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O. BOX 14000, JUNO BEACH, FL 3340B

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

September 9, I 983
L-83-477

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Attention: Mr. Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director

Division of Licensing
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Eisenhut:

Re: Turkey Point Units 3 & 4
Docket Nos. 50-250 8 50-25 I

Proposed License Amendment
FgH/FQ

Attached is the Significant Hazards Evaluation for the F~H/FQ Proposed License
Amendment dated August I9, I983 (L-83-455).

Also attached is a list of corrections and corrected pages to Attachment A and B of
the above referenced letter. Please replace the corrected pages in that submittal.

Very truly yours,

Robert E. Uhrig
Vice President
Advanced Systems 8 Technology

REU/SAV/cab

Attachment

cc: J. P. O'Reilly, Region II
Harold F. Reis, Esquire
Ulray Clark, Administrator
Radiation Health Services
Tallahassee, Florida 3230 I

8309150128 830909
PDR ADOCK 05000250
P PDR

PEOPLE... SERVING PEOPLE
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Significant Hazards Evaluation

FqH/ Fa

Technical Specification Changes

Turkey Point Units 3 8 4

Three primary changes are proposed:

I. The hot channel factor F<H limit is increased from 1.55 to 1.62.

2. The total peaking factor Fg limit is increased from 2.30 to 2.32.

3. The Overpower 5T setpoints and thermal-hydraulic limit curves are made more
conservative.

l. F~H Limit increase

10 CFR 50.92 (c)(l): The increase in F<H limit from 1.55 to 1.62 does not
significantly increase the probability or consequences of accidents previously
analyzed for the following reasons:

a) The increase in the hot channel F~H limit entails no physical changes in
plant equipment or operating procedure and therefore will not increase the
probability of design basis accidents analyzed in the FSAR.

b) The concern with higher FgH limit is the possible occurrence of fuel
failure. The safety analysis shows that the proposed increase in the FgH
limit does not lead to departure from nucleate boiling (DNB) in the core
and that, therefore, there would not be significant fuel failure. The
consequences of previously analyzed accidents are, therefore, not
significantly increased.

10 CFR 50.92 (c)(2): The increase in FgH limit from I'.55 to 1.62 does not
create the possiblity of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated for the following reasons:

The change involves no plant equipment or operating procedure changes;
therefore there is no possibility of a new accident not previously analyzed.

10 CFR 50.92 (c)(3): The increase in F>H limit from 1.55 to 1.62 does not cause
significant reduction in margin of safety explained as follows:

The safety evaluations show the fuel to be within the bounds of the same fuel
failure criteria as before. Therefore, the proposed change does not cause a
significant reduction in margin of safety.
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This proposed amendment compares closely to example (vi) as listed in the
"Examples of Amendments that are not considered likely to involve Significant
Hazards Considerations," 48FR I 4870~4/I 6/83) as shown below.

Identification of additional DNBR margin to accommodate the reduction in
margin resulting from the increased FgH limit meets the FSAR design basis
therefore it is:

(vi) A change which either may result in 'some increase to
the probability or consequences of a previously-
analyzed accident or may reduce in some way a safety
margin, but where the results of the change are clearly
within all acceptable criteria with respect to the
system or component specified in the Standard Review
Plan: for example, a change resulting from the
application of a small refinement of a previously used
calculational model or design method.

2. Fg Limit Increase

IO CFR 50.92 (c)(l): The increase in Fg limit from 2.30 to 2.32 does not-
significantly increase the probability or consequences of accidents previously
analyzed for the following reasons:

a) The limiting accidents for total peaking factor Fg are the small and large
break loss of coolant accidents (LOCA). The increase in the Fg limit
involves no changes in plant equipment or operating procedure and
therefore will not affect the probability of a LOCA; therefore the
probability of design basis accidents analyzed in the FSAR is not increased.

b) The consequences of a LOCA would be fuel failure and associated fission
gas releases. Analyses of small and large break loss of coolant events for
2.32 Fg show peak clad temperatures and other core parameters indicative
of fuel failure well below the acceptable limits of I 0 CFR 50.46.
Therefore, it is concluded that the proposed change will not significantly
increase consequences of the previously analyzed accidents.

IO CFR 50.91 (c)(2): The increase in Fg limit from 2.30 to 2.32 does not create
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated because it does not involve equipment or procedure
changes that could cause a new accident.

IO CFR 50.9I (c)(3): The increase in Fg limit from 2.30 to 2.32 does not cause
significant reduction in margin of safety.

The acceptance criteria of IO CFR 5046 include adequate safety margins. The
LOCA analyses for 2.32 Fg predict results well below the acceptance limits. It
is therefore concluded that there is no significant reduction in margin of safety.

This proposed amendment compares closely to example (vi) as listed in the
"Examples of Amendments that are not considered likely to involve Significant
Hazards Considerations", 48FR I 4870747l 6/83) as shown below.
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The proposed change to increase Fg is shown in the ECCS analysis to remain in
compliance with l0 CFR 50.46 therefore it is:

(vi) A change which either may result in some increase to
the probability or consequences of a previously-
analyzed accident or may reduce in some way a safety
margin, but where the results of the change are clearly
within all acceptable criteria with respect to the
system or, component specified in the Standard Review
Plan; for example, a change resulting from the
application of a small refinement of a previously used
calculational model or design method.

3. Chan e in Over. wer bT Set pints and Thermal-H draulic'Limit Curves

The change in the Overpower LT setpoints and thermal-hydraulic limit curves is
in the conservative direction. Therefore l0 CFR 50.92 (c)(l),.(2) and (3) are
negative.

This proposed amendment compares closely to example (ii) as listed in the
"Examples of Amendments, that are not considered likely to involve Significant
Hazards Considerations," 48FR I 4870~4/ l 6/83) as shown below.

The Overpower 5T setpoints and thermal-hydraulic limit. curves changes are in
the conservative direction therefore they are:

(ii) A change that constitutes an additional limitation, or
control not presently included in the technical
specifications: for example, a more stringent
surveillance requirement.
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.List of Corrections of L-87,-455

Attachment A Instructions

List of Figures
Page 2.3-3
Figure 3.2-3
Page 82.1-2

Replace page
Replace page
Replace page
Replace page

Attachment 8

Page 10 'Section 4.2,
2nd paragraph,
delete third sentence
"An evaluation has ..."
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The curves of Figure 2.1-1 show the loci of points of T.".=">:. ~

PO'. ER, Reactor Coolant System pressure and average temperature for which tne
cal culated D!lBR is no less than the

~ a ..he vessel exi t i s l ess than the
design Df'3R value or the average enthalpy
enthalpy of saturated liquid.

The curves are conservative for an enthalpy not channel factor, F(H, of >.62
and a reference cosine with a peak of 1.55 for axial power shape. An

allo»ance is included for an increase in F,H at reduced power based on tne
expression:

FcH < 1.62 Ll + 0-3 (1-P)3

where P is the fraction of RATED THER)'iAL POl"-"R.

These limiting heat flux conditions are higher than those cal culated for tne
range of al 1 control rods fully wi thdra»n io the maximum al 1 owable control red
inseri1on 1

(< c) funct

-...ba ance i

Over:e2pera

imit assuming the axial power imba'.ance is wi thin the limits of
I

'.on of the Overiemperature LT irip. linen the axial power
s no. ""'thin the io erance, . he axial power imbalance effeci on

t ure ' ir i „s wi 1 l recvee tne seip" in.=< to prov i""" "roiecti oli
consistent »~ ih core safety limits.

Fuel rod bowing reduces the values of OfiB ra.io (Ot3R). The amount of tne
DI'=R reduciion is 4.7<.'or LOPAR fuel with the L-grid Dhd correlaiion and

5.='or

ine GFA fuel wi=n th . ilRB- DNB correla ion. The penalties are ca'.c.'ia-.e-
pursuant to "Fuel Rod Bow Evaluation," h'CAP-8691-P-A, Rev. 1 (proprietary) and
t'CAP-8692 Rev. 1 (non-proprietary). The restrictions of the Core Thermal
Hydraulic Safety Limits assure that an amount of ONER margin greater tnan or
equal to the above penalties is retained to offset the rod bow DHBR penalty.

B2. 1-2
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