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ATTACHMENT

A HEAVY LOADS CONCERNS

Question A.)

In considering the drop of a rack (page 2-4 of the Junv 5, 1992, submittal)
you select the heaviest rack, clesrly a conservative assumption. However, you
1imit the drop from the pool water level, apparencly not a conservative
premise. Justify not having selected the top of the pool (or higher) as the
level from which the rack could fall.

Response A.l

The apparent density of the LaSalle high density racks (weight divided b{ the
external prismatic volume) 15 less than the density of water. As a result,
the dropping of a cack from the maximum possible evaluation during the
hand1ing operations over the pool (less than 6 feet above the top of water)
will provide a surface impact between the rack and the water mass, resulting
in dissipation of the momentum of the falling rack throug: splashing of

water., Following the abrupt deceleration, the rack will sink into the pool
and accelerate downwards. The velocity of the rack as 1t propels towards the
pool slab will essentially correspond to that of one sta - ing 1ts descent from
the top of the water 1ine. Therefore, simulating the drop of a rack from the
top of the pool water surface is identical in 1ts consequences to that from a
higher evaluation.

Question A.2

Can the Unit 1 spent fuel pool (SFP) be completely separated from the Unit 2
pool by a valve, gate, or other means?

Response A.2

‘he Unit 1 and Unit 2 spent fue! pools are joined by a transfer canal and fuel
storage vault. Each pool 1s separated from the transfer canal by gates.

Question A.3

On what basis can you exclude the possibility of a load drop which includes a
rack and the 15 ton auxiliary hoist?

Answer A.3

The 15 ton auxilliary hoist and 1ts connection to the main hoist is
single~fallure-proof.
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Question A.4
The duality feature for the remotely engageable 11fting ri? includes dual load
n

paths. However, each load path must be capable of supporting three times the
load before any rig component 14 stressed to the yleld point and five times

the load before any component {5 stressed to the ultimate stress in order to
be considere” single-fallure-proof. Does your rig conform to these criteria?

Nl'"r Au‘

The load transfer from the rai« to the holst hook occurs through a minimum of
four independent paths. Fallure of any one load path will not cause loss of
load maintatning ability fnasmuch as uncontrolled lowering of the rack cannot
occur. Postulating the fallure of one load path still retains the required
margins, namely a factor of safety of three and five, respectively, between
the materlal yleld stress and the maximum primary stress In the rig, and the
material ultimate stress and the naximum primary stress.

Question A.5

You appear to have mixed methods of resolving heavy load concerns in reracking
the Unit 1 SFP by following guidelines (1) and (2) of Section 5.1,
“Recommended Guidelines," of NUREG-0612, "Control of Heavy Loads at Nuclear
Power Plants." Clarify whiou approach you are following and provide further
detalls, 1f needed, or cite those already provided to delineate that approach,

Answer A5

Our method of dealing with heavy load issues does indeed follow a mixed
approach as provided for in Section 5.1.6 of NUREG-0612, which provides for
improving the reliability of the handling system “through increased factors of
safety and through redundancy or quality In certain active components." All
components below the main hook, namely the intermadiate hoist, the 11ft rig
and the connecting asserblage (e.g. the turnbuckles) are single-failure-proof
due to bullt-in redundancies.

The main crane, on the other hand, meets the enhanced reliability requirement

through a large factor of safety (over 10) between its ultimate capacity and
the maximum load being 11fted (15 tons).

Question A.6

Do you plan to use the 1ifting rig for some time after reracking the Unit )
SFP? If so, discuss your plans for maintaining compliance with ANSI
N 14.5-1978.

Response A.6
CEC> has no plans to reuse the 11fting rig after the Unit 1 rerack s complete.
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“ ol handling procedure LFS-100-4, Core Alterations Shiftly
ace, will be revised to incorporate a decay period of 100 hours.

Question B.4

In discussing your calcuietions relating to bulk pool coolant temperatures
(page 5-12) you note that system calculations indicate a total system flow
rate of 5050 gpm in 1leu of the 6000 gpm anticipated by Table 9.1-3 of the
UFSAR. Discuss these results and show how you arrive at your estimate that
such flow decrease will result In a bulk coolant temperature increase of less

than 12°F.

Response B.4

The estimated upper bound on the expected temperature increase was based on
previous axperience of Holtec engineers with such analyses. To respond to
this question, & rigorous calculation has been performed to obtain the pool
temperature profile for the case of 5050 gpm spent fuel water rate. In order
to perform this analysis the temperature effectiveness of the fuel pool heat
exchanger for the reduced flow scenario had to be - lculated. Calculations
show that the effectiveness of cooler drops from 0.292 to 0.279 when the flow
rate 1s reduced from 6000 ypm to 5050 gpm. ONEPOOL was utilized to determine
the pool water temperature profile for Case Il in Table 5.8.2 (the governing
case). The temperature profile 1s shown in Figure 1, which indicates that the
maximum pool water temperature 1s 128.6°F. Thus, the actual increase is only
1.4°F (128.6°F minus 127.2°F), which 1s conservatively bounded by the estimate
of 12°F presented in the 1icensing report.

Question 8.5

Provide an estimate of the decay heat generated and concomitant bulk coolant
temperature in the event a normal offload 1s used to f111 the SFP after
reracking.

Risponse B.5

‘‘he NRC clarified that “"norimal offload" means normal fue! pool cooling system
1ine-up, or one fuel pool cooling train in service.

As discusse?! in response tc Question B.2, the off-load scenario, as described
in paragraph 5.2 of Attachment B of our submittal, results in a heat rate of
37 MBtu/Hr. The comparable Unit 2 value 1s 42 MBtu/Hr. In Section 2.2.1 of
the Safety Evaluation Report issued with Amendment 48 to Facility Operatin
License NPF-18, the NRC verified that one fuel cooling train was capable o
maintaining the bulk pool temperature less than 140°F at a maximum heat
generation rate of 42 MBtu/HWr. After evaluation of the off-load scenarios
associated with the two respective maximum heat generation rates, CECo
believes that the Unit | maximum heat generation rate of 37 MBtu/Hr is
conservatively bounded by the Unit 2 value of 42 MBtu/Hr.
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