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Os AEGU,,NWE STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

W3ASOMON r. 2 s 2005

Mlarch 18, 2004

Mr. JMA. Gresham, Manager
Regulatory ornd Ulcenisig Enginerin
Wesbtighuse Eecbc Compay
P.O. Box 355
Pittsburgh, PA 15230035

SUBJECT: FML SAFElY EVALUATION FOR WESTINGHOUSE TOPICAL REPORT
WCAPW16045-P, REVISION 0, 'QUALICATION OF THE TWODIMENSIONAL
TRANSPORT CODE PARAGON (TAC NO. MM )

DoarMr. Gresham '

By w d March 7.2003, end pm edntdated Sepeber, 200. Mthe W thousa
EbedricCornpaiy Wefthouse) scntddTopical Repout ( WCAP-18045-P. Revbon 0,
" nualilcati of tMe Two-imensbnal Transport Code PAR t to the staff for review. On
February S, 2004, an NRC drft safety evalatn (SE) regardig our approa of fte TR was
provkded for your mVkw and commerb. By txC dated Februry 19, 2004. Westinghouse
commented on the draft SE. The staff. dspolon of Wesanhouse.e cornnmts on the draft
SE Is discued hI the attahment to to final SE enclosed wWit this loetr.

The stalf has found ddat the TR Is acceptable for referndng as an approved methodology In
plant Ewshi applcations. Te enclosed SE doments the daf evaluation of
Westnhouue' Justication forft Ienproved nithodology.

Our acceptance applies oy to the inaterlal prvided Ithe "ed TR. We do not Inend to
repeat our review of he acceptable material delcrbed in the TR. When the TR appears as a
refernoe I Icense applcations. our review wE ensure t the maera presented apples to
the spectio plant Invowed. License amendm requests that deviate from this TR wAl be
wubjed to a plan-specifc review In acordance wih oppca review standards.

In accordance wih the guldance provded on tm NRC. TR webeste, we request that
Wesfthouse publish an aceped versIon of Thib TR wihin thrOe muxths of renept ofthWs
lefter. The accepted version shal Incorporate this leer and the enclosed SE betoeen the tiUe
page and the abstract t must be well Inded such VWt irmuallon Is readily ocaed. Also. It
must contain In appendices Nstorical review Irfortation, such as questions and accepted
resporum, draft SE comments, and original report pages that were roplaced. The aocepted
version shall Include a "-A' (desIgnat 'accepted folli the mport idenification symboL
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if the NR~s criteriato regufedlons change co t s conckzslocs In Whe ltte, that the TR Is
acceptable. Is hnalidated, Wesflngho andfor the Icnsm reewoc tHi TR will be
eapected to revse d resubn* Its respectve documentafto or cubmii ustlficaton for tMe
contied applicably of t 1TR without revision oft respectie doctnertadion

sincerl,

Wsonof LbwakVPr*t Mafnagament
Offioe of Nuclear Reactorl Regulation

Prced No. 700

Enclosure: Safety Evaluaton

co vdenct
Mr. Gordon BischtfL Manager
Owinen; Group Program Managentl Office
W tinghowe E bcti Company
P.O. Bx 355
Plftsbgh, PA 1523035
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CoO W UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

mTAENSIMOLMTM P.C iCOEPRAG

IMTNflUV L ECTRI! CMPANY

1.0 INTRODUCTION

By lettr dated Labri 7. 2003, e supplemented by tr dated September 9. 2003, the
WesttiAos lect Mp (WelEtiehoure) submisted Topical Report CTM
WCAP 16045-P, Quaflcation of te Two-_menslora Trasport Code PARAGON.,' the
NRCformlewand approvaL The ociv of TR wato provde thko natlon and data
_y to Kcen PARAGON both as * standaone bupod code and as a nuclear data
source for a core smulator hI a coplete clear design code sysm for come dein, osfely
and opertional catcutloms. PARAGON Is a new port co developed by Westnghouse.
PARAGON is based on colison pbabt mehods ard is written er bly In FORTRAN OM.
PARAGON can provdo nudcest da, both secto and pin power rfomiation. to a coe
simulator code such as ANG.

2.0 REGULATR EVALUATION

Sedion 50.34. "Cantents of Applaton; Tech InforaVon,' of We 10 of the code of
Feduu Regulains requlres that safet uaas report be subntted that analyze te dsign
and performnca of sku s. systoms, nnd mponent prded for the prevenion of
moddents and the Migati of he cosequencqs of accidents. As part of the core rload
desin proe, lcensees (or vwrs) perform reload safy evaluaors to ensure that ter
safety analyses remain bounft for the design cycle. To colrrm n tho t analyses man
bouidng. Icensees conlirm t kay kpus to be safety analyses (vuch as th critical power
ratio) ar conservative with resped io the axnent desgn cycle, if key safety analys
prarntars are not bouided, a 5analyoi or reevalution of te affected transriet or accidents
Is perrmed to ensure t the oppicable acceptance criteria am satisfied.

There are no Specific regulstory rxquhement or gukae available for the review of TR
rVsIons AS sudl, the Staff review wiN b bsed on ft evalui of tachnia Moerk and
compliance with aNW appicl regulations associated wi rvie of TRs.

3.0 TECHNICAL EVALUATION

The qualiticaton presented I this TR followed a wsstematic qusalication proes wtith has
been used prviouly by Wesftnghouse to quaif nuclear design codes. This process Starts
wth the qualfication of the basic methodology used hi the code and proceeds In logical Steps to
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qualfltion of the code as pplied to a cormplae nuclear design code aystem The
qualification process consists of benchnwidng to code agaInst raw data and Industry
aooepted on-arlo codes guch as MCNP.

3.1 Bench rrg and Morno-Carlo Code Calculatiorm

Constent Witlh the qualification prooe6 descIed above, WStInghouse presented th results
of PARAGON ns for a series of critioal mexarnnts These expertrnents Included the
Strawhve-Baz~y 101 arma, the KRrlz high terperature cricals, and a large number of
spatia crltl ftroan the Babcock and WMox (B&W) physis verfication program The B&W
oritical caloulations provded both reactivity and pwer distibution measurements data tD
benChmark PARAGON utp predlotabty.

The Strawixde4n 101 critical calculafto (iftial) cover a wide range of lattie
parunetes pmvfg an Irportant test for the PARAGON atice code. Skc the
exeriment we rdlorm latbic tlhe crim were nW as gle pMn cels In PARAGON Ther
are 40 102 expekrients among tOe 101 critical. The rsults produood by PARAGON showed
no particular bias or trens as a hanotion of urar*nm enrichmet experiental buckling, pet

diametr or soluble boron.

The KRITZ h~-tm hture calculations provide criical bendmark dat for runmfueled,
water-modended at high temperatures. The calAtinwers P errmd at
teiperabue as high as 245C. PARAGON modeld 12 KRITZ e No igificant
tre acrss the lag tUMeatre range of ee crlcal calcUlations were observed The
smam standard devion obtained is hldcatie of PARAGON predlcte capabie across the
large temperue riang.

The B&W aplal crcalis provided data on both reaivt and power cdiftftn for a varWty of
uranium r-odd fueed hltooe. A tot of 29 confguratlons ware anaWzed by the vendor, at
different enrictment and burnable polbona. K-nInt comparsona wwe canred ou between
PARAGON and the Monte Carb code MCNP for am 29 eaetmens in addffon, the measured
alal buodlhgs were used with te PARAGON resuf to calulate K-- The reaci rets for
al conrfguratons resed hI a very o parble K," for the 29 experments, wfth a standard
deviation of lesa than 0.05 percent. Westinhouse ao aubmtd rod power disbUti
cornparlson f PARAGON resuats against meaurwnents for ieeriments, two witM no
burnabe absoibera, two wfih gadona burnable abwoo , and two with Pyrex burnable

abserbe. The average difference between the meaured ard PARAGON power dstrtf
for fte six experments was sight greate than 1.0 percent with an average standard deatlon
of 1.5 percet

Westinghouse also benclrnwkod PARAGON gansk wel known Monte-carto =oes.
SPedficaLl, Westhouse peromd 13 different asen*ly configtilon cabuiatlons using
both PARAGON and th Monte Caro code MCNP. These asseCnty conrfuroto were
chosen to cover a variety d lat type s ad burnable absorbers oe a lage enrIchment
range. These calcuslat Included 11 Westhose and 2 Combusaton DEering (CE)
assernblks. The PARAGON and MCNP calculons were compared for both reacv* and
Powr dLsibub The mman difference In reactv betweOn VW MCNP and PARAGON
caluatons over the 13 assenblles was about 100 pement mill (porn), with a tandard deviation
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of les Van 100 pc The resuats of comparison bewmeen de MCNP and PARAGON pow
dlsb ions showed o good a ment The average difference in rod poers for each
assemby sraed from los ffhn OA percent to le than 0.8 percen

Wesinghouse also pwformed calculations usi PARAGON to compare with
spectrgre#)-maesured botopica data from tho 8axdon reactor Cores 2 and 3 contaling mixed
oxide fuel. Additionl copaisons were porfrm uskng PARAGON to other plants such as
Ym*ee Cores 1,2, and 4 with stknessteel clad fA and Yankee Core with urcaloy clad
fe In these calation oopic concenations from PARAGON were used to Simulate te
power hitoty corespondg to these cora. The resub of these oopc comparons show no
significant bnd for asy Isotope with bumup, agahi demnonstrat the capalft of PARAGON
for prciclt the dqepUon clmddutics of U02 WN valer reactor ful over a wide range of
bumup conditions. NtlxnO Westinghouse Included mixed oifel (MOX) data In fte TR,
the data base Is Insufficiet to enable the staff to reach a concuslon regarding PARAGON
ablity to predict depletion dwaratIcs for a MOX fueled core at this me.

32 Plant Cycles Operation Cmopars

Westihouse Ebted In the dAm*a ta the primary use of PARAGON wai be to generate
nulr data for ue In Wethouse coWm simulator codes. Thus, te most hnportert
qualIkation for PARAGON Is the camparlson of results of core calmhfons using PARAGON
supplied nulear data agast phet measured data. In the subhrA Wesanghouse presented
ANG rasus for prasswized water rctor (PWR) cor calculations with nuclear data supped
by PARAGON (PARAGO WANG) wich we conmed to ortrespondng plant mc ,suremet,
where available, and to PHOEN1-P/AHC resuts fbr the same calcistlons. Tho resut of fte
calculatons demonstrated Uhe accuracy of the PARAGON nuclr data when applied to a
compIet. nuclear design system.

Cycle, frm 11 plants lacluling both Westrghwe and CE tp pts, were used for
meased PARAGONtANO-plicted compadsons of stWb data and at-pawier alcal
boron versus cycle burnup datL In additon, measured radial pow data was compared to
PARAGOWANC predicted values from 28 radial power maps fm 5 dIfferent plants.
Bogkanigofocyde (DOC) and und-o-cyce (EGO) radial power and EOC bumup pdctns
from PHONIX-P/ANC were Wmpad to ose calculaW dby PARAGOANO for nine ckss
In fie plants.

PARAGONtANC axial power ped ons r conpared to PIIOENLK-PIANC at BOC, middle-
of-cycle OC), and EO for four plants. P4ay, PARAGOWANG s were compared to
PHOENMX-PANC results for events for which measurements we Goeneraly not made or cannot
be made. These are ARJ-WSR (wors tuck rod) rodworlh (w plarts), dropped rod evets
(four plards) and rod ejection evn (BOC and EOC for fourpans).

The PARAGON code qualllication Included 24 oycies from 11 dII plants. These paNts
ncluded both Westnhouse (15 cycles) and Combustion Enginfer ( cyces) type cores.
The vendor hose te planrs to cover a wide variety of lattices, burnale absorbes, blanket
types, core stzes, as wel as the evalliaboty of plant easureo dat
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Some of the tests Considered Were stup OWSICS tets CompaNISOWsew mMSdO for
PARaGNANC pradicus3 against measureenit for BO hot zero power (HZP) ae rods out
(ARO) ritical boron, BO HZP ARO IshoWma temperatu coefient ITC). d WC HZP
rodworths. Result to 22 cycles from 11 di t pas weracmpared forf tBOC NP
critical boron concsnrallm

The mean diference between mneastrd and predi boron was found to be about 15 pprn for
both PARAGONANC and PHOENIX-PIANC, with standard deviations for both code systems of
about 15 ppm.

For the aomm 22 cyces, results tm SOC HZ ARO ITC wer, aM compared The sta cs
from the isothermal bsmperatis cooef11ent (ITC) comparison were quite smilar between the
two code system. The mean predcted to measured dfern hI ITC was low than 0.2
pcm/F for PARAGOANO and less than 0.3 pcnVF for PHOENIX.PANC. The standard
deviations were the ewe for both code systems at In d=n 1.0 pcmF.

Predicted versus measur rodaworths were compared for nine qcles In sevwn pans The
cycles used throo different metods for rodaortb measurement dynamic rod worth
measrement, rod swap. and boron diluon. Al rodworth predons met the measturemen
review aP.

Westinghouse also performed atpower aitical boron calmzations. At-power crtca bon
measu nts were compared to results from PAOtAONANC and PHOENIX-PIANC cor
dpletion calculatiom for 22 plart cyblea. Te resul showed very good performance by
PARAGONWANC for EOC prediction. AlI plart cycle owed the effects of BIO depletion
since the uncorrected measured and predicted crtical boron values differece grew theouh th
MOO. Acountn for B10 depletion reduces the difrece between measured and predicted
vales UIrough the middle of the cce a was demonstrated In the report for oe of the cycles.

Measured to PAPAGON-predicted radial assembly power omparsons wer made for 5 plants
(28 total flux maps). These plants Incded both even (I1xtS and 14XU) and odd (1 Bx15 wW
17x17) lattices. The average valo of the measred to predicted differences ower the 28 maps
wa lss fan 1.0 percent Wt an average standard deviation of 1.0 percwzL These resub.
show Vt the radial assembly powers amr deed weo pedictd by PARAGONIANC.

3.3 PARAGONIANC to PHOENIX-P/ANC Comparison Results

PARAGONIANC and PHOENIX-PIANC calaional results wbrm compaed for radial assembly
power dirbution, axdal power distribtio al rods hI minus worst rod stuck (ARI-WSR)
rodworth, rod drop, and rod ejection calculations, Radial assemnbly power (BOC and EOC)
distribudons weur compared for nine cles In Ove patsr EOC assemby bumup distrbutons
were compared for the same ccles. AW powr dibutons are shown at SOC, MOC, and
EOC for elght cycles hI four plants. The plant cycles for both radial and axial comparisons
incxudo Westinghouse and CE We corea. The results of both radial wad mdal powar
companisons show very tle dfrence between PARAGONANC and PHOENIX-PIANC. The
smna difference between the PARAGONIANC resul and hose from PHOENIX-PIANC
confirms that PARAGON/ANC also predics these power dsribut very well.
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AR.W8SR "damn rodorfs were calcuted In PARAGOWANC et BOO fbr for planls The
resutts were compared to PHOENS-PIANC for ft same iadot TMe larges difference
for the wrst stuck rodworth was less than 7 pan. lno lest peaklng factor differem 'was
about tiree percent hi local peeang fclor (F, . Both dferns are well within te
uncerlatiem used with fth ARI-WSR c u.

Dropped rod calbiuorh were also perforned with PARAGONIANC et SOC for four plants and
the resuts were ompared to correasndirg PHOENW-PANC results. lb. larges diftence
In the dcopped rod woMuh was 1a Ia 6 pcm. The largest diference In peain fabcor was
less than 1.7 percent In Fr The last set of comp orlns btwn PARAG3ONANC and
PHOENIX-P/ANO was for BOC mnd EOC rod ejecltn calculations for four planb. The rod
ejection C9 cubtrfl wre perffnId for both HZP nd hot h powaer cmndios. Rod ejection
calculatio ar slmilto studc rod caklations owept the feodbadc Is fren from preeeJection
condituns leading to much arger paal¶ faclts. and rodwortha The largest cdiflfer in
rodworth was less than 16 pan. The peafn fdor dfferences wie very small and wl whin
the uncertainfies used wth ts event.

4.0 =Q9H ==AWUMIAIfQ

1. The PARAGON code can be used as a rpaceniet for the PiOENIX-P latice code.
wherew the PHOENIX-P code Ib wed In NRCepproved etowdologles.

2. The data bsw Is iufficient to able the staff o rach a ondusion egard
PARAGON's fty to prdict depletion crtescs fora MOX fueled coro Et ts
thre.

6.0 CONCLUSON

The staff has revied the anays and rest prented in th TR and determined tat Xt
analUses and results we In accordane wfth the gudance end lmItations, and the applicable
sections of NUREGaO800, Vlandard Review Plane The s concludes th PARAGON k
accepble for use as a stad-skn latlice code and as naardata source for ace
sinulaton for PWR anyes for uruwAa4u cors In ddoion, th ff conside0 the new
PARAGON code to be well qualffied a a stand-ow cod repcement for the PHOENIX-P
Iatice code, wheweer te PHOENIXFP coda Is used in NRCapproved methodologe The
stff concludes that Is acceptable for 1eigf fpplotionr,

Atdchewt ResoluSon of Comments

Prndple CAotflxbuir A Atard

Dat: March 1B, 2004
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RESQMMON E CMEh

ON DRAFT SAFETY EVALUATION FOR WCAP-16015-P. REVISION O. OUALIFICATION OF

By f dated Fobuwy 19, 20U, Wes1h provided comments on tho draft safety
evaluation (SE) for WCAP.18045-P. RevWion 0, "Qu ufotn of tho TwDmensloiai
Trnuspor Code PARAGON. .The folowig I t stafs resolution of toe comments.

1. Wetnahus Co m mection 1, WM paagraphk Fh sontenc ated, 'e
reactiVity results for al ooiflgurudone resulted In a very comparable K1, for te 29
oxpernimets. with a d ard deviaton of le than 0.4 percet

WWc ghThe rew vily results for al configurations rsuited
in a vry comparable K. for th 20 wxerioents, with a standard devion of tos than
0.05 percent.

N The owmea? wae My adopted No the final SE.

2. C n Section 31. Mh pwarraph. fouth sentance contained
numbers that Wesdighouse considered poopretwy.

W 1=n1hue Pr Rssln The mean eflfernce in reactivity betw Om
MCNP and PARAGON caluations over the 13 assemblies was about 100 percent mlii
(pem). with a standard dviaton of less than 100 pcrn.

NRC Acn: The comment was fuly adopted ito the fino SE.

3. WesdnahZ- Section 3.Z abdh paragraph contained number. Mt
Westinghouse considered prupdey.

Westnhemu Pmrosed Re : The mean difforec betwe measwued and
preddced bon was found to be about 15 pprn for both PARAGONwANC and
PHOENKX-P/ANC, with standard deviations for both code systom of about 15 ppm.

NRC The comment was fully adopted Into th final SE.

4. Mhu Section 32, ev paragrph, last senternc cortained a
number Vt Westhouse considered proprietay.

VR The n tandard deviaions were the same for both
code systems at In than 1.0 pcWnF.

NRC A : The coint Was fuly adopted nto the Sn SE.
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5 WSetohousen S 3. last paragraph, hrd entedero tned
numers that Westihouse consalrd prvplby.

house qp averg vale of heb mesured to predcted
dMfferences over te 28 maps was kew Oman 1.0 pent witi an average standard
devation of 10 peroent

NRQ Adin The comrrent was ully adopted o the 1a BE.

6. Cam Sectn 3.5, first paragrah nert to hst sentence cntalhed a
number ta Westhouse coniered proprieary.

Waftihoama Procosed Resdu The lart pean actordiFferen was ebout
1hree percent In local peaking dor (F).

NRC Aalo: The ommnt was fuly adopted Into t fIal SE

7. West uw 8n S on 6.0, econd pawraaph could be more dearly stated
as s new second sentence In the oncslon.

Westinahouse Procsd ResoLtion: Add, "TM staff condudes that PARAGON Is
acceptable for uLa as a ste d-ane lWice coda and as a nuder data so80 for coe
skiulators for PWR lyses for rulum41ue cores." ed emnla, Teefore, on the
besas of the aboe review and Juffcallon, th staff concludes that o proposed dche
to On Westhowe Contro ro ejecow methodoogy i cceptabe for use as a
repacment code forthe PHOENIX-P lc code.0

NC a The commert was fuly adopted INto o fineal SE

TOTfL P.10
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Westinghouse Westinghouse Electric Conpany
Nudlear Services
P£.0Box 355
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15230.0355
USA

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Direct tel: (412) 374-5282
Document Control Desk Directfax: (412)374-4011
Washington, DC 20555-0001 email: sepplhalwestinghouse.com

Our ret LTR-NRC-03-6

Ann: J. S. Wermiel, Chief
Reactor Systems Branch
Division of Systems Safety and Analysis

March 7, 2003

Enclosed are:

1. Five(5) copies of WCAP-16045-P, "Qualification of the Two-Dimensional Transport Code
PARAGON' (Proprietary)

2. Five(5) copies of WCAP-16045-NP, "Qualification of the Two-Dimensional Transport Code
PARAGON" (Non-Proprietary)

Also enclosed is:

1. One (1) copy of the Application for Withholding, AW-03-1605 (Non-Proprietary) with Proprietary
Information Notice.

2. One (I) copy of Affidavit (Non-Proprietary).

This information is being submitted by Westinghouse Electric Company LLC to obtain Nuclear
Regulatory Commission ("NRC") generic approval of PARAGON, a new Westinghouse neutron transport
code. Generic NRC approval is also requested for the use of PARAGON with Westinghouse's nuclear
design code system or as a stand-alone code.

This submittal contains proprietary information of Westinghouse Electric Company LLC. In
conformance with the requirements of 10 CFR Section 2.790, as amended, of the Commission's
regulations, we are enclosing with this submittal an Application for Withholding from Public Disclosure
and an affidavit. The affidavit sets forth the basis on which the information identified as proprietary may
be withheld from public disclosure by the Commission.

A BNFL Group company
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Page 2 of 2
LTR-NRC-03-6
March 7,2003

Correspondence with respect to the affidavit or Application for Withholding should reference
AW-03-1605 and should be addressed to the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

H. A. Sepp, anager
Regulatory and Licensing Engineering

Enclosures

cc: G. Sbukla/NRR
R Caruso/NRR
U. Shoop/NRR
S. L. Wu/NRR

A BNFLGroup company
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SWestinghouse

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Westinghouse Electric Company
NudearServices
P.O.Box355
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15230-0355
USA

Directtel: (412) 374-5282
Directfax: (412) 374-4011

e-mail sepplhaswestinghouse.com

Ourref AW-03-1605

March 7, 2003

APPLICATION FOR WITHHOLDING PROPRIETARY
INFORMATION FROM PUBLIC DISCLOSURE

Subject: WCAP-16045-P, "Qualification of the Two-Dimensional Transport Code PARAGON'
(Proprietary);

Reference: Letter from H. A. Sepp to J. S. Wermiel, LTR-NRC-03-6, dated March 7, 2003

The Application for Withholding is submitted by Westinghouse Electric Company LLC
("Westinghouse"), pursuant to the provisions of Paragraph (b) (I) of Section 2.790 of the Commission's
regulations. It contains commercial strategic information proprietary to Westinghouse and customarily
held in confidence.

The proprietary material for which withholding is being requested is identified in the proprietary version
of the subject report. In conformance with 10 CFR Section 2.790, Affidavit AW-03-1605 accompanies
this Application for Withholding, setting forth the basis on which the identified proprietary information
may be withheld from public disclosure.

Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the subject information which is proprietary to Westinghouse
be withheld from public disclosure in accordance with 10 CFR Section 2.790 of the Commission's
regulations.

Correspondence with respect to this Application for Withholding or the accompanying affidavit should
reference AW-03-1605 and should be addressed to the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

H. A. Sepp. &ageir
Regulatory and Licensing Engineering

Enclosures

cc: J. S. Wermiel/NRR

A BNFL Group company
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AFFIDAVIT

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA.

ss

COUNTY OF ALLEGHENY:

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared H. A. Sepp, who, being by me duly

sworn according to law, deposes and says that he is authorized to execute this Affidavit on behalf of

Westinghouse Electric Company LLC ("Westinghouse"), and that the averments of fact set forth in this

Affidavit are true and correct to the best of his knowledge, information, and belief:

H. A. Sepp, Manager

Regulatory and Licensing Engineering

Sworn to and subscribed

before me this JL2X day

of , 2003

Notary Public

Vi f orhL Fb Nafy Pubk

WC=*W~vhuym29.20D7kbbw PWM"df A30bnO aue
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(1) I am Manager, Regulatory and Licensing Engineering, in Nuclear Services, Westinghouse

Electric Company LLC ("Westinghouse"), and as such, I have been specifically delegated the

function of reviewing the proprietary information sought to be withheld from public disclosure in

connection with nuclear power plant licensing and rule making proceedings, and am authorized to

apply for its withholding on behalf of the Westinghouse Electric Company LLC.

(2) 1 am making this Affidavit in conformance with the provisions of 10 CFR Section 2.790 of the

Commissiont regulations and in conjunction with the Westinghouse application for withholding

accompanying this Affidavit.

(3) 1 have personal knowledge of the criteria and procedures utilized by the Westinghouse Electric

Company LLC in designating information as a trade secret, privileged or as confidential

commercial or financial information.

(4) Pursuant to the provisions of paragraph (bX4) of Section 2.790 of the Commissionu regulations,

the following is furnished for consideration by the Commission in determining whether the

information sought to be withheld from public disclosure should be withheld.

(i) The information sought to be withheld from public disclosure is owned and has been held

in confidence by Westinghouse.

(ii) The information is of a type customarily held in confidence by Westinghouse and not

customarily disclosed to the public. Westinghouse has a rational basis for determining

the types of information customarily held in confidence by it and, in that connection,

utilizes a system to determine when and whether to hold certain types of information in

confidence. The application of that system and the substance of that system constitutes

Westinghouse policy and provides the rational basis required.

Under that system, information is held in confidence if it falls in one or more of several

types, the release of which might result in the loss of an existing or potential competitive

advantage, as follows:

(a) The information reveals the distinguishing aspects of a process (or component,

structure, tool, method, etc.) where prevention of its use by any of
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Westinghouse's competitors without license from Westinghouse constitutes a

competitive economic advantage over other companies.

(b) It consists of supporting data, including test data, relative to a process (or

component, structure, tool, method, etc.), the application of which data secures a

competitive economic advantage, e.g., by optimization or improved

marketability.

(c) Its use by a competitor would reduce his expenditure of resources or improve his

competitive position in the design, manufacture, shipment, installation, assurance

of quality, or licensing a similar product.

(d) It reveals cost or price information, production capacities, budget levels, or

commercial strategies of Westinghouse, its customers or suppliers.

(e) It reveals aspects of past, present, or future Westinghouse or customer funded

development plans and programs of potential commercial value to Westinghouse.

(f) It contains patentable ideas, for which patent protection may be desirable.

There are sound policy reasons behind the Westinghouse system which include the

following:

(a) The use of such information by Westinghouse gives Westinghouse a competitive

advantage over its competitors. It is, therefore, withheld from disclosure to

protect the Westinghouse competitive position.

(b) It is information that is marketable in many ways. The extent to which such

information is available to competitors diminishes the Westinghouse ability to

sell products and services involving the use of the information.

(c) Use by our competitor would put Westinghouse at a competitive disadvantage by

reducing his expenditure of resources at our expense.
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(d) Each component of proprietary information pertinent to a particular competitive

advantage is potentially as valuable as the total competitive advantage. If

competitors acquire components of proprietary information, any one component

may be the key to the entire puzzle, thereby depriving Westinghouse of a

competitive advantage.

(e) Unrestricted disclosure would Jeopardize the position of prominence of

Westinghouse in the world market, and thereby give a market advantage to the

competition of those countries.

(f0 The Westinghouse capacity to invest corporate assets in research and

development depends upon the success in obtaining and maintaining a

competitive advantage.

(iii) The information is being transmitted to the Commission in confidence and, under the

provisions of 10 CFR Section 2.790, it is to be received in confidence by the

Commission.

(iv) The information sought to be protected is not available in public sources or available

information has not been previously employed in the same original manner or method to

the best of our knowledge and belief.

(v) The proprietary information sought to be withheld in this submittal is that which is

appropriately marked, WCAP-16045-P -'Qualification of the Two-Dimensional

Transport Code PARAGON", dated March 7, 2003, for submittal to the Commission,

being transmitted by Westinghouse Electric Company (LTR-NRC-03-6) letter and

Application for Withholding Proprietary Information from Public Disclosure, to the

Document Control Desk, Attention Mr. J. S. Wermiel. The proprietary information as

submitted by Westinghouse Electric Company LLC is that associated with

Westinghouse's request for NRC approval of PARAGON.

This information is part of that which will enable Westinghouse to:

(a) Obtain NRC approval of the Two-Dimensional Transport Code PARAGON.



WCAP-1 6045-NP-A

5 AW-03-1605

(b) Promote convergence between Westinghouse organizations.

(c) Assist our customer in obtaining enhanced nuclear design input data for fuel reload

analysis

Further this information has substantial commercial value as follows:

(a) Westinghouse plans to sell the use of this information to its customers for

purposes of developing nuclear design input data into the Westinghouse' nuclear

design code system or as a stand-alone code.

(b) Westinghouse can sell support for PARAGON.

(c) The information requested to be withheld reveals the distinguishing aspects of a

methodology which was developed by Westinghouse.

Public disclosure of this proprietary information is likely to cause substantial harm to the

competitive position of Westinghouse because it would enhance the ability of

competitors to provide similar calculations and licensing defense services for commercial

power reactors without commensurate expenses. Also, public disclosure of the

information would enable others to use the information to meet NRC requirements for

licensing documentation without purchasing the right to use the information.

The development of the technology described in part by the information is the result of

applying the results of many years of experience in an intensive Westinghouse effort and

the expenditure of a considerable sum of money.

In order for competitors of Westinghouse to duplicate this information, similar technical

programs would have to be performed and a significant manpower effort, having the

requisite talent and experience, would have to be expended.

Further the deponent sayeth not.
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PROPRIETARY INFORMATION NOTICE

Transmitted herewith are proprietary and/or non-proprietary versions of documents furnished to the NRC
in connection with requests for generic and/or plant-specific review and approval.

In order to conform to the requirements of 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulations concerning the
protection of proprietary information so submitted to the NRC, the information which is proprietary in the
proprietary versions is contained within brackets, and where the proprietary information has been deleted
in the non-proprietary versions, only the brackets remain (the information that was contained within the
brackets in the proprietary versions having been deleted). The justification for claiming the information
so designated as proprietary is indicated in both versions by means of lower case letters (a) through (f)
located as a superscript immediately following the brackets enclosing each item of information being
identified as proprietary or in the margin opposite such inforrmation. These lower case letters refer to the
types of information Westinghouse customarily holds in confidence identified in Sections (4XiiXa)
through (4Xii)(f) of the affidavit accompanying this transmittal pursuant to 10 CFR 2.790(b)(1).
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COPYRIGHT NOTICE

The reports transmitted herewith each bear a Westinghouse copyright notice. The NRC is permitted to
make the number of copies of the information contained in these reports which are necessary for its
internal use in connection with generic and plant-specific reviews and approvals as well as the issuance,
denial, amendment, transfer, renewal, modification, suspension, revocation, or violation of a license,
permit, order, or regulation subject to the requirements of 10 CFR 2.790 regarding restrictions on public
disclosure to the extent such information has been identified as proprietary by Westinghouse, copyright
protection notwithstanding. With respect to the non-proprietary versions of these reports, the NRC is
permitted to make the number of copies beyond those necessary for its internal use which are necessary in
order to have one copy available for public viewing in the appropriate docket files in the public document
room in Washington, DC and in local public document rooms as may be required by NRC regulations if
the number of copies submitted is insufficient for this purpose. Copies made by the NRC must include
the copyright notice in all instances and the proprietary notice if the original was identified as proprietary.
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Section 1.0: Introduction

The purpose of this report is to provide documentation of the qualification of PARAGON, a new
Westinghouse neutron transport code. It is also requested that the NRC provide generic approval of
PARAGON for use with Westinghouse's nuclear design code system or as a standalone code. The code
will be used primarily to calculate nuclear input data for three-dimensional core simulators. Based on the
qualification of PARAGON as documented herein, PARAGON can be used as a standalone or as a direct
replacement for all the previously licensed Westinghouse Pressurized Water Reactor ("PWR") lattice
codes, such as PHOENIX-P. Thus, other topicals that reference the Westinghouse nuclear design code
system will remain applicable with PARAGON.

A major nuclear design code system in use at Westinghouse since 1988 consists of two primary codes,
PHOENIX-P and ANC. PHOENIX-P is the neutron transport code currently used to provide nuclear input
data for ANC. The qualification and license approval of the use of PHOENIX-P for PWR core design
calculations is provided in Reference 1-2.

PARAGON is a new code written entirely in FORTRAN 90/95. PARAGON is a replacement for
PHOENIX-P and its primary use will be to provide the same types of input data that PHOENIX-P
generates for use in three dimensional core simulator codes. This includes macroscopic cross sections,
microscopic cross sections for feedback adjustments to the macroscopic cross sections, pin factors for
pin power reconstruction calculations, and discontinuity factors for a nodal method solution.

PARAGON is based on collision probability - interface cell coupling methods. PARAGON provides
flexibility in modeling that was not available in PHOENIX-P including exact cell geometry representation
instead of cylinderization, multiple rings and regions within the fuel pin and the moderator cell geometry,
and variable cell pitch. The solution method permits flexibility in choosing the quality of the calculation
through both increasing the number of regions modeled within the cell and the number of angular current
directions tracked at the cell interfaces. Section 2 will provide further details on PARAGON theory and
features.

The qualification of a nuclear design code is a large undertaking since it must address the qualification of
the methodology used in the code, the implementation of that methodology, and its application within a
nuclear design system. For this reason, Westinghouse has historically used a systematic qualification
process, which starts with the qualification of the basic methodology used in the code and proceeds
through logical steps to the qualification of the code as used with the entire system. This process was
used when qualifying PHOENIX-P/ANC system in Reference 1-2. This same process is followed for the
qualification of PARAGON in this report.

Consistent with the qualification process described above, the qualification of PARAGON will consist of
three parts: 1) comparisons to critical experiments and isotopic measurements, 2) comparisons of
assembly calculations with Monte Carlo method calculations (MCNP), and 3) comparisons against
measured plant data. The first two parts will qualify the methodology used in PARAGON and its
implementation. The third part will qualify the use of PARAGON data for core design applications.
Where appropriate, comparisons will also be made to PHOENIX-P results.

The current PARAGON cross section library is a 70-group library with the same group structure as the
library currently used with PHOENIX-P. The PARAGON qualification library has been improved [

a, C

This report is organized in the Sections as described below.

Section 2 presents an overview of the PARAGON theory and its implementation. The nuclear data library
used for this qualification is also described in this section.
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Section 3 presents the results of PARAGON calculations for many standard critical experiments. These
include the Strawbridge-Barry 101 criticals, the Kritz high temperature experiments, and the Babcock and
Wilcox critical experiments with Urania-Gadolinia fuel. Section 3 also presents reactivity and power
distribution comparisons between PARAGON and Monte Carlo (MCNP) calculations for single assembly
problems. Various assembly designs similar to those currently in use in PWR cores are included in these
MCNP/PARAGON comparisons. Finally, isotopic comparisons are made between PARAGON and the
Yankee and Saxton isotopic measurements.

Section 4 presents the results of using PARAGON input data with a three-dimensional core simulator
model (in this case ANC) and compares the calculations to actual plant measurements. The parameters
compared are boron letdown curves, beginning of cycle (BOC) HZP critical boron, BOC isothermal
temperature coefficients (ITC), and BOC rodworths. Comparisons of the results of using PARAGON input
data with a three-dimensional core simulator model (ANC) against measured core power distributions are
also shown for several cycles. Section 4 also presents comparisons of PARAGON/ANC model results
against those of PHOENIX-P/ANC for core calculations for which there are no plant measurements (e.g.
shutdown margin, ejected rod, etc).
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Section 2.0: PARAGON Methodology

2.1 Introduction

PARAGON is a two-dimensional multi-group neutron (and gamma) transport code. It is an improvement
over the Westinghouse licensed code PHOENIX-P (Reference 2-1). The main difference between
PARAGON (Reference 2-2) and PHOENIX-P resides in the flux solution calculation. PHOENIX-P uses a
nodal cell solution coupled to an S4 transport solution as described in Reference 2-1. PARAGON uses
the Collision Probability theory within the interface current method to solve the integral transport equation.
Throughout the whole calculation, PARAGON uses the exact heterogeneous geometry of the assembly
and the same energy groups as in the cross-section library to compute the multi-group fluxes for each
micro-region location of the assembly.

In order to generate the multi-group data that will be used by a core simulator code PARAGON goes
through four steps of calculations: resonance self-shielding, flux solution, homogenization and bumup
calculation. This section will describe the theoretical models that each of the PARAGON components is
using.

2.2 PARAGON Cross-sections Library

The current PARAGON cross section library uses ENDF/B as the basic evaluated nuclear data files.
Currently the library has 70 neutron energy groups [ I a, ¢' But PARAGON
is designed to work with any number of energy groups that is specified in the library, and Westinghouse
intends to continuously improve the library as better data become available and recommended by the
data evaluation community. This library has been generated using the NJOY processing code
(Reference 2-3). To account for the resonance self-shielding effect, the group cross-sections are
tabulated as a function of both temperature and background scattering cross-section (dilution). The
resonance self-shielding module of the code uses these resonance self-shielding tables to compute the
isotopic self-shielded cross-section in the real heterogeneous situation. The library contains energy
group cross-sections and transport-corrected P0 scattering matrices as a function of temperature. The
P0 scattering matrices contain diagonal corrections for anisotopic scattering. [

2.3 Theory of PARAGON modules

This section will describe in detail the physics models and different mathematical approximations that
each of the PARAGON components is using.

2.3.1 Cross-section resonance seff-shIelding module

PARAGON uses the same resonance self-shielding theory as in PHOENIX-P (Reference 2-1) but
generalized to handle the multi-regions in cells which is needed mainly to support the fuel rod design
codes. PHOENIX-P method is based on an average-rod resonance self-shielding algorithm
(Reference 2-4). The non-regularity of the lattice is taken into account using space dependent Dancoff
factor corrections. In the resonance energy range, the neutron slowing-down is the most dominant
process. This remark supports the assumption of the factorization of the flux into a product of a
macroscopic term tV varying slowly with the lethargy and a term qp describing the local variations due to
the resonances of the isotopes:

9 = yVf (2-1)
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As in the PHOENIX-P code, PARAGON uses the collision probabilities to solve the slowing-down
equation in pin cells with the real heterogeneous geometry. The rational approximation is used to
evaluate the fuel to fuel collision probabilities and the flux 9 is approximated using the intermediate
resonance approximation (Reference 2-4).

23.2 Flux calculation module

The neutron (or gamma) flux, obtained from the solution of the transport equation, is a function of three
variables: energy, space and angle. For the energy variable, PARAGON (Reference 2-2) uses the
multi-group method where the flux is integrated over the energy groups. For the spatial variable, the
assembly is subdivided into a number of sub-domains or cells and the integral transport equation is
solved in the cells using the collision probability method. The cells of the assembly are then coupled
together using the interface current technique (Reference 2-2). At the interface, the solid angle is
discretized into a set of cones (Reference 2-2, 2-5) where the surface fluxes are assumed to be constant
over each angular cone. PARAGON has been written in a general way so that the cell coupling order is
limited only by the computer memory. The collision probability method is based on the flat-flux
assumption, which will require subdividing the cells into smaller zones. Thus, for each cell in the
assembly, the system of equations to be solved is given by the discretized one energy group transport
equation:

Hi = EpPVJPv +EjV.P1 Fj,
apv j

J -V = EZpP" wJrx +EPP.F., (2-2)
A-. i

JPV = E 'v8J"

The following notations are used: we for the average flux in zone i (flat-flux assumption), j "a for the

current entering (-) or leaving (+) the cell through the surface oriented by the exterior or interior normal

i f±, 'Bi- for the albedo coefficients and F for the neutron (fission and scattering) emission density or
gamma production density (prompt fission, neutron capture, scattering, decay of fission products, etc). In
those equations, the set of cones are indicated by (p, v) and (p1,f) defining the azimuthal S7 (not to be
confused with the flux 9 in the previous section) and polar z9 coupling orders:

[r,, O]re [0,2,r]x [0,;r] = U[pp , ]X U [t0.. I t9+ 1] (2-3)
P V

The first flight collision probabilities (Pu ), transmission probabilities (Pss) and leakage (P.,) (or surface

to volume (Pi,)) collision probabilities are given by:

Ifdi:fdi'-r(u)

Pj = jDi Dj =2

P = 1 dr- f 2d pV A(Q -\ (2-4)
IS. 'a 2f a;Sp XAf7 Di d

-V JX f2. d2 r~, VPV ( ' (q j)uj
AS1, JA, f tI

2-2 of 6



WCAP-16045-NP-A

where the following definitions are used:

* t'= Ilr.- F ||, t = |1r,- F1 and u = |Ir- P'1 are the path of neutrons from surface to surface,

volume to surface and volume to volume respectively, and fr(x) is the optical path.

* Sa is the surface area of the cell's surface element a and V, is the volume of zone i.

* The domains of integration cover the zone's volume Di and the cell's surface element aDa

The transmission (P,, ) and leakage (P1i ) collision probabilities in the equations above have been derived

by expanding the angular fluxes, at cell surfaces aD,, in a finite set of discrete angular fluxes with the

representative functions Vf', (O ). Two distinct components are used for entering and outgoing fluxes:

_ 1 -
<lf'a 41)H(Q) = E p )(2-5)

where

Ap=_ ( *ni )H(Qe Q )dQ, (2-6)

and H(Q re 0 pv is the Heaviside distribution defined by:

H(Q Qpv ) = [- (2-7)

The solution of the above algebraic system of equation (2-2) over the entire assembly is obtained by the
response heterogeneous matrix method, which uses current-flux iterations (Reference 2-2, 2-6). The flux
solver module has been extensively tested and proved to perform very accurately (Reference 2-2, 2-7,
2-8).

2.3.3 Homogenization module

The next step in PARAGON calculation after the flux solution is the leakage correction. The purpose of
this module is to compute the multi-group diffusion coefficients and the multi-group critical flux (spectrum)
for the entire homogenized assembly (or parts of the assembly, like baffle/reflector regions). This is
usually achieved by solving the fundamental mode of the transport equation (Reference 2-4). The flux
solution to the transport equation is assumed to be separable in a space part and an energy and angle

part: O(F, E, fl) = p(ory4(E, Q). This assumption leads to the following B, system of equations
(flux-current) to be solved (Reference 2-4):

Mfg iv± iBJg = E -oag'g8 + %g,

(2-8)
±iByf, +3arg gJg =3ES1.8,g+J9g

g

2-3 of 6



WCAP-1 6045-NP-A

where: (Vug, Jg ) are the fundamental mode flux and current for group g, Mg is the homogenized total

cross-section, SO g'-g and I rg' 4gare the isotropic and the anisotropic scattering matrices, Xg is the

fission spectrum (normalized to one), i2 = -1, B is the fundamental material buckling and

1X 2 arctan(x) if x2 =( B 2 > o

3 x - arctan(x) )9

I g = 12 (lX) (2-9)

_Xl _- ix (-) > 0
3 x In( l+X )2x Y.

Note that the above equations are usually solved for the critical material bucking B2 which makes the
neutron multiplication factor equal to one.

For each energy group, the micro-region fluxes are corrected by the ratio of the fundamental mode fluxes
and the assembly averaged fluxes to get the final micro-region critical fluxes.

Another model (Reference 2-9) to compute the critical flux has been implemented in PARAGON. In this
model, the neutron source has been modified by adding an artificial absorption cross-section Dg B2 in

each micro-region of the assembly. In this case, the diffusion coefficients are first computed by using the
previous model. In case of fuel assemblies, the two models are comparable. The second model is
mainly used in the case of critical experiments for which a measured buckling is usually available.

23.4 Depletion module

The assembly composition changes following neutron irradiation are obtained by calculating the isotopic
depletion and buildup in the heterogeneous geometry, using an effective one-group collapsed flux and
cross-sections. The differential equations solved by PARAGON depletion module are given by:

-Ni (t) = E rj j(t)Nj (t) - NN (t)[a.i 0(t) + Ai 1+ Nj (t)2. + Nk (t)ak,/(t) (2-10)
dt'

Where:
N, is the concentration (number density) for the isotope i

rj pi is the yield of isotope i per fission of isotope j

af j is the energy-integrated microscopic fission cross-section of isotope j

rai is the energy-integrated microscopic absorption cross-section of isotope i

ii is the decay constant of isotope i

i. is the decay constant of the parent isotope j

aki is the energy-integrated microscopic capture cross-section of isotope k leading to the formation
of isotope i

0(t) is the energy-integrated flux for the zone where the isotope is present.
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PARAGON uses the predictor-corrector technique to better account for the flux level variation
(Reference 2-4). The module is, however general enough to the extent that any new chain can be added
easily with very minor changes in the code.

The code detects automatically the regions to be depleted, but the user has the option to hold any region
in the assembly as non-depletable. For the boron depletion, the user has a choice of depleting it
according to a letdown curve that is provided through the input or exponentially (i.e depletion chain).
Note that gamma heating is taken into account in the evaluation of the flux level during the bumup
depletion.

2.4 Other Modeling Capabilities

This section will describe the other capabilities implemented in PARAGON such as the fuel temperatures,
branch calculations etc.

2.4.1 Temperature Model

Through the input, PARAGON is provided with [ ] temperature tables [

ji. C.

PARAGON has a module that interpolates in these tables to compute the temperatures for each isotope
present in the model before calling the self-shielding module for cross-sections calculations.

2.4.2 Doppler Branch Calculation

A Doppler branch calculation capability is built into PARAGON. This capability permits fuel temperature
variations to be modeled while keeping all other parameters constant. Results of these calculations are
used to generate changes in [

e * which are passed to the core models to capture Doppler effects. [

a.oc

2.4.3 Thermal Expansion

A model to expand the radii of the cylindrical region has been implemented in PARAGON. [

1 ,C. The code uses this
capability mainly in the case of the Doppler branch calculation. It also has a flag to turn it on in any
calculation step.

2.4.4 Interface Module

PARAGON has the flexibility of printing many types of micro and macro physics parameters. Hence the
user can request to edit the fluxes, partial currents, surface fluxes, different reaction rates, isotopic
distribution etc. The editing could be done for micro-regions, or as an average over a cell or as an
average over a group of cells, and for any number of energy groups (i.e. the code can collapse to any
number of groups for editing).
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PARAGON uses files to store the data needed for core calculations. Those files are processed by other
codes used for core modeling and analysis.

2.4.5 Reflector Modeling

PARAGON generates the reflector constants [

I .
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Section 3.0: Critical Experiments and Isotopics

The primary use of PARAGON will be to generate nuclear data for three dimensional core simulator
models. Thus, the best qualification of PARAGON is through comparison of core simulator plant models
developed using PARAGON-calculated nuclear input data against measured plant data. These
comparisons will be made in section 4 of this report.

As described in Section 1.0, Westinghouse has historically used a systematic qualification process which
starts with the qualification of the basic methodology used in the code and proceeds through logical steps
to the qualification of the code as used with a complete nuclear code system (Reference 3-1). Following
this process for the PARAGON code, PARAGON has been used in stand-alone mode to model standard
critical experiments. The results of these calculations are presented in this section. In addition,
comparisons of the results of PARAGON single assembly calculations with the same assembly run in the
Monte Carlo code MCNP (Reference 3-12) are shown for both reactivity and power distribution. The
MCNP calculations used a continuous energy ENDF/B-VI based library.

At the end of this section, a comparison of PARAGON calculated isotopics against those measured at
Saxton and Yankee is presented.

3.1 Critical Experiments

PARAGON results from modeling the following experiments are provided in this section: 1) the
Strawbridge-Barry 101 Criticals (Section 3.1.1), 2) the KRITZ high-temperature criticals (Section 3.1.2),
and 3) the Babcock & Wilcox Spatial Criticals (Section 3.1.3).

3.1.1 Strawbridge-Barry 101 Crlticals

The Strawbridge and Barry criticals contains 101 uniform, light water lattices. These criticals contain 40
uranium oxide and 61 uranium metal cold clean experiments (Reference 3-2). These critical experiments
have historically been included in Westinghouse code qualifications since they cover a wide range of
lattice parameters and therefore provide a severe test for the lattice code to predict reactivities accurately
over a broad range of conditions.

Since the Strawbridge-Barry criticals are uniform lattices for which experimental bucklings have been
reported, these criticals have been treated as single pin cells in PARAGON. The range of lattice
parameters covered by these criticals are:

Enrichment (a/o U25): 1.04 to 4.069
Boron concentration (ppm): 0 to 3392
Water to uranium ratio: 1.0 to 11.96
Pellet diameter (cm): 0.44 to 2.35
Lattice pitch (cm): 0.95 to 4.95
Clad material: none, aluminum, stainless steel
Lattice type: square, hexagonal
Fuel density (g/cm3): 7.5 to 18.9

Since the current version of PARAGON does not model hexagonal fuel, the hexagonal pin cells were
replaced by equivalent square pin cells which preserve moderator area.

A summary of the results is shown in Table 3-1. This table shows reactivity predictions for various
groupings of the criticals. Of particular interest is the result for all U0 2 experiments. The mean Kff for
these forty experiments is [ I ' ' with a standard deviation of [ I' C. The mean Kff for all
experiments was [ I8 C with a standard deviation of [ Ia".- Figures 3-1 through 3-5 show
the PARAGON results as a function of water to uranium ratio, enrichment, pellet diameter, experimental
buckling, and soluble boron concentration (seven criticals had soluble boron). The results in these figures
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show excellent performance for PARAGON over the entire range of each parameter with no significant
bias or trends for any lattice parameter.

3.1.2 KRITZ High-Temperature Criticals

The KRITZ high-temperature critical experiments series (Reference 3-3) provide critical benchmark data
for uranium-fueled, water moderated lattices at high temperatures. These experiments were run at
temperatures up to 245 0C (473 IF) covering temperatures close to the range used in light water reactor
cores. The details of the experiments are provided in Reference 3-3. Twelve KRITZ experiments were
modeled in PARAGON. The modeled experiments included two lattice configurations (39x39 and 46x46)
over a temperature range from 41.2 to 245.8 0C with boron concentrations from essentially zero to
175 ppm. The axial bucklings provided in the reference were used to calculate Kff. Table 3-2
summarizes the results of the PARAGON calculations for these criticals. For each experiment, the table
shows the lattice configuration, the soluble boron concentration, the water temperature, the axial buckling
used to determine Kff, and the PARAGON calculated Ke. The mean Kff for all twelve experiments was
I 1., ¢ with a standard deviation of [ , 'C¢ The very small standard deviation shows that
PARAGON predicts very consistently across the large temperature range of these experiments with no
significant trend.

3.1.3 Babcock & Wilcox Spatial Criticals

A large physics verification program sponsored by USAEC and Babcock & Wilcox (B&W) was conducted
at B&W's Lynchburg Research Center during the 1970's. These experiments, which are documented in
References 3-4 and 3-5, provided reactivity and power distribution measurements for typical PWR lattices
at cold conditions for various configurations of fuel rods, guide thimbles, and several different burnable
absorbers.

Since PARAGON can handle large problems, these experiments were modeled directly in PARAGON.
For each experiment, the PARAGON k-infinity was compared to the k-infinity calculated by the Monte
Carlo code MCNP for the same configuration. A cross section library developed by Westinghouse based
on ENDF/B-VI was used with MCNP for the Monte Carlo calculations in this report. In addition, the axial
buckling provided in the references was used with the PARAGON reactivity result to calculate Ke.y
Details for each configuration are provided in the references.

Table 3-3 presents the PARAGON and MCNP results for B&W Core Xl for loadings 1 through 9. Core Xl
contained low enriched uranium clad in aluminum in a 15x15 lattice. For each of the nine loadings,
Table 3-3 shows the number of fuel rods, water rods and Pyrex burnable absorbers, the MCNP calculated
k-infinity and standard deviation, the PARAGON calculated k-infinity, and the PARAGON Keff calculated
using the axial buckling. The mean PARAGON k-infinity for the nine configurations was [ I a, c

with a standard deviation of [ a , c which is within l ' a c pcm of the mean MCNP k-infinity of
a C which has a standard deviation of [ a a, The mean PARAGON Kff was
a, c with a standard deviation of [ I , c. Power distributions for three of these

experiments are shown in Figures 3-6 (loading 2), 3-7 (loading 6), and 3-8 (loading 9). The results shown
in these figures demonstrate that the predicted PARAGON power distribution agrees very well with
measurement with the average difference being about [ Ia.

Tables 3-4, 3-5, 3-6 and 3-7 present PARAGON results for B&W cores with gadolinia rods, with and
without control rods. Table 3-4 shows results for cores with the number of gadolinia rods varying from 0
to 36 in 15x1 5 lattices of 2.46 w/o enriched fuel. Table 3-5 shows results from the same cores in the
presence of B4C control rods. Table 3-6 shows results from cores with varying number of gadolinia rods
(0 to 36) with and without control rods in 15x1 5 lattices of 4.02 w/o enriched fuel. Table 3-7 simulates a
CE 16x16 lattice with 2x2 water rods with 4.02 w/o enriched fuel and from 0 to 32 gadolinia rods. As in
the B&W pyrex experiments shown in Table 3-3, MCNP was run for all configurations for k-infinity
comparisons to PARAGON. The maximum difference between the mean MCNP and PARAGON
k-infinities for these tables is [ .. The mean PARAGON Keff varies from critical by

ac. The standard deviations are all below [ I ac
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Comparisons of measured and PARAGON predicted power distributions for three of these experiments
are provided in Figures 3-9 (Core 5, 28 gadolinia rods), 3-10 (Core 12, no gadolinia rods), and 3-11
(Core 14, 28 gadolinia rods). As with the pyrex cores, the power distributions of these cores were very
well predicted by PARAGON with the mean measured to predicted rod power difference being less than
[ a 4 for all three core configurations.

The reactivity results for all twenty-nine B&W critical experiments were very good with a mean keff of
I I a e and a standard deviation of [ I a C. The average difference between the measured
and PARAGON power distribution for the six experiments shown in Figures 3-6 through 3-11 was

I *, a per cent with an average standard deviation of [ l S per cent.

32 Monte Carlo Assembly Benchmarks

Thirteen different assembly configurations were calculated in both PARAGON and the Monte Carlo code
MCNP. These assembly configurations were chosen to cover a variety of lattice types, burnable
absorbers, a large enrichment range and both U02 and MOX. Specifically, the following describes the
parameter range covered by these configurations:

Lattice types: Westinghouse 14x14, 15x15, 16x16, 17x17
Combustion Engineering 14x14, 16x16

Burnable absorbers: Integral Fuel Burnable Absorber (IFBA),
gadolinia (Gd2O3), erbia (Er2O3)

Enrichment: 2.10 to 5.00 w/o

Fuel: UO2and MOX

Table 3-8 presents the reactivity results of these assembly calculations. For each assembly configuration,
the table presents the lattice type, the enrichment, the number and type of burnable absorber present, the
MCNP calculated k-infinity, the PARAGON calculated k-infinity and the difference in pcm between the
PARAGON and MCNP k-infinities. As can be seen from the table, the mean difference between the
PARAGON and MCNP k-infinities was very good at [ I " c with a standard deviation of
l l'. The largest difference is for the MOX assembly at l l ^ ¢. The agreement for the
gadolinia assembly is very good at [ I .

Figures 3-12 through 3-24 present comparisons between MCNP and PARAGON rod power distributions
for the thirteen assemblies listed in Table 3-8. For each power distribution figure, three statistical
quantities are listed: 1) the maximum difference between the MCNP and PARAGON rod powers, 2) the
average deviation from the mean of the rod power differences, and 3) the standard deviation of the rod
power differences. These figures demonstrate that PARAGON rod power predictions are well predicted.
The average rod power differences ranged from [ I ''. Sufficient histories were run so
that the MCNP standard deviation for each rod power was less than [, S.C in all cases.

3.3 Saxton and Yankee IsotopIcs Data

The spectrograph-measured isotopics data for Saxton Cores 2 and 3 with mixed oxide fuel, Yankee cores
1, 2, and 4 with stainless steel clad fuel, and Yankee Core 5 with zircaloy clad fuel have been compared
to PARAGON isotopic concentrations. The measured data for these isotopics are documented in
References 3-6, 3-7, 3-8, and 3-9 (Saxton) and 3-10 and 3-11 (Yankee). Since the measured fuel rods
for both the Saxton and Yankee cases were far enough away from lattice heterogeneities that they were
exposed to the asymptotic flux spectrum, PARAGON pin cell calculations were used for these
comparisons. The pin cell cases were set up to approximate the core operating history for each isotopic
data set.
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The Saxton Cores 2 and 3 isotopic comparisons for the major isotopes are shown in Figures 3-25 through
3-37. Comparisons for the Yankee Cores 1,2, and 4 stainless steel clad U02 fuel isotopics are shown in
Figures 3-38 through 3-50. Comparisons for Yankee Core 5 zircaloy clad U0 2 fuel isotopics are shown in
Figures 3-51 through 3-63.

As noted in Reference 3-1, the Saxton isotopic case was particularly challenging since it is for a mixture
of PuO2 in a natural uranium matrix. In addition, the wet fraction was changed at an intermediate burnup
due to the removal of fuel rods for isotopics measurements. As seen in the figures, PARAGON matches
the measured values both in shape and magnitude.

The Yankee core data represent a typical U02 light water lattice with two clad materials. The figures
comparing measured to PARAGON isotopics for these data also show very good agreement throughout
the isotopic burnup range.

The isotopic comparisons for both the Saxton and Yankee isotopics show no significant trend for any
isotope with burnup. These excellent results demonstrate the capability of PARAGON for predicting the
depletion characteristics of both U02 and PuO2 LWR fuel over a wide range of burnup conditions.
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Table 3-1: Strawbrldge -Barry Critical Experiment Data versus PARAGON predictions

Data Points Keff Deviation
Hexagonal lattice a, b, c
Square lattice
Aluminum clad
Stainless Steel clad
No Clad
Dissolved boron
No Boron
U02 experiments
Uranium metal experiments
All

Table 3-2: PARAGON Keff for KRITZ Experiments

a, b, c
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Table 3-3: Results for B&W Core Xl with PYREX rods

a, b, c

Table 3-4: Results for B&W Cores with 2.46 w/o U235 and Gadolinia Rods

a, b, c
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Table 3-5: Results from B&W Cores with 2.46 wlo U235, Gadolinia Rods and Control Rods

Table 3-6: Results from B&W Cores wih 4.02 wlo U235, Gadolinia Rods and Control Rods

Table 3-7: Results from B&W Cores with 4.02 who U235, CE 16x16 Lattice with 2x2 Water Rods

a, b, c

|a, b, c

a, b, c
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Table 3-8: Results of Assembly Benchmarks

a, b, c
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Figure 3-1: Strawbridge-Barry Critical Experiments:PARAGON Prediction versus Lattice Water to
Uranium Ratio

a, b, c

Figure 3-2: Strawbridge-Barry Critical Experiments: PARAGON Prediction versus Fuel Enrichment

a, b, c
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Figure 3-3: Strawbridge-Barry Critical Experiments: PARAGON Prediction versus Pellet Diameter

a, b, c

Figure 3-4: Strawbridge-Barry Critical Experiments: PARAGON Prediction versus Experimenta
Buckling

7 a, b, c
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Figure 3-5: Strawbrldge-Barry Critical Experiments: PARAGON Prediction versus Soluble Boron
Concentration

7 a, b, c
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Figure 3-6: Babcock & Wilcox Critical Experiments: Core Xl, Loading 2 Center Assembly Rod
Power Distribution

-- I a, b, c
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Figure 3-7: Babcock & Wilcox Critical Experiments: Core Xi, Loading 6 Center Assembly Rod
Power Distribution 7 a, b, c
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Figure 3-8: Babcock & Wilcox Critical Experiments: Core Xl, Loading 9
Center Assembly Rod Power Distribution

- a, b, c
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Figure 3-9: Babcock & Wilcox Critical Experiments: Core 5, 28 Gadolinla Rods
Center Assembly Rod Power Distribution

a,b,c
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Figure 3-10: Babcock & Wilcox Critical Experiments: Core 12, No Gadolinia Rods
Center Assembly Rod Power Distribution

I a, b, c
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Figure 3-1 1: Babcock & Wilcox Critical Experiments: Core 14,28 Gadolinia Rods
Center Assembly Rod Power Distribution I a, b, c
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Figure 3-12: MCNP vs PARAGON: 14x14 Westinghouse Assembly (4.00 w/o No BA) Assembly
Rod Power Distribution

a,b,c
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Figure 3-13: MCNP vs PARAGON: 15x15 Westinghouse Assembly (3.90 wlo No BA) Assembly
Rod Power Distribution

a, b, c
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Figure 3-14: MCNP vs PARAGON: 15x16 Westinghouse Assembly (5.0 wlo 60 IFBA) Assembly
Rod Power Distribution

I a, b, c
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5: MCNP vs PARAGON: 16x16 Westinghouse Assembly (4.00 wlo No BA) Assembly
Rod Power Distribution

=a, b, c
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Figure 3-16: MCNP vs PARAGON: 17x17 Standard Westinghouse Assembly (2.10 wlo No BA)
Assembly Rod Power Distribution

A-

a, b, c
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Figure 3-17: MCNP vs PARAGON: 17x17 Standard Westinghouse Assembly (4.10 w/o No BA)
Assembly Rod Power Distribution

1 a.bc

3-23 of 50



WCAP-1 6045-NP-

Figure 3-18: MCNP vs PARAGON: 17x17 OFA Westinghouse Assembly (4.70 wlo 156 IFBA)
Assembly Rod Power Distribution

A

a,b, c
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Figure 3-19: MCNP vs PARAGON: 17x17 Standard Westinghouse Assembly (5.0 wlo 128 IFBA)
Assembly Rod Power Distribution

a, b, c
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Figure 3-20: MCNP vs PARAGON: 17x17 Standard Westinghouse Assembly (4.00 w/o 24 Gd2O 1 b, c
Rods) Assembly Rod Power Distribution
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Figure 3-21: MCNP vs PARAGON: 17x17 Standard Westinghouse Assembly (6.1 wlo MOX, No BA)
- Assembly Rod Power Distribution - 8, b, c
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Figure 3-22: MCNP vs PARAGON: 17x17 OFA Westinghouse Assembly (4.00 w/o 72 Er2O3 Rods)
Assembly Rod Power Distribution

I a, b, c
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Figure 3-23: MCNP vs PARAGON: 14x14 CE Assembly (4.30,3.40 w/o 44 Er2O3 Rods) Assembly
Rod Power Distribution

- a, b, c
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Figure 3-24: MCNP vs PARAGON: 16x16 CE Assembly (4.05,3.65 wlo 52 Er2O3 Rods) Assembly
Rod Power Distribution

I a, b, c
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Figure 3-25: Saxton Fuel Performance Evaluation Program: PARAGON U235IU Prediction
Versus Burnup

a, b, c

Figure 3-26: Saxton Fuel Performance Evaluation Program: PARAGON U236/U Prediction
Versus Burnup

al b, c
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Figure 3-27: Saxton Fuel Performance Evaluation Program: PARAGON U238/U Prediction
Versus Burnup

a, b, c

Figure 3-28: Saxton Fuel Performance Evaluation Program: PARAGON Pu239IPu Prediction
Versus Burnup

- a, b, c
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Figure 3-29: Saxton Fuel Performance Evaluation Program: PARAGON Pu240/Pu Prediction
Versus Burnup

a, b, c

Figure 3-30: Saxton Fuel Performance Evaluation Program: PARAGON Pu241/Pu Prediction
Versus Burnup

fl a,b,c
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Figure 3-31: Saxton Fuel Performance Evaluation Program: PARAGON Pu2 42 /Pu Prediction
Versus Burnup

a, b, c

Figure 3-32: Saxton Fuel Performance Evaluation Program: PARAGON PU2381U23a Prediction
Versus Burnup

7 a, b, c
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Figure 3-33: Saxton Fuel Performance Evaluation Program: PARAGON Pu239/Pu 2 0 Prediction
Versus Burnup

a, b, c

Figure 3-34: Saxton Fuel Performance Evaluation Program: PARAGON Pu240/Pu24' Prediction
Versus Burnup

7 a,b,c
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Figure 3-35: Saxton Fuel Performance Evaluation Program: PARAGON Pu241/Pu242 Prediction
Versus Burnup

a, b, C

Figure 3-36: Saxton Fuel Performance Evaluation Program: PARAGON U236/U235 Prediction
Versus Burnup

m a, b, c
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Figure 3-37: Saxton Fuel Performance Evaluation Program: PARAGON U25/U2M Prediction
Versus Burnup

a, b, c

Figure 3-38: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Stainless Steel Clad): PARAGON U225/U Prediction
Versus Bumup

n a,b,c
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Figure 3-39: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Stainless Steel Clad): PARAGON U236/U Prediction
Versus Burnup

a, b, c

Figure 3-40: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Stainless Steel Clad): PARAGON U238 /U Prediction
Versus Burnup

a, b, c
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Figure 3-41: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Stainless Steel Clad): PARAGON Pu2 3 9/Pu
Prediction Versus Burnup

a, b, c

Figure 3-42: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Stainless Steel Clad): PARAGON Pu240/Pu
Prediction Versus Burnup

m a,b,c
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Figure 3-43: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Stainless Steel Clad): PARAGON Pu241 /Pu
Prediction Versus Burnup

a, b, c

Figure 3-44: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Stainless Steel Clad): PARAGON Pu242/Pu
Prediction Versus Burnup

I a, b, c
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Figure 3-45: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Stainless Steel Clad): PARAGON Pu 239/ILI
Prediction Versus Burnup

a, b, c

Figure 3-46: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Stainless Steel Clad): PARAGON Pu 2"IPu2 4
Prediction Versus Burnup

- a,b,c
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Figure 3-47: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Stainless Steel Clad): PARAGON Pu240IPu241

Prediction Versus Burnup

a, b, c

Figure 3-48: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Stainless Steel Clad): PARAGON Pu24 1Pu242
Prediction Versus Burnup

m a, b, c
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Figure 3-49: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Stainless Steel Clad): PARAGON U 2/U235

Prediction Versus Burnup

a, b, c

Figure 3-50: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Stainless Steel Clad): PARAGON U23 5/U238

Prediction Versus Bumup

m a, b, c
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Figure 3-51: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Zircaloy Clad): PARAGON U2351u Prediction
Versus Burnup

F m a, b, c

--

Figure 3-52: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Zircaloy Clad): PARAGON Us6/U Prediction
Versus Burnup

7 a, b, c

3-44 of 50



WCAP-16045-NP-A

Figure 3-53: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Zircaloy Clad): PARAGON U2u/U Prediction
Versus Burnup

_ a, b, c

Figure 3-54: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Zircaloy Clad): PARAGON Pu239IPu Prediction
Versus Burnup

- a, b,c
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Figure 3-55: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Zircaloy Clad): PARAGON Pu240/Pu Prediction
Versus Burnup

5 a, b, c

¾

Figure 3-56: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Zircaloy Clad): PARAGON Pu241/Pu Prediction
Versus Burnup

7 a, b, c
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Figure 3-57: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Zircaloy Clad): PARAGON Pu242/Pu Prediction
Versus Burnup

a, b, c

Figure 3-58: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Zircaloy Clad): PARAGON Pu39 I/UL Prediction
Versus Bumup

r 7 a, b, c
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Figure 3-59: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Zircaloy Clad): PARAGON Pu 23/Pu240 Prediction
Versus Burnup

m a,b,c

-. /

Figure 3-60: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Zircaloy Clad): PARAGON Pu240/Pu 241 Prediction
Versus Burnup

-- a, b, c
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Figure 3-61: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Zircaloy Clad): PARAGON Pu2 4 1/Pu 2 4 2 Prediction
Versus Burnup

a, b, c

Figure 3-62: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Zircaloy Clad): PARAGON U"6 /U 25 Prediction
Versus Burnup

7 a,b,c
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Figure 3-63: Yankee Core Evaluation Program (Zircaloy Clad): PARAGON UM'/IUM Prediction
Versus Burnup a, b, c
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Section 4.0: Plant Qualification

The basic methodology of PARAGON was qualified in Section 3 by demonstrating the accuracy of the
code in predicting the results of critical experiments and isotopic evaluations. However, the primary use
of PARAGON will be to generate nuclear data for use in various core simulators. Thus, the most
important qualification for PARAGON is comparisons of the results of core calculations using PARAGON
supplied nuclear data against plant measured data. These comparisons are provided in this section.

For PWR cores, a Westinghouse core simulator currently being used for core design and safety
calculations is the Advanced Nodal Code (ANC) which was licensed by the NRC for PWR core design in
1986 (Reference 4-1). Since 1988, ANC has been using nuclear data provided by the Westinghouse
transport code PHOENIX-P (Reference 4-2). The PHOENIX-PIANC code system has been a primary
nuclear design system in use at Westinghouse for PWR core analysis and has been used in the design of
over 400 PWR cores.

This section will present ANC results for PWR core calculations with nuclear data supplied by PARAGON.
These results will be compared to corresponding plant measurements where available and to
PHOENIX-P/ANC results for the same calculations. These calculations demonstrate the accuracy of the
PARAGON nuclear data when applied to a complete nuclear design code system.

Section 4-1 describes the plant cycles which were used in these comparisons. Section 4-2 will present
comparisons of PARAGON/ANC calculations to plant measurements and PHOENIX-PIANC calculations
for startup physics tests. These include all rods out (ARO) hot zero power (HZP) beginning of life (BOC)
critical boron concentration, ARO HZP BOC isothermal temperature coefficient (ITC) and HZP BOC
control rod worths. Section 4-3 will present critical boron versus burnup comparisons of PARAGON/ANC
against both measurement and PHOENIX-P/ANC results for a large number of plant cycles. Section 4-4
will present radial power (assembly power) distribution comparisons of PARAGON/ANC against
measurement. Section 4-5 will present comparisons of PARAGON/ANC results against
PHOENIX-P/ANC results for radial and axial power distributions for a variety of cores. Section 4-5 will
also present comparisons of PARAGON/ANC results against those of PHOENIX-P/ANC for worst stuck
rod, dropped rod, and rod ejection calculations for several plants.

4.1 Plant Cycles used for Comparisons

The database of plant cycles used for the PARAGON/ANC comparisons to plant measurements is listed
in Table 4-1. These particular cycles were chosen based on the need to cover a large variety of plant
types, lattice types, burnable absorber types, and axial blanket types. The availability of reliable plant
data was also a basic consideration. The PARAGON qualification included 24 cycles and 11 plants. The
plants included both Westinghouse (15 cycles) and Combustion Engineering (9 cycles) type cores. All
Westinghouse core configurations were included (2 loop: 121 assemblies, 3 loop: 157 assemblies, 4 loop:
193 assemblies). CE cores in the database included 177, 217, and 241 assembly cores. For
Westinghouse plants, all lattice configurations were covered (14x14, 15x15, 16x16, and 17x17). Both the
14x14 and 16x16 CE lattices were included in the database of plants. Fuel rod sizes ranged from 0.360
to 0.440 inches diameter. The enrichment range covered was from 1.30 w/o to 4.95 w/o U235. One core
with mixed oxide fuel was also included. The burnable absorber types covered were: 1) the integral fuel
burnable absorber (IFBA), 2) the wet annular burnable absorber (WABA), 3) pyrex burnable absorbers,
4) gadolinia burnable absorbers, 5) erbia burnable absorbers, and 6) fuel displacing B4C burnable
absorbers. One plant (Plant D) had multiple burnable absorbers (IFBA and WABA) in the same
assembly. Axial blanket designs range from enriched annular to natural solid axial blankets (thus
bounding all Westinghouse design configurations). Some of the included cores had no axial blankets.
Cycle lengths for the cycles ranged from 310 to 654 EFPD. The cores included 2 first cores and 20
reload cycles. Not all cycles are used for every type of calculation in this report. A particular cycle may
not be used for a certain calculation because of a lack of a complete set of data. For comparisons
against PHOENIX-P/ANC calculations, a representative subset of the cores shown in Table 4-1 was
used. In all calculations, the particular cores being used for that calculation are clearly identified.
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The large variety in the cycles chosen for this qualification serves two purposes: 1) it demonstrates the
robustness of PARAGON and its library to analyze over a large range of cycle designs, and 2) it serves to
qualify PARAGON to analyze each feature by direct comparison of results.

4.2 Startup Test Results Comparisons >

Three common tests performed at PWR startups are: ARO HZP critical boron, ARO isothermal
temperature coefficient, and HZP rodworth measurements. Since these measurements are taken in the
just-loaded core at zero power, the complexities which come into play in analyzing a core at power with
depletion including power history, feedback effects and B60 depletion are not present. Thus, these tests \
provide a good measure of the accuracy of the code system since the core conditions are well-defined
and can be simulated with high reliability in the ANC code.

A comparison of HZP ARO startup critical boron results for 22 cycles is presented in Table 4-2. The table
includes the measured critical boron as well as the value calculated by both PARAGON/ANC and
PHOENIX-P/ANC. All calculations are within the measured to predicted difference review criteria of
50 ppm with the largest difference for PARAGON/ANC at [ I a, C and for PHOENIX-P/ANC at
I[I 81 . The mean measured minus predicted differences are negative for both codes meaning
that both codes have a tendency to overpredict BOC HZP critical boron. The difference in the mean
values is about [ I 2., with PARAGON being slightly more negative but with both codes having
acceptable means. Both codes have very small standard deviations: [ 1a¢ for PARAGON/ANC
and [ I a, e for PHOENIX-P/ANC. Over the last several years, Westinghouse has noticed a reduction
in the standard deviation for the measured minus predicted BOC HZP critical boron to about

,c. This is directly in line with the mean value seen in Table 4-2 for PHOENIX-PIANC. The
PARAGON/ANC standard deviation value shown in Table 4-2, l

I l ¢. This small standard deviation is especially good considering the
wide variety of lattice types, enrichments, and burnable absorbers included in the 22 core cycles shown in
the table and demonstrates the wide range of applicability for PARAGON/ANC. The performance of
PARAGON/ANC for BOC HZP critical boron is thus very good.

Table 4-3 shows a comparison of startup HZP isothermal temperature coefficient results for both
PARAGON/ANC and PHOENIX-P/ANC for the same 22 cycles reported in Table 4-2. The results in
Table 4-3 show that there is no significant difference in the performance of the two code systems for
predicting ITC. The mean for PARAGON/ANC is within [ a, of the mean of
PHOENIX-P/ANC. l*¢

Rodworth comparison results for PARAGON/ANC against measurement and PHOENIX-P/ANC are
shown for nine cycles in Tables 4-4 through 4-12. In general the performance of PARAGON/ANC is the
same as PHOENIX-P/ANC. The difference in total rodworth between PARAGON/ANC and
PHOENIX-P/ANC was less than [ I a, c for all nine cases. All cases met the individual rodworth
criteria of 15% difference on an individual bank or 100 pcm for small worth banks. The average
difference over all the rods in all nine cycles for the PARAGON/ANC code system was [ ] a, c with a
standard deviation of [ c. For the PHOENIX-P/ANC code system the corresponding values are
[ ] " I and [ j 4 C The average difference for total rodworth was [ I a, 'for the
PARAGON/ANC code system with a standard deviation of Ia, c. The corresponding values for the
PHOENIX-PIANC code system are [ l .
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4.3 Critical Boron versus Burnup Comparisons

PARAGON/ANC predictions for at-power critical boron versus burnup are presented for 22 plant cycles in
Figures 4-1 through 4-23. Measured critical boron and the PHOENIX-PIANC predictions are also
presented in these figures. Examining the figures, the following conclusions can be made:

1-1. Both PARAGON/ANC and PHOENIX-P/ANC generally predict the shape of the boron letdown curve
and the end of cycle well. PARGON/ANC does slightly better in [

] C.

1-2. Most cycles present clear evidence of significant B10 depletion. 13° isotopic information was not
available for most of the cycles used in this analysis. Therefore, depletion was not included in any
of the predictions or measured values. B'0 depletion is characterized by the measured to predicted
critical boron difference becoming larger throughout the middle of the cycle, then becoming smaller
at end of cycle when the boron concentration is low and the B' 0 depletion is no longer important.
B'0 depletion has become a significant effect in boron letdown curves since, over the last several
years, plants are operating with very few shutdowns and B10 depletion effects can be larger than
[ ] a C. The effect of B'0 depletion, unless accurately accounted for, makes statistical
analysis of the measured to predicted critical boron differences yield an inaccurate measure of how
well a code system predicts reactivity. In all cases except [ lA, the measured
critical boron values are larger than the predicted critical boron values, accounting for B10 depletion
thus making make the measured to predicted differences smaller. This is because, if B10 depletion
is accounted for in the prediction, the predicted values will get larger since they are currently based
on a larger B10 concentration than is actually in the core. If the measured values are adjusted, they
will get smaller since they inherently include a smaller isotopic percentage of B'0. Either way of
accounting for B'0 depletion will improve the mid-cycle measured to predicted critical boron
differences. [

a.c

1-3. An interesting case is presented in Figure 4-7. This cycle had several very long shutdowns and
took about 3 years to complete. [

a, C

1-4. Figure 4-10, which presents the results for a 121 assembly core with MOX fuel, shows the
[

] . The B'0 depletion effect is small for this
cycle.
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1-5. Figure 4-20 shows the results for a first core. I

4.4 Radial Power Distributions

In addition to reactivity, a nuclear code system must be able to calculate core power distributions
accurately. To provide this evidence for the PARAGON/ANC system, assembly power comparisons were
made for five plants. For these plants, measured assembly power values based on core flux maps were
compared to predicted assembly powers from PARAGON/ANC at the same conditions. Maps from five
plants were used in this analysis. These plants are:

Plant Lattice Fuel Assemblies in core | Cycles
A 17x17 U02  157 10,11
B 16x16 U02  121 17,18
C 14x14 U02  121 25, 26
D 15x15 U02  193 10,11
I 17x17 I U02 193 10,11

The measured to predicted comparisons for these maps are presented in Figures 4-24 through 4-51. For
each cycle, two or three maps are presented at different bumups during the cycle. The cycle burnups
range for the maps is from [

l " '. The average difference between the measured and predicted normalized powers is
shown in each figure as well as the standard deviation of these differences. The measured to predicted
average difference over all twenty-eight maps is [ I a c and the average standard deviation of the
differences over all the maps is [ ] C '. These very small values show that PARAGON/ANC
predicts assembly power with high accuracy over a wide range of different lattice types and over the large
bumup range seen in plant cycles.

4.5 PARAGONIANC versus PHOENIX-P/ANC Comparisons

As described earlier in this report, the PHOENIX-P/ANC nuclear code system has been licensed by the
NRC since 1988 and has had extensive use in PWR safety and design calculations. Therefore, as part of
the qualification of PARAGON, comparisons have been made between the results of core calculations
with the two systems to demonstrate that PARAGON/ANC predictions for operating PWR cores are
essentially of the same quality, or better, as those of PHOENIX-P/ANC and therefore any
[ I a e used for the PHOENIX-P/ANC system will be applicable to the PARAGON/ANC code
system. Reactivity comparisons between the two code systems have been shown in the HZP ARO
critical boron results presented in section 4-2 and in the at power critical boron versus burnup results
presented in section 4-3. Comparisons for rodworths between the two code systems were also made in
section 4-2. In this section, comparisons are made between radial and axial power distributions
calculated by both code systems for several different plants with different lattices and core sizes. In
addition, the results of calculations for core conditions which are [

13.

Figures 4-52 through 4-78 show comparisons of radial power and burnup distributions calculated with
both PARAGON/ANC and PHOENIX-P/ANC. The cycles shown are listed in the table below:

'-
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Plant Lattice Fuel Assemblies in core Cycles
A 17x17 U02  157 10,11
C 14x14 U02  121 25,26
D 15x15 U02  193 10,11
E 14x14 MOX 121 25
F 16x16CE U0 2 217 11,12

For each cycle, comparisons between the normalized assembly powers from both code systems are
shown at BOC and EOC. In addition, the radial assembly burnups predicted at EOC from both code
systems are compared. As can be seen by examining these figures, the differences between the
PARAGON/ANC predictions and those of PHOENIX-P/ANC for both power and bumup are very small.

Figures 79-102 show comparisons of axial power predictions from PARAGON/ANC versus those from
PHOENIX-P ANC for four plants listed in the table below:

Plant Lattice Fuel Assemblies in core Cycles
A 17x17 U0 2  157 10,11
C 14x14 U02  121 25,26
F 16x16CE U0 2  217 11,12
G 14x14 CE U0 2 217 13,14

Plants A and C are Westinghouse type plants with axial blankets. Plants F and G are Combustion
Engineering type plants with no axial blankets. Axial power comparisons are made for three times in life
for each cycle: BOC, MOC (i.e., middle of cycle), and EOC. As can be seen by examining each of these
figures, the axial power shapes predicted by the two code systems are virtually identical.

Table 4-13 presents the results from worst stuck rod calculations for the following four plants:

Plant Lattice Fuel Assemblies in core Cycles
A 17x17 U02  157 11
B 16x16 U02  121 17
C 14x14 U02  121 24
D 15x15 U02 193 10

These calculations were performed in full core geometry at BOC HZP conditions with all the rods
completely inserted (ARI) except the highest worth rod (called the worst stuck rod or WSR) which was
completely withdrawn from the core. The parameters of interest for this calculation are the worth of the
worst stuck rod, and the total peaking factor Fq, the radial peaking factor FAh, and the axial peaking factor
Fz. The worth of the worst stuck rod is determined by performing a calculation at the same conditions
except all the rods are inserted. The difference between the ARI and ARI-WSR eigenvalues is the worth of
the WSR. Table 4-13 summarizes the results of the ARI-WSR calculation for the four plants for both code
systems. As can be seen from the table, the PARAGON/ANC results are within [ I*' for the worth
of the WSR. The peaking factors are also similar with the largest difference being [ l' c

I 'C in Plant C.

Table 4-14 presents the results from BOC dropped rod calculations for the same four plants performed
with PARAGON/ANC and PHOENIX-P/ANC. The table presents the rodworth, the total peaking factor
Fq, the radial peaking factor FAh, and the axial peaking factor Fz for the dropped rod calculation from
each code system. As seen in the table, the dropped rod worths for the two code systems are within
[ I ' C and the peaking factors differences are also very small, the largest being [ l '' for Fq
of Plant D.
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Table 4-15 presents the results from rod ejection calculations performed with both code systems for the
same four plants. Four rod ejection calculations were performed for each plant: BOC HFP, BOC HZP,
EOC HFP, and EOC HZP. Rod ejection calculations are similar to stuck rod calculations except that
feedback is frozen at the pre-ejection conditions because of the speed of the event. This leads to much
larger rod worths and peaking factors. Comparing the rod ejection cases, the differences in rodwoth
between the calculations from the two code systems show that the largest difference in rod worth is
[ ] 4 C. The differences in peaking factors between the PARAGON/ANC cases
and the PHOENIX-P/ANC cases are also within expected differences considering the large peaking factor
values for ejected rod cases.

Table 4-16 presents results for hot full power, end of cycle moderator temperature coefficient calculations
performed in both PHOENIX-P/ANC and PARAGON/ANC. These calculations were performed at
I I a, a with all rods withdrawn. These calculations demonstrate that the PARAGON-based model
calculates EOC HFP MTC values within [ J^ of the PHOENIX-P model.

The results presented in this section demonstrate that PARAGON-based models compare well to _,
measurements and to PHOENIX-P model results. The good agreement between PHOENIX-P models
and PARAGON models has been shown for startup measurement parameters such as HZP boron, HZP
ITC, and HZP rodworths and for full power critical boron letdown predictions. This good agreement has
also been demonstrated for off normal calculations such as ARI -WSR, dropped rod, and ejected rod
calculations. EOC HFP MTC predictions are also very similar between PARAGON-based models and
PHOENIX-P-based models. The calculations documented in this section demonstrate that PARAGON
can be used as a replacement for PHOENIX-P without changing any licensing bases currently in place for
PHOENIX-P based models.
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Table 4-1: Plant and Cycle Descriptions
| a, b, c
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Table 4-1 (cont'd): Plant and Cycle Descriptions
--- , a, b, c
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Table 4-1 (cont'd): Plant and Cycle Descriptions

7a, b, c
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Table 4-2: Hot Zero Power All Rods Out Critical Boron

a, b,c
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Table 4-3: Hot Zero Power All Rods Out Isothermal Temperature Coefficients
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Table 4-4: Hot Zero Power Contol Bank Worth: Plant A, Cycle 11 a

I

Table 4-5: Hot Zero Power Contol Bank Worth: Plant B, Cycle 17

b, c

b, c

-J
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Table 4-6: Hot Zero Power Contol Bank Worth: Plant C, Cycle 24

Table 4-7: Hot Zero Power Contol Bank Worth: Plant D, Cycle 10

a, b, c

a, b, c
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Table 4-8: Hot Zero Power Control Bank Worth: Plant E, Cycle 24

K

Table 4-9: Hot Zero Power Contol Bank Worth: Plant I, Cycle 13

Table 4-10: Hot Zero Power Contol Bank Worth: Plant I, Cycle 14

a, b, c

a, b, c

a, b, c
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Table 4-11: Hot Zero Power Contol Bank Worth: Plant J, Cycle 10

Table 4-12: Hot Zero Power Contol Bank Worth: Plant J, Cycle 11

a, b, c

a, b, c
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Table 4-13: ARI-WSR Control Rod Worth Comparison

a, b, c
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Table 4-14: Dropped Rod Worth Comparison

--I a,b,c
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Table 4-15: Rod Ejection Comparison

| a, b, c
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Table 4-16: End of Life HFP Moderator Temperature Coefficient

- a,b,c
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Figure 4-1: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant A
Cycle 10

-I a, b, c

4-20 of 118



WCAP-1 6045-NP-A

Figure 4-2: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Bumup Comparisons: Plant A
Cycle 1 1

-| a, b, c
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Figure 4-3: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant B
Cycle 17

-- I a, b, c
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Figure 4-4: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle BUrnup Comparisons: Plant B
Cycle 18

-- a,b,c
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Figure 4-5: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant C
Cycle 25

-- I a, b, c
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-_ a, b, c
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Figure 4-7: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant D
Cycle 9

1 a, b, c
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Figure 4-8: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Bumup Comparisons: Plant D
Cycle 10

-I a,b,c
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Figure 4-9: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant D
Cycle 1 1

-1 a, b, c
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Figure 4-10: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Bumup Comparisons: Plant E
Cycle 25

7 a, b, c
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Figure 4-1 1: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant F
Cycle 10 a,bc

4-o
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Figure 4-12: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant F
Cycle 11 a, b, c
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Figure 4-13: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Bumnup Comparisons: Plant F
Cycle 12 at b, c
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Figure 4-14: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant G
Cycle 13 a, b, c
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Figure 4-15: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant H
Cycle 1 a, Ib, c

-J
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Figure 4-16: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant I
Cycle 13

-, ab,c
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Figure 4-17: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant I
Cycle 14

-- I a, b, c
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Figure 4-18: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant J
Cycle 10 a, b, c
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Figure 4-19: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant J
Cycle 11 abc __
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Figure 4-20: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant K
Cycle 1

-I a,b,c
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Figure 4-21: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant K
Cycle 2

-_ a, b, c
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Figure 4-22: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Bumup Comparisons: Plant K
Cycle 3

-- I a,b,c
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Figure 4-23: Critical Boron Concentration Versus Cycle Burnup Comparisons: Plant F
Cycle 11 -Calculated values with and without Bl0 correction 7 a, b, c
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Figure 4-24: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant A, Cycle 10, 3355 MWDIMTU
Burnup

m a, b, c
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Figure 4-25: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant A, Cycle 10, 11958 MWD/IMTU
Burnup

j a, be
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Figure 4-26: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant A, Cycle 11, 1460 MWD/MTU
Burnup

j a, b, c
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Figure 4-27: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant A, Cycle 11, 13052 MWDIMTU
Bumup

7 a, b, c
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Figure 4-28: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant A, Cycle 11, 19738 MWDIMTU
Burnup

m a,b,c
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Figure 4-29: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant B, Cycle 17,386 MWDIMTU
Burnup

m1 a,b,c
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Figure 4-30: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant B, Cycle 17,7878 MWDIMTU
Burnup

- a, b,c
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Figure 4-31: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant Bs, Cycle 17, 10930 MWDIMUTU
Bumup N

_a, b, c
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Figure 4-32: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant B, Cycle 18, 1375 MWDIMTU
Bumup , a, b, c
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Figure 4-33: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant B, Cycle 18, 6928 MWD)lIMTU

B~ripa, b, c
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Figure 4-34: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant C, Cycle 25,262 MWDIMTU
Burnup a, b, c
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Figure 4-35: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant C, Cycle 25,7080 MWDIMTU
Bumup

m a, b, c
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Figure 4-36: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant C, Cycle 25,13400 MWD/MTU
Burnup

-- a,b,c
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Figure 4-37: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant C, Cycle 26,788 MWDIMTU
Burnup a, b, c
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Figure 4-38: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant C, Cycle 26, 8073 MWDIMTU
Bumup

-I, ab,c
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Figure 4-39: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant C, Cycle 26, 14838 MWDIMTU
Bumup

-, a, b, c
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Figure 4-40: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant D, Cycle 10, 1980 MWDIMTU
Burnup

*-- a, b, c
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Figure 4-41: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant D, Cycle 10, 9700 MWDIMTU
Burnup

I--- a, b, c
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Figure 4-42: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant D, Cycle 10, 20829 MWDIMTU
Burnup 7 a, b, c
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Figure 4-43: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant D, Cycle 11, 1010 MWD/IMTU
Burnup

-I a,b, c
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Figure 4-44: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant D, Cycle 11, 7309 MWD/IMTU
Bumup 7 a, b, c
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Figure 4-45: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant D, Cycle 11, 14998 MWDIMTU
Burnup

I a, b, c
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Figure 4-46: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant J, Cycle 10, 4282 MWDIMTU
IBumup a, b, c
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Figure 4-47: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant J, Cycle 10, 11864 MWDIMTU
Burnup -I a, b, c
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Figure 4-48: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant J, Cycle 10, 20700 MWDIMTU
Burnup -- I a, b, c
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Figure 4-49: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant J, Cycle 11, 638 MWD/IMTU
Bumup

-- I a, b, c
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Figure 4-50: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant J, Cycle 11, 12294 MWD/MTU
Burnup = a, b, c
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Figure 4-51: Assembly Average Power Distribution: Plant J, Cycle 11, 20539 MWDIMTU
Burnup

-NP-A
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Figure 4-52: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant A,
Cycle 10 BOC

I a, b,c
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Figure 4-53: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant A,
Cycle 10 EOC

I a,b,c
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Figure 4-54: Assembly Average Burnup Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant A,
Cycle 10 EOC

- a, b, c
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Figure 4-55: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant A,
Cycle 11 BOC

-I a, b, c
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Figure 4-56: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant A,
Cycle 11 EOC

-I a, b, c
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Figure 4-57: Assembly Average Burnup Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant A,
Cycle 11 EOC

I a, b, c
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Figure 4-58: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant C,
Cycle 25 BOC , b, c

Figure 4-59: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant C,
Cycle 25 EOC

7 a,bc
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Figure 4-60: Assembly Average Burnup Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant C,
Cycle 25 EOC

a

Figure 4-61: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant C,
Cycle 26 BOC

I, b, c

,b, ca,
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Figure 4-62: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant C,
Cycle 26 EOC

a, bc

Figure 4.63: Assembly Average Bumup Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant C,
Cycle 26 EOC

- a, b, c
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Figure 4-64: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant D,
Cycle 10 BOC

I a, b, c
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Figure 4-65: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant D,
Cycle 10 EOC 7 a, b, c
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Figure 4-66: Assembly Average Burnup Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant D,
Cycle 10 EOC

a
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Figure 4-67: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant D,
Cycle 11 BOC

I a, b, c
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Figure 4-68: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant D,
Cycle 11 EOC

| a, b, c
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Figure 4-69: Assembly Average Bumup Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant D,
Cycle 11 EOC

= a, b, c:
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Figure 4-70: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant E,
Cycle 25 BOC
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Figure 4-71: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant E,
Cycle 25 EOC
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Figure 4-72: Assembly Average Burnup Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant E,
Cycle 25 EOC
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Figure 4-73: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant F,
Cycle 1 1 BOC
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Figure 4-74: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant F,
Cycle 11 EOC a, b, c
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Figure 4-75: Assembly Average Burnup Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant F,
Cycle 11 EOC a,b,c
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ssembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant F,
Cycle 12 BOC a, b, c
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Figure 4-77: Assembly Average Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant F,
Cycle 12 EOC a, b, c
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Figure 4-78: Assembly Average Burnup Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant F.
Cycle 12 EOC a, b, c
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Figure 4-79: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant A,
Cycle 10, BOC
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Figure 4-80: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant A,
Cycle 10, MOC
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Figure 4-81: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant A,
Cycle 10, EOC
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Figure 4-82: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant A,
Cycle 11, BOC
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Figure 4-83: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant A,
Cycle 11, MOC
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Figure 4-84: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant A,
Cycle 11, EOC
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Figure 4-85: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant C,
Cycle 25, BOC
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Figure 4-86: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant C,
Cycle 25, MOC
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Figure 4-87: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant C,
Cycle 25, EOC
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Figure 4-88: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant C,
Cycle 26, BOC
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Figure 4-89: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant C,
Cycle 26, MOC
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Figure 4-90: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant C,
Cycle 26, EOC
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Figure 4-91: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant F,
Cycle 11, BOC
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Figure 4-92: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant F,
Cycle 11, MOC
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Figure 4-93: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant F,
Cycle 11, EOC
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igure 4-94: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant F,
Cycle 12, BOC
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Figure 4-95: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant F,
Cycle 12, MOC
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Figure 4-96: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant F,
Cycle 12, EOC
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Figure 4-97: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant G,
Cycle 13, BOC

-1a, b, c

4-112 of 118



WCAP-1 6045-NP-A

Figure 4-98: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant G,
Cycle 13, MOC
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Figure 4-99: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant G,
Cycle 13, EOC a,bc
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Figure 4-1 00: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant G,
Cycle 14, BOC b
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Figure 4-101: Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P): Plant G,
Cycle 14, MOC a,bo
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Section 5.0: Conclusion

The objective of this report was to provide the information and data necessary to license PARAGON both
as a standalone transport code and as a nuclear data source for a core simulator in a complete nuclear
design code system for core design, safety and operational calculations. PARAGON is a new transport
code developed by Westinghouse. PARAGON is based on collision probability methods and is written
entirely in FORTRAN 90/95. PARAGON can provide nuclear data, both cross sections and pin power
information, to a core simulator code such as ANC.

Section 2 presented an overview of the PARAGON code and theory.

The qualification presented in this report followed a systematic qualification process which has been used
previously by Westinghouse to qualify nuclear design codes. This process starts with the qualification of
the basic methodology used in the code and proceeds in logical steps to qualification of the code as
applied to a complete nuclear design code system.

5.1 PARAGON Benchmarking

Consistent with the qualification process described above, Section 3 presented the results of PARAGON
run as a standalone code for a series of critical experiments. These experiments included the
Strawbridge-Barry 101 criticals, the KRITZ high temperature criticals, and a large number of spatial
criticals from the B&W physics verification program. The B&W criticals provided both reactivity and power
distribution measurements.

5.1.1 Strawbridge-BarryCriticalExperiments

The Strawbridge-Barry 101 criticals cover a wide range of lattice parameters and therefore provide a
severe test for the lattice code. Since these experiments are uniform lattices, the criticals were run as
single pin cells in PARAGON. There are 40 U0 2 experiments among the 101 criticals. The mean Kff for
these experiments calculated by PARAGON is l 1 with a standard deviation of l I ..
The mean Kff for all experiments was [ I a, with a standard deviation of [ ] ` '. The
results of these criticals were graphed as a function of water to uranium ratio, enrichment, experimental
buckling, pellet diameter, and soluble boron. No biases or trends were seen as a function of any of these
parameters.

5.12 KRITZ high temperature critical experiments

The KRITZ high-temperature criticals provide critical benchmark data for uranium-fueled,
water-moderated lattices at high temperatures. The criticals were run at temperatures as high as 245 2C.
Twelve KRITZ experiments were modeled in PARAGON. The mean Ke for the twelve experiments was
[ I a, with a standard deviation of [ I *, ¢. No significant trends across the large
temperature range of these criticals were observed. The small standard deviation shows that PARAGON
predicts very consistently across the large temperature range.

5.1.3 B&WIspatial critical experiments

The B&W spatial criticals provided data on both reactivity and power distribution for a variety of
uranium-oxide fueled lattices. A total of twenty nine configurations were analyzed: [

.cK-infinity comparisons were made between PARAGON and the
Monte Carlo code MCNP for all twenty-nine experiments. In addition, the measured axial bucklings were

- used with the PARAGON results to calculate Kff. The reactivity results for all configurations Were very
good with the overall Kff for the twenty-nine experiments being [ I with a standard deviation of

j alc.
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Rod power distribution comparisons of PARAGON results against measurements were provided for six of
the experiments - two with no burnable absorbers, two with gadolinia burnable absorbers, and two with
Pyrex burnable absorbers. The average difference between the measured and PARAGON power
distribution for the six experiments was [ ate per cent with an average standard deviation of
[ ] 'Cper cent.

5.1.4 Monte Carlo Assembly Benchmarks J

Thirteen different assembly configurations were calculated in both PARAGON and the Monte Carlo code
MCNP. These assembly configurations were chosen to cover a variety of lattice types and burnable
absorbers over a large enrichment range. Eleven Westinghouse and two CE assemblies were included
in these calculations. The PARAGON and MCNP calculations were compared for both reactivity and
power distribution. The mean difference in reactivity between the MCNP and PARAGON calculations
over the thirteen assemblies was [ 1 ̂  0 with a standard deviation of [ ] ' c. The
comparison between the MCNP and PARAGON power distributions showed very good agreement. The
average difference in rod powers for each assembly ranged from [ ] ^ ¢. Standard
deviations of the rod power differences for each assembly range from [ ] a,

5.1.5 Saxton and Yankee Isotopics Data

The spectrograph-measured isotopics data for Saxton Cores 2 and 3 with mixed oxide fuel, Yankee cores
1, 2, and 4 with stainless steel clad fuel, and Yankee Core 5 with zircaloy clad fuel have been compared
to isotopic concentrations from PARAGON calculations simulating the power history corresponding to
these cores. These isotopic comparisons show no significant trend for any isotope with bumup. These
excellent results demonstrate the capability of PARAGON for predicting the depletion characteristics of
both U02 and PuO2 LWR fuel over a wide range of burnup conditions.

5.2 Plant comparisons

The primary use of PARAGON will be to generate nuclear data for use in Westinghouse core simulator a

codes. Thus the most important qualification for PARAGON is comparisons of results of core calculations
using PARAGON supplied nuclear data against plant measured data. This report presented ANC results
for PWR core calculations with nuclear data supplied by PARAGON which were compared to
corresponding plant measurements where available and to PHOENIX-P/ANC results for the same
calculations. These calculations demonstrated the accuracy of the PARAGON nuclear data when applied
to a complete nuclear design system. The calculations also demonstrated that that PARAGON can
replace all the previously licensed Westinghouse PWR lattice codes, such as PHOENIX-P, for use in all
the previously licensed Westinghouse methodologies for PWR applications.

Cycles from eleven plants including both Westinghouse and Combustion Engineering type plants were
used for measured to PARAGON/ANC predicted comparisons of startup data and at-power critical boron
versus cycle burnup data. Measured radial power information was compared to PARAGON/ANC
predicted values from 28 radial power maps from five different plants. BOC and EOC radial power and
EOC bumup predictions from PHOENIX-P/ANC were compared to those calculated by PARAGON/ANC a
for nine cycles in five plants. PARAGON/ANC axial power predictions were compared to
PHOENIX-P/ANC at BOC, MOC, and EOC for four plants. Finally, PARAGON/ANC results are compared
to PHOENIX-P/ANC results for events for which measurements are generally not made or cannot be
made. These are ARI-WSR (worst stuck rod) rodworth (four plants), dropped rod events (four plants) and
rod ejection events (BOC and EOC for four plants).
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5.2.1 Plants Cycles used for Comparison

The PARAGON qualification included 24 cycles in 11 plants. These plants included both Westinghouse
(15 cycles) and Combustion Engineering (9 cycles) type cores. The plants were chosen to cover a wide
variety of lattices, burnable absorbers, blanket types, and core sizes. The availability of reliable
measured data was also a consideration.

5.22 Startup Test Results Comparisons

Comparisons were made for PARAGONIANC predictions against measurements for BOC HZP ARO
critical boron, BOC HZP ARO isothermal temperature (ITC), and BOC HZP rodworths. Results from
twenty-two cycles from 11 plants were compared for the BOC HZP critical boron. The mean difference
between measured and predicted was [ I X c for PARAGON/ANC and [ ] ". e for
PHOENIX-P/ANC. The standard deviations were excellent for both code systems: [ ] ̂  C for
PARAGON/ANC and [ I AC for PHOENIX-P/ANC.

Results from the BOC HZP ARO ITC were compared for the same twenty-two cycles. The statistics from
the ITC comparison were quite similar between the two code systems. The mean predicted to measured
difference in ITC was [ I' * pcm/PF for PARAGON/ANC and [ ] a e for
PHOENIX-P/ANC. The standard deviations were the same for both code systems at 0.8 pcmnpF.

Predicted versus measured rodworths were compared for nine cycles in seven plants. The cycles used
three different methods for rodworth measurement: DRWM, rod swap, and boron dilution. All rodworth
predictions met the measurement review criteria. The average measured to predicted difference for all
the rods over all nine cycles was [ ] S C PARAGON/ANC with a standard deviation of [ ] * ¢.
The corresponding values for the PHOENIX-P/ANC code system were [ ]5 ¢

5.2.3 Critical boron comparisons

At-power critical boron measurements were compared to results from PARAGON/ANC and
PHOENIX-P/ANC core depletion calculations for twenty-two plant cycles. The results showed very good
performance by PARAGON/ANC for EOC predictions. All plant cycles showed the effects of B'0 depletion
since the uncorrected measured and predicted critical boron values difference grew through the middle of
the cycle. Accounting for B10 depletion reduces the difference between measured and predicted values
through the middle of the cycle as was demonstrated in the report for one of the cycles.

5.2.4 Radial Power Distributions

Measured to PARAGON-predicted radial assembly power comparisons were made for five plants (28 total
flux maps). These plants included both even (16x16 and 14x14) and odd (15x15 and 17x17) lattices.
The range of cycle burnups for these maps was [ ] S C MWDIMTU. When
processing the flux maps, the measured values were folded into the lower right quadrant to remove any
core tilts. The average value of the measured to predicted differences over the twenty-eight maps was
[ ] * C with an average standard deviation of [ I S. These results show that the radial
assembly powers are well predicted by PARAGON/ANC.
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5.Z5 PARAGON/ANC to PHOENIX-P/ANC results

PARAGON/ANC and PHOENIX-P/ANC results were compared for radial assembly power distribution,
axial power distribution, ARI-WSR rodworth, dropped rod, and rod ejection calculations. Radial assembly
power (BOC and EOC) distributions were compared for nine cycles in five plants. EOC assembly bumup
distributions were compared for the same cycles. Axial power distributions are shown at BOC, MOC, and
EOC for eight cycles in four plants. The plant cycles for both radial and axial comparisons include
Westinghouse and Combustion Engineering type cores. The results of both radial and axial power
comparisons show very little difference between PARAGON/ANC and PHOENIX-P/ANC. Experience has
shown that PHOENIX-P/ANC predicts radial and axial powers very well. The small difference between
the PARAGON/ANC results and those from PHOENIX-P/ANC confirms that PARAGON/ANC also
predicts these power distributions well.

ARI-WSR shutdown rodworths were calculated in PARAGON/ANC at BOC for four plants. The results
were compared to PHOENIX-P/ANC for the same calculations. The largest difference for the worst stuck
rodworth was [ ] a, c. The largest peaking factor difference was about [

a, ¢ Both differences are well within the uncertainties used with the ARI-WSR calculations.

Dropped rod calculations were also performed with PARAGON/ANC at BOC for four plants and the
results were compared to corresponding PHOENIX-P/ANC results. The largest difference in the dropped
rod worth was [ ] ^ . The largest difference in peaking factor was [ ] ' C in
Fq.

The last set of comparisons between PARAGON/ANC and PHOENIX-P/ANC were for BOC and EOC rod
ejection calculations for four plants. The rod ejection calculations were performed for both HZP and HFP
conditions. Rod ejection calculations are similar to stuck rod calculations except the feedback is frozen
from pre-ejection conditions leading to much larger peaking factors and rodworths. The largest difference
in rodworth was [ I *,¢rod. The peaking factor differences were very small and well
within the uncertainties used with this event. "

5.3 Conclusion
J

The data presented in this report provide the basis for the qualification of PARAGON both as a
standalone transport code and as the nuclear data source for core simulator codes. In chapter 3,
standalone PARAGON was qualified against a wide variety of criticals and Monte Carlo calculations. In
chapter 4, PARAGON was qualified as a supplier of core simulator code nuclear data through
comparisons of the PARAGON results with ANC as the core simulator against measured data and
against PHOENIX-P/ANC for a wide variety of plant designs and problems. The report demonstrates that
PARAGON can replace all the previously licensed Westinghouse PWR lattice codes, such as
PHOENIX-P, for use in all the previously licensed Westinghouse methodologies for PWR applications.
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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Directtet (412) 374-5282
Document Control Desk Directfax (412)374-4011
Washington, DC 20555-0001 e-nait sepplhaswestinghouse.com

ow ref LTR-NRC-03-S5

Attn: 1. S. Wenniel, Chief
Reactor Systems Branch September 9, 2003
Division of Systems Safety and Aysis

References: 1. Fax dated June 31,2003 fron Mr. B. Barney (NRC) to Mr. R Sisk (Westinghouse);
subject - -PARAGON fonual RA1's. TAC #MB804O, WCAP-16045"

2. WCAP-16045-P, "Qualification of the Two-Dimensional Transport Code PARAGON"
(Prorietaq)

Subject: Response toRequest for Additional Information Regarding WCAP-16045.P "Qualification of
the Two-Dimensional Transport Code PARAGON" (Proprietary)

Dear Mr. Wermiel:

Enclosed ae copme ofWestinghouse Electri Company LLC (Westinghouse) resposes to the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) Request for Additional Information (RAT), Refernce 1, regarding WCAP-
16045-P "Qualification ofthe Two-Dimensional Trasport Code PARAGON," Reference 2. This
information is being submitted by Westinghouse Electric Company LIC to obtain Nuclear Regulatory
Comnmission (NRC) generic approval of PARAGON, a new Westinghouse neutron transport code. Generic
NRC approval is also requested for the use of PARAGON with Westinghouse's nuclear design code system
or as a stand-alone code.

Also enclosed are:

1. One (1) copy ofthe Application for Withholding, AW-03-1700 with Proprietary Information Notice
and Copyright Notice.

2. One (1) copy of Affidavit AW-03-1700.

This submittal contains proprietary information of Westinghouse Electric Company LLC. In
conformance with the requirements of 10 CFR Section 2.790, as amended, of the Commission's
regulations, we are enclosing with this submittal an Application for Withholding from Public Disclosure
and an affidavit. 7he affidavit sets fordi the basis on which the infonmation identified as proprietary may
be withheld from public disclosure by the Commission.

This material is for your internal use only and may be used solely for the purpose for which it is submitted.
It should not be otherwise used, disclosed, duplicated, or disseminated, in whole or in part, to any other
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LTR-NRC-03-55
September 9. 2003

person or organiaion outside the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation without the expressed prior written
approval of Westinghouse.

Conespondence with respect to this affidavit or Application for Withholding should reference AW.03-
1700 and should be addressed to HE A. Scpp, Manager of Regulatory Compliance and Plant Licensing
Westinghouse Electric Company, P. o. Box 355, Pittsbugh, Pennsylvania 15230-0353.

Very truly yours,

Brad P. Acting Manager
Regulatory Compliance and Plant Licensing
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Our ref AW-03-1700

September 9, 2003

APPLICATION FOR WITHHOLDING PROPR1EQARY
INFORMATION FROM PUBLIC DISCLOSURE

Subject Response to Rcquest for Additional hifonation Regarding WCAP-16045-P, "Qualification of
the Two-Dimcnional Transport Code PARAGON" (Proprietary)

Reference: Letter from B. F. Maurer to . S. Wenniel, LTR-NRC-03-55, dated September 9, 2003

Thc Application for Withholding is submitted by Westinghouse Electric Company LLC (Westinghouse),
pursuant to the provisions of Pamwraph NOXI) of Section 2.790 of the Commission's regulations. It
contains commercial strategic information proprietary to Westinghouse and customarily held in
confidence.

The proprietary material for which withholding is being requested is identified in the proprietary version
of the enclosure to the referenced Ictter. In confomance with 10 CFR Section 2.790, Afidavit AW-03-
1700 accompanies this Application for Withholding, seting forth the basis on which the identified
proprietary information may be withhdeld from public disclosure.

Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the subject information which is proprietary to Westinghouse
be withheld from public disclosure in accordance with IO CFR Section 2.790 of the Commission's
regulations.

Correspondence with respect to this Application for Withholding or the accompanying affidavit should
reference AW-03-1700 and should be addressed to H. A. Sepp, Manager of Regulatory Compliance and
Plant Licensing, Westinghouse Electric Company, P. O. Box 355, PiUsburgh, Pennsylvania 15230-0355.

Very truly yours,

Brad F. Maurer, Acting Manager
Regulatory Compliance and Plant Licensing

Enclosures
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AW-03-1700

AFFIDA~t

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA:

ss

COUNTY OF ALLEGHENY:

Before mn, the undersigned audhouity personally appeared James W. Winters, who, being by me

duly sworn according to law, deposes and says Lha he is authorized to execute this Affidavit on behalf of

Westinghouse Electric Company LLC ('Westinghouse), and that the avennents of fact set forth in this

Affidavit are true and coect to the best of his knowledge, information, and belief;

James W. Winters, Managor

Project Engineering and Integration

Swom to and subscnlbd

beforcrpethis day
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Notazy Public
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(1) I am Manager, Project Engineering and Integration, in Nuclear Plant Programs, Westinghouse

Electric Company LLC ('Westinghouse"), and as such, I have been specifically delegated the
function of reviewing the proprietary information sought to be withheld from public disclosure in

connection with nuclear power plant licensing and rule making proceedings, and am authorized to

apply for its withholding on behalf of the Westinghouse Electric Company LLC.

(2) 1 am making this Affidavit in conformancc with the provisions of 10 CFR Section 2.790 of the

Commission's regulations and in conjunction with the Westinghouse application for withholding

accompanying this Affidavit.

(3) 1 have personal klnowledge of the criteria and procedures utilized by the Westinghouse Electric

Company LLC in designating information as a trade secret, privileged or as confidential

commercial or financial information.

(4) Pursuant to the provisions of paragraph (bX4) of Section 2.790 of the Commission's regulations,

the following is furnished for consideration by the Commission in determining whether the

information sought to be withheld from public disclosure should be withheld.

(i) The information sought to be withheld from public disclosure is owned and has been held

in confidence by Westinghouse.

(ii) The information is of a type customarily held in confidence by Westinghouse and not

customarily disclosed to the public. Westinghouse has a rational basis for determining

the types of information customarily held in confidence by it and, in that connection,

utilizes a system to determine when and whether to hold certain types of information in

confidence. The application of that system and the substance of that system constitutes

Westinghouse policy and provides the rational basis required.

Under that system, information is held in confidence if it falls in one or more of several

types, the release of which might result in the loss of an eisting or potential competitive

advantage, as follows:

(a) The information reveals the distinguishing aspects of a process (or component,

structure, tool, method etc.) where prevention of its use by any of



WCAP-16045-NP-A

3 AW-03-1700
J

Westinghouse's competitors without license from Westinghouse constitutes a

competitive economic advantage over other companies. ..

(b) It consists of supporting data, including test data, relative to a process (or

component, structure, tool, method, ctc.), the application of which data secures a

competitive economic advantage, e.g.. by optimization or improved

marketability.

(c) its use by a competitor would reduce his expenditure of resources or improve his

competitive position in the design, manufacture, shipment, installation, assurance

of quality, or licensing a similar product.

(d) It reveals cost or price information, production capacities, budget levels, or

commercial strategies of Westinghouse, its customers or suppliers. \

(e) It reveals aspects of past, prescnt, or future Westinghouse or customer funded

development plans and programs of potential commercial value to Westinghouse.

(f) It contains patentable ideas, for which patent protection may be desirable.

There are sound policy reasons behind the Westinghouse system which include the

following:

(a) The use of such information by Westinghouse gives Westinghouse a competitive

advantage over its competitors. It is, therefore, withheld from disclosure to

protect the Westinghouse competitive position.

(b) It is information that is marketable in many ways. The extent to which such

information is available to competitors diminishes the Westinghouse ability to

sell products and services involving the use of the information.

(c) Use by our competitor would put Westinghouse at a competitive disadvantage by

reducing his expenditure of resources at our expense.
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(d) Each component of proprietary information pertinent to a particular competitive

advantage is potentially as valuable as the total competitive advantage. If

competitors acquire components of proprietary information, any one component

may be the key to the entire puzzle, thereby depriving Westinghouse of a

competitive advantage.

(c) Unrestricted disclosure would jeopardize the position of prominence of

Westinghouse in the world market, and thereby give a market advantage to the

competition of those countries.

(f) The Westinghouse capacity to invest corporate assets in research and

development depends upon the success in obtaining and maintaining a

competitive advantage.

(iii) LlTe information is being transmitted to the Commission in confidence and, under the

provisions of 10 CFR Section 2.790, it is to be received in confidence by the

Comrnission.

(iv) The information sought to be protected is not available in public sources or available

information has not been previously employed in the same original manner or method to

the best of our knowledge and belief.

(v) The proprietary information sought to be withheld in this submittal is that which is

appropriately marked as 'Responses to PARAGON RAIs," being transmitted by

Westinghouse Electric Company letter (LTR-NRC-03-55) and Application for

Withholding Proprietary Information from Public Disclosure, to the Document Control

Desk, Attention Mr. J. S. Wermiel. The proprietary information as submitted by

Westinghouse is that associated with Westinghouse's request for NRC approval of

PARAGON.

This information is part of that which will enable Westinghouse to:

(a) Obtain NRC approval of the Two-Dimensional Transport Code PARAGON.
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(b) Promote convergence between Westinghouse organizations.

(c) Assist our customer in obtaining enhanced nuclear design input data for fuel reload

analysis.

Further this information has substantial commercial value as follows:

(a) Westinghouse plans to scil the use of this information to its customers for purposes of

developing nuclear design input data into the Westinghouse nuclear design code

system or as a stand-along code.

(b) Westinghouse can sell support for PARAGON.

(c) The information requested to be withheld rovcals the distinguishing aspects of a

design developed by Westinghouse.

Public disclosure of this proprietary information is likely to cause substantial harm to the

competitive position of Westinghouse because it would enhance the ability of

competitors to provide similar manufacturing processes and licensing defense services for

commercial power reactors without commensurate expenses. Also, public disclosure of

the information would enable others to use the information to meet NRC requirements for

licensing documentation without purchasing the right to use the information.

TIe development of the technology described in pant by the information is the result of

applying the results of many years of experience in an intensive Westinghouse effort and

the expenditure of a considerable sum of money.

In order for competitors of Westinghouse to duplicate this information, similar technical

programs would have to be performed and a significant manpower effort, having the

requisite talent and experience, would have to be expended.

Further the deponent saycih not.
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PROPRIETARY INFORMATION NOTICE

Transmitted herewith are proprietary and/or non-proprietary versions of documents fiurished to the NRC
in connection with requests for generic and/or plant-specific review and approval.

In order to conform to the requirements of 10 CFR 2.79M of the Commission's regulations concerning het
protection of proprietary information so submitted to the NRC, the information which is proprietary in the
proprietary versions is contained within brackets, and where the proprietary information has bcen deleted
in the non-proprictary versions, only the brackets remain (the information that was contained within the
brackets in the proprietary versions having been deleted). Thejustification for claiming the information
so designated as proprietary is indicated in both versions by means of lower ease letters (a) through (i)
located as a superscript immediately following the brackets enclosing each item of information being
identified as proprietary or in the margin opposite such information. These lower case letters refer to the
types of information Westinghouse customarily holds in confidence identified in Sections (4Xii)(a)
through (4Xii)(i) of the affidavit accompanying this transmittal pursuant to 10 CFR 2.790(bX I).
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COPYRIGHT NOTICE

The reports transmitted herewith each bear a Westinghouse copyright notice. The NRC is permitted to
make the number of copies of the information contained in these reports which are necessary for its
internal use in connection with genenc and plant-specific reviews and approvals as well as the issuance,
denial, amendment, tzansfer, renewal, modification, suspension, revocation, or violation of a license,
permit, order, or regulation subject to the requirements of 10 CFR 2.790 regarding restrictions on public
disclosure to the extent such information has been identified as proprietary by Westinghouse, copyright
protection notwithstanding. With respect to the non-proprietary versions of these reports, the NRC is
permitted to make the number of copies beyond those necessary for its intrnal use which are necessary in
order to have one copy available for public viewing in the appropriate docket files in the public document
room in Washington, DC and in local public document room. as may be required by NRC regulations if
the number of copies submitted is insufficient for this purpose. Copies made by the NRC must include
the copyright notice in all instances and the proprietary notice if the original was identified as proprietary.

'-.4
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Responses to PARAGON RAIs

1) On page 2-1, Sec. 2.3.1, 1st. paragraph, the 1st. sentence states that PARAGON can be
"generalized" to handle multi-regions in cells .......... Please provide clarification of what
is meant by "generalized".

Response: PHOENIX-P uses the Dancoff method described in Reference 2-4 in the topical
report for the resonance self-shielding calculation. PHOENIX-P assumes that only one single
ring is used to model the fuel region of the pin. In PARAGON, the Dancoff method has been
extended (generalized) to handle multi-regions (multi-rings) in the fuel, which is necessary to
compute the radial power distribution within the pellet. The following reference (attached)
provides more details on the method:

H. Matsumoto, et al.," Verification of PARAGON for LWR Applications" ,Proc. Int. Conf.
On The New Frontiers of Nuclear Technology: Reactor Physics, Safety and High
Performance Computing, PHYSOR2002, 14A-01, Seoul, Korea, 2002

PARAGON can also deplete the pellet in multi-regions. Fission product and actinide
concentrations are tracked for each region in the pellet.

2) On page 2-5, Sec. 2.3.4, last paragraph, the 1st sentence states that the user has the
option to hold any region depletable or non-depletable. What is the basis for the
decision?

Response: The PHOENIX-P lattice code did not give the user the flexibility to control which
regions were depletable. Instead, for a given cell type, the depletable region was defaulted.
When setting up models, the user had to define the geometry of his model so that the regions
which were to be depleted corresponded to these default regions. PARAGON allows the user
to specify any region as depletable or non-depletable. This provides more flexibility for
modeling and editing. The basis for this decision is the complexity of the geometry and the
type of information desired.

This option is also convenient in other ways. For example, cross section generation
methodologies often require a control rod or neutron detector be present in assembly
calculations but that the control rod and/or neutron detector not be depleted with the
assembly. This situation is easily modeled in PARAGON.

3) On page 2-5, Sec. 2.4.1,11. paragraph, the 2nd sentence states that the user has the
option to provide temperature tables. What assurance can be provided to the staff that
the appropriate table is utilized at the appropriate time?

Response: In standard use, the temperature data will be internally calculated by PARAGON
in the same manner as is currently done in PHOENIX-P. This was the procedure used for all
plant calculations shown in the topical report. It is intended that no temperature tables be
directly input by the user for design or safety calculations. The option to input temperature
tables is maintained only for methods development purposes. If in some currently unforeseen
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situation, a specific temperature table was required to be input for a particular design
calculation, that would be an extraordinary situation and would be easily recognized by the
verifier as such, and would require the temperature table input to be verified in the same
manner as the rest of the code input.

4) On page 2-5, Sec. 2.4.3, 1St. paragraph, the 2nd sentence states that the user has to
provide a code with the coefficients and polynomial. What assurance can be provided to
the staff that the appropriate coefficients and polynomials are used at the appropriate
time?

Response: In standard use, i.e., for design and safety calculations, this expansion data is
defaulted and will not be input by the user. All the plant calculations performed in the topical
report used the default expansion data.

5) On page 3-1 and 3-2, reference is made to the Strawbridge-Barry and KRITZ high
temperature critical experiments. Please provide additional as to why these experiments
are still relevant since they are do not include the high enrichment and temperatures
used in LWR today.

Response: Strawbridge-Barry critical experiments cover a wide range of parameters of
interest in light water reactor (LWR) designs such as moderator to fuel volume ratio, fuel
enrichment, and soluble boron concentration. These are clean critical experiments which are
used throughout the industry for the qualification of the basic methodology and the
associated cross-sections library.

The KRITZ high temperature critical experiments were included to validate the predictions at
higher than room temperatures. There are very few critical experiments available at these
conditions.

Numerical benchmarking with comparisons to Monte Carlo and PHOENIX-P results was
used to qualify PARAGON at higher enrichments (up to 5 w/o). In addition, the plant cycles
used for the qualification included fuel up to 4.95 enrichment as shown in Table 4.1 of the
topical report. These plant cycles included some of the highest temperature PWR plants
currently operating.

6) On page 3-3, Section 3.2, reference is made to U02 and MOX in the Monte Carlo
Assembly bench-marking. In the 2nd Paragraph it is pointed out that the largest
difference is due to the MOX assembly (276 pcm). Please provide additional
justification for this discrepancy.

Response: Benchmarking of the MOX assemblies did show relatively higher discrepancy vis
a vis Monte Carlo results. However, the observed deviations are deemed to be acceptable
from a practical standpoint as has been shown in the qualification of the mixed oxide core
shown in chapter 4.0 of the topical report.

'-I
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7) On page 3-5, Table 3-1, Please provide the expression for the mean in the second
column of this table.

Response: In Table 3-1, the mean is the arithmetic average of the predicted
eigenvalues contained in a particular set. This is defined as:

Mean = I keffectivej / (Number of data points)

The summation in the numerator is over the number of data points.

8) On page 4-2, Section 4.2, makes reference to start-up tests. Where there any mixed
cores start-up tests modeled?

Response: Cycles 24, 25 and 26 of Plant E (specifications in Table 4.1) had both uranium and
MOX fuel. Cycle 25 had MOX fuel fed in previous cycles while Cycles 24 and 26 had a mix
feed of both uranium and MOX assemblies. The startup test results for cycles 25 and 26 are
provided in Tables 4-2 and 4-3. The rodworth measurement results for cycle 24 are provided
in Table 4-8.

9) On page 4-3, Section 4.3, makes reference to the availability of B10 isotopic
concentration But, no reason was given as to why this information was no available.
Please provide this information.

Response: B10 isotopic information was not available to Westinghouse for all the plants
modeled in Chapter 4. The availability of this data varies from plant to plant and even from
cycle to cycle for the same plant. There are currently no standard requirements in the industry
for collecting this data. Rather than mix data with B'0 depletion with that without B'0

depletion, Westinghouse decided not to use B10 depletion for any of the plants. An example
of the effect of B1 depletion is given by Figure 4-23. B10 depletion does not have a
significant effect on EOC boron and therefore on the prediction of cycle length. The use of
B" depletion data would not alter the conclusion that cycle depletion is well modeled by
ANC using PARAGON nuclear data.

10) Pages 4-3 and 44, Section 4,3, the 2nd and last paragraph, make reference to figures 4-
10 and 4-20, predicting the boron concentration in the core. In Figure 4-10, both
PARAGON and PHOENIX over-predict the concentration, while in Figure 4-20, both
codes under-predict the concentration. Please explain the effect of these predictions
with respect to be conservative or non-conservative in their predictions.

Response: All the depletion calculations in Figures 4-1 through 4-23 are calculated at best
estimate conditions. They are not intended to be conservative or non-conservative but are a
reflection of the reactivity predictions of the Westinghouse codes with the best information
available on plant conditions. If these calculations were performed during plant operation, the
criteria which would be used to determine the acceptability of the measured to predicted
differences would be the review criteria on reactivity in the Technical Specifications (usually
50 ppm or 500 pcm) and the acceptance criteria (1000 pcm).
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11) On pages 44, Section 4.4, the 2nd. make reference to flux maps being folded into the
right bottom core quadrant.

a) Please provide further clarification as to why this was carried out.

Response: Folding measured flux maps removes the effects of statistical variations from
nominal values in fuel manufacture and operational parameters. Folding the core makes
the actual core as consistent as possible to the core model. Comparison to the folded core
thus gives the best estimate of the accuracy of PARAGON/ANC core model.

b) Also, it is stated in the same paragraph that flux maps were taken up to 20 GWD.
Please provide technical justification as to why radial power comparisons were not
made at higher burn-ups??

Response: The flux maps that were shown in the topical were primarily the result of the
plant selection for the qualification. As seen in Table 4-1, a wide variety of plants were
used for the qualification. These plants were chosen primarily to include most features
present in current plant designs. Availability of the reliable plant measured data was
another criteria for plant selection. For each of the plants included, available maps were
chosen at cycle burnups close to beginning of cycle (BOC), middle of cycle (MOC), and
end of cycle (EOC) conditions. There were four cycles included in the qualification with
EOC burnup in the range from 19700 to 20800 MWDIMTU with assembly burnups
exceeding 53,000 MWD/MTU. These represent long cycles of operation. Westinghouse
believes that the EOC flux maps shown in the PARAGON topical demonstrate typical
EOC performance.

12) On pages 4-4, Section 4.5, the subject of uncertainties is raised in the 1' paragraph.
What uncertainties are being referred to and how are they determined??

Response: The uncertainties referred to are those used for with the current PHOENIX-
P/ANC code system. Any uncertainty qualified for PHOENDX-P/ANC is applicable to
PARAGON/ANC. An example of these uncertainties would be those currently used in reload
analyses for Westinghouse type plants performed in accordance with the methodology
presented in WCAP-9272-P-A.

13) On pages 4-5, Section 4.5, two of the tables listed on this page make reference to plant E
regarding axial power profile and stuck rod analysis for MOXM Please explain?

Response: One of the plants used for qualifying PARAGON had mixed oxide (MOX) fuel
(plant E). Core figures comparing radial average assembly powers and burnups for Plant E
Cycle 25 were presented in Figures 4-70, 4-71, and 4-72. The axial maps presented in the
topical report were selected to show representative performance. There was no specific
reason that the MOX core was not included. Axial power shape comparisons between
PARAGON/ANC and PHOENIX-P/ANC core models for plant E are shown in Figures 1-6
attached to this response. These axial power comparisons include BOC, MOC, and EOC for
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both cycles 25 and 26 of plant E. These axial power shape comparisons show excellent
agreement in axial power shape between the PARAGON and PHOENIX-P based models.

The topical report provided stuck rod worth comparisons for four plants in Table 4-13. The
same comparison is provided for the MOX plant, plant E, in Table I attached to these
responses. Comparison of the stuck rod worth difference between the PARAGON and
PHOENIX-P models shows a small difference (i.e. 19 pcm). However, this difference is
larger than those results for the other four cores shown in Table 4-13 of the topical. The
difference in the MOX core results can be attributed to an improved treatment for Pu240 self-
shielding in PARAGON. PARAGON employs space dependent temperature and
composition-based shielding factors compared to one single value in PHOENIX-P.

The stuck rod peaking factor differences (Fq, FdH, and Fz) between the PARAGON and
PHOENIX-P models for plant E are very small and actually considerably smaller than those
seen for the uranium models in Table 4-13 of the topical report.

To complete the rodded comparisons for the MOX plant, Table 2 shows dropped rod
comparisons for plant E for the PARAGON/ANC and PHOENIX-P/ANC models. This table
presents the same data for plant E as was provided in Table 4-14 for four all uranium cores.
Table 2 shows very good agreement between the PARAGON and PHOENIX-P based models
both for dropped rod worth and for peaking factors.

14) On pages 4-18, Table 4-15, please explain the difference between the BOC IFP and the
BOC HZP values for both the ejected rod and the peaking factors. Also, were similar
calculations performed for the MOX core? If so, please provide that information.

Response: Both HFP and HZP calculations are done in a similar way. Both cases start from a
case with rods at their rod insertion limits (RILs) corresponding to the core power level. In
both cases, a single control rod is fully withdrawn from the core with no change in feedback
(i.e. both moderator and fuel temperature feedbacks are kept at their values at the start of the
calculation). The control rod which causes the highest reactivity insertion and worst peaking
factor is reported. The key difference between HFP and HZP calculations is in the control rod
configuration at the start of the calculation. For HZP, the lead bank is full in and the next
two banks are partially inserted. For HFP, the lead bank is inserted to its full power RIL
condition which is about 25% of full insertion. This difference in rod insertion is the largest
contributor to the large difference in the rod ejection results between HFP and HZP. The
ejected rod starts from deeper insertion and therefore results in a larger worth for the HZP
case. The greater numbers of rods inserted and the deep insertion at HZP also results in a
worse peaking factor.

Rod ejection results for the MOX core (plant E, cycle 26) are shown in Table 3 attached to
these responses. These results are comparable to the results shown in Table 4-15 for the all
uranium cores and show that PARAGON and PHOENIX-P based models give essentially the
same results for the rod ejection calculation at all conditions for both uranium and MOX
cores.
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15) On pages 4-19, Table 4-16, why were the calculation performed at 300 ppm rather than
at zero ppm?

Response: To comply with technical specifications, some PWR cores are still required to
make a moderator temperature coefficient measurement at a cycle lifetime when HFP critical
boron is near 300 ppm. The plants compare their results to calculations performed at the
same conditions. This is the type of calculation that is shown in Table 4-16.

16) On pages 4-20 through 4-42, plots are provided showing boron concentration -vs-
burnup. Some plots indicate under predictions by the codes, and some plots indicate
over predictions by the codes. Please explain these predictions and state which of these
predictions are conservative and are non-conservative.

Response: Please see the response to question 10.

17) In the same plots stated in question 16, some of the plots demonstrate spurious peaks,
especially figure 4-7 and 4-12. Please explain.

Response: Where available, the raw boron follow data was used directly for the cycle
depletion figures. This data includes part-power operation. Core reactivity is higher at part
power requiring higher critical boron concentrations. The measured data shown in both plots
in question were measured data which included part power operational data. On both these
plots, many of the "spurious" points occur together at the same burnups indicating a startup
situation with the boron values decreasing as the plant increases power.

18) Please explain why there is no assembly average power distribution for plant E, the
MOX core? Nor are there any core average axial power distributions for comparisons
between PARAGON and PHOENIX?

Response: Incore maps for Plant E for cycles 25 and 26 are not easily obtained by
Westinghouse since Westinghouse no longer supplies fuel to plant E. However,
Westinghouse does have access to some maps from cycle 24 which also is a mixed core of
MOX and uranium oxide fuel. A middle of cycle at-power map comparing the measured to
PARAGON-predicted average powers for Plant E, cycle 24 is shown in Figure 7. The
measured and predicted values for the MOX fuel are shown in bold italics in this figure. This
map shows very good power predictions for both MOX and U0 2 fuel.

The core average axial power comparisons between PARAGON and PHOENIX-P based
models for plant E, cycles 25 and 26 are presented in Figures 1-6 attached to these responses.
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Table 1
ARI-WSR Control Rod Worth Comparison

Table 2
Dropped Rod Comparison

Table 3
Rod Ejection Comparison

a,b,c

a,b,c

a,b,c



WCAP-1 6045-NP-A

Figure 1
Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P)

Plant E Cycle 25, BOC
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Figure 2
Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P)

Plant E Cycle 25, MOC
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Figure 3
Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P)
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Figure 4
Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P)

Plant E Cycle 26, BOC

a,b,c



WCAP-1 6045-NP-A

Figure 5
Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P)
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Figure 6
Core Average Axial Power Distribution (PARAGON versus PHOENIX-P)

Plant E Cycle 26, EOC
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Figure 7
Average Assembly Power Distribution: Plant E, Cycle 24,5584 MWD/MTU
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