


o DESIGN FEATURES

5.6 FUEL STORAGE

CRITICALITY

Sis.l The spent Tue) storage racks are designed and shall be maintained
with:

8. A koo equivalent to £ 0.95 when flooded with unborated water,
ingluding a1l calculational uncertainties and biases, as described
in Section 9,1 of the FSAR,
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. A noaina\(frihth center-to-center distance between fuel

assemblies placed in the storage racks.

5.6.1.2 The Koft for new fuel for the first core loading stored dry in
the spent fuel storage racks thall not exceed 0.95 when flooded with water.

DRAINAGE

5.6.2 The spent fuel storage pool is designed and shall be maintained
to prevent ingavertent draining of the pool below elevation 819 feet.

CAPACITY

5.6.3 The spent fue)l storage pool is designed and shall be maintained
with a storage capacity limited to no more than.1120 fuel assemblies.
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5.7 COMPONENT CYCLIC OR TRANSIENT LIMIT

5.7.1 The components identified in Table 5.7.1-1 are designed and shall
be maintained within the cyclic or transient 1imits of Table 5.7.1-1.
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special Iifting devices, which have a rated capacity sutficient to
maintain sufficient safety factors, will be utilized in themovements of
the storage racks. Per NUREG-0612, Appendix B, the safety margin
ensures that the probability of a drop is extremaely low

The Reactor Building crane, which does not comply with single failure
roof criteria of NURE(G-0612, nevertheless meets the intent of
UREG-0612 in so far as the ratio of the ultimate capacity of the

crane (125% of 125 tons) to the maximum load being litted (15 tons

plus auxiliaries) is greater than 10

Accordingly, the proposed Technical Specification and the associated
modification does not involve an increase in the probability of an
accident previously evaluated, or an accident of a diff ent type

CECo has evaluated the consequences of a fuel assembly drop in the
spent fuel pool and determined that the criticality acceptance criterion,
K, < 0.95, is not violated. In addition, CECo determined that the
r‘d‘uo ical consequences of a fuel assembly drop are bounded by the
UFSAR analyses. Analyses demonstrate that the calculated doses
are well within 10 CFR Part 100 guidelines. The results of an analysis
show that a dropped fuel assembly on the racks will not distort the
racks such that stored fue! acsamblies would be impacted. Thus, the
consequences of this type of accidem ara not significantly changed
from: the previous!y evaluated spent fuel assembly drops.

The spent fuel | system is a passive system with the exception of
the Fuel Pool Cooling and Clear .p system and HVAC equipment.
The redundancies in the cooling system and the HVAC hardware are
not reduced by the planned storage densification. The extent of active
hardware in these systems is only marginaliy changed. Therefore, the
Frobabmiy of ococurrence or malfunction of satety equipment leading to
oss of spent tuel pool cooling flow is not increased.

The consequences of a loss of spent fuel pool cooling system flow
have been evaluated and it was determined that sufticient time
remains available to provide an alternate means for cooling in the
event o1 a complete failure of the cooling system. Thus, the
consequences of this type of accident are not increased from
previously evaluated loss of cooling system flow accidents.

The consequences of a seismic event have been evaluated. The new
racks are designed and will be fabricated to meet the requirements of

licable portions of the NIC Regulatory Guides and published
standards. The new free-standing racks are designed so that the
integrity of both the racks and the poo! structure is maintained during
and after a seismic event with no reaultant damage to stored fuel.
Thus, the consequences of a seismic event are not increased from
previously evaluated events



2)

The probability and consequences of a spent fuel cask drop will not be

aftected by the replacement of the racks. LaSalle Technical

Specification 3.9.7. restricts movement of spent fuel casks from

travomc? over any region of the spent firel pool. Durng the reracking
n

of the Unit 1 Spent Fue! Storage Pool, all spent fuel will be stored in
the Unit 2 Spent Fuel Storage Pool

The consequences of a rack (heavy load) ap during construction

have been considered. There is no equipment which is essential to

the safe shutdown of the reactor or employed to mitigate the

consequences of an accident which is beneath, adjacent to or

otherwise within the area of influence of any loads that will be handled Y
during the expansion modification. An analysie was also performed to |
determine the effect on the ategiity of the spent fuei pool structure ‘
follow g the free fall of the heaviest rack module. The analysis

concluded that the maximum load due to the rack drop event is well |
below the cumulative impact load produced during the seismic event,

and as such is bounded by the seismic analysis. Therefore, the

consequences of a rack (heavy load) drop during construction are not

incroased from previously evaluated events.

|
\
|
|
In summary, it is concluded that the proposed amendment to replace '
the spent fual racks in the Unit 1 spent fuel pool does not involve an i
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously |
evaluated. |
Would operation of the facility in accordance with the proposed amendment 1
create the possibility of a new or different kine >t accident from any accident

previously evaluated?

CECo has evaluated the proposed modification in accordaice with the guidance
of the NRU Position Pnfor. "OT Position fur Review and Acceptance of Spent
Fuel Storage and Handling Applications,” appropriate NRC Regulatory Guides,
appropriate NRC Standard Review Plans, and appropriate Industry codes and
standards. In addition, CECo has reviewed several previous NRC Safet
Evaluation Reports for rerack applications similar to this proposed modification.

No unyroven technology will be utilized either in the construction process or in the
analytical techniques necessary to justify the planned fuel storage expansion,
The basic rorackingI technology in this instance has been developed and
demonstrated in other applications for fuel pool capacity increases previously
approved by the NRC.

Based upon the foreguing, CECo concludes thai the proposed Technical
Srocmcation and associated reracking modification does not cre ate the possibility
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.
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(X) An expansion of the storage capacity of a spent fuel pool when all of the
following are satisfied:

1)  The storage expansion method consists of either replacing existing
racks with a design which ailows closer spacing belv. een stored spent
fuel assemblies or placing additional racks of the original design on the
pool floor if space permits.

The LaSalle spent fuel pool rerack involves the replacement of the
present capacity racks with a design which allows closer spacing of
the stored spent fuel cells

2) The storage expansion method does not involve rod consolidation or

double tiering.
The LaSalle racks are not double tiered and all racks will sit on the
spent fuel I floor. In a ' "tinn, the amendment application does not
involve rod consolidatic < nt tuel.

3) Thek,, . “*h~ oolis .. aned less than or equal to 0.95.

The design of the new spent fue! racks contains a neutron absorber,
Roral™, to ensure that the k_, remains less than 0.95 under all
conditions (with unborated water in the .00l).

4) No new technology or unproven technology is utilized in either the
sonstruction process or the analytical techniques necessary to justify
the expansion.

The rack design has been licensed for use at other nuclear utilities
The technology for the construction processes and analytical
technigues remain substantially the same as those utilized by other
utilities in completing their storage rack projects. Thus, no new or
unproven technology is utilized in the construction or analysis of the
proposed lLaSalle spent fuel racks.

Thus, this submittal meets example (X) as presented in the supplementary information
accompanying publication of the Final Rule as an example of situations which are
considered not to involve significant hazards considerations.

Based on tiie foregoing, CECo has conciuded that all criteria for issuance of a No
Significant Hazard statemen! are satisfied.
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