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The Commissioners

William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations

OCONEE UNIT NO. 3 SPENT FUEL POOL EXPANSION

To advise the Commission that the staff is :qc‘isniﬂ;
the enclosed notice of consideration and proposed no
significant hazards consideration (NSHC) EETFF"1na’1ﬁ
relative to the licensee-requested expansion of the
Oconee Unit 3 snent fuel pool.

Backaround: By letter dated March 10, 1983, Duke Power Company (DPC or
— the licensee) submitted a proposed amendment to the Cconee
station operating license and the proposed revision to the

Technical Specifications. The proposed Technical Specifi-

cations revision would &.low the expansion of the Unit 3

spent fuel nool from 4734 Lo 87 spaces bv means of reracking
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the pool with high density neutron absorbing (poison) racks.

The staff reviewed a detailed NSHC determination included

in the licensee's submittal and concluded that the
determination appears to demonstrate that the three standard
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 maf31n of safety from the viewpoint
of nuclear criticality or thermal-hydraulic, mechanical,
material and structJrﬂl considerations. In view of this,
the staff proposes to determine that the licensee's a
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The staff submitted its proposed NSHC determination, as w

as “he licensee's request, to the Commission on June 23,
(SECY 83-249). Subsequently, the Commission evalvated
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
permits 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 publizaticn in the

> FEDERAL REGISTER of the notice of consideration of the requested
amer.dment and propcsed NSHC determination in order to minimize
impacts of further delaying issuance of this proposed amendment.
The licensee had planned to commence 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.

A \

\\ \' 1

DL\ o
(lliam J. Dircks I al_
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Second Standard

Duke has evaluated the proposed reracking in accordance with the "NRC
Pesition for Review and Acceptance of Spent Fuel Storage and Handling
hpnlications," appropriate NRC Regulatory Guides, appropriate NRC Standard
Review Pl2ns, and appropriate Industry Codes and Standards as described in
Section 2.1.2 of Attachment 2 of the submistal. In addition, Duke has
_raviewed previous NRC Safety Evaluation Reports for poison rerack appli-
cations. In Duke's analysis and review of NRC evzluations and Industry
Standards and Codes, Duke finds'that the proposed reracking does not in

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

ctr

any accident previously evaluated inciuding those on the Oconee 3 Oocke

Third Standard

The issue of margin of safety when apolied to 2 reracking modification
will need to address the following areas (2s established by the NRC Staff
Safety Evaluation review process):

1. MNuclear criticality considerations
2. Thermal-hydraulic considerations
3. Mechanical, material, and structural considerations

The margin of safety that has been established for nuclear criticality
considerations is that the neutron multiplication factcr in the spent fuel
pool is to be less than or equal to 0.95, including 211 uncertainties, under
all conditions. For the proposed medificztion, the criticality analysis, as

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