UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
VIASHINGTON, D, C 20658

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Description of Proposed Action

By letter dated June 5, 1992, as supplemented July 7, July 20, and November 4,
1992, the Commonwealth Edison Company (CECo or the licensee) requested an
anendment to Facility Operating License No. NPF-11 for LaSalle County Station,
Unit 1, to allow the expansion of the capacity of the spent fuel pool.
Specifically, the amendment would authorize the licensee to increase the
capacity of the spent fuel pool from the currently lgprovod capacity of 1120
fuel assemblies to the progosed capacity of 3982 fuel assemblies ﬁlus four
defective fuel storage cells, The proposed expansion would be achieved by
removing the current spent fuel storage racks from the pool and replacing them
with new racks (1.e., reracking), in which the cells for the spent fuel
assemblies are more closely spaced. The proposed arrangement would make use
of free standing racks.

There are two spent fuel storage pools at the LaSalle County Station. The
existin? racks in the Unit 2 spent fuel pool can accommodate 4073 fuel
assemblies, while the Unit 1 spent fuel pool contains 1080 fuel storage cells.
In the 2002 time frame, the station will no longer have full core dischargo
reserve, and if reracking 1s not accomplished prior to 1996, it will not be
physically practical to perform. Consequently, CECo proposes to replace the
existing spent fuel racks for LaSalle, Unit 1, with racks of a high dcnsitg
design. These free stnndin? racks will have cagacity for the storage of 3982
fuel assemblies and 47 special storage cells. The special storage racks
consist o four locations for storing control rod guide tubes or defective
fuel containers, and 43 cells for control rods and other miscellanecus items.

These spent fuel storage racks provide smooth full length square storage cells
of stainless steel in a welded honeycomb structure. Each storage cell is
comprised of a stainless steel and Boral™ array. Each rack 1s supported on
the pool floor by four or five pedestal structures welded to the bottom of the
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One spent fuel alternative considered in detail in the FGEIS .s the expansion
of the onsite fuel storage capacity by modification of the cxistlnz spent fuel
pools. Applications for more than 100 spent fuel pool expansions have been
received and have been approved or are under review by the NRC. The finding
fn each case has been that the environmental impact of such increased storagu
capacity 1s negligible. However, since there are variations in storage design
and limitations caused by the spent fuel already stored in some of the gools.
the FGEIS recommended that 1icensing reviews be done on a case-by-case basis
to resolve plant-specific concerns,

The 1icensee has considered several alternatives to the proposed action of the
spent fuel pool expansion. The staff has evaluated these and certain other
alternatives with respect to the need for the proposed action as discussed in
Section 1.2 of this assessment. The following alternatives were considered:

(1) Ship?ﬁnt of spent fuel to a permanent federal fuel storage/disposal
facility.

(2) Shipment of fuel to a reprocessing facility,

(3) Shipment of fuel to another utility or site for storage.

(4) Reduction of spent fuel generation.

(5) Construction of a new independent spent fuel storage installation.
(6) No action taken.

Each of these alternatives is discussed below.

1.3.1 Shipment of Spent Fuel to a Permanent Federal Fuel Storage/Dispusal
Facility

Shipment to a permanent federal fuel storage disposal facility is a preferred
alternative to increasing the onsite spent fuel storage cagacity. DOE 1s
developing a repository under the NWPA. However, the facility is not likely
to be ready to receive spent fuel until the year 2010, at the earliest.

As an interim measure, shipment to a Monitored Retrievable Storage /MRS)
facility is another alternative to increasing the onsite spent fue! torage
capacity. DOE, under the NWPA, has submitted its MRS propocal tc . gress.
However, because Congress has not authorized the construction of an MRS
facility, and because one is not projected to be available until 1998, this
alternative does not meet the near-term storage needs of LaSalle, Unit 1.

Under the NWPA, the federal government has the responsibility to provide not
more than 1900 metric tons capacity for the interim storage of spent fuel.
The impacts of storing fuel at a Federal Interim Storage (FIS) facility fall
within those already assessed by the NRC in NUREG-0575. In passing the NWPA,
Congress found that the owners and operators of nuclear power stations have
the primary responsibility for providing interim storage of spent nuclear
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(2) On an annual basis, most airborne releases from LaSalle, Unit 1, ars due
to leakage of reactor covlant which contains tritium and radioactive
fodine in higher concentrations than the SFP. Therefore, even {f there
were & higher evaporation rate from the SFP, the potential increase in
the releases of tritium and fodine would be small compared to the amount
normally released from the station and that which was previously
evaluated in the Environmental Statement.

Aside from the above considerations, the station is limited in 1ts total
releases of gaseous activity by the Offsite Dote Calculation Manual.

The concentration of radionuclides in the pool water 1s continuously processed
by the SFP cleanup demineralizer and decreased by the decay of short-lived
isotupes. The activity is highest during refueling operations when reactor
coolant water is introduced in the pool, and decreases as the psol water is
processed through the demineralizer. Thereafter, the activity corcentration
has been and should continue to be dependent on the demineralizer resin
replacement with no Tong-term build-up. The increase of redioactivity, if
any, due to the proposed SFP modification should be minor, since the cleanup
system can remove radioactivity continuously from the SFP water and, thus,
keep it at acceptable levels.

In view of the above, the staff has assumed, for dose calculation purposes,
that there will be no significant increase in the release of tritium or
radiofodine due to evaporation from the SFP,

2.2 So0lid Radioactive Wastes

The staff does not expect any significant increase in the amount of sclid
waste generated from the SFP cleanup system due to the proposed modification,
Operation of the cleanup demineralizer system and frequency of resin
replacement is determined primarily by requirements for water clarity rather
than the loading of fission product radionuclides. The amount of suspended
particulate material that must be removed to maintain the desired water
clarity is determined by the frequency of refueling operations and should be
indzpendent of the number of spent fuel assemblies stored. Thus, the expanded
capacity of the storage pool is not expected to significantly alte: the
frequency of resin or filter media replacement above what is currently
experienced, or the personnel radiation exposures during maintenance
operations. This would not have any significant additional environmental
impact.

2.3 Radioactive Material Released to Receiving Waters

There should not be a significant increase in the liquid relerase of
radionuclides from the plant as a result of the proposed modifications. Since
the SFP cooling and cleanup systems operate as a closed system, only water
originating from cleanup of SFP floors and filter-dem.neralizer backflush need
be cons'dered as potential sources of radioactivity. It is expected that
neither the quantity nor activity of the floor cleanup water will change as a
result of these modifications. The SFP filter-demineralizer resin removes



radioactive materials from the SFP water. These spent resins are periodically
backflushed with water. The amount of radicactivity in the SFP filter
demineralizer resin may increase sliihtly due to the additional spent fuel in
the pool, but the spent powdered resin (backflushed) will be processed by the
liquid radwaste system. After processing in the 1iquid radwaste system, the
amount of radioactivity released to the environment as a result of the
proposed modification would be negligible.

3.0 RADIOLOGICAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT/QCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE

This section contains the staff’'s evaluation of the estimates of the
additional radiological impacts on the plant workers from the proposed
operation of the modified SFP.

The occupational exposure for the proposed modification of the SFP is
estimated by the licensee to dbe less than eight person-rems. The dose goal of
eight person-rem for the Unit ] rerack is consistent with the historical range
of doses for spent fuel pool rerack operations and ts less than two percent of
the average yearly dose tor LaSalle (averaged over the years 1989 - 1991).

On the basis of our review of the licensee’s report, we conclude that the
proposed storage of spent fuel in the modified SFP will not result in any
significant increase in doses received by workers and can be performed in a
manner that will ensure that exposure to workers will be as low as is
reasonably achievable (ALARA} and within the limits of 10 CFR 20.

3.1 Zonclusions

Based on its review of the proposed expansion of the SFP at LaSalle, Unit I,
the staff concludes that:

1. The severity (i.e., radiological consequences) of a fuel handling
accident in “he spent fuel storage pool, 1ncorporating B high density
storage conf.guration, would not exceed that due to the design basis
analysis addvessed in Section 15.7.4 of the LaSalle UFSAR. As such, the
fuel nandling accident analysis presented in the LaSalle UFSAR remains
valid. The estimated additional radiation doses to the general public
are less than those incurred during normal operation of the LaSalle
County Station.

2. The licensee has taken appropriate steps to ensure that occupationa)
dose will be maintained as low 2s is reasonably achievable and within
the 1imits of 10 CFR Part 20. The total occupational dose estimated to
be associated with tha proposed modification of the expanded fuel pool
is less than ten person-rems, which is less that two percent average
annual total occupational dose at the LaSalle County Station, Unit i.

On the basis of the fore?oing evaluation, it is concluded that there would be
no significant additional environmental radiological impact attributable to
the proposed rerackin? and modification to increase the spent fuel sturage
capacity at the LaSalle County St: . n, Unit 1.
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Statement, dated November 1978, related to the operation of the LaSalle County
Station, Unit 1.

6.2 Agencies and Persons Consulted

The NRC staff reviewed the 1icensee’'s request. No other agencies or persons
were consulted.

7.0 BASIS AND CONCLUSIONS FOR NOT PREPARING AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMEN!

The staff has reviewed the proposed spent fuel pool modification to the
LaSalle County Station, Unit 1, relative to the requirements set forth in
10 CFR Part §1. Based upon the environmental assessment, the stai® has
concluded that there are no significant radiclogical or non-radiclogical
impacts associated with the proposed action and that the proposed icense
amendment will not have significant effect on the quality of the human
environment, Therefore, the Commission has determined, pursuant to 10 CFR
51.31, not to prepare an environmental impact statement for the proposed
amendment .

Principal Contributor: R. Stransky

Dated: rebruary 12, 1993
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