <.ring that period.

K11 potential liquid relezses are directed to radwaste.

A G, Camedatl

R. -. Crandall
Senior Engineer
May 7, 1980



PDCR NO.
CY SPENT RESIN STCRAGE FACILITY 287

SAFETY EVALUATION-=-CIVIL DISCIPLINE

The resin ccatainers of azproxirately 126 cubic feet volume that could be stored
in the facility are expected to contain less than one gallon of water and
therefore can be concidered solidified waste.

The site grade is Elevaticn 21.5 feet, which as documented in the FDSA
provides sufficient flood protection for even the worst expected flood.

The 1535 flood of record was elevation 19.5 and even if this flood were to
recur, the water surface elevation at the site would be only 15.1 feet, the
recuction cue to.flcod control projects that have been constructed upstream.
The top of the structure is approximately Elevation 23 and the bottom of each
storzge cell is approximately Elevation 15.5 feet.

The cesicn of the facility is essentially a reinforced mass concrete block

22" x 28' in plan with a separate cell of approximately 5 feet in diameter

for each container, Each cell would te covered with a 2 foo: thick reinforced
concrete cap seated on & compressible sealing ring. The mass concrete and
cap, in adcition to provicing shielding, protects again<t any hypothet:cal
rmissiles. The sealed cap also provides weatner protection.

The rzss concrete structure founded on rock is not susceptible to

earthiuake demege. Its design has been cracked to verify that even the shield
valls which extend to approximate Slevaticn Ll can withstand the desicn basis
earthouake ©f C.17 g zero period acceleration using the spectra shape of
Feculatory Guice 1.60. :

There is little, if any, chance of fire since the container for solidified
weste is of cozted steel anc sealed. The storace of the containers in the
facility as compared to present cperatica is no change in this risk,

Should any water be present in the cells, whether from the container or the
outsice, a crain from each cel’ tc the radwaste tr:atment system is provide<.

The storage facility will be located adjac-it to the existing resin storage
pit and both the caps and containers would be handled by the existing yard
crane--no change in container hendling from the present procedures

The existing fire protection line will be modified to ensure the structure
could not damage the line.

ks sunmerized above, the dasign of the facility ( ) ensures no increase in risk
related to the handling and storzge of the waste, (2) no change in the
possibility of an accident, and (3) no change in Tech Spec margin of safety.

In actordance with the reguirements of 10 CFR 50.59, the proposed change is
founc not to be an unreviened safety question.

ﬂ %/ﬂ//;/ - ST e

. T Yiobert L. S-art / Date
Chief of Generation Civil Engineering



SATETY EVALUATION-RADIOLOGICAL
PDCR ¢ %&)

CY ONSITE STORAGE FACILITY

The proposed onsite stcrace facility cces not constitute &n
pnreviewed safety cuestion from a radiological aspect for
the following reasons:

1.

The maximum poten izl offsite dose is 0.022 mrem/year,
which is insignificant compared to 40CFR1S0 or 10CFR50
#poendix I limits.

s
e
ose
s l.

orage facility was designed such that onsite
ates will be ALARZ. The raximum potenital

ate at cecntact with the wall of the facility

2 mres’hour. The facility is locazted in an
area of inireguent occugancy such that the aédditional
ren-rem due to the facility will be negligable. Man-
rem cdue to the handling o‘ the waste is not expected
+c change significantly from the levels prese".ly

experienced,
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211 wastes will be packaged prior tc storage. No

waste ‘processing will be performed in the fac*l'ty
guch that the potential for unplannsd relecases is

insignificant.

211 drains are routeé to the radwaste system. The
capability will exist to obtain lig id grab samples
to determine if leazkage has or is clLcurring.

Each storace cubicle will be completely enclosed by
concrete such that all stored wastes will be protected
£rom the environment.

The facility design will ensure c¢ompliance with
all appl"aoTe requirements of 10C FR20.

The potential for accident releases cdue to fire,
flooding or seismic events is considered insignificant
édue to the nature and packaging of the wastes and design

cf the facility.
\)zZ/C>AZL<(r<A’D Sﬁ//IJKSQ

nc,cers;/,.-e‘
Raczolo c«l Assessme nt Brawch
jay 15, 1980




Pre-PDCR # B-265
PDCR § 387

- — -

TI7.3: Spent Resin Storage Facility

The spent resin storage facility ~with 5' inside diameter cylindrical
cells can store up to 11 spent resin liners. The spent resin liners
can. e lifted by the existing yard crane and be transferred to the
cells,

Ia order to facilitate the transferring job, a bevel should be built
¢a t¢p of each cylindrical cell.

The sketched drewings show the ID of the cylindrical cells asw5',
Cir=e Che-. Nuclear cesin liners are 5'l" dizmeter (OD), the cells

ID stoulec be changeé to 5'2".

Thzr:z will 2 no chenges in the operations of what we are deing now,
Tnszead of transferring the spent resin liners to the outside contractor's
cask, theyv can be transferred to this storage facility in case of any
racdwzsze shipzent interruptions.

i )
o H g
h. H. wOng I/
Engineer
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ENCLOSURE 2

HADDAM NECK PLANT
SPENT RESIN STORAGE FACILITY

SUMAARY OF NRC AUDIT
OF LICERSEE EVALUATION

In the Spring of 1530, representatives of Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power
Company (the licensee) began discussions with members of the Nuclear
Regulatory Cummission staff concerning the construction of a proposed
Spent Resin Storage Facility at the Haddam Neck Plant. The licensee
indicated that the purpose of this facility is to temporarily store spent
resins because of a delay in the disposal at a licensed offsite waste
storage facility. Following discussions with the staff, the licensee
performed & written safety evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59,
and determined that construction and use of the new facility did not
involve an unreviewed safety question. A member of the NRC staff subse-
quently conducted an zudit of the safety evaluation and made the following
determinations:

Structural

That part of the licensee's technical evaluation which dealt with the
structure considered wind and seismic loads which would be required by

a current licensing review. The design requirements of tne ACI 318-77
concrete code were also included. External hazards such as floods and
severe weather were also considered in the design, and fire protection
capabilities were reviewed to ensure that no additional fire hazards
would be created by the structure or its contents. Interactions between
the waste material and the structure were considered and, due to the fact
that the waste will be solidified, no additional hazard was identified.

Radiological

Construction and operation is not expected to involve the release of
additional radioactive meterial to the environment. Each storage cell

within the structure will be provided with drains that are connected to

the plant radwaste system. Since the new facility will be locatec adjacent
to the existing resin storage pit, the licensee has concluded that there

will be no change in container handling from the presert procedures and,
therefore, the probability or consequences of & handli: . accident will not
change. Calculations show that the potential dose rate from this new
facility at the most limiting site boundary is only 0.022 mrem per year.

This would occur only if the facility were to be full for the entire year.
However, it is the intent of the licensee to use the new facility only if
delays would occur in disposal of the resin at a licensed, offsite location.
Therefore, the licensee has concluded that the actual estimated date will be
much lower and will, in fact, be insignificant and undetectable when compared
to natural background raciation levels and the doses from other plant-related
sources.



Conclusion

Based on their audit of the licensee's evaluation, the staff concludes that
construction and operation of the Spent Resin Sterage Facility does not
involve an unreviewed safety question as defined by 10 CFR 50.59, and that
there is little risk to public health and safety associated with the pianned
storage facility.



