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By letter dated January 29, 1991, Manhattan College (licensee) requested that
their possession limits for low-enriched uranium fuel be increased from 3.8 to
3.9 kilograms. The basis for this request is that the total quantity of U«235
in the one partial fuel element was not considered in their original request
to convert from high to low-enriched uranium (HEU) (LEU).

2.0 EVALUATION
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containing 27.4 grams of U-235,

Each full fuel element is composed of six concentric cylinders which contain
fuel. A partial fuel element is also composed of six concentric cylinders but
some cylinders are not fue. ¢d and contain secured aluminum dummy plates in the
cylinders., A partial fue! :lement is used to provide flexibility for fine
adjustment ~f the actusl e.Cess reactivity when the LEU core 1s started up.

In the old HEU core oriy one cylinder was used in the partial fuel element to
provide this fine edjustment but in the LEU core, three cyiliders are used to
provide this adjustment., The staff reviewed the accvptct111t> of the three
fueled cylingers in the partial element in the Safety Evaluaticn Report for the
HEU to LtU conversion order send found 1t acceptable in Section 2.2, paragraph 3
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the conversion order was ? 2 kilograns and was inadvertently based on on

one fueled cylinder in the partvic! fuel element, as was the case in the HEL
core. Since there are three fueled Cylinders in the partial fuel element the
amount of fuel that the licensee should possess needs to be increased to

3.9 kilo. ams, The staff finds this request acceptable,
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As & separate matter, the staff is also moaifying 1icense condition 2.B,(3) to
add that the licensee can possess but not separate material classified as special
nuclear material (SNM) produced in the reactor, This condition presently exists
implicitly since SNM is developed in the reactor in the normal course of operat-
ing the reactor, However, the licensee does not explicitly have the authority
to possess this material., The present license condition, 2.B.(3), provides the
authority to possess but not separaie byproduct material but not SNM, This
revision will allow possession but not separation of both byproduct and SNM,

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

This amendment involives changes in the installation or use of facility components
located within the restricted aree as defined in 10 CFR Part 20. The staff has
determined that the amendment involves no significant increase in the amounts,
and no significant change in the types, of any effluents thaet may be released
offsite, and there is no significant increase in individual or cumulative occu-
pational radiation exposure, Accordingly, this amendment meets the eligibility
criteria for categorica) exclusion set forth in 10 CFR 51.22(c¢)(9). Pursuant to
10 CFR 81.22(b), no environmental impact statement or environmental assessment
need be prepared in connection with the issuence of this amendment,

4.0 CONCLUSION

The staff has conclud=o, based on the considerations discussed above, that:

(1) because the amendment does not involve a significant increase in the prob-
ability or consequences of accidents previously evalueted, or create the possi-
bility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously eval-
vated, and does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety, 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 endan-
gered by the proposed activities, and (3) such activities will be conducted in
complience 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.
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