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rack module directly over spent fuel stored in the pool. The
procedurcs and administrative controls governing the rerack
operation will ensure the safe handling of rack modules. Both
the temporary construction crane and the cask handling crane
meet the design and operational requirements of Section 5.1.1
of NUREG-0612 " Control of Heavy Loads at Nuclear Power
Plants" [16).

In the unlikely event that a rack should strike the side of
another rack module containing fuel assembl.ies, the conse-
quences of this postulated accident would be bounded by the
cask drop evaluations described in Sections 3.1.2 and 5.3.1.2.

3.4.2 Temporary Construction Crane Drop

During the rerack operation, a temporary construction crane
will be installed in the spent fuel pool. This installation
will be performed using lift rigs which meet the design and
operational requirements of NUREG-0612, " Control of Heavy
Loads at Nuclear Power Plants". To obtain a balanced lift of
the temporary construction crane during installation and
removal, the limit switches on the cask handling crane will be

ioverridden to permit travel of the cask crane hook to within
three feet of the center of the pool. The consequences of a
postulated accident during this installation are bounded by
the cask drop evaluations described in Sections 3.1.2 and
5.3.1.2.2. 1

3.4.3 Loss of Pool Cooling

During the re-racking operation, it will be necessary to raise
and maneuver the old racks out of the spent fuel pool in order
to install the new spent fuel racks (See Section 4.7.4). The
handling of these heavy loads will be accomplished by the use
of a temporary construction crane and the cask handling crane.
Both of these cranes meet the design and operational require-
ments of Section 5.1.1 of NUREG-0612, " Control of Heavy Loads
at Nuclear Power Plants", to prevent accidental dropping.

In the event that a rack should drop on the floor, the potential
for loss of pool cooling could be postulated. An analysis has
previously been submitted and accepted by the NRC (Reference
[17]) for dropping of the spent fuel cask. The results of
this analysis demonstrated that the pool floor would remain-
elastic during impact and that a crack would not develop.
This cask weighs substantially more than a single rack assembly
and has a smaller cross sectional area for load distribution.
The loss of pool water inventory from a rack drop is bounded
by this previous analysis for loss of pool water inventory
from a cask drop. Therefore, loss of spent fuel cooling from
loss of pool water inventory will not occur as a result of a
rack drop.

.
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3.5 TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

Proposed revisions to existing Turkey Point Technical Specifi-
cations [18] are shown on the following Technical Specification
pages 3.12-1, 5.4-1, B3.12-1 and Table 4.1-2 (Sheet 2) as
barred, and proposed Technical Specification 3.17 including
Table 3.17-1 and page B3.17-1. These Technical Specification
revisions do not involve a significant reduction in any margin
of safety.

3.6 REFERENCES

1. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Letter to All Power
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to an ant. lysis of a full core whose fuel assemblies have
various exposure histories. An RPF of 1.0 has been determined
as being more representative for the offload of a full core
and has been applied to each assembly in the Case 2 analysis.
The use of a 1.0 RPF for the calculation of cask drop radio-
logical consequences has been previously submitted to the NRC
for FPL's'St. Lucie Unit 1 plant (see Reference [6].)

Table 5-8' lists the thyroid doses for the two cases evaluated.
(The whole-body doses ar'e not listed since the thyroid doses
are limiting for both cases.) The results of the analysis
demonstrate that by requiring the decay time of spent fuel in
the pool to be a minimum of 1525 hours prior to moving a spent

* fuel cask into the spent fuel pit, the potential offsite doses
will be less than the guidelines of SRP Section 15.7.5 should-

a dropped cask strike the stored fuel assemblies. These doses
are well within 10 CFR Part 100 limits. Accordingly, Technical

-Specification 3.12[7] has been revised to require a decay time
of 1525 hours for all fuel in the spent fuel pool prior to
cask handling operations (see Section 3.5). This is conser-
vative since not all spent-fuel storage modules located in the
pool are suscwptible to impact from any single cask drop.
Thus, the proposed spent fuel pit modifications will not *

increase the radiological consequences of a cask drop accident
previously evaluated.

5.3.1.2.3 Overhead Cranes
.

Except for the area described in Section 5.3.1.2.1, the spent
fuel cask crane is not capable of traveling over or into the
vicinity of tha spent fuel pool. A complete cask crane compo-
nent description, cask handling descripticn, and cask crane
design evaluation are provided in Updated FSAR Section 9.5 and
Appendix 14E and will not;be affected as a result of the
rerack' program; As discussed in Section 3.4.2, the cask crane
limit switches will be overridden during installation and
removal of the t'.mporary construction crane. Upon completion
of this' lift and prior to handling other heavy loads, the

1. limit' switches-will be restored to normal and a functional ,

check performed. Overriding and restoration of the limit I

switches will be addressed in the procedures for the instal- :-

'lation and removal of the temporary crane. |
1

5.3.1.2.4 Acceptability ;-

,

-The' accident aspects of' review establish' acceptability with
respect.to Sections 5.3.1.2.1 and 5.3.1.2.2 of this report.

Requiring. spent fuel decay time to be a minimum of 1525 hours
prior to moving a spent fuel cask into the spent fuel pit will
. keep potential offsite doses well within 10 CFR Part 100m

~t limits should a dropped cask strike the stored fuel assemblies.

l
.
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5'.3.2 Fuel Decay

Prior to cask handling operations, proposed Technical Speci-
fication 3.12 (see Section 3.5) requires a decay time of

. 1525 hours for all fuel in the pool. _Thus, with the increased
. storage capacity, the radiological consequences of a cask drop-

' will be well within the requirements of 10 CFR Part 100.

5.3.3 . Loads Over Spent Fuel

A technical specification which limits the maximum weight of
'

loads that may be transported over spent fuel is presently
being pursued by FPL as part of the resolution of NUREG-0612,
" Control of Heavy Loads at Nuclear Power Plants".

5.3.4 ' Conclusions
.

Since the spent fuel cask will not be handled over or in the
vicinity of spent fuel except as provided for in Section,

5.3.1.2.1, the proposed modification will not result in a
significant increase in the probability of the cask drop
accident previously evaluated in the Turkey Point Updated FSAR
or Safety Evaluation Report [8]. Furthermore, as shown in
Section 5.3.1.2.2, by requiring the decay. time of spent fuel
to be a minimum of 1525 hours prior to moving a spent fuel
cask _into the spent fuel pit, the potential offsite doses will
be well within 10 CFR Part 100 limits should a dropped cask
strike the stored fuel assemblies. The proposed spent fuel
pit modifications will not increase the radiological con-

-sequences of a cask drop accident previously evaluated.

Since there will be a negligible change in radiological condi-
-tions due to the increased storage capacity of the spent fuel,

pool,.no change is anticipated in the radiation protection
program. In addition, the environmental consequences of a

' -postulated fuel handling accident in the spent fuel pool,
-described in Updated FSAR Section 14.0, remain unchanged.
Therefore, there will be no change or impact to any previous-
determinations of the-Final Environmental Statement-[9]. '' Based on the foregoing, the proposed amendments will not
significantly-affect the quality of the human environment;

W> therefore, under 10 CFR 51.5c, issuance nf a negative declara-
tion is' appropriate.
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