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Auaust 15, 1983 POLICY ISSUE S " -83-334

(Information)
For: The Commissioners

From: William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations

Subject: OCONEE UNIT NO. 3 - SPENT FUEL POOL EXPANSION

IPurpose: To advise the Commission that the staff is publishing
the enclosed notice of considerat1on and proposed no
significant hazards consideration (NSHC) determination
relative to the licensee-requested expansion of the
Oconee Unit 3 spent fuel pool.

Background: By letter dated March 10, 1983, Duke Power Company (DPC or
the licensee) submitted a proposed amendment to the Oconee
station operating license and the proposed revision to the
Technical Specifications. The proposed Technical Specifi-
cations revision would sllow the expansion of the Unit 3
spent fuel pool from 474 ta 825 spaces by means of raracking
the pool with high density neutron absorbing (poison) racks.

The staff reviewed a detailed NSHC detennination included
in the licensee's submittal and concluded that the
determination appears to demonstrate that the three standards
specified in 10 CFR 50.92 are met. In this instance, the

reracking technology has been well developed and demonstrated
in prior rerackings at the Oconee station. The proposed
reracking does not appear to create the possibility of a new
or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated. The proposed reracking would not appear to
significantly reduce the margin of safety from the viewpoint
of nuclear criticality or thennal-hydraulic, mechanical,
material and structural considerations. In view of this,
the staff proposes to detennine that the licensee's application
does not involve a significant hazard consideration.
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The staff submitted its proposed NSHC determination, as well
as the licensee's request, to the Commission on June 23, 1983
(SECY 83-249). Subsequently, the Commission evaluated the
staff's proposal. However, the vote on the proposal was
split, 2-2. The staff was informed that the General Counsel,
on July 27, 1983, advised the Commission that the 2-2 vote
pennits the staff to proceed with the proposed action or
to seek more definitive guidance from the Commission.

Discussion: The staff has elected to proceed with public:tien in the
FEDERAL REGISTER of the notice of consideration of the requested
amer.dment and proposed NSHC determination in order to minimize
impacts of further dela.ying issuance of this proposed amendment.
The licensee had planned to canmence the reracking operation
on or about September 1,1983 in order to support future
refueling outages at the Oconee facility. The licensee, at
our request, has provided additional information regarding
the impacts of further delaying action on this amendment request.
This information is contained in the enclosed letter from
DPC dated August 8,1983.

Okl
1 liam J. Dircks JA

xe cutive Director fQr Operations
-

Enclosure:
As Stated

DISTRIBUTION:
Cocunissioners
OGC
OPE
SECY
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UtlITED STATES huCLEAR REGULATORY C0!411SSION

DUKE POWER COMPANY
'

DOCKET NO. 50-287

NOTICE OF CONSIDERATION OF ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT TO

FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE AND PROPOSED NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS

CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION AND OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING

The U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission (the Comission) is considering
_

issdance of an amendment to Facility Operating License No. OPR-55, issued to

Duke Power Company (the licensee), for operation of the Oconee Nuclear

Station, Unit No. 3 (the facility) located in Oconee County, South Carolina.

In accordance with the licensee's application for amendment dated-

March 10,1983, the amendment would permit the expansion of the spent fuel

storage capacity for Oconee Unit No. 3. This expansion would be accomplished

by raracking the existing spent fuel storage pool with neutron absorbing

(poison) spent fuel racks. Reracking the spent fuel pool would increase the

Oconee Unit No. 3 pool storage capacity from 474 to 825 spaces.

Before issuance of the proposed license amendment, the Comission will

have made findings required by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, a, amended (the

Act) and the Comission's regulations.

The Comission has made a proposed determination that the amendment

request involves no significant hazards consideration. Under the Comission's

regulations in 10 CFR 50.92, this means that operation of the facility in

accordance with the proposed ame'ndment would not (1) involve a significant

increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evalu-

atec; or (2) create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident

fror, any accident previously evaluated; or (3) involve a significant

reduction in a margin of safety.
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The Connission has provided guidance concerning the application of

these standards by providing certain examples (48 FR 14870). Spent fuel

pool reracking was specifically excluded from either' set of examples

because "[for reracking]...a significant hazards consideration finding is

a technical matter which has been assigned to the Commission..." and t e

Commission "...will make a finding...for each reracking application, on a

case-by-case basis..." (48 FR 14869). In this instance, the licensee's

submittal of March 10,1983 (hereafter referred-to as the submittal) included

a. discussion of the proposed action with respect to the no significant

hazards consideration. This discussion has been reviewed and the Commission

finds it acceptable. Each of the three standards is discussed below.

First Standard

The analysis of the proposed reracking has been accomplished using

current NRC Staff accepted Codes and Standards as specified in Section 2.1.2

of Attachment 2 of the submittal. The results of the analysis meet the

specified acceptance criteria set forth in these standards. In addition,

Duke has reviewed NRC Staff Safety Evaluation Reports for prior PWP. .

rerackings involving poison racks to ensure that there are no identified

concerns not fully addressed in their submittal.

From its analyses and SER reviews Duke has identified the following

potential accident scenarios: (1) spent fuel cask drop; (2) loss of spent

fuel pool forced cooling; (3) seismic event; (4) spent fuel assembly drop;

and (5) construction acciden:. The probability of any of the first four

accidents is not affected by the racks themselves; thus, reracking cannot

increase the probability of ';hese accidents. As for the construction

*

;*

.
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accident, the proposed Oconee 3 pool reracking will not involve an increase

in probability of any previously evaluated construction accident as accepted

construction standards and procedures will be employed as described in

Sections 4.0 and 6.1 of Attachment 2 of the submittal. Since there will be

no fuel assemblies in the fuel pool during rack installation, the probability

of some types of postulated construction accidents has actually decreased.

The consequences of the (1) spent fuel cask drop accident have been

evaluated as described in Section 6.2 of Attachment 2 of the submittal. By

limiting the age of fuel stored in the first 31 rows to not less than 70 days

prior to any cast movement, Duke indicates that the consequences of this

type accident would be less than with the present racks as described in the

Oconee FSAR Section 15.11.2.2. Thus, the consequences of thi- type accident

would not be significantly increased from previous accident analyses.

The consequences of the (2) loss of spent fuel pool forced cooling

accident have been evaluated and are described in Section 6.3 of Attachment 2

of the submittal. As indicated by Duke in Tables 6.3-1 and' 6.3-2, there is

ample time to effect repairs to the cooling system or to establish a makeup

flow, and since the required makeup flow is less than the 70 gpm rate accepted

by the NRC Staff for the Oconee 1 and 2 pool, the consequences of this type

accident would not be significantly increased from previcusly evaluated
*

. ,

accidents by this prooosed reracking.

The consequences of a (3) seismic event have been evaluated'and are

described in Section 2.3.1 of Attachment 2 of the submittal. The racks were

evaluated against the appropriate NRC Standard described in Section 2.1.2.

Duke indicates that the results of the seismic and structural analysis show

~

.
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trat tne cr:p; sed racks mee alf f the tiRC structu al acceptance criteria
'

and are consistent with resuits found accebtsbie by the ?JRC Staff in all

orevious poison rerack SERs including Oconee 1 and 2.' Thus, the consequences

of seismic events would not significantly increase from previously evaluated

seismic events.
'

. ?

The consecuences of a (4) spent fuel assedly drop accident are

described in Section 2.3.1 5 or Attachment 2 of tb[submitta). The' radio-
' / -

legical consecuences of this type ' accident are Nunded by the cask drop
y,

accident and Duke indicates t'tal K ' 1s shown to be always less than theeff

12C acceptance criteria of 0.95 and net sfgnificant1/ different from the

margin to criticality found in the Decenber 22, 1975 5ER for the pre'tious
'

'

Oconee 3 rerack. Thus, the consequences' of this ty:e accident would not

be significantly increased from previous (y evale:tec'spe .t fuel assembly
-

'droo accidents.

The consequences of a (Si construction accident are oescribed in Section

6.1 of Attachment 2 of the si[omittaf. Since there will be no fuel assemblies

in the fuel pool during rack installation, there waald be no radiological

consequences of any construction accident. Thus, using accepted construction

practices as described in Section %0 of Attachment 2 of the submittal the

consecuences of a construc f aa accident would be less than construction

accidents previously evaluated $y the NN Staff.
' .-

_

Based on the information provided with the an;!ication,' the proposed

Oconee 3 spent fuel pool rerack would not involve a significant increase

in the probability or consequences of an accident pqviously evaluated.

. .
.
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-O . f Second Standard
.;

y r- (. Duke his evaluated the proposed reracking in accordance with the "NRC
.

E ,
Pesition for Review and Acceptance of Spent Fuel Storage and Handling

;. -

. Applications," appropriate ,NRC Regulatory Guides, appropriate NRC St'andard

R iew Plans, and appropriate Industry Codes and Standards as described in'

( -
Section 2.1.2 of Attachment 2 of the submittal. In addition, Duke has

, reviewed previous NRC Safety Evaluation Recorts for poison rerack appli-2-

cations. In Duke's analysis and review of NRC evaluations and Industry
. .

j' ' - Standards and Codes, Duke finds that the proposed reracking does not in

h. any way create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
-

.

any accident previously evaluated including those on the Oconee 3 Docket.

Third Standard

The issue of margin of safety when applied to a reracking modification

will need to address the following areas (as established.by the NRC Staf f
.

Safety Evaluation review process):

- 1. Nuclear criticality considerations

2. Themal-hydraulic considerations

3. Mechanical, material, and structural considerations

- The margin of safety that has been established for nuclear criticality

considerations is that the neutron cultiplication facter in the spent fuel

pool is to be less than or equal to 0.95, including all uncertainties, under

all conditions. For the proposed modification, the criticality analysis, as

discussed in Section 2.3.2 of Attachment 2 of the submittal is exactly

c. .

,, - - .-, - , , . . ~ . - , , , , - , . , - . ~ - - - - - - -
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the same as that which was approved by the NRC Staff (SER issued December 24,

1980) for the (Jnit 1 and 2 shared pool reracking modification. The exact same

codes, techniques, and assumptions were made. All aspects of the bases of

the SER conclusions are covered in the identical manner. -

The methods utilized i[1 the analysi.s confom with ANSI N18.2-1973,
~

" Nuclear Safety Criteria for the Design of Stationary Pressurized Water

Reactor Plants," Section 5.7, Fuel Handling System; ANSI N210-1976, " Design,

'

Objectives for LWR Spent Fuel Storage Facilities at Nuclear Power Stations,"

Section 5.1.12; Af!SI N16.9-1975, "Yalidation of Calculational Methods for

Nuclear Criticality Safety," NRC Standard Review Plan, Section 9.1.2, " Spent

Fuel Storage;" and the NRC guidance, "NRC Position for Review and Acceptance

of Spent Fuel Storage and Handling Applications."

The results of Duke's analysis indicate that K,ff is always less

than 0.95 including uncertainties at a 95/95 probability / confidence level.

Thus meeting the acceptance criteria for criticality, the proposed rerack

does not involve a significant reduction in the mrgin of safety for nuclear

cri tical ity.

From a thermal-hydraulic consideration the areas of concern when

evaluating if there is a significant reduction in margin of safety are:
,

(1) maximum fuel temperature, and (2) the increase in temperature of the

water in the pool. The themal-hydraulic evaluation is described in

Section 2.3.3 of Attachment 2 of the submittal. Results of these analyses

by Duke show that fuel cladding temperatures under abnomal conditions are
.

sufficiently low to preclude structu-al failure and that boiling does not

occur in the water channels between the fuel assemblies nor within the
. . .

,

.nr--
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[- storage cells. However, the proposed reracking will ailow an increase in the
i

heat load in the Oconee 3 spent fuel pool. The evaluation in Section 3 of

Attachment 2 of the submittal shows that a third spent fuel cooling train

will be added prior to putting more than the currently authorized 474 Fuel i

|

Assemblies in the spent fuel pool. The addition of the third cooling train

is intended to ensure that the pool temperature margins of safety of 150*F

and 205'F described in Section 9.1.3 of the Oconee FSAR are maintained.

Thus, there would be no significant reduction in the margin of safety from

a thermal-hydraulic standpoint or from a spent fuel cooling standpoint.
.

The mechanical, material, and structural considerations of the proposed

rerack are described in Sections 2:1, 2.2, and 2.3 of Attachment 2 of the

submi ttal . As described by Duke in Section 2.1, the racks are designed in

accordance with the "HRC Position for Review and Acceptance of Spent Fuel

Storage and Handling Applications" dated April 14, 1978 and revised January 18,

1979. The racks are designed to Seismic Category 1 requirements and are

classified as ANS Safety Class 3 and ASME Code Class 3 Component Support

Structures. In addition, the racks are -designed to withstand the loads which

may result from fuel handling accidents and from the maximum uplift force

of the fuel handling crane. Duke indicates that the materials utilized

are described in Sections 2.2 and 2.3.4 and are compatible with the spent

fuel pool and the spent fuel assemblies. The structural considerations

of the racks are described in Secticn 2.3 and show that the margin of safety

against tilt'ng is greater than 100, that the racks do not impact each other

nor impact the pool walls, and that sufficient clearance is orovided to

prevent the racks from sliding into pool floor obstructions. Thus, the

margin of safety would not be significantly reduced by the proposed rerack.

'

.
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Because the submittal by the licensee appears to demonstrate that the

standards specified in'10 CFR 50.92 are met, and because the reracking

. technology in this instance has been well developed and demonstrated, the
,

_

Commission proposes to detennine that the application does not involve,

a sienificant hazard consider'ation.

The Commission is ~ seeking public comments on this proposed determination.

Any ' comments received within 30 days after the date of publicaticn of this

..

n'otice will be considered in making any final determination. The Commission

will net nomally make a final detemination unless it receives a request

for a hearing.

Comments should be addressed to the Secretary of the Commission, U.S.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555, ATTN: Docketing

and Service Branch.

By , the licensee may file a request for a hearing with

respect to issuance of the amendment to the sub, ject facility operating license

and any person whose interest may be affected by this proceeding and wfto wishes

to participate as a party in the proceeding must file a written petition for

leave .to intervene. Reque.st for a hearing and petitions for leave to intervene

shall be filed in accordance with the Commission's " Rules of Practice for
.

Domestic Licensing Proceedings" in 10 CFR Part 2. If a request for a hearing

or petition for leave to intervene is filed by the above date, the Commission

or an Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, designated by the Commission or by

the' Chairman of the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel, will rule on the

request and/or petition and the Secretary or the designated Atomic Safety and

Licensing Board will issue a notice of hearing or an appropriate order.
*'

.
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As recuired by 10 CFR 52.714, a petition for leave to intervene shall

set forth witn particularity the interest of the petitioner in the proceed-

ing, and how that interest may be affected by the results of the proceeding.

The petition should specifically explain the reasons why intervention should

be permitted with particular reference to the following factors: (1) the

nature of the petitioner's right*under the Act to be made a party to the
|

proceeding; (2) the nature. and extent of the petitioner's property, financial, I

or other interest in the proceeding; and (3) the possible effect of any order

which may be entuc-d in the proceeding on the petitioner's interest. The

petition should also identify the . specific aspect (s) of the subject matter of

the proceeding as to which petitioner wishes to intervene. Any person who

has filed a petition for leave to intervene or who has been admitted as a

party may amend the peti ~ tion without requesting leave of the Board up to

fifteen (15) days prior to the first prehearing conference scheduled in the
I

proceeding, but such an amended petition must satisfy the specificity

requirements described above.

Not later than fifteen (15) days prior to the first prehearing

i conference scheduled in the proceeding, a petitioner shall file a supplement
I

to the petition to intervene which must include a list of the contentions

which are sought to be litigated in the matter, and the bases for each
.

contention set forth with reasonable specificity. Contentions shall be

limited to matters within the scope of the amendment under consideration.

A petitioner who fails to file such a supplement which satisfies these

requirements with respect to at least one contention will not be pemitted

to participate as a party.

..
,

' ' '
''

_ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ .
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These permitted to intervene become parties to the proceeding, subject

to any limitations in the order granting leave to intervene, and have the

opportunity to participate fully in the conduct of tlie hearing, including

the opportunity to present evidence and cross-examine witnesses.
.

If a hearing is requested, the Commission will make a final
,

determination on the issue of'no significant hazards consideration. The

final determination will s.erve to decide when the hearing is held.

If the final determination is that the amendment request involves no

significant hazards consideration, the Commission may issue the amendment

and make it effective, notwithstanding the request for a hearing. Any-

hearing held would take place after issuance of the amendment.

If the final determination is that the amendment involves a significant

hazards consideration, any hearing held would take place before the issuance

of any amendment.

- Normally, the Commission will not issce the amendment until the

expiration of the 30-day notice period. However, should circumstances change

during the notice period such that failure to act in a timely way would

result, for example, in derating or shutdown of the facility, the Commission

may issue the license amendment before the expiration of the 30-day notice

period, provided that its final detemination is that the amendment involves

no significant hazards consideration. The final determination will consider

all public and State comments received. Should the Commission take this

action, it will publish a notice of issuance and provide for opportunity for

a hearing after issuance. The Commission expects that the need to take this

action will occur very infrequently.

. . .

,
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A request for a hearing or a petition for leave to intervene must be filed

with the Secretary of the Commission, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

Washington, D.C. 20555, Attention: Docketing and Service Branch, or may be

delivered to the Commission's Public Document Room,1717 H Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. , by the above date. Where petitions are filed during the
.

last ten (10) days of the notice period, it is requested that the petitioner

promptly so inform the Commission by a toll-free telephone call to Western

Union at (800) 325-6000 (in Missouri (800) 342-6700). The Western Union
.

-operator should be given Datagram Identification Number 3737 and the following

message addressed to John F. Stolz: petitioner's name and telephone number;

date petition was mailed; plant name; and publication date and page number

ofLthis FEDERAL REGISTER notice. A copy of the petition should also be sent

to the Executive Legal Director, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington,

D.C. 20555, and to J. Michael McGarry, III, DeBevoise & Liberman,1200

17th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, attorney for the licensee.'

Nontimely filings of petitions for leave to intervene, amended petitions,
.

supplemental petitions and/or requests for hearing will not be entertained

absent a determination by the Commission, the presiding officer or the Atomic

Safety and Licensing Board designated to rule on the petition and/or request,

f. that the petitioner has made 4 substantial showing of good cause for the
i

. granting of a late petition and/or request. That determination will be based

upon a balancing of the factors specified in 10 CFR 2.714(a)(1)(i)-(v) and

2.714(d).

..

*
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For further details with respect to this action, see the application'for i

I
amendment which is available for public inspection at the Commission's Public

Document Room, 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.,' and at the Oconee

County Library, 501 West Southbroad Street, Walhalla, South Carolina. 1
- |

Dated.at Bethesda, Maryland, this day of
,

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
*

~/
An F. Stolz, Chief

Oferating Reactors Branch #4
--4ivision of Licensing-

.

' * *

, .

.-
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DCIc POWEu COMPA_W '

P.O. IrOJL $3169
CJIAR:.OrTE, ?t.c. 2824u

.u. n ret .un
*> .......,..,.

. ......m...- August 6, ie.e.3.

- Mr. hirold R.1er.*.en Direc:or
Office cf Nucl-se Rec::or Regulatien
U. S. Nuclear ?sgulatorf Cc==imsion
W:shingenn D. C.13555
,

.

A*.:ention: Mr. G. C. Lainas
Assistant Director for Operating Reactors .

.'
Subj e::: Oconse Nuclear Station

Dock:t No. 50-257
.

tear Sir:

Ot March 10, 1983 take ?cuer Cenpany subnitted a proposed license a=end:ent
cenestning tha sy.pansion of tha stora5e capacity of the Oconee Unit- 3 spent
fu21 pool by rcracking with poison racks. Duke's schadulo had called fer
rardChing CO higin in 3epte:ber 1953 and CO be CCmpleted prior to the Unit 3
refueling outa;6 Ocreently scheduled to start in March 181 Io achieve a
greater degree of safe y in the reracking opersti:n, the current inventory
of spent fuel a=serblias storad in :he Unit 3 spen: fuel pool will be completely
transferred te the 1*:1c 1 and 2 shared pool fer tempursry storage. This vill
be ec plate by the and of Au, gust and vculd alicw the rerscking to be accu =plished
with ne fuel 1: :he peel.

Ax cf Aagnat E. ' 933, the NRC had not neticed, as required by 10 CFR SC, . ISO.91,
in :he Federal Reg 5:e:, the Duke request for an amendnent revision to increase
Unit 3's spent fuel secrase capacity, even though a no significan: hazards deter-
nination has haen esde by b:th Duke and the NRC Staff. Withou this n:tice, the
licensa amend:an: cannot be approved to allow for the reracking operations to
begin vi:hin a reasonable peried' of tica and :o assure cenpletion prior to Unit 3's
refueling outs;a as a 30-day ce==ent period is required. As will be shown, further
delay beyond t'..at which has been incurred thus far will result in undesirable
safety and econo:ic impsets.

The further de"ay to the prop sed s:hedule vould result in the delay of the
raracking unti". cf ter the cepistion of the Unit 3 refueling ou:ssa which would
.then result in perfcrming the raracking =cdification with 68 spen: fuel asse=blies
discharged frc: L* it 3, ei:her in :pe peel or transfarred te the Unit 1, 2 spen
fuel pool. If these assemblies re:ained in the Unit 3 pool, they would pese
addi-ional hazards t the parsencel involved by the following:

e

a) Th'e handling of the te:porary construction crane over the span
fuel vill be n=cessary,

b) A subs:ar.:ial loss in the at:unt of margin associ:ted with ths distance
between the divers and freshly dischstged fuel sssemblies veuld c cur.
Due tc tha design features of the presently installed racks and the
Unit 3 spent fuel pecl, renoval of : base racks presents a greater
rea; ;: ten:iti for :he Overexposure of the divers if :he 65 freshly
discharged span; fuel asser.blies are icft in the p:01. Based

-

G' '2 b Ct 1 1 + 1 W in_ ".
"'* U * * * V4__ f___ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - . .--
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Mr. harold R. Denton, Directer

August 6, 1983
Fage 2

.

en this raduction in the amount of margin, a decisi:n was made in
1982 to re=ove all fuel assemblies from the Unit 3 pool.

c) The cutting instruneet used to re= eve the presently installed racks
was justified based on a no fuel scenario. Thus, the use of this

~

cutting instru= ant with fuel in the pool has not been evaluated
uith respect to reactions with fuel assembly material.

,

d) There would be a substan51al increase in the person-rem dose due
to the increased time required to complete the job with fuel in
the pcol. The persen-re: dose =ay increase by as cuch as a factor
of 3.

Based on the above points Lth; has considered re=cval of these 68 freshly
dischargad fuel assemblies from L'nf t 3's pool prior to com=encing with reracking
operations. Howevar, this alternative results in the loss of full core discharge
capability in the Oconee 1, 2 shared spent fuel pool, which is operationally
undesirable.

Considering the a=ount of tima necessary for pre-shipment decay and actual
on-site transfer of these 69 asse=blies, installation of the Oconee 3 fus1
racks under this delayed schedule would not be c epleted prior to Oconee 1 and
Oconee 2 refueling outages hnd resultant spent fuel discharges scheduled for
March 1955 and Septenhcr 1993, respectively. The cc=bination of the 68 Ocenee 3
----il*as and the Oconee 1 and 2 dischargas (64 and 72 asse:blies, respectively)

will totally exhaust the now available full cor,e discharge capacity in the
ococee 1, 2 pool, assuming no transfers to McGuire Nuclear Station.

Full core discharge capability at Duke Power Co=pany has historically been a
necessary tool for operation of the Oconea Nuclect Station. More specifically,
if an off-load is required in order to replace failed core barrel bolt rings,
the upco= leg refueling outage for Oconee 2 vould be tha fifth consecutive refueling
outage requiring a cc=plete core off-load at Oconae Nuclear Station.

Avoiding a compromise of full core discharge capaoility will require approxi=stely
190 spent fuel shipcents to the McGuire Nuclear Station between new and initiation
of reracking operations, a period of about 22 months. While this endesvor would
be . theoretically achievable due te Duke's approval to ship up to 300 asse=blies
to McGuire, the physical, scenc=ic'al, and legistical limitations on shipping 190~

asse:blies ever a period of enly 22 months cake it practically i=possible, based
on tuke's recent experienca with transshiprent of spent fuel betvaen Oconee and
M:Guire. 'We are continuing to ship spent fuel to McGuire but ceneet reasonably
acco=odate the increased rata required by this alternative.

In scenary, perfor=acce of the Ccenee 3 raracking under a delayed schedule would
have adverse safety and econctic 1 pacts on Duke power which are tot justified
in light of the detailed analyaes by Dake which have shown that this reracking
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| does not involve any significant hazards, as sub=itted en March 10 1953. Itis,

analysis has been reviewed by the NRC Staff and to this date has been concurred
with. The safety analysis is virtually complete. Duke urgantly requests that
the appropriate no:ica be prcmptly published in the Federal Register so that
the plannad rarack of Oconee 3 =ay begin prc=ptly upcn the expiration of the
cc:mnent period and issuance of the licanae amendment.

Very truly yours,
.

s/ . f,-A ?;* t. w .r.

~
-

.'

j}_ -''

Hal 3. Tucker' *

PFG/php

cc: Mr. Ja:es P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator
, U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Co==ission

Region II
101 Marietta Street, NW, suite 2900
Atlanta, Gecrgia 30303

Mr. J. C. Bryant
NRC Resident Inspector
Oconee Nuclear Station

Mr. John F. Suer =au
Of fice of Nuclear Reactor Reguistion
U. S. Nucisar Regulatcry Cc=:lesien
Washington, D. c. 20555

bec: K. S. Canady
F. M. Abraham

'
N. A. Rutherford
R. L. Gill

!/s
H. T. Snead -

D. F. Frech
R. G. Snipes
R. W. Rascussen
M. L. Bellville
J. C. Petty
T. L. Bradley ,

J. F. Norris
j Group File: 05-601.01
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