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NRC RAI 1, Time Varyin2 Axial Power Shapes (TVAPS)
a.

b. (Based on the audit). Provide a background discussion on why the fuel channels experience
axial power shape changes during pressurization transients. [[

]]

c. What are the principle factors that control the severity of ACPR response to TVAPS. Does
the severity of the CPR change with TVAPS increase for the EPU/MELLLA operating
condition? Explain the impact of the EPU/MELLLA+ condition on the factors that control
the severity of the CPR change due to TVAPS effect. Would the effect of TVAPS on the

ACPR be more severe for 55% CF, 80% CF, 100% CF along the MELLLA+ upper boundary
or the EPU/ICF as an initial condition. Does the severity of the TVAPS effect on the CPR
differ for different pressurization transient?

d. Amendment 27 to GESTAR II (submitted for staff review) states that "NRC-agreed upon
methodology for evaluating GEl 1 and later fuel uses time varying axial power shape
(TVAPS), thereby changing the need for assuring this check. See GENE-666-03-0393 and
NRC staff agreement at meeting on April 14, 1993." Explain this statement and state if the
NRC reviewed and approved the method used to check or account for the effect of TVAPS
on the CPR change during pressurization transients.

e. If the method used to evaluate the effect of TVAPS during a pressurization transient was not
reviewed by the staff in the supplement to Amendment 27, provide sufficient information,
including sensitivity results so that the staff can review the method and the effects of TVAPS
on the transient response for plants operating with the EPU/MELLLA+ core design.

Response
a.

]] This is described in
GESTAR, Section 4.3.1.2.1.
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b. Channels experience TVAPS primarily due to the reactor scram that occurs coincident with
the power increase that occurs during a pressurization transient. This effect is described in
GENE-666-03-0393. The ACPR result is a function of both the trend in the ODYN integral
power or heat flux and TVAPS. [[

]] The dominant effect will

dictate the ACPR.

c. [[

]] The sequence of events and resulting affect on steam quality is shown in
GENE-666-03-0393.

[[
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d. Initially the NRC did not formally review and approve the method used to check or account
for the effect of TVAPS on the CPR change, during pressurization transients. The NRC was
first informed of the changes to the transient analysis procedure during a meeting on
September 11, 1991. GE to US-NRC Letter MFN-140-91, "Pressurization Transient
Analysis Procedures For GEl 1" [1], November 5, 1991 documents the meeting and provides
a summary of the change to the analysis procedure. Subsequent to the GEl 1 Audit in March
1992, GENE-666-03-0393 [2,3] was provided to the NRC for information. The inclusion of
the TVAPS effect in the analysis increases the conservatism in the analysis, which is an
allowable change without NRC review per 1OCFR50.59.

The use of TVAPS in the transient analysis is described the section 1 of the TASC Licensing
Topical Report [4] and is also described in 4.3.1.2.1 of GESTAR II [5]. Since these
documents are NRC approved, the use of TVAPS in the transient analysis process is
considered NRC approved.

e. TVAPS is considered NRC approved (see the response to RAI 1.4). The effect of TVAPS is
described in Reference 3 and the impact of operating conditions is discussed in the response
to RAI 1.3.

References
1. J. S. Charnley (GE) to R. C. Jones (NRC), Pressurization transient Analyses procedures for

GEl 1, MFN-91-038, November 5, 1991.
2. J. F. Klapproth (GE) to USNRC, Time Varying Axial Power Shape for pressurization

Transients, MFN-069-93, May 3, 1993.
3. Impact of Time Varying Axial Power Shape on Pressurization Transients, GENE-666-03-

0393, March 1993.
4. TASC-03A, A Computer program for Transient Analysis of a Single Channel, NEDC-

32084P-A, Revision 2, July 200.
5. General Electric Standard Application for Reactor Fuel, GESTAR II, NEDE-2401 1-P-A-

14, June 2000.
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NRC RAI 2. TVAPS Effect for Brunswick
For the Brunswick EPU/MELLLA+ analyses, explain what method will be used to calculate
TVAPS. According to the proposed Amendment 27 changes to Section 4.3.1.2.1 of GESTAR,
the time varying axial power shape for GE 11 fuel and later products is calculated using ODYN.
The staff has been informed that Progress Energy is using TRACG to perform the
EPU/MELLLA+ reload analysis. As such, how does ODYN interface with TRACG? Based on
the Brunswick EPU/MELLLA+ core, provide a description of how the TVAP effect on the CPR
was accounted for and calculated. Provide plots of the results.

GE Response
The Brunswick-i TRACG model includes a hot channel. NEDC-32906P-A, Revision 1,TRACG
Application for Anticipated Operational Occurrences (AO0) Transient Analysis, Section 8.1
describes the channel grouping process. Since the hot channel is integral to the TRACG 3D-
Kinetic method, the hot channel includes all same boundary conditions that are used in the
ODYN/TASC method (although the TRACG hot channel flow is driven from the plenum-to-
plenum pressure drop). The TVAPS is obtained from the 3D prediction of the hot channel
power. Figures AOO-2-1 through AOO-2-4 provides the same time histories as provided in
Figure 8-3 through 8-6 in NEDC-32906P-A but for Bunswick-1 Cycle 15 at MELLLA+
conditions.
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Figure AOO-2-1. TRACG M+ Power and Flow Response for TTNB Event
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Figure AOO-2-2. TRACG M+ CPR Response for TTNB Event
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rE

Figure AOO-2-3. TRACG M+ Channel Inlet Mass Flow Rate for TTNB Event
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Figure AOO-2-4. TRACG M+ CPR Response for TTNB Event

A-8



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

Figure AOO-2-5. TRACG M+ Pressure and Relief Valve Response for TTNB Event
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FnFigure AOO-2-6. TRACG M+ Vessel Inlet and Exit Flow for TTNB Event
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NRC RAI 3, [

1]

i the performance and accuracy of the results obtained from the codes used to perform core
response, during steady state, transients, and accidents (e.g., TRACG,
ODYN/ISCOR/PANCEA),

ii the CPR response for all events,

iii the calculation of the moister carryover and carryunder, and

iv bundle level.

c. [[

]] Explain how this modeling technique
affects the accuracy of the corresponding results. State whether the effect [[

d. [[
and suppress instability response and the ATWS instability response. [[

]] detect

]] please reanalyze all
supporting cases.

e. [[ ]] the
ATWS instability, the detect and suppress instability, and the anticipated operational
occurrence (AOO) analyses. For each event type, discuss what impact the water rod flow
would have on the plant's response in terms of the parameters that are important in each
phenomenon of interest. [[ ]]
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GE Response [updated by MFN 07-041]
Response to part a
Er

Response to part b
The impact of [[

]] The response to RAI #5 has
shown that bypass voiding is not significant for the MELLLA+ region of operation. [[

]] Therefore, the
water rod modeling assumptions are not challenged for steady-state and transient calculations,
CPR response, and bundle level. The accuracy of moisture carryover and carryunder are related
to steam separator performance and not directly related to bypass and water rod flow modeling.

However, the following information is provided to clarify the water rod and out channel flows
modeling assumptions:

]] The effects of MELLLA+ on bypass voids as simulated by ISCOR is
provided in the response to RAI 5b.

Er
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I

TRACG has a large degree of modeling flexibility. In particular, [

]] In particular, the
TRACG analysis for the Brunswick MELLLA+ evaluations model [[I]

Response to part c
See the response to RAI 3b.

Response to part d
Detect and Suppress Instability
The Detect and Suppress instability analysis using TRACG [[

]] (e.g. TRACG analysis documented in NEDC-33075P Rev 3, January 2004).

ATWS Instability
TRACG analysis was performed to address [[

]] The event was
initiated at 120% OLTP and 70% rated core flow statepoint. For the evaluated plant, this rated
core power to flow ratio is 52.5 MW/Mlb/hr in absolute units, which is bounding of all plants
expected to implement MELLLA+.

Er
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Response to part e
TRACG ATWS:

II
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NRC RAI 4. Effects of Bypass Voiding
The operation at higher power at reduced core flow, the flatter power profile, and the over 24
percent higher steam flow during EPU/MELLLA+ operation may result in increased voiding in
the upper bypass region, which affects both the low power range monitor (LPRM) and the
traversing in-core probe (TIP) detector response. The effect of bypass voiding on the
instrumentation is not random (and therefore cannot be combined with random uncertainties to
determine an increase in uncertainty), but rather is a systematic effect which can bias the detector
response. Therefore, the effect of bypass voiding on the core performance code systems (e.g.,
MONICORE - minimum critical power ratio (MCPR), linear heat generation rate (LHGR) and
safety systems (e.g., average power range monitor, rod block monitor) which receive input from
this instrumentation should be evaluated.

a. Provide an evaluation of the potential for bypass voiding for the EPU and EPU/MELLLA+
operation. Describe how the bypass voiding affects the accuracy of the core monitoring
instrumentation.

b. Explain the bases for the E[]

c. Identify the codes and the corresponding models that would be affected by [[
]] Explain the impact of bypass voiding on the accuracy and the

assumptions of the codes and the corresponding models used to simulate the boiling water
reactor (BWR) response during steady state, transient, or accident conditions.

d. [[

]] but would not be predicted by the core simulator. Evaluate
the effect of potential errors introduced by E[

]]

e. Supplement the MELLLA+ application to evaluate the potential and effects of bypass
voiding. The supplement should provide sufficient justification and supporting sensitivity
analyses to conclude that bypass voiding for the EPU and EPU/MELLLA+ will remain
within an acceptable limit.

GE Response
4a. Please see the response to RAI 3a and RAI 5b for the magnitude of impact of MELLLA+ on

bypass voiding. The impacts of bypass voiding on core monitoring uncertainties are covered
in the Response to RAI 6e.
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4b. LPRM uncertainty increases with increasing void. LPRM specifications limit the presence of
void to[[

4c. See the response to RAI 6e.

4d. The validity of assumptions regarding [[
is discussed in the response to RAI 3b.

4e. For additional information on the sensitivity of bypass voiding on analyses for MELLLA+
are discussed in the response to RAI 6e.
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NRC RAI 5, Bypass Voidina for Brunswick and Clinton
a. State whether Brunswick and Clinton are gamma tip plants. Gamma tip LPRMs are sensitive

to bypass voiding.

b. Based on the MELLLA+ core design and the most limiting core power profile and hot bundle
power condition, determine whether Brunswick and Clinton would experience bypass
voiding. [[ ]]
Perform the evaluation at the different statepoints on the EPU/MELLLA+ upper boundary.
Specifically, demonstrate that the bypass voiding would remain below [[ ]] for
operation at the 55 percent CF and the 85 percent core flow statepoints.

c.
]] justify why the predicted bypass voiding is accurate. Provide

similar justifications for the TRACG analyses.

d. If the predicted bypass voiding is within the acceptable range, [[

]] Suggest procedures or methods for checking this
parameter during the reload. This is particularly important [[

]] which could invalidate some of the analytical methods
and affect the accuracy of the monitoring instrumentation.

GE Response
5a. Both Brunswick units (BWR/4) use gamma sensitive TIPs while Clinton (BWR/6) use

thermal neutron TIPs.

5b The following are bounding (based on 4 bundle average power) ISCOR results for
Brunswick and Clinton at the two points:

E[

I]]

The predicted bypass voids are within [ ]

5c. As demonstrated in the response to RAI 5(b), the assessment of bypass voiding at the
MELLLA+ condition has been performed using ISCOR, [[
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]] This assessment has shown that any significant bypass
voiding will not occur in the MELLLA+ condition. Therefore, the validity of the [[

]] models for PANACEA or TRACG application is not challenged. For
more information, please see the responses to RAI 3(b) and RAI6(e).

5d. The plant specific applications performed thus far indicate that bypass voiding exceeding
[1 ]] will not occur at the MELLLA+ boundary. For safety and licensing
analysis verification, a check on bypass voiding will be implemented. However, as
indicated in the response to RAI 6(e), methods adequacy will be confirmed following
plant application of MELLLA+.
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NRC RAI 6, Void Fractions Greater than 90 Percent
The Brown Ferry steady state TRACG analysis shows that the hot channel exit void fraction is
greater than 90 percent. This could potentially affect the validity of the exit conditions assumed
in the computational models used to perform the safety analyses. The audit documents indicates
that GENE had evaluated the effect of the high exit void fraction on the analytical models,
techniques and methods. However, the evaluations and the bases of the conclusions were not
discussed in the MELLLA+ LTR or submitted for NRC review as an amendment to GESTAR II.
The following RAIs address the effect of the high exit void fraction and quality on the
EPU/MELLLA operation.

a. Provide an evaluation of the analytical methods that are affected by the hot channel high
exit void fraction (>90 percent) and channel exit quality. Discuss the impact the active
channel exit void fraction would have on:

i. the steady-state nuclear methods (e.g., PANAC/ISCOR),
ii. the transient analyses methods (e.g., ODYN/TASC/ODSYS),
iii. the GEXL correlation, and
iv. the plant instrumentation and monitoring.

b. Evaluate whether the higher channel void fraction would affect any benchmarking or
separate effects testing performed to assess specific thermal-hydraulic and/or neutronic
phenomena.

c. Include in your evaluation, the effect of the high void fractions on the accuracy and
assessment of models used in all licensing codes that interface with and/or are used to
simulate the response of BWRs, during steady state, transient, and accident conditions.

d. Submit an amendment to the appropriate NRC-approved codes (e.g., TRACG for AOO,
ODYN/ISCOR/TASC, SAFER/GESTR/TASC, ODSYS) that updates and evaluates the
impact of the EPU/MELLLA+ operating conditions such as the high exit void fraction on
the computational modeling techniques and the applicability range.

e. Submit a supplement to the MELLLA+ LTR that addresses the impact of the
EPU/MELLLA+ core operating conditions, including high exit void fraction, on the
applicability of the currently approved licensing methods.

GE Response [updated with MFNs 04-061 and 04-0481
In addition to the responses below, the NRC requested lattice information to support
confirmatory calculations. Some of the information provided by GEH letter MFN 04-061 is
based on the Perry Plant. Please understand that Perry Plant has not undergone an extended
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power uprate and that the studies, which generated the enclosed information, are not
representative of the Perry Plant's current operations.

The requested information is extensive, was provided on a compact disk to the NRC, and is not
repeated herein.

Additionally, a presentation regarding GEH's response to NRC RAI AOO 6 was made to the
NRC on March 17, 2004. Resulting from the discussions, some additional clarification has been
added to the original presentation. The clarification is intended both to document the discussion
during the NRC meeting and to provide the additional information requested. At the NRC's
request, the final presentation was transmitted in GEH letter dated March 24, 2004
(MFN 04-048) and is provided in Enclosure 1 herein.

Response to Part 6 a, b, c
Please see the documentation associated with the response to RAI 6e.

Response to Part 6d
Licensing topical reports for NRC approved methodologies such as ODYSY (NEDC-32992P-A,
July 2001) were submitted as generic methods reports and remain correct as written. MELLLA+
is an expansion of the range of application of these methodologies. Therefore, the methods were
examined and documented collectively, not individually, per common practice for new
applications. Evidence of this examination is provided in the response to RAI 6e.

Response to Part 6e
Enclosure 2, Applicability of NRC Approved Methodologies to MELLLA+, has been provided
which supplies technical evaluation of key technical models used within the NRC licensed
methodologies as well as summary statements on the NRC licensed methodologies themselves.
This information has been provided to demonstrate the applicability of the GE methodology to
the MELLLA+ operating range.

Tables 6-1 and 6-2 summarize the evaluations performed and the conclusions reached. The
"Steady-State Nuclear Methods" items are fundamental models, which may affect all methods
employed by GE. The other items are more specific in their scope to transient analysis, GEXL,
and SLMCPR.
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Table 6-1
Enclosure Item Assessment
Section

Steady-State
Nuclear Methods

2.1 Extrapolation of The technique of fitting the lattice physics data [[
lattice parameters to
in-channel 90% Void ]] There is no substantial change
Fraction of this assumption for MELLLA+ operating strategies.

]] For these reasons, confirmation of
eigenvalue tracking will be executed for the plants
operating with MELLLA+ per standard procedure.
Confirmation of thermal limits uncertainties (e.g.,
power distribution) will be executed for initial
implementation of MELLLA+ strategy. See item 2.5
for disposition of derivative parameters.

2.2 Void-Quality The use of the GE standard model is adequate for
Correlation modeling pressure drop for the MELLLA+. The

database supporting the void correlation in use by the
ECPs sufficiently covers the MELLLA+ operating
range.

2.3 Flow Distribution The upper plenum pressure is nearly uniform at
Models MELLLA+ such that steady-state bundle flow will not

be impacted. The database supporting the pressure
drop in use by the ECPs sufficiently covers the
MELLLA+ operating range.

2.4 Diffusion Theory The method is adequate. Confirmation of eigenvalue
tracking will be executed for the plants operating with
MELLLA+ per standard procedure. Confirmation of
thermal limits uncertainties (e.g., power distribution)
will be executed for initial implementation of
MELLLA+ strategy.
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Table 6-1
Enclosure Item Assessment
Section
2.5 1 .½ Group The method is adequate. There is no substantial

Assumption change of this assumption in going from MELLLA to
MELLLA+ operating strategies. [[

]] Confirmation of
eigenvalue tracking will be executed for the plants
operating with MELLLA+ per standard procedure.
Confirmation of thermal limits uncertainties (e.g.,
power distribution) will be executed for initial
implementation of MELLLA+ strategy.

2.6 Spectral History The method is adequate. The dominant spectral effect
Impacts of Extended in MELLLA+ of physical void history is included in
High Void Operation PANACEA. The use spectral history model of

PANAC 11 is an additional improvement since it
makes a correction to the nuclear library lookup
process to account for effects due to hardened
spectrum separate from void history.

2.7 Direct Moderator The method is adequate. MCNP calculations show
Heating Model that [[

]] Additionally, the [[
]] of the current model is confirmed at

the higher void fractions associated with MELLLA+.
2.8 Bypass Void Models The method is adequate for MELLLA+ application.

Even if [[ ]] were to
occur at the D level LPRM, the resulting nodal power
error is about [[ ]] and the impact on bundle
power is negligible. Confirmation of eigenvalue
tracking will be executed for the plants operating with
MELLLA+ per standard procedure. Confirmation of
thermal limits uncertainties (e.g., power distribution)
will be executed for initial implementation of
MELLLA+ strategy.
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Table 6-1
Enclosure Item Assessment
Section
2.9 [[[

]]J

1]
2.10 TIP/LPRM The method is adequate. Use of TIP/LPRM

Correlations correlations at high in-channel void conditions or with
known bypass voiding up to [[ ]] does not
introduce errors in the instrument interpretation larger
than that already in the experience base.

Transient Analysis
Methods

3.1 Steam separator Adequacy of the current transient analysis
model performance at methodology with respect to steam separator
high qualities performance is acceptable for MELLLA+ conditions.

Continued use of conservative assumptions regarding
carryunder and carryover fractions is recommended.

3.2 High power/low flow The method is adequate based on evaluations of 2.2,
ratio 2.4, 2.7, 2.8, 2.9, and 3.1.

3.3 Time and Depth of The method is adequate. The accuracy is acceptable.
Boiling Transition
GEXL Correlation

4.0 Database may not The method is adequate. The GEXL correlation
have data to support application range concern covers MELLLA+
over 90% void conditions. The correlation is based on a range of
fraction operation. power shapes that cover the expected range of
Significant operation application for MELLLA+.
may occur at off-rated
conditions
Plant
Instrumentation &
Monitoring

5.1 D Level LPRM Void The method is adequate for licensing. See 2.8 and 2.10.
will cause reading Confirmation of thermal limits uncertainties (e.g.,
uncertainty power distribution) will be executed for initial

implementation of MELLLA+ strategy.
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Table 6-1
Enclosure Item Assessment
Section
5.2 Review GETAB and The method is adequate for licensing. Confirmation of

Reduced SLMCPR thermal limits uncertainties (e.g., power distribution)
Uncertainties will be executed for initial implementation of

MELLLA+ strategy.
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For additional clarification, the following table provides a cross reference of applicable NRC
approved methodologies (Reference 1) and the areas of concern for MELLLA+ operation.

Table 6-2

IMPACT AREA\ METHODOLOGY < U

H ~ ~ 0 H 0 H c,

Steady State Nuclear Methods
Extrapolation of XS to 90% Void
Void Quality Correlation
Flow Distribution Models - Pressure Drop
Diffusion Theory
1.5 Group Assumption
Spectral History Impacts
Direct Moderator Heating Model
Bypass Void Models

TIP/LPRM Correlations
Transient Analysis Methods
Steam Separator Model
High Power/Low Flow Ratio
Time/Depth of Early BT
GEXL Correlation
Database over 90% Void
Off-rated Conditions
Plant Instrumentation & Monitoring
D LPRM Level Void Uncertainty
SLMCPR Uncertainties ]]

The final technical conclusion is that GE has systematically examined its NRC approved
methodologies with regard to operation in the MELLLA+ domain. GE has found that these
methods are adequate.

However, GE believes that methodology performance within the MELLLA+ operating domain
be examined carefully once a significant set of plant data is available. [[

]] In addition, while no licensing issues have been determined to be outstanding
regarding the methods and their application ranges, a recommendation that the thermal limits
uncertainties be confirmed for the initial implementation of the MELLLA+ strategy applies to
the technology areas. This confirmation should include [[

]] in NEDC-32694P-A. Also at the time of implementation, the E[
will be reviewed as per the NRC instruction in NEDC-32601P-A.
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NRC RAI 7, Brunswick and Clinton - Effect of Void Fractions Greater than 90 Percent
a. Explain how the core averaged void fraction reported in the heat balance table is computed.

For example, the Brunswick MELLLA+ application reports core averaged void fractions in
the range of 0.51 to 0.54 for different statepoints.

b. For the EPU/MELLLA+ core design, what is the hot channel exit void fraction for the steady
state operation at the EPU 120 percent power/99 percent CF, EPU/MELLLA+ 120 percent
power/85 percent CF and the EPU/IMELLLA+ 77.6 percent power/55 percent CF statepoints?
Use bounding conditions.

GE Response
a. This value is the active coolant average void fraction. The bypass and unheated regions are

not included in this average.
24

# each type Z VFkFlowAreak
n i k=1

24 < FlowArea >
<VF>

nodes.

, where i is the ISCOR channel types and k is the axial
Total # of Bundles

b. The following are results for Brunswick 1, Cycle 15 at the MOC transient point.

[1

i. i

Note, values at 120% / 104.5% are provided instead of 120% / 99% to provide the full range
of void fractions with licensed core flow.
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NRC RAI 8, ICF
Are the shutdown margin, standby liquid control system shutdown capability and mislocated fuel
bundle analyses performed at the rated conditions (100 percent EPU power/100 percent CF). If
so, justify why these calculations are not performed for the nonrated conditions such as the ICF
condition. Provide supporting sensitivity analysis results for your conclusions or update the
GESTAR II licensing methodology, stating that these calculations would be performed at the
ICF statepoint.

GE Response
These analyses are performed for each reload core design to confirm that the acceptance criteria
documented in GESTAR-I1 is met.

a. SDM and SLCS
These analyses confirm that acceptable reactivity margins exist in the core throughout the cycle.

]] The analyses are not performed at rated conditions.

b. Mislocated Bundle
This analysis confirms that the fuel thermal margins for the worst postulated fuel load
mislocation are within those acceptable for AOOs. [[

]] The analysis is not performed at rated
conditions.
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NRC RAI 9
The hot channel void fraction increases with decreasing flow along the MELLLA+ upper
boundary. Therefore, the void fraction at the 55 percent CF and the 80 percent CF statepoints
are higher than the void fraction at 99 percent CF. Consequently, it is feasible that the initial
conditions of the hot channels could be higher at the minimum core flow statepoints or at the
offrated conditions.

a. Justify why the steady-state initial critical power ratio (ICPR) is assumed in determining the
offrated AOO response, instead of the ICPR calculated from offrated conditions.

b. For the most bounding conditions, compare the steady-state ICPR calculated based on the
actual conditions at the state points (rated, 80 percent CF, and 55 percent CF or offrated
lower power and flow conditions).

GE Response [updated by MFN 07-041]
a. [[

b. The ICPR associated with the results in Table 9-2 of the M+ LTR is as follows:
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11

The offrated ICPR at 55% core flow is as follows:

[1

i i

+ 4
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NRC RAI 10, ISCOR/ODYN/TASC Application
The transient CPR and the peak cladding temperature (PCT) calculations are performed using the
ODYN/ISCOR/TASC combination. The staff understands that ISCOR calculates the initial
steady-state thermal-hydraulic core calculations. ODYN (1 -D code) provides the reactor power,
heat flux, core flow conditions, and the axial power shapes of the hot bundle during the transient.
Er

]] The ISCOR/TASC
combination is also used to calculate the PCT for ECCS-LOCA and Appendix R calculations. In
addition, ISCOR/TGBLA/PANAC code combinations are also used in core and fuel performance
calculations.

a. ISCOR is widely used in many of the safety analyses, but the code was never reviewed by
the NRC. The use of a non-NRC-approved code in a combined code system applications is
problematic. Therefore, submit the ISCOR code for NRC review.

b. Although ISCOR is not an NRC-approved code, our audit review did not reveal specific
shortcomings. [[

]] Therefore, include in the ISCOR submittal
a description and evaluation of the ISCOR/ODYN or ISCOR/TGBLA/PANAC code
combination discussed above. Provide sufficient information in the submittal, including
sensitivity analyses, to allow the staff to assess the adequacy of these combined applications.

c. During the MELLLA+ audit, the staff discovered that GENE had internally evaluated a
potential non-conservatism that may result from the use of the flow-driven
ISOR/ODYN/TASC combination to calculate the transient ACPR. [[

GE Response [updated by MFN 07-0411
Response to part a.
ISCOR calculates the flow distribution between the fuel channels and the bypass region for a
given total core flow. The calculation of the flow distribution is based on a balancing of the
pressure drop between the different channels; the flow is distributed such that all channels all
have the same pressure drop. The thermal hydraulic model for the pressure drop is described in
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Section 4.2 of GESTAR II (Reference 1) and further details are contained in the response to
request for additional information on Section 4 - Steady State Hydraulic Analyses in Appendix
B of GESTAT II US Supplement (Reference 2). The response to the RAI describes the process
for the calculation of the hot bundle flow. Further details on the model are provided in Section 4
of reference 3. All of these documents are NRC approved documents.

The hot channel response is calculated by TASC (Reference 4), which is an NRC approved
report and describes the use of ISCOR to calculate the hot channel flow for TASC (see Figure 1-
1 in Reference 4).

This methodology of using ISCOR in the transient methodology to provide input for the single
channel analysis from the core average response has been used in both the GENISIS as well as
the GEMINI methodologies. References 5-7 contain the qualification of the combined process
starting with the calculation of the system response and ending with the calculation of the hot
channel transient CPR response. References 5-7 are NRC approved documents.

GE considers the ODYN/ISCOR/TASC methodology approved based on references 1-7. There is
therefore no need to submit ISCOR for NRC review.

Response to part b.
See the response to 10.a and 10.c, part iii.

Response to part c.
i. Describe the issues identified in the PRC

The PRC 91-01 issue was identified as follows:
"For some of the GE performed transient analyses, output of the system response code
ODYN is used as input to the GETAB/TASC codes to calculate the transient change in
MCPR for the hot bundle. This result is then combined with the Safety Limit MCPR and
may be used to determine the operating limit MCPR. Currently, the ODYN calculated
core flow is used as an input; a GETAB/TASC (ISCORE) determines the flow/pressure
drop and transient Critical Power Ratio (CPR) for the hot bundle. Another approach is to
assume that the ODYN calculated core pressure drop is the same for all fuel bundles, and
have GETAB/TASC calculate the flow and CPR change for the hot bundle. Apparently,
previous studies indicated that there was little difference in the results of the two
approaches. However, some recent scoping studies have indicated that for some plants,
some transients, and some critical power correlations, the latter approach results in higher
calculated transient CPR changes that could result in calculationally exceeding the Safety
Limit MCPR"
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ii. Explain if an alternative approach was proposed in the PRC

The design basis NRC approved method is the ODYN flow driven method. The

alternative approach is the ODYN pressure drop driven method. When GE reviewed the

complete ODYN/TASC process, it was evident that the ODYN prediction of pressure

drop had a strong influence on the result and there was a concern that the flow driven

method may not be adequately conservative.

iii. Explain why it was concluded that the alternative approach was not technically

acceptable

The conclusion was that the existing NRC approved ODYN flow driven method is

technically acceptable. The alternate ODYN pressure driven method is more

conservative, but since the existing approved method is acceptable, it is not necessary to

change to the ODYN pressure driven method. Since TRACG is the most complete

model, it was utilized to determine the overall accuracy of the approved

ODYN/GETAB/TASC (ISCOR) flow driven method. The resulting design transient

ACPR was found to be conservative relative to TRACG. [[

]] The
ODYN/GETAB/TASC (ISCOR) flow driven method was (and still is) considered the

NRC approved method. Had the TRACG analysis not shown that the approved ODYN

flow driven method was adequate, GE would have informed the NRC of their desire to

change to the more conservative ODYN pressure driven method.

iv. Explain the bases for closing the PRC
The PRC 91-01 evaluation determined that the current flow driven method is acceptable.

Best estimate calculations for limiting transients showed that the ACPR using the current

NRC approved analysis procedure provides acceptably conservative results. Therefore, it

was concluded that this issue did not represent a Reportable Condition under of lOCFR

Part 21.

v. Justify why the NRC was not informed, considering that a non-NRC approved codes

were being used to both evaluate the identified non-conservatism (TRACG) and correct

the ODYN 1-D hot bundle flow deficiencies (ISCOR)
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The NRC is informed when there is a reportable condition, 60 Day Interim Notification,
or when a GENE PRC evaluation relates to an industry identified issue. The NRC is not
normally informed of issues evaluated by GENE when it is concluded that it is not
reportable or a Part 21 Transfer of Information is, issued because GENE does not have the
necessary information to complete the evaluation. In some cases, GENE may use more
realistic, though still conservative methods to perform a PRC evaluation. For this case,
that included using a non-NRC approved code to examine the adequacy of the simpler
ODYN method to assess a potential non-conservative aspect of the approved procedure.
Use of more realistic methods in a GENE internal PRC evaluation does not change the
criteria by which an issue is reported to the NRC, i.e., it is reported only when it has been
determined to be a reportable condition, the evaluation cannot be completed in 60 days,

or it relates to an industry identified issue.

References
1. General Electric Standard Application for Reactor Fuel, GESTAR II, NEDE-2401 1-P-A-

14, June 2000.
2. General Electric Standard Application for Reactor Fuel (Supplement for United States),

NEDE-24011-P-A-14-US, June 2000.
3. Steady State Nuclear Methods, NEDE-30130-P-A, April 1985.
4. TASC-03A Computer Program for Transient Analysis of a Single Channel, NEDC-32084P-

A, July, 2002.
5. Qualification of the One-Dimensional Core Transient Model for Boiling Water Reactors.

NEDO-24154-A, Volume I, August 1986.
6. Qualification of the One-Dimensional Core Transient Model for Boiling Water Reactors.

NEDO-24154-A, Volume II, August 1986
7. Qualification of the One-Dimensional Core Transient Model for Boiling Water Reactors.

NEDE-24154-P-A, Volume III, August 1988
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NRC RAI 11. Plutonium Buildup
It is expected that a EPU/MELLLA+ core would produce more Pu(239). What are the
consequences of this increase from a neutronic and thermal-hydraulic standpoint during steady-
state, transient, and accident conditions?

GE Response
The core simulator will properly capture any resulting increase of plutonium from high void
operation. Additionally, the cycle specific transient analyses consider variation on the burn
strategy and Pu production by varying the degree at which the bottom of the core is burned early
in the cycle. Therefore, any changes in isotopic inventory because of MELLLA+ operation will
be explicitly modeled for the purposes of determining cycle specific analyses including selection
of rod patterns, safety evaluations (SDM), transient evaluations, as well as others.
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NRC RAI 12, Spectrum Hardening
How does the harder spectrum from the increased Pu affect surrounding core components such
as the shroud, vessel, and steam dryer?

GE Response
The hardening of neutron spectrum from the increased Pu mainly affects the thermal and epi-
thermal energy regions and has insignificant effect on fast neutrons with energy greater than 1
MeV. Since the damage effect of neutron irradiation on the surrounding core components such
as the shroud, vessel, and steam dryer is based on fast neutron (E > 1 MeV) fluence, the
increased Pu does not have significant effect on the surrounding core components. [[

]] The increased void fraction
does affect the flux distribution near the top of the core and beyond. The extent of impact could
vary from plant to plant and requires plant specific evaluation. [[
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NRC RAI 13
How do the thermal margins change as a function of flow and transients for a EPU/MELLLA+
cores?

GE Response
The only EPU/MELLLA+ core is Brunswick-I Cycle 15. The ACPR/ICPR is determined with

TRACG. The following table provides ACPRICPR as a function of power and flow.
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NRC RAI 14
Demonstrate that the rod withdraw error (RWE) for the EPU/MELLLA+ domain is less limiting
than the non-MELLLA+ domain throughout the cycle.

GE Response [Updated with MFN 05-0811
The analysis procedure varies depending on the type of rod block monitoring (RBM) system.
Plants crediting the flow biased RBM system utilize the Plant/Cycle Specific Analysis procedure
described in GESTAR II Section S.2.2.1.5. [[

]] The results of the analysis are used as the plant/cycle specific limit.

[II
]] The

plant/cycle analysis procedure for this type basis also requires a conservative initial rod pattern
assumption. [[

]] The results of the analysis are compared to the generic statistical limit for each
applicable setpoint. If the plant/cycle analysis results exceed the generic limit, the plant/cycle
results are applied; otherwise, the generic limits are applied.

[[
]] The following are the results

of this study:

[[I
I. t

i i

The following is a similar study for Brunswick-1 Cycle 15 at MELLLA+:

LL

rr+
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]] A comparison of the RWE ACPR/ICPR
response comparing rated core flow to the EPU/MELLLA+ domain will be provided in the plant-
specific EPU/MELLLA+ application.
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NRC RAI 15
If the axial power profile is expected to be more pronounced (more limiting) for a
EPU/MELLLA+ core, demonstrate and provide a quantitative and qualitative technical
justification of the effects of these more pronounced profiles on the normal and transient
behavior of the core.

GE Response
11
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NRC RAI 16, Reload Analyses
Since the startup and intermediate rod patterns are developed by the licensees and subject to
change during plant maneuvers, explain how you ensure that the core and fuel assessment
analyses performed during the reload are still applicable. For example, if the safety limit for
minimum critical power (SLMCPR) is performed at different burnup conditions during the cycle,
how do you ensure that the plant's operating history does not invalidate the reload assumptions?
How are the corrections or adjustments made to the plant's core and fuel performance analyses
to ensure the parameters and conditions assumed during the reload analyses remain applicable
during the operation. The staff's concern stems from the additional challenges that
EPU/MELLLA+ pose in terms of core and fuel performance.

GE Response
The reload licensing analysis is based on a reference core loading which is documented in the
Supplemental Reload Licensing Report (SRLR) for the plant and cycle being licensed.
Deviations to this licensed reference core loading are allowed under the criteria defined in
Section 3.4 of GESTAR II. Any variations in the core loading outside of these allowable
deviations must undergo a re-examination as spelled out in that same section of GESTAR II.
This re-examination can result in up to a complete relicense analysis if necessary.

The reload license analysis is also based on an assumed operational trajectory or set of design
rod patterns. These design rod patterns represent a relatively detailed simulation of core
operation at rated power using an operational philosophy that incorporates any utility instructions
(regarding how they intend to operate), that optimizes core performance in regards to energy
capability, thermal margins, operational simplicity and that meets all design and licensing
requirements. The key nuclear reactivity assessments for reload licensing [strong-rod-out
(SRO) shutdown margin and standby liquid control system (SLCS) shutdown margin as
specified in Section 3.2 of GESTAR II] are analyzed both at beginning of cycle (BOC) and at
selected exposure points through the cycle in enough detail to assure the maximum reactivity
point during the cycle has been determined and that it meets the specified licensing criteria. To
assure that the analysis will cover operational uncertainties in the previous cycle shutdown, these
reactivity analyses are performed assuming a minimum energy accumulation scenario for the
previous cycle. This previous cycle minimum energy requirement is also documented in the
SRLR. Typically this previous cycle energy assumption has a stronger effect on the cold
reactivity calculations (because it results in the carryover of additional reactivity on all of the
exposed fuel) than variation in operational rod patterns. This is especially true for the SLCS
analysis which is a core-wide reactivity event, not particularly sensitive to changes in local
reactivity, and which most often exhibits minimum margin at BOC. For the SRO shutdown
margin analysis a BOC demonstration is required of the plant and this demonstration is
performed on the actual as-loaded core conditions.
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The end of cycle (EOC) pressurization transients from which the core delta critical power ratio
(ACPR) and ultimately the core minimum critical power ratio operating limit (OLMCPR) are
derived are based on two operational trajectories which bound the expected or nominal
operational trajectory (based on the design rod patterns discussed above). One of the bounding
trajectories assumes the core operates through the cycle with a power shape substantially more
bottom peaked than the expected axial power shape. This method of generating the bounding
EOC condition is referred to as a hard bottom burn (HBB). This produces a more top peaked
power shape at EOC and this more top peaked power shape in turn results in degraded scram
reactivity performance relative to the expected EOC condition. Similarly, a second bounding
trajectory assumes the core operates through the cycle with a power shape substantially more top
peaked than the expected axial power shape. This produces a more bottom peaked power shape
at EOC and is referred to as an under-burn (UB). The EOC pressurization transients are
analyzed for both the HBB and the UB bounding power shape assumptions, and the limiting
ACPR responses from both sets of analysis are used in establishing the OLMCPR. This provides
assurance that reasonable operational variations on either side of the nominal projection are
covered by the EOC transient analyses.

The statistical limit minimum critical power ratio (SLMCPR) analysis is performed under
procedures and criteria approved by the NRC. In the SLMCPR analysis limiting rod patterns are
established at multiple exposure points during the cycle so as to adequately characterize the core
behavior. The limiting rod pattern criteria is constructed to achieve a core state at each of the
exposure points that represents a limiting condition for establishing the SLMCPR. The object of
the limiting rod pattern is to place a substantial fraction of the high power, interior bundles near
the MCPR limit and then perform statistical analysis to determine the SLMCPR value at which
0.1% of the fuel rods would become susceptible to boiling transition. The object of achieving a
relatively flat, near-limits core condition with the limiting rod pattern is to place a higher
percentage of fuel bundles (and thus fuel rods) closer to this boiling transition threshold;
enabling the 0.1% criteria to be reached at a higher SLMCPR. The statistical analysis for
determining the SLMCPR is performed at all exposure points and the most limiting of these
values is used to establish the SLMCPR for the plant/cycle.
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NRC AOO RAI 17, Thermal Limits Assessment
a. SLMCPR. It is possible that the impact on the critical heat flux (CHF) phenomena may be

higher at the off rated or minimum core flow state points. Is the SLMCPR value provided in
the SLMCPR amendment requests and reported in the TS based on the rated conditions? If
so, justify why the SLMCPR is not calculated for state points other than the rated conditions.
Quantitatively demonstrate that the SLMCPR calculated at the minimum 80 percent and 55
percent state points would be lower than the SLMCPR calculated at the rated conditions.
Use power profiles and core designs that are representative of the EPU/MELLLA+
conditions. Discuss the assumptions made. Include the Brunswick EPU/MELLLA+
application in your sensitivity analyses.

b. SLMCPR at EPU/MELLLA+ Upper Boundary. The SLMCPR at the non-rated conditions
(EPU power/80 percent CF) could be potentially higher than the SLMCPR at rated
conditions, explain how "state point-dependent" SLMCPR would be developed and
implemented for operation at the EPU/MELLLA+ condition. Use the Brunswick
EPU/MELLLA+ application to demonstrate the implementation of "state point-dependent"
SLMCPR.

c. Exposure-Dependent SLMCPR. Discuss the development of the exposure-dependent
SLMCPR calculation. State whether this is an NRC-approved method and refer to the
applicable GESTAR II amendment request.

GE Response [updated by MFN 07-041, which replaced 05-0811
Response to Part a and b
Summary
The 1OCFR21 evaluation documented in MFN 04-108 determined that a lower flow condition at
rated power could have a more limiting SLMCPR than the rated flow condition. As a result, the
SLMCPR process requires analysis at rated core power and both rated core flow and the
minimum licensed core flow. The SLMCPR at off-rated power conditions (including the 55%
flow point on the MELLLA+ rod line) will not differ significantly (bounded or less than 0.005
higher) from the rated core power result. The Technical Specification SLMCPR is set to the
resulting value or a conservative value.

The Technical Specification SLMCPR is applied to all operating conditions. In other words,
state point dependency is not approved.

A comparison of the 55% flow point on the MELLLA+ rod line SLMCPR with rated core power
SLMCPR results will be provided in the plant-specific EPU/MELLLA+ application.
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SLMCPR Process Background
The calculated SLMCPR was previously based on the highest rated licensed power and flow
conditions. This approach had been shown in NEDC-32601P-A to produce SLMCPR values that
are slightly conservative compared to off-rated flow conditions (note in particular Figure 11.4-1
on page B-5). However, recently it was determined that a rated power / reduced flow condition
may result in a higher SLMCPR value due to changes in limiting control rod patterns to
compensate for lower reactivity at reduced flow, as was discussed in MFN 04-108. All current
SLMCPR evaluations account for this condition by determining the SLMCPR at both rated and
lowest licensed flow corresponding to the rated power conditions, and then using the highest
calculated SLMCPR value for the cycle specific licensing evaluation. The following discussion
extends the evaluation to off-rated power / flow operating conditions, including the MELLLA+
region, and concludes that the cycle specific SLMCPR value calculated as discussed above is
conservative to cover off-rated power / flow operating conditions. The two key phenomena at
off-rated conditions that affect the SLMCPR are addressed here, first is the off-rated power
distribution and second are the off-rated power and flow uncertainties. As discussed herein, the
power distribution and, consequently, the CPR distribution tend to have a slightly less limiting
effect at reduced power. Additionally, both the power and flow uncertainties are relatively
constant at the higher power and flow range, and bounded by the values applied in the design
analysis, and become larger at non-limiting low power and flow conditions.

Impact of MELLLA+ Operation on SLMCPR
Whereas CPRs are sensitive to flow and CPR decreases as the flow decreases, the SLMCPR is
sensitive to the relative distribution of the CPRs, not their absolute values. The relative
distribution of CPRs in the core does not change appreciably with flow changes in the operating
domains where the power is high enough for CPRs to be a concern. Rather, the SLMCPR is
dominated by the uncertainty in CPRs as a result of the uncertainties in the two dominant inputs:
power and flow.

Due to a slight flattening of the relationship between critical power and flow at the higher flows,
the CPR distributions in the core tend to be slightly flatter at the higher flows so the calculated
SLMCPR increases very slightly for the higher flows (as shown in Figure 11.4-1 on page B-5 of
NEDC-32601P-A).

The bundle designs and core loading configuration strongly influence the SLMCPR. Both of
these are accounted for by performing cycle-specific analyses utilizing the actual bundle designs
and the reference core loading. The bundles must be designed and the core loaded to support
MELLLA+ operation. From the perspective of CPR performance this generally means that the
bundles must have a very flat critical power response over a wide range of flows. MELLLA+
operations that use reduced flow to harden the neutron spectrum in order to build-in plutonium
and extend cycle operation have two competing effects on bundle design. (1) Rod peaking
factors must be maintained low enough that CPR performance can still be achieved at high
powers and lower flows, e.g., the bundle designs need to be flattened. (2) Rod enrichments need
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to be high enough to achieve the desired cycle exposures and maintain sufficient reactivity to
offset the negative impact of higher core voiding at the reduced flows, e.g., the bundle peakings
are increased to accommodate more enrichment and the associated increases in gadolinium
loaded to control the reactivity. All these effects are accounted for in the present cycle-specific
SLMCPR methodology that evaluates the actual bundle designs to be loaded. Generally
speaking, bundle designs for MELLLA+ operations tend to go in the same direction as for
extended power uprates (EPU) and longer-exposure cycles, namely in the direction of being
slightly more peaked which means that calculated SLMCPRs continue to trend downward.

Higher core power levels require lower radial peaking factors to maintain adequate margin to the
operating limit MCPR (OLMCPR). Consequently, each bundle must be closer in power to the
average bundle power so that either the average power per bundle can increase as is the case for
EPU or the flow can be reduced for the same bundle power, as is the case for MELLLA+. Both
scenarios result in a flatter MCPR distribution in the as-loaded core. If this were the only effect,
one would expect that calculated SLMCPR values would be increasing whereas, in fact, they are
not. This is because higher core powers also require higher fresh reload fuel batch fractions.
These fresh fuel batches must consist of mixed streams of different bundle designs in order to
control reactivity during the cycle and minimize enrichment costs. Thus, the number and
distribution of MCPRs for the highest power bundles in the design that set the SLMCPR for the
core remain approximately constant. The absolute power needed to drive the MCPR in these
bundles down to the SLMCPR during a postulated AOO event remains unchanged since this
power depends only on the critical power capability of the bundle. The fact that these limiting
bundles may start at a lower MCPR because of reduced flow (or higher power) is relevant for the
assessment of the OLMCPR, but is not relevant for the SLMCPR that depends only on the
relative distributions of these bundle MCPRs.

Both the SLMCPR and the OLMCPRs for different scenarios are determined on a cycle-specific
basis considering the actual bundle designs, the reference loading pattern, and the use of CPR
distribution limiting control blade patterns. Again the key point with respect to the SLMCPR is
that these considerations are no different from those that are already considered as part of the
cycle-specific SLMCPR evaluations.

Off-Rated SLMCPR Sensitivity Demonstration
The Brunswick 1 Cycle 15 core design was selected to illustrate the effects of off-rated power
and flow conditions on the SLMCPR calculation for EPU/MELLLA+ applications. The
proposed MELLLA+ power / flow map for the Brunswick nuclear units is shown in Figure 17-1.
SLMCPR values were determined for three power / flow state points along the upper boundary
of the map and for the rated power / lowest flow point being considered for generic MELLLA+
operation (100%P / 80%F), as defined in Table 17-1.

Case (1) was the rated condition (state point "E" in Figure 17-1) SLMCPR evaluation that was
used in the Reload Licensing Analysis for Brunswick 1 Cycle 15. Case (2) determined the
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SLMCPR for the rated power / lowest licensed flow condition (state point "N" in Figure 17-1).
Case (3) determined the SLMCPR for rated power / lowest flow for the generic MELLLA+
application, for comparison purposes. Case (4) determined the SLMCPR for the highest off-
rated power / lowest off-rated flow statepoint along the Brunswick 1 MELLLA+ upper boundary
(point "M" in Figure 17-1).

Cases (1) and (2) addressed the Part 21 reportable condition (MFN 04-108) for the Brunswick 1
MELLLA+ extended operating domain. As discussed above, the SLMCPR for the cycle specific
application is the most limiting of these two cases.

Cases (2) and (4) correspond to points N and M, respectively, on the MELLLA+ boundary, as
seen in Figure 17-1. The SLMCPR calculations for these two cases used a fixed set of control
rod patterns for a given exposure point calculation, as shown in Figure 17-2. This was done to
illustrate the impact to SLMCPR when moving between state points M and N along or near the
MELLLA+ boundary line without the effects of changing the limiting control rod configuration,
which is typical of plant operation following control blade maneuvers which are performed at
off-rated conditions.

The SLMCPR calculations for all cases (1) through (4) used uncertainties that have been
previously reviewed and approved by the NRC as listed in Table 17-2 and described in NEDC-
3260 1P-A, except for the R-factor uncertainty, which was slightly increased to conservatively
account for effects of potential increased channel bow.

It was determined that it is appropriate to use the feedwater and core flow uncertainties currently
used for SLMCPR evaluation at rated conditions for the off-rated SLMCPR evaluations. Figure
17-3 provides the change in the feedwater and core flow uncertainties as the core flow decreases,
as calculated for various BWR design types. Figure 17-4 provides the sensitivity of the
calculated SLMCPR value to changes in the four most significant uncertainties. Figure 17-4
shows that the feedwater flow rate uncertainty has the strongest impact on SLMCPR, followed
by the core flow uncertainty. In SLMCPR evaluations a feedwater flow uncertainty of

]] is used for rated conditions, which Figure 17-3 shows is valid down to
approximately [[ ]] rated feedwater core flow, covering all off-rated cases of interest.
Similarly for core flow, an uncertainty of [[ ]] is used for rated conditions and is valid
down to approximately [[ ]] rated core flow. This directly covers the off-rated conditions
for cases (2) and (3). Case (4) uses only [[ ]] lower core flow (55% rated core flow), and
Figure 17-3 shows that the core flow uncertainty for this case is approximately [[
Using the SLMCPR / core flow uncertainty relationship from Figure 17-4, the impact of the
corresponding uncertainty increase from [[ ]] would be about +0.0012, a negligible
effect compared to the inherent 1 sigma uncertainty (>0.005) of the Monte Carlo SLMCPR
calculation methodology. Therefore, the rated condition uncertainties in Table 17-2 are
appropriate to use for the SLMCPR calculations at off-rated conditions.

A-46



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

Tables 17-3 and 4 summarize the results of the SLMCPR evaluations for Brunswick 1 Cycle 15.
For each case, three distinct cycle exposure points were analyzed: beginning-of-cycle (BOC, 181
MWd/ST), peak-hot-excess (PHE, 9072 MWd/ST), and near the end-of-cycle (EOC, 14440 to
14940 MWd/ST). The last column in Table 17-4 shows, for each case, the most limiting
SLMCPR result for the entire cycle exposure range. Each column labeled BOC, PHE, EOC, and
SLMCPR, is further divided into two sub-columns, the first displaying the SLMCPR results, and
the second showing the difference between the two adjacent cases. The last row of Table 17-4
shows the total change in SLMCPR as we follow the path on the power-flow map from the rated
point E to the lower MELLLA+ boundary point M (see Figure 17-1). For each exposure point,
the total impact in SLMCPR as power and flow vary from the most limiting of the rated case (1)
and the low flow case (2) to the lower MELLLA+ boundary case (4) is between -0.01 to -0.00.
A change in SLMCPR by more than 0.005 is considered a significant change. This threshold was
chosen to correspond to the inherent variability in the Monte Carlo process for determining the
safety limit. It is also consistent with the accepted practice of rounding and reporting SLMCPR
values to two places past the decimal point. By definition, a change in a statepoint condition that
goes into the evaluation of a SLMCPR is not significant unless it results in an increase in the
calculated SLMCPR by +0.005. From the results shown in Tables 17-3 and 4, the changes in
power and flow expected with EPU/MELLLA+ operation would not result in any significant
changes compared to SLMCPR at the rated power condition.
Consequently, a SLMCPR evaluated for rated power MELLLA+ conditions is also valid for
MELLLA+ off-rated power / flow conditions.

Response to Part c
SLMCPR analyses are performed for multiple exposure points throughout the cycle. Exposure
interval end points are then selected such as to be equal to an SLMCPR analysis exposure point.
The maximum SLMCPR analysis value within that exposure interval (including end points) is
selected to be the exposure dependent SLMCPR value for that exposure interval. The following
tables present an arbitrary example where five SLMCPR analyses are performed to create two
exposure dependent SLMCPR intervals (Note: In this example four unique exposure dependent
SLMCPR intervals are possible, but they were collapsed into the use of only two exposure
dependent SLMCPR intervals).

NRC approval of GESTAR II Rev. 14 (NEDE-2401 1-P-A-14) specifically allows the SLMCPR
values to be stipulated as a function of exposure. The exposure-dependent SLMCPR values
were introduced in Amendment 25 to GESTAR II that was submitted for NRC review and
approval in December 1996. The NRC SER approving this approach was issued March 11,
1999. This approval was reflected in section 1.1.5.B.vii of GESTAR II Rev. 14.
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SLMCPR Analysis Results

Exposure dependent SLMCPR

Exposure Range (GWd/ST) SLMCPR

BOC to 10.0 1.11

10.0 to EOC 1.10
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Table 17-1. Brunswick 1 Cycle 15 SLMCPR Evaluation Case Description

Evaluation Case Case Description
Number
Case (1) 100%P / 100%F - rated EPU case (state point E in Figure 17-1)

100%P / 85%F - upper BSEP MELLLA+ Power-Flow map case
Case (2) (NEDC-33063P) (state point N in Figure 17-1)

100%P / 80%F - upper generic MELLLA+ Power-Flow map case
Case (3) (NEDC-33006P)

77.6%P / 55%F - lower BSEP MELLLA+ Power-Flow map caseCase (4) (NEDC-33063P) (state point M in Figure 17-1)
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Table 17-2. Uncertainties Used for Brunswick 1 Cycle 15 SLMCPR Evaluation Cases

Description Brunswick 1 Cycle 15
Standard Non-power Distribution Uncertainties Revised NEDC-32601P-A
Core flow rate (derived from pressure drop) 2.5 (Two Loop)
Individual channel flow area [[ ]
Individual channel friction factor 5.0
Friction factor multiplier [[ _]]
Reactor pressure [[ =]]
Core inlet temperature 0.2
Feedwater temperature [[ L]]
Feedwater flow rate [[_]]
Standard Power Distribution Uncertainties Revised NEDC-32601P-A
GEXL R-factor [[ ]]
Random effective TIP reading 1.2 (Two Loop)
Systematic effective TIP reading 1]
Integrated effective TIP reading
Bundle power [ ]
Effective total bundle power uncertainty EE
Exceptions to the Standard Uncertainties
GEXL R-factor [[
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Table 17-3. Summary of SLMCPR Results for Brunswick 1 Cycle 15
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Table 17-4. SLMCPR Sensitivity Results for Brunswick 1 Cycle 15

I11
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Figure 17-1 BSEP 1 and 2 MELLLA+ Operating Range Power-Flow Map (NEDC-
33063P)
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[1

1]
Figure 17-2 Limiting Rod Patterns Used in Cases 100P/85F and 77.6P/55F
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Figure 17-3 Total Core Flow and Feedwater Flow Uncertainties for BWRs 4/5/6
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[I

Figure 17-4
11

Four Dominant SLMCPR Sensitivities for a Factor Change in the Generic
GETAB Uncertainty Value
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NRC RAI 18, GEXL-PLUS Correlation
Confirm that the GEXL-PLUS correlation is still valid over the range of power and flow
conditions of the EPU/MELLLA+ operations.

GE Response
See the response to RAI 6(e) for justification of adequacy of the GEXL+ correlation for
MELLLA+ conditions
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NRC RAI 19, Using ATWS-Recirculation Pump Trip (RPT) for AOOs
GENE licensing methodology allows using anticipatory ATWS-RPT in some AOO transients to
decrease the power and pressure response. Therefore, the anticipatory RPT is used in some
plants to minimize the impact of the pressurization transient on the ACPR response. For the EPU
MELLLA+ operation, RPT may subject the plant to instability. Evaluate the runbacks associated
with the A0Os and demonstrate that the scram and the RPT timings would not lead to an AOO
transient resulting in an instability.

GE Response

[[
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NRC RAI 20, Mechanical Overpower (MOP) and Thermal Overpower (TOP)
Are the fuel-specific mechanical and thermal overpower limits determined based on the generic
fuel design or for each plant-specific bundle lattice design? How is it confirmed that the generic
MOP and TOP limits for GEl4 fuel bounds the plant-specific GE14 lattice designs intended to
meet the cycle energy needs at the EPU/MELLLA+ conditions?

GE Response

[[
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NRC RAI 21. Brunswick AOO
The Brunswick Units 1 and 2 are the first plants to apply TRACG for performing the reload
analyses.

a. Compare the Brunswick EPU and the EPU/MELLLA+ core designs and performance.

b. State what is the benefit of using TRACG instead of ODYN for the EPU/MELLLA+
reload analyses.

c. Provide a comparison of the TRACG and ODYN AOO analyses results based on the
EPU/MELLLA+ core design.

GE Response
a.

b. [[

1]
c. Figures AOO-21-1 through AOO-21-5 provides the comparison
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Figure AOO-21-1. TRACG vs ODYN Neutron Flux TTNB Event at M+
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Figure AOO-21-2. TRACG vs ODYN Core Flow TTNB Event at M+
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Figure AOO-21-3. TRACG vs ODYN Vessel Stream Flow TTNB Event at M+
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Figure AOO-21-4. TRACG vs ODYN Vessel Pressure TTNB Event at M+
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El'

Figure AOO-21-5. TRACG vs ODYN SRV Flow TTNB Event at M+
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NRC RAI 22, Brunswick AOO Data Request
Submit the following data on compact disc for the Brunswick EPU/MELLLA+ core and fuel
performance analyses.

a. TRACG input file including the PANCEA wrap file for a limiting transient initiated from
different statepoints along the EPU/MELLLA+ boundary, if available. Include the
corresponding output file in ASCI form.

b. ODYN output file (ASCI) for the same transients and statepoints.

GE Response [Updated with MFN 04-033, 04-0741
The data at rated conditions was provided in GE letter MFN 04-020, G. Stramback (GE) to NRC,
February 27, 2004, Responses to MELLLA Plus AO0 RAIs (TAC No. MB6157). Subsequent
conversations with the NRC indicated that additional analyses were required, which was
provided on a compact disk in GEH letter dated March 23, 2004 (MFN 04-033).

Further data was requested an also provided on a compact disk in GEH letter darted
August 5, 2004 (MFN 04-074). The TRACG02 related MELLLA+ analysis files are contained
in the file "melllapcases.sav". This is a SAVE SET created on an ALPHA AXP architecture
machine running the OpenVMS 7.3 operating system with the DCL BACKUP command.

To run the TRACG cases:
(1) Transfer the SAVE SET to your OpenVMS ALPHA machine using binary FTP.

(2) Change the file attributes on the OpenVMS platform using the following command:
SET FILE/ATTRIB=(RFM=FIX,LRL=32256) MELLLAPCASES. SAV

(3) Extract the files with the following command (will extract to the current directory):
BACKUP MELLLAPCASES.SAV/SAVESET *.*

(4) Modify the DCL command files as necessary for your directory names and TRACG02
executable name.

The requested information is extensive, was provided on a compact disk to the NRC, and is not
repeated herein.
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NRC RAI 23, Separate Effects, Mixed Vendor Cores and Related Staff Restrictions
Separate effects: revise Section 1.0, "Introduction," of the MELLLA+ LTR and remove the list
of "separate effects" changes. The MELLLA+ LTR lists plant-specific operating condition
changes that could be implemented concurrently with the EPU/MELLLA+, but would be
evaluated in a separate submittal. All of these lists of changes would affect the safety analyses
that demonstrate the impact of EPU/MELLLA+ on the plant's response during steady-state,
transients, accidents, and special events. The plant-specific EPU/MELLLA+ application must
demonstrate how the plant would be operated during the implementation of MELLLA+. In
addition, the EPU/MELLLA+ reduces the available plant margins. Therefore, the staff cannot
make its safety finding based on assumed plant operating conditions that are neither bounding
nor conservative relative to the actual plant operating conditions. Revise the MELLLA+ LTR
and delete the paragraphs that propose evaluating additional operating condition changes in a
separate submittal while the EPU/MELLLA+ application assumes that these changes would not
be implemented.

Add the following statements in the MELLLA+ LTR to address staff restrictions including: (1)
the implementation of additional changes concurrent with EPU/MELLLA+, (2) the applicability
of the generic analyses supporting the EPU/MELLLA+ operation, and (3) the approach used to
support new fuel designs or mixed vendor cores.

a. The plant-specific analyses supporting the EPU/MELLLA+ operation will include all
planned operating condition changes that would be implemented at the plant. Operating
condition changes include but are not limited to increase in the dome pressure, maximum
core flow, increase in the fuel cycle length, or any changes in the currently licensed operation
enhancements. For example, with increase in the dome pressure, the ATWS analysis, the
American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) overpressure analyses, the transient
analyses, and the ECCS-LOCA analysis must be reanalyzed based on the increased dome
pressure. Any changes to the safety system settings or actuation setpoint changes necessary
to operate with the increased dome pressure should be included in the evaluations (e.g.,
safety relief valve setpoints).

b. For all of the principal topics that are reduced in scope or generically dispositioned in the
MELLLA+ LTR, the plant-specific application will provide supporting analyses and
evaluations that demonstrate the cumulative effect of EPU/MELLLA+ and any additional
changes planned to be implemented at the plant. For example, if the dome pressure would be
increased, the ECCS performance needs to be evaluated on a plant-specific basis.

c. Any generic sensitivity analyses provide in the MELLLA+ LTR will be evaluated to ensure
that the key input parameters and assumptions used are still applicable and bounding. If the
additional operating condition changes affects these generic sensitivity analyses, a bounding
generic sensitivity analyses will be provided. For example, with increase in the dome
pressure, the TRACG ATWS sensitivity analyses that model the operator actions (e.g.,
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depressurization if the heat capacity temperature limit is reached) needs to be reanalyzed,
using the bounding dome pressure condition.

d. If a new GE fuel or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant, the generic sensitivity
analyses supporting the EPU/MELLLA+ condition will be reanalyzed. For example, the
ATWS instability analyses supporting the EPU/MELLLA+ condition are based on the GEl4
fuel response. New analyses that demonstrate the ATWS stability performance of the new
GE fuel or legacy fuel for the EPU/MELLLA+ operation needs to be provided. The new
ATWS instability analyses can be provided as supplement to the MLTR or as an Appendix to
the plant-specific application.

e. If a new GE fuel or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant, analyses supporting the
EPU/MELLLA+ application will be based on core specific configuration or bounding core
conditions. In addition, any principle topics that are generically dispositioned or reduced in
scope will be demonstrated to be applicable or new analyses based on the transition core
conditions or bounding conditions would be provided.

f. If a new GE fuel or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant, the plant-specific application
will reference the fuel-specific stability detect and suppress method supporting the
EPU/MELLLA+ operation. The plant-specific application will demonstrate that the analyses
and evaluation supporting the stability detect and suppress method are applicable to the fuel
loaded in the core.

g. For EPU/MELLLA+ operation, instability is possible in the event of transient or plant
maneuvers that place the reactor at high power/low flow condition. Therefore, plants
operating at the EPU/MELLLA+ condition must have an NRC reviewed and approved
instability detect and suppress method operable. In the event the stability protection method
is inoperable, the applicant must employ NRC reviewed and approved backup stability
method or must operate the reactor at a condition in which instability is not possible in the
event of transient. The licensee will provide technical specification changes that specify the
instability method operability requirements for EPU/MELLLA+ operation.

GE Response [Updated by MFN 07-2411
Per the RAI request, Section 1 of the MELLLA+ LTR will be modified as shown below.
Portions of the suggested content of the RAI have been changed to provide consistency with the
MELLLA+ LTR and implementation process. For example, each instance of EPU/MELLLA+
contained in the suggested content of the RAI has been changed to MELLLA+. The MELLLA+
LTR is supported by analyses at power levels up to 120% OLTP. However, the LTR is based on
the premise that there is no change in power level with the MELLLA+ application. Therefore,
the power level for a plant specific application will be the plant's CLTP, which may not be at the
120% OLTP (EPU) power level.
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1.0 Introduction

Power uprates in GE Boiling Water Reactors (BWRs) of up to 120% of original licensed thermal
power (OLTP) have been based on the guidelines and approach provided in References 1 and 2
(ELTR1 and ELTR2). A number of extended power uprate (EPU) submittals have been based
on these reports. The approach in ELTRI and ELTR2 allows an increase in the maximum
operating reactor pressure, when the reactor power is uprated. Subsequent to the approval of
ELTRI and ELTR2, GE developed an approach to uprate reactor power while maintaining the
current reactor maximum operating reactor vessel dome pressure. The power uprate option with
no dome pressure increase has been used at several plants, and is expected to be used for most
future uprate applications. An improved approach for a Constant Pressure Power Uprate (CPPU)
has been submitted in Reference 3 (CLTR).

This Licensing Topical Report (LTR) defines the approach and provides the basis for an
expansion of the operating range for plants that have uprated power, either with or without a
change in the operating pressure. This core flow rate operating range expansion does not change
the current plant vessel dome operating pressure. The improvement in the operating range is
identified as Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis Plus (MELLLA+). The current
Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis (MELLLA) operating range is characterized by
the operating statepoint of reactor thermal power of 100% of OLTP at 75% of rated core flow.
Some plants currently combine the MELLLA operating region with Increased Core Flow (ICF)
resulting in an operating map called Maximum Extended Operating Domain (MEOD). Uprating
to 120% OLTP using the MELLLA or MEOD boundary, restricts the core flow to 99% of rated
at full power operation. This results in a reduced core flow range available for flexible operation
at the uprated power. [[

The following limitations and restrictions must be addressed by Licensees referencing this LTR
to obtain a license for a MELLLA+ operating range expansion.

1. The plant-specific analyses supporting MELLLA+ operation will include all operating
condition changes that are implemented at the plant at the time of MELLLA+
implementation. Operating condition changes include, but are not limited to, an increase
in the dome pressure, maximum core flow, or fuel cycle length, or any changes in the
licensed operational enhancements. For example, with an increase in dome pressure, the
ATWS analysis, the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) overpressure
analyses, the transient analyses, and the ECCS-LOCA analysis will be reanalyzed based
on the increased dome pressure. Any changes to the safety system settings or actuation
setpoint changes necessary to operate with the increased dome pressure will be included
in the evaluations (e.g., safety relief valve setpoints).
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2. For all topics in the MELLLA+ LTR that are reduced in scope or generically
dispositioned, the plant-specific application will provide justification that the reduced
scope or generic disposition is applicable to the plant.

If changes that invalidate the LTR dispositions are to be implemented at the time of
MELLLA+ implementation, the plant-specific application will provide analyses and
evaluations that demonstrate the cumulative effect with MELLLA+. For example, if the
dome pressure is increased, the ECCS performance will be evaluated on a plant-specific
basis.

3. Any generic bounding sensitivity analyses provided in the MELLLA+ LTR will be
evaluated to ensure that the key plant specific input parameters and assumptions are
applicable and bounded. If these generic sensitivity analyses are not applicable or
additional operating condition changes affect the generic sensitivity analyses, a plant-
specific evaluation will be provided. For example, with an increase in the dome pressure,
the ATWS sensitivity analyses that model the operator actions (e.g., depressurization if
the heat capacity temperature limit is reached) needs to be reanalyzed, using the bounding
dome pressure condition.

4. If a new GE fuel product line or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant, the
applicability of any generic sensitivity analyses supporting the MELLLA+ application
will be justified in the plant-specific application. If the generic sensitivity analyses
cannot be demonstrated to be applicable, the analyses will be performed including the
new fuel. For example, the ATWS instability analyses supporting the MELLLA+
condition are based on the GE14 fuel response. New analyses that demonstrate the
ATWS instability performance of the new GE fuel or other vendor's fuel for MELLLA+
operation will be provided to support the plant-specific application.

5. If a new GE fuel product line or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant prior to a
MELLLA+ application, the analyses supporting the plant-specific MELLLA+ application
will be based on a specific core configuration or bounding core conditions. Any topics
that are generically dispositioned or reduced in scope in the MELLLA+ LTR will be
demonstrated to be applicable, or new analyses based on the specific core configuration
or bounding core conditions will be provided.

6. If a new GE fuel product line or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant prior to a
MELLLA+ application, the plant-specific application will reference an NRC approved
stability method supporting MELLLA+ operation, or provide sufficient plant-specific
information to allow the NRC to review and approve the stability method supporting
MELLLA+ operation. The plant-specific application will demonstrate that the analyses
and evaluations supporting the stability method are applicable to the fuel loaded in the
core.
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7. For MELLLA+ operation, a core instability is possible in the event a transient or plant
maneuver places the reactor at a high power/low flow condition. Therefore, plants
operating at MELLLA+ conditions must have an NRC reviewed and approved instability
protection method. In the event the instability protection method is inoperable, the
applicant must employ an NRC reviewed and approved backup instability method. The
licensee will provide technical specification changes that specify the instability method
operability requirements for MELLLA+ operation, including any backup stability
protection methods.

The effects of the MELLLA+ operating range expansion on plant safety evaluations and system

assessments are addressed in this LTR. Many systems and evaluations that are part of a power
uprate may be dispositioned as unaffected by the MELLLA+ changes. For example, the portions

of the plant involved in power generation and electrical distribution experience no changes due
to the introduction of the MELLLA+ operating range for the reactor.
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NRC RAI 24, Reactor Safety Performance Evaluations
From the AOO audit, the staff determined that (1) GENE did not provide statistically adequate
sensitivity studies that demonstrate the impact of EPU/MELLLA+ operation, [[

]] (3) the
generic anticipatory reactor trip system (ARTS) response may not be applicable for all BWR
applications, and (4) the EPU/MELLLA+ impact was not insignificant. The staff also finds that
it is not acceptable to makes safety findings on two major changes (20 percent uprate based on
the CPPU approach and MELLLA+) without reviewing the plant-specific results. [[

]] EPU/MELLLA+ applications must provide plant-specific fuel thermal margin and
AOO evaluations and results. The following discussion summarizes the staff's bases for
concluding that the plant-specific EPU/MELLLA+ application must provide a plant-specific
thermal limits assessment and plant-specific transient analyses results.

a. EPU/MELLLA+ Core Design. Operation in the MELLLA+ domain will require significant
changes to the BWR core design. Expected changes include (1) adjustments to the pin-wise
enrichment distribution to flatten the local power distribution, reduce the r-factor, and
increase CPR margin; (2) increased gadolinium (Gd) loading in the bottom of the fuel bundle
to reduce the axial power peaking resulting from increased coolant voiding, and (3) changes
in the core depletion due to the sequential rod withdrawal/flow increase maneuvers expected

during operation in the MELLLA+ flow window. [[

]] However, the model used for these AOO calculations is not based on a MELLLA+
core, which has been designed for reduced flow at uprated power. Therefore, none of the
sensitivity analyses supporting MELLLA+ operation have been performed for a core which
includes the unique features of a MELLLA+ core design. Consequently, the effect of
MELLLA+ on AOO ACPR has not been adequately quantified.

b. Reload-Specific Evaluation of the AOO Fuel Thermal Margin. [[

]] The available
data is also limited.

c. Offrated Limits. The staff determined that the offrated limits (including along the
MELLLA+ upper boundary) ACPR response may be more limiting than transients initiated
from rated conditions. Therefore, AOO results from EPU applications cannot be used as
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sufficient bases to justify not providing the core and fuel performance results for the plant-
specific MELLLA+ applications. Moreover, it has not been demonstrated that the generic
ARTS limits are applicable and will bound the plant and core-specific offrated transient
response for all of the BWR fleet. Therefore, offrated transient analyses must be performed
to demonstrate the plant's ACPR response.

d. Mixed Core. Many of the BWRs seeking to implement the EPU/MELLLA+ operating
domain may have mixed vendor cores. GENE's limited (MELLLA+) sensitivity analyses
were based on GE 14 fuel response of two BWR plants. Additional supporting analyses and a
larger MELLLA+ operating experience database will be required before generic conclusions
can be reached about the impact of MELLLA+ on core and fuel performance. Specifically,
there is no operating experience or corresponding database available for assessing the
performance of mixed vendor cores designed for EPU/MELLLA+ operation. As such, plant-
specific fuel and core performance results must be submitted until a sufficient operating
experience and analyses data base is available. In addition, new fuel designs in the future
may change the core and fuel performance for the operation at the EPU/MELLLA+
operation. Therefore, the staff's EPU/MELLLA+ safety finding must be based on plant-
specific core and fuel performance.

e. For the CPPU applications, the core and fuel performance assessments are deferred to the
reload. Therefore, MELLLA+ LTR proposes that the staff approve an EPU/MELLLA+
application without reviewing the plant's response for two major operating condition
changes. This approach would not meet the agency's safety goals.

GE Response
The plant-specific EPU/MELLLA+ application will provide plant-specific thermal limits
assessment and transient analyses results.
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NRC RAI 25, Large Break ECCS-LOCA
a. Mixed Core. For a plant-specific EPU/MELLLA+ application, state if equilibrium ECCS-

LOCA analyses of each type would be performed or core configuration specific ECCS-
LOCA analyses would be performed. If a core configuration specific ECCS-LOCA analyses
will be performed, state which NRC-approved codes or methods would be used.

b. Reporting Limiting ECCS-LOCA Results. The MELLLA+ audit indicated that the rated
ECCS-LOCA results are reported although it may not be for the most limiting results. For
the EPU/MELLLA+ operation, the most limiting ECCS-LOCA result is at the MELLLA+
statepoint of 55 percent CF. Revise the MELLLA+ LTR to state that the ECCS-LOCA result
at rated condition, minimum core flow at EPU power level and at the 55 percent CF
statepoint will be reported. In addition, revise the applicable documents that specify the
GENE licensing methods to state that the ECCS-LOCA result corresponding to the rated and
the most limiting statepoint will be provided. Report in the supplemental reload licensing
report (SRLR), the ECCS-LOCA results at the rated and the most limiting statepoints.
Confirm that the steady-state initial conditions (e.g., operating limit maximum critical power
ratio [OLMCPR]) assumed in the ECCS-LOCA analyses will be reported in the SRLR.

c. Adder Approach. Was the licensing bases PCT calculated by incorporating a delta PCT
adder to the Appendix K PCT? If this is the method used, please justify why the 10 CFR
50.44 insignificant change criteria is acceptable.

GE Response [Parts a and c updated with MFN 04-060; part b updated with MFN 05-0811
Response to Part a.
The ECCS-LOCA analysis for EPU/MELLLA+ follows the approved SAFER/GESTR
application methodology documented in NEDE-23785-1-PA Rev. 1, "The GESTR-LOCA and
SAFER Models for the Evaluation of the Loss-Of-Coolant Accident Volume III,
SAFER/GESTR Application Methodology," October 1984. [[

]] The
analytical models used to perform ECCS-LOCA analyses are also documented in NEDE-23785-
1-PA together with NEDE-30996P-A, "SAFER Model for Evaluation of Loss-of-Coolant
Accidents for Jet Pump and Non-jet Pump Plants, Volume I, SAFER - Long Term Inventory
Model for BWR Loss-of-Coolant Analysis," October 1987, and NEDC-32950P, "Compilation of
Improvements to GENE's SAFER ECCS-LOCA Evaluation Model," January 2000.

Response to Part b
The MELLLA+ LTR will be revised to state that the MELLLA+ plant submittals will include
calculations for the Appendix K and Nominal PCT at rated power/rated core flow, rated
power/MELLLA+ boundary (point D of Figure 1-1), and the low flow point on the MELLLA+
boundary at which the off-rated flow dependent LHGR or MAPLHGR setdown begins to apply.
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This point will be at or above 55% core flow and between points D and E on Figure 1-1 (call

point E').

The analyses at points D and E' will be initialized at the rated power LHGR and MAPLHGR
limits. The initial MCPR at point E' will include application of the power dependent MCPR
multiplier to the rated power assumed MCPR. Note that the MCPR assumption has no reliance
on the safety limit MCPR since the hot channel is assumed to dry out at a MCPR of 1.0 in
accident analyses.

When SAFER/GESTR methodology is applied, the hot bundle is initialized with a hot rod at the
LHGR limit and the average rod at the MAPLHGR limit. The dryout times are determined with
the TASC code assuming the hot bundle starts at the ECCS basis Initial MCPR. These initial
conditions are designed to maximize the PCT. Further discussion on the impact of axial power

shape on the PCT is contained in the response to RAI 28.

Since credit is taken for these off-rated limits, the plant will be required to apply these limits
during core monitoring.

The Licensing Basis PCT, considering all calculated statepoint as described, will be reported in

the plant-specific MELLLA+ Safety Analysis Report.

GE agrees to change future SAFER/GESTR analyses and SRLRs as follows:

1. The SAFER/GESTR report will provide the Licensing Basis PCT considering all calculated
statepoints. The Licensing Basis PCT will be calculated either using the previous Licensing
Basis PCT plant variable uncertainty (e.g., NEDE-23875-1-PA, Section 3.1.3) or with a plant
variable uncertainty specific to the calculated statepoint with the highest Appendix K PCT.
Only one Licensing Basis PCT will be reported because it is the single PCT which considers
all required licensing conservatism.

2. Only SRLRs, for both MELLLA+ plants and non-MELLLA+ plants, which report these
future SAFER/GESTR analyses will report the Licensing Basis PCT considering all
calculated statepoints as described above. No change will be made in SRLR reporting of
previous SAFER/GESTR analyses.

3. Section 6 of NEDC-32950P will be revised to include determining the Licensing Basis PCT
considering all calculated statepoints as described above. No other documents that specify
the GENE licensing methods will be revised.

The Initial MCPR assumed in the ECCS/LOCA analyses is reported in the SRLR.
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Response to Part c
The 10 CFR 50.46 (a)(3)(i) change criterion does not apply to the MELLLA+ evaluation because

the MELLLA plus evaluation is not a change to an acceptable evaluation model or error. The

MELLLA+ ECCS performance evaluation demonstrates that plant operation in the MELLLA+

power/flow region meet the 1OCFR50.46 acceptance criteria and is in compliance with NRC

requirements for the SAFER/GESTR application methodology. These results are reported to the

NRC in the plant-specific MELLLA+ licensing submittal.
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NRC RAI 26, Small Break ECCS-LOCA Response

11
assuming high pressure coolant injection (HPCI) failure and automatic depressurization system
depressurization. At the 55 percent CF statepoint (Point M), the hot bundle may be at a more
limiting initial condition in terms of initial void content and the ADS would depressurize the
reactor leading to core uncovery as well. Provide a sensitivity ECCS-LOCA analysis, using the
bounding initial condition. Provide a small break LOCA analysis at point M (77.6 percent
Power/55 percent CF), based on the bounding initial condition, worst case small break scenario
and placing the hot bundle at the most limiting conditions (peaking factors). Use initial
SLMCPR and OLMCPR condition that is bounding for operation at 80 percent CF or 55 percent

CF statepoint.

GE Response [Updated with MFN 05-0811

]] If the
small break PCT is at or near limiting, the MELLLA+ plant submittals will include calculations
for the limiting small break at rated power/rated core flow and rated power/MELLLA+ boundary
(point D of Figure 1-1). The following is a comparison of the small break PCT impact to the
large (DBA) break (Appendix K assumptions) along the MELLLA+ boundary.
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4 I-

]] Based on these result and the aforementioned expectations, near
limiting is defined as within [[ ]] of the limiting Appendix K PCT.
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NRC RAI 27, Small Break Containment Response
Using the most limiting small break LOCA, in terms of containment response (possibly at rated
condition if limiting), demonstrate whether the suppression pool temperature response to a
design basis accident is limiting. Wouldn't a small break LOCA (e.g., assuming HPCI failure
and depressurization of the reactor) be more limiting in terms of suppression pool response?
Base your evaluations on the Brunswick and Clinton applications.

GE Response
The peak suppression pool temperature for the small break accident (SBA) with vessel
depressurization is not expected to exceed the peak suppression pool temperature for the DBA-
LOCA. The key energy sources that affect the peak suppression pool temperature are the vessel
decay energy and the initial vessel sensible energy.

The decay energy is determined by the decay power time-history and the initial power level.
These parameters are the same for both events.

For a DBA-LOCA, the initial vessel sensible liquid energy is rapidly transferred to the
suppression pool during the initial vessel blowdown period. The liquid break flow from the
vessel during the blowdown period partially flashes in the drywell, resulting in a homogeneous
mixture of steam and liquid in the drywell. This mixture is forced rapidly from the drywell,
through the vent system, to the suppression pool. The vessel is depressurized to the ambient
drywell pressure within a few minutes of the start of the event. This effectively transfers the
initial vessel liquid sensible energy to the pool within minutes of the start of the event. [

]] After the vessel blowdown period, relatively cold
ECCS liquid from the suppression pool enters the vessel. The ECCS flow floods the vessel to
the break elevation and delivers a stream of liquid from the vessel to the drywell. [[

A-79



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

]] After vessel depressurization is completed for the SBA, decay energy continues to
produce steam in the vessel. This decay energy is transferred to the suppression pool via
intermittent SRV discharges to the suppression pool, which maintains the vessel at low pressure.
This process produces a slow heat up of the suppression pool. As with the DBA-LOCA, the
peak pool temperature occurs when the energy removal rate by the RHR system equals the
energy addition rate to the suppression pool.

Analysis Confirmation
To confirm the discussion provided above, the results of SBA containment analyses were
compared to the results of DBA-LOCA containment analyses. Sensitivity analyses of the SBA
event were performed for Brunswick with EPU conditions. SBA containment analyses were not
available for the Clinton EPU application. However, the results of SBA analyses performed with
EPU conditions for another, non-US, BWR/6-218 plant with a Mark III containment (similar to
Clinton) were reviewed for the evaluation.

The Brunswick EPU SBA sensitivity analyses assumed HPCI failure and vessel depressurization.
The analyses included cases where vessel depressurization with ADS was modeled and cases
where manually controlled vessel depressurization was modeled. The peak suppression pool

temperature obtained for the analysis with ADS modeled was 204.4°F. The peak suppression
pool temperature with controlled vessel depressurization modeled was 206.9°F. In both cases
the peak suppression pool temperatures were similar to but not higher than the peak suppression
pool temperature obtained from the DBA-LOCA value of 207.7°F.

The SBA analysis performed for the BWR/6-218 plant assumed manually controlled vessel
depressurization. The peak suppression pool temperature obtained from the SBA analysis was
slightly higher than the peak DBA-LOCA suppression pool temperature but only by 0.8°F.

These results confirm that the SBA event does not produce more limiting conditions with respect
to peak suppression pool temperature.
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NRC RAI 28. Assumed Axial Power Profile for ECCS-LOCA
[[

]] Base your discussion on the predicted response in terms of dryout times.
In addition, explain what the axial power peaking would be if the fuel is placed at the LHGR
limit at rated conditions, 80 percent CF and 55 percent CF condition. If the axial power peaking
would be higher for the non-rated flow conditions, state what axial power peaking were used in
the ECCS-LOCA sensitivity analyses reported in MELLLA+ LTR for the 80 percent and 55
percent CF statepoints.

GE Response
[[

]] The table
below shows the effect of the power / flow (P/F) and power profile on the dryout times of the
peak power node of the hot bundle.
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Dryout Times of Peak Power Node for Various P/F Conditions and Power Shape

_ -Jr

Er

The axial peaking factors (APFs) in the table below are the factors needed to place the hot
bundle on the PLHGR target when the bundle power places the bundle on the MCPR target.
These APFs are much larger than would be expected to occur during plant operation. It is also
unlikely that a top peak shape would be on the PLHGR target and MCPR target at the same time.

Axial Peaking Factors for Various P/F Conditions and Power Shape

The effect of the power profile on the PCT is shown in the table below. The effect of the power
profile on the PCT is small. The impact of the power profile is larger on 1st Peak PCT than on
the limiting 2 nd Peak PCTs. [[
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Appendix K PCTs for Various P/F Conditions and Power Shape

The following table provides the axial peaking factors used in the analyses supporting the
MELLLA+ LTR. The analyses supporting the LTR used a slightly different approach than the
above analyses in setting the hot bundle on the MCPR target. In the above analyses, the limiting
R-factor based on the specific fuel bundle type (GEl4) is used and the bundle power is varied to
place the bundle on the MCPR limits; this results in different radial and axial peaking factors for
each case. Using a fixed limiting R-factor gives more representative trends.

In the analyses supporting the LTR, the bundle power is fixed at a value higher than expected
during operation and the R-factor is varied to place the bundle on the MCPR target as long as it
remains above a minimum value. If the minimum is reached, the bundle power is reduced to
obtain the MCPR target. This approach results in the same peaking factors except at low core
flow.

Axial Peaking Factors Used in the Analyses Supporting the LTR

rr

11

In conclusion, the dryout times of the peak power node for the mid-peaked profile are about the
same or earlier than those of the top-peaked profile. [[
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NRC RAI 29, Power/Flow Map
The MELLLA+ LTR states that the slope of the linear upper boundary was derived primarily
from reactor operating data. Expand on this statement. Explain what operating data was used.
Were all plant types represented? Was the line developed as a bounding line or as a fit to the
referred reactor operating data?

GE Response
One of the goals for the MELLLA+ project was to incorporate utility input as to the
characteristics of the region to be used for the analyses. The general utility input was that the
MELLLA+ upper boundary should be more representative of plant performance, in contrast to
the MELLLA upper boundary bias toward a steep load line. Recent operating plant data from 4
BWRs with newer fuel designs was extrapolated to higher load lines to derive the analytical
upper boundary for the MELLLA+ operating region. While a specific load line is influenced by
some plant specific factors, such as feedwater temperature and core size, the variation of load
line due to changing core characteristic factors, such as reactivity coefficients and power
distribution, indicates that a few typical plants with different core characteristics will be
representative. The resulting MELLLA+ upper boundary represents a nominal power to flow
load line. The MELLLA+ upper boundary line represents the analyzed operating region and it is
therefore a requirement for normal operation. The evaluations performed to justify operation in
the MELLLA+ region assure that all operating condition within the MELLLA+ upper boundary
are acceptable.

A-84



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

NRC RAI 30, Power/Flow Map
The MELLLA+ minimum statepoint for rated EPU power was limited to 80 percent CF. Explain
what the limitations were in establishing the minimum core flow statepoint. Similarly, discuss
the limitations considered in establishing the 55 percent core statepoint. Discuss why the
feedwater heater out-of-service and single loop operation is also not allowed for the
EPU/MELLLA+ operation.

GE Response
Both the minimum core flow of 80% of rated for 100% power and the minimum core flow of
55% of rated for the low boundary represent the practical limitations of normal BWR operation.
Er

]] Thus the
80% of rated core flow was selected. [[

(a) FWHOOS; The establishment of the MELLLA+ region included considerations of
practical application, as well as limiting adverse consequences in plant safety analyses. [[

]] However, this feedwater temperature reduction would
need to be evaluated on a plant specific basis and is not part of the standard MELLLA+
evaluation. Finally, it should also be noted that operation in FWHOOS is considered only a
contingency option, for temporary feedwater heater equipment deficiency therefore, this
limitation is not expected to impose a significant limitation to plant availability.

(b) SLO; The core flow attainable with a single recirculation pump is typically 50% of rated, and
not expected to be higher than 60% of rated. Then it follows that since the MELLLA+
region is limited to a minimum flow of 55% of rated, it would be extremely difficult for a
BWR to maneuver into the high power condition corresponding to the MELLLA+ region,
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where little flow margin for operation exists. Therefore, there is no incentive to operate in
SLO at higher power in MELLLA+.
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Part 1. Section 9.3.1, "Anticipated Transients Without Scram"
NRC RAI 1-1.0. ATWS Events
In establishing the ATWS events that would be analyzed on plant-specific bases, the MELLLA+
licensing topical report (MLTR) states that the limiting ATWS event for the containment
response depends on the [[

]] The following questions address the bases
for these conclusions.

NRC RAI 1-1.1 LOOP
Discuss how it will be determined [[

Include in the plant-specific applications, a discussion of why the RHR cooling capability does
or does not affect the plant's ATWS LOOP event response. The plant-specific MELLLA+
safety analysis report (MSAR) should state the bases for confirming that the [[

GE Response
The Loss of Offsite Power event cuts off the power supply to the motor-driven pumps and
initiates a turbine-generator trip immediately. Consequently, it initiates the following system
response:

Er

A-87



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

A-88



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

NRC RAI 1-1.2. Inadvertent Openin2 of Relief Valve (IORV)
The IORV is a long-term depressurization transient that affects the long-term suppression pool
heatup. This event does not result in high peak pressure in the short-term ATWS response.
However, since the recirculation pump trip (RPT) and the standby liquid control (SLC) initiation
occur later, the amount of energy discharged into the suppression pool in the long term could be
high. The plant's response to this event may depend on the RHR cooling capability and the
initial operating conditions of the plant. Considering the higher core reactivity for the extended
power uprate (EPU)/MELLLA+ condition during an ATWS event and the plant's unchanged
RHR cooling capabilities, explain the basis for concluding that the IORV event would not result
in a limiting suppression pool temperature during the long-term ATWS recovery period. Justify
why this conclusion holds for all of the BWR fleet.

GE Response
[[I

]] The operators would first initiate a scram, but this is assumed to fail. [[

The reactor vessel and fuel integrity is not challenged during the IORV event. The main impact
to the reactor system is the heatup of the suppression pool for the constant injection of steam
from the reactor vessel. [[
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]] The operator can initiate the controlled blowdown after
hot shutdown is achieved. The amount of steam and energy from the blowdown process is
similar for all the ATWS events because the energy remaining in the vessel is similar for all
events at the time of hot shutdown. [[
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NRC RAI 1-2.0, Determinin2 the Peak Clad Temperature (PCT)
The MLTR states that [[

]] The following questions are related to the
PCT.

NRC RAI 1-2.1
Explain how, during an ATWS event, the hot bundle operation will be constrained by the same
operating thermal limits as at the maximum core flow condition. Wouldn't the fuel experience
thermal overpower conditions that are higher than the peak design limits?

GE Response [Updated with MFN 05-0811
Er

]] However, the fuel acceptance criteria for
ATWS are the 10 CFR 50.46 limits.
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NRC RAI 1-2.2
Provide a table showing the previous PCT results used to make the assessment. List the
MELLLA+ PCT sensitivity analyses the MLTR is referring to. Describe the key assumptions
used for the PCT calculations (BWR type, fuel type, rodline and power level, etc.). Identify if
ODYN/ISCOR/TASC combination or TRACG was used in calculating the PCT.

GE Response
The following table outlines all the PCT results from the ODYN/ISCOR/TASC methodology:

Peak Cladding Temperature (°F)
(All Calculations Based on ODYN/ISCOR/TASC Methodology)

1]
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NRC RAI 1-2.3
Justify why the sensitivity results, based on performance of GE fuel (up to GE14), form the bases
for [[

]] Alternatively, state that the coolable geometry (e.g., PCT) and the 17 percent local
cladding oxidation acceptance limit for the ATWS analyses would be demonstrated on a plant-
specific basis, if another vendor's fuel, new GNF fuel, or mixed vendor cores are involved. In
the latter case, revise the MLTR and include a specific applicability statement.

GE Response [Updated with MFN 04-0601

]] The operating conditions
listed in RAI 2.20 response cover the range of ELLLA to MELLLA+ and 100% Original
Licensed Thermal Power (OLTP) to 120% OLTP (EPU). The fuel types evaluated include GE9,
GE13 and GE14. [[

]] PCT values during the ATWS events would meet the 2200'F
limit and the oxidation would be insignificant.

However, GE will revise the M+ LTR to require the following plant- -specific ODYN ATWS
calculations using the NRC approved methodology be presented in the M+SAR:

" The containment response (as measured by the suppression pool temperature) based on

plant-specific parameters

* Fuel integrity (as measured by the PCT during the initial overpressure transient)
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NRC RAI 1-2.4
Explain why the ATWS analysis performed at the minimum core flow statepoint is more limiting
than the analysis performed at the maximum achievable core statepoint for the EPU/MELLLA+
operation.

GE Response [Updated with MFN 05-0811
[II

]] Therefore, ATWS analysis is performed at the minimum
core flow state point. Table 2.4-1 below provides a representative comparison between an
ATWS overpressure and an ASME overpressure event.
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Table 2.4-1

Item, Response ASME ATWS
OQverpressure" (sec)

1 [

2

3

4

5

6

7

8 11

A-95



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

NRC RAI 1-3.0, Applicability of the ODYN Licensing Methodolo2y to ATWS Analyses
The Emergency Procedure Guidelines (EPGs) require a number of operator actions, and they
allow a range of water level control strategies during isolation ATWS events, from 2 feet below
the feedwater spargers to the minimum steam cooling water level (MSCWL). However,
limitations in the approved ODYN methodology only allows for an ATWS calculation with a
minimum water level of top-of-active (TAF+5 ft), and do not allow for accurate modeling of all
required operator actions (such as depressurization when the heat capacity temperature limit
(HCTL) is reached). The relevant question is whether the approved ODYN ATWS methodology
provides conservative results that can be used to evaluate the impact of MELLLA+ operation on
ATWS performance.

NRC RAI 1-3.1
Provide a description of the approved ODYN ATWS methodology and its limiting assumptions
(e.g., control level at TAF+5, do not depressurize). Provide a description of the treatment of
uncertainties in approved ODYN licensing calculations.

GE Response [Updated with MFN 05-0811
NEDC-24154P-A, Revision 1, February 2000, Qualification of the One-Dimensional Core
Transient Model (ODYN) for Boiling Water Reactors (Supplement 1 -Volume 4), provides the
description of the NRC approved ODYN ATWS methodology and assumptions that limit the
application range of ODYN. Section 4.1 from the NRC Safety Evaluation for this Supplement
(reproduced below) identifies the restrictions on ATWS applications.

4.1 Application Scope of ODYN
GENE proposes to expand the scope of ODYN applications to include ATWS and non-
pressurization transients. The LTR under review contains ODYN results to validate its
application to ATWS and a discussion and example evaluation of the proposed method
for calculating non-pressurization transient ACPR. GENE proposes to follow a
conservative method for non-pressurization transient ACPR calculations discussed in
section 5 of the report (ref. 1). Prior to the current modifications ODYN was fully
capable of predicting non-pressurization transients and with the current modifications it is
also capable of predicting ATWS conditions. During the course of generation of the LTR
and the staff review, GENE identified the following restrictions on ODYN ATWS
applications:
a. The downcomer level must remain above the jet pump suction and no prolonged level

in the active channel is allowed:
b. The duration of the simulation after the upper plenum subcools should be limited.
c. The mass in the separators should not remain zero and, therefore, the code is

restricted to applications where the water level remains at or above the top of active
fuel plus 5 feet.

d. The code is not presently qualified to perform stability calculations.
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e. No lower plenum voiding is allowed.

Section 5.4 ofNEDC-24154P-A, (Supplement 1-Volume 4), Input Parameters/Event Simulation,
provides a list of the key parameters for ATWS and non-pressurization transients. The NRC
Safety Evaluation for Volume 1, NEDO-24154-A, Volume 2, NEDC-24154-A, and Volume 3,
NEDE-24154P-A, August 1986 provides a summary of code uncertainties in Section 6.

In Section 5.6 of NEDC-24154P-A, (Supplement 1-Volume 4), it is stated that the ODYN
comparison to TRACG and TRAC-BF 1 demonstrates that it qualifies as a best estimate code for
ATWS analysis, which is conservative in most cases. It is also stated in this section that for
ATWS applications, prior regulatory approval has been granted for best-estimate code
application based on the low probability of the event, conservatisms in key inputs and the
acceptance criteria. [[

]] The approach with ODYN is more conservative than
the historical licensing philosophy for ATWS.
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NRC RAI 1-3.2
Provide the exact numerical values of the boron-mixing correlation used by TRACG and ODYN
for ATWS calculations and their basis.

GE Response
The following two tables list the boron mixing and remixing coefficients used in the ATWS
calculation. The ODYN coefficients are adjusted based on the comparison of its integrated SRV
flow against that from the TRACG calculation for the same event. The TRACG coefficients are
based on the University of California - Santa Barbara full scale boron mixing test data.

lIE

i i i

+

+ -I-

4 + +

A-98



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

NRC RAI 1-3.3
Provide the results of a set of TRACG calculations to evaluate the effect of the ODYN modeling
limitations. Compare the TRACG results to the ODYN licensing calculation, including the
PCTs. At a minimum, provide TRACG calculations based on limiting conditions that follow the
EPGs (i.e., depressurization if HCTL is reached) at the three water level setpoints: TAF+5, TAF,
and MSCWL and compare to the ODYN licensing methodology results.

GE Response [Updared with MFN 04-0601
The dome pressure and integrated SRV flow comparisons between TRACG and ODYN are
attached in Figures 1-3.3-1 thru 1-3.3-3. A PCT plot is also presented for the TRACG sensitivity
study. The TRACG calculated integrated SRV flow during an isolation ATWS event with
reactor depressurization is bounded by the ODYN integrated SRV flow without depressurization.
This conclusion is valid for all three TRACG cases corresponding to the water level controlled at
TAF+5, TAF and MSCWL. [[

]]

However, GE will revise the M+ LTR to require the following plant- -specific ODYN ATWS
calculations using the NRC approved methodology be presented in the M+SAR:

* The containment response (as measured by the suppression pool temperature) based on
plant-specific parameters

" Fuel integrity (as measured by the PCT during the initial overpressure transient)
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Figure 1-3.3-1

Integrated SRV Flow
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Figure 1-3.3-2
Dome Pressure
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Figure 1-3.3-3
Peak Cladding Tempreature
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NRC RAI 1-3.4
Based on the data provided above, demonstrate whether the approved ODYN ATWS
methodology is conservative relative to TRACG analyses following the emergency operating
procedures (EOPs). Compare the results of the ODYN and TRACG (at different water levels) in
terms of meeting the ATWS acceptance criteria. Demonstrate that: (1) the TRACG sensitivity
analyses and results are bounding or conservative for all the BWR fleet for EPU/MELLLA+
operating conditions, or (2) that the plant-specific ODYN analyses based on the TAF+5 water
level strategy would bound the TRACG sensitivity analyses for all of the BWR fleet, or (3)
propose a margin criteria for the ATWS acceptance criteria such that a TRACG analyses
following the EOP would be performed for the plant-specific application if the margin criteria is
not met.

GE Response [Updared with MFN 04-0601
The ODYN code has been previously approved by the NRC to perform BWR overpressure
licensing calculations independent of the TRACG evaluation (by NEDE-24154-P-A, "Licensing
Topical Report, Qualification of the One-Dimensional Core Transient Model For Boiling Water
Reactors Volume 3, Application of One-Dimensional Transient Model to Licensing Basis
Transients," August 1986). Therefore, it is unnecessary to qualify the peak vessel pressure value
from the ODYN code against that from the TRACG. Similarly, the ODYN/ISCOR/TASC
methodology is independent of the TRACG evaluation.

Nevertheless, a comparison of the overpressure results under the same plant conditions is
provided in RAI 3.3. The peak vessel pressure from ODYN calculation bounds those from the
TRACG code. After the initial pressurization, the performance between ODYN and TRACG is
similar. [[

]] These PCT values are comparable to the results from the
ODYN/ISCOR/TASC methodology.

The integrated SRV flow from ODYN bounds those cases from TRACG assuming reactor
depressurization. Therefore, the ODYN is conservative in predicting the suppression pool
heatup in comparison with TRACG code. The qualification of ODYN for long-term calculation
is still valid for MELLLA+ domain for all the water level control strategies.

It is concluded that the plant-specific ODYN analysis based on the TAF+5 water level strategy
would bound the TRACG analysis with or without depressurization, for the entire BWR fleet.
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However, GE will revise the M+ LTR to require the following plant-specific ODYN ATWS
calculations using the NRC approved methodology be presented in the M+SAR:

* The containment response (as measured by the suppression pool temperature) based on
plant-specific parameters

* Fuel integrity (as measured by the PCT during the initial overpressure transient)
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NRC RAI 1-3.5
What are the remaining limitations of the ODYN ATWS calculations (e.g., ATWS/stability)?
How will those limitations be addressed (e.g., use of TRACG for ATWS/stability)?

GE Response
The ODYN is qualified to perform long-term ATWS calculation with the following restrictions:

1. The downcomer level must remain above the jet pump suction and no prolonged level in
the active channel is allowed;

2. The duration of the simulation after the upper plenum subcools should be limited;
3. The mass in the separators should not remain zero and, therefore, the code is restricted to

applications where the water level remains at or above the top of active fuel plus 5 feet;
4. The code is not presently qualified to perform stability calculations;
5. No lower plenum voiding is allowed.

Items 1 and 3 limit the ODYN level control strategy at TAF +5'. Item 5 prevents the simulation
of depressurization with ODYN code. ODYN code will terminate execution once the upper
plenum becomes subcooled, which is consistent with Item 2. GE calculation procedure
recommends users to avoid creating this scenario during the simulation of ATWS calculation.
Similarly, ODYN cannot perform the ATWS stability calculation. The ATWS stability
calculation is performed with TRACG code as specified in the NRC approved NEDO-32047-A,
"ATWS Rule Issues Relative to BWR Core Thermal-Hydraulic Stability."
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NRC RAI 1-4.0, ATWS/Stability Analyses
A major concern for the nonisolation turbine trip ATWS is the presence and impact of unstable
large power oscillations, which occur when the flow is reduced and the feedwater temperature
cools down as a result of the turbine trip. To manage the consequences of these large power
oscillations, the EPGs prescribe a number of mitigation actions intended primarily to suppress
these oscillations, including reduction of water level below the feedwater sparger and early boron
injection. MELLLA+ operation increases the operating control rod line and increases the
likelihood and the resulting amplitude of large power oscillations during ATWS events. The
relevant question is whether the EPG mitigation actions are still effective under MELLLA+
conditions.

NRC RAI 1-4.1
Provide the results of a TRACG calculation for a nonisolation ATWS with the prescribed
mitigation actions. Compare to the TRACG results without mitigation actions. Provide the
fraction of the core that reaches PCT limits during the nonisolation ATWS with and without
mitigation actions.

GE Response
A limiting ATWS instability event was simulated with operator actions recommended by the
EOPs (i.e. Water level reduction to below the feedwater sparger and boron injection). The event
was initialized at the [[

as the
limiting case reported in Section 9.3.3 of NEDC-33006P Revision 1.

The water level was lowered to the top of active fuel and boron was injected from the upper
plenum. Figures 1-4.1-1 through 1-4.1-6 show the transient response of the turbine trip with
100% bypass ATWS instability event. This TRACG simulation demonstrates that the
combination of boron injection and immediate lowering of water level to below the FW spargers
effectively mitigates an ATWS instability event with large amplitude power oscillations. [[
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[I

Figure 1-4.1-1 Core Power and Core Flow

A-107



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

[I

Figure 1-4.1-2. Steam Flow, FW Flow, Water level
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[I

Figure 1-4.1-3 Dome Pressure
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[1

Figure 1-4.1-4. FW Temperature and Core Inlet Subcooling
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[I

Figure 1-4.1-5. Limiting Bundle Power

1]
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[[

Figure 1-4.1-6. Limiting Bundle PCT
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NRC RAI 1-4.2
Provide the results of a TRACG calculation for a full-isolation ATWS with depressurization
using the TRACG stability numerics.

GE Response
The core power and PCT responses are provided in Figures 1-4.2-1 and I-4.2-2for both the
explicit method (i.e. TRACG stability numeric) and the implicit method. [[

]] which eliminates the onset of large amplitude power

oscillation in the explicit calculation. [[
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Figure 1-4.2-1
Reactor Power
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[[

Figure 1-4.2-2
Peak Cladding Temperature
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NRC RAI 1-4.3
Are the mitigation actions prescribed by the EPGs effective to manage ATWS/Stability concerns
under MELLLA+ operating conditions?

GE Response
It is demonstrated that the operator actions prescribed in the EPGs are effective in managing
ATWS instability concerns under MELLLA+ operating conditions.
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NRC RAI 1-5.0, Impact of Depressurization Durins ATWS Events on Containment and
Core-Intelrity
When following the EPGs, operators are required to depressurize the reactor if the HCTL is
reached during the transient. The approved ODYN licensing methodology does not reflect this
operator action (the suppression pool continues to heat up after HCTL is reached and the
depressurization is ignored). Even though the ODYN licensing methodology may be
conservative, ODYN results cannot determine whether the reactor fuel reaches PCT limits that
may affect long-term coolability. Thus, TRACG calculations are required to evaluate the impact
on fuel PCT limits of depressurization.

NRC RAI 5.1
Provide detailed results of core variables during TRACG calculations for ATWS events with
depressurization, including at least core and vessel void fractions, fuel temperature profiles and
time evolution, boron concentrations at several elevations in the lower plenum, recirculation
flow, pressure, and power levels.

GE Response
The results of the following parameters are provided in the attached figures:

Figure 1-5.1-1
Figure 1-5.1-2
Figure 1-5.1-3
Figure 1-5.1-4
Figure 1-5.1-5
Figure 1-5.1-6
Figure 1-5.1-7
Figure 1-5.1-8
Figure 1-5.1-9
Figure 1-5.1-10

Figure 1-5.1-11
Figure 1-5.1-12
Figure 1-5.1-13

Reactor power
Dome pressure
Feedwater flow (ECCS as part of the FW system)
Reactor water levels
Void fraction for the bypass (Level 7).
Core average void fraction
SRV flow
Peak Cladding Temperature
Axial profiles of hot rod centerline and clad temperature.
Boron flux at upper region of lower plenum [[

V1
Void fraction at upper region of lower plenum.
Boron crcuton at upper region of lower plenum.
Recirculation flow
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Figure 1-5.1-1
Reactor Power
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Figure 1-5.1-2
Dome Pressure
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Figure 1-5.1-3
Reactor Inventory Makeup Flow
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Figure 1-5.1-4
Reactor Water Level
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Figure 1-5.1-5
Core Bypass Region Void Fraction
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Figure 1-5.1-6
Average Core Void Fraction
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Figure 1-5.1-7
SRV Flow Rate
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[1

Figure 1-5.1-8
Peak Cladding Temperature
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Figure I-5.1-9a
Axial Temperature Distribution at Fuel Centerline
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[[

Figure I-5.1-9b
Axial Temperature Distribution at Outer Clad
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Figure I-5.1-1Oa
Boron Flux in Upper Region of Lower Plenum - Ring 1
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Figure 1-5.1-1Ob
Boron Flux in Upper Region of Lower Plenum - Ring 2

1]
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[1

Figure 1-5.1-a1 a
Void Fraction in Upper Region of Lower Plenum - Ring 1
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Figure 1-5.1-1 lb
Void Fraction in Upper Region of Lower Plenum - Ring 2
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Figure I-5.1-12a
Boron Concentration in Upper Region of Lower Plenum - Ring 1
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Figure I-5.1-12b
Boron Concentration in Upper Region of Lower Plenum - Ring 2
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Figure 1-5.1-13
Recirculation Flow Rate
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NRC RAI 1-5.2
Describe the stages and timing of the depressurization event that was modeled. Is boron mixing
enhanced by this event using TRACG as opposed to the ODYN licensing methodology?

GE Response
The boron concentration in the upper region of the lower plenum shown in Figure 1-5.1-12 of
RAI 5.1 indicates that the [[

A-135



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

NRC RAI 1-5.3
Provide a series of steady-state sensitivity analyses to demonstrate that the core will remain
subcritical following depressurization. Provide the core average void fraction at decay heat
levels and approximately 100 psi pressure for a range of core flows (e.g., 5 percent to 15 percent
core flow) that could be possible depending on the water level control strategy.

GE Response
A sensitivity study was performed with a [[

]] The results indicate that
the core is voided after depressurization for both core flow conditions.

Core Flow (%) [[

5
15
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NRC RAI 1-6.0. Containment Performance Durin2 Isolation ATWS at MELLLA+
Conditions

NRC RAI 1-6.1
Provide a comparison of ODYN results of isolation ATWS simulations at MELLLA+ and
original licensed thermal power (OLTP).

GE Response
The peak values from the ODYN analysis for isolation ATWS events are listed in the following
table:
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NRC RAI 1-6.2
For the above cases, provide the sequence of events (system and equipment actuation and
operator actions for the mitigated cases) and the corresponding times. For example, for the
MSIVC mitigated case, tabulate when the high pressure ATWS setpoint is reached, main steam
isolation valve (MSIV) closes, ATWS-RPT occurs, peak vessel pressure is reached, feedwater
(FW) reduction is initiated, boron injection initiation temperature (BIIT) is reached, SLC pumps
starts, and water level increases.

GE Response [Updated with MFN 05-0811
The sequence of events for the MSIVC event is listed below:

BWR4'

Item Response OLTP Event M+ Event'
Time (sei) Time (sec)

1 111
2

3

4

5

6

7

8
9

10
11

12

13

14

15 ]]
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BWR6* •
Item -Response OLTP Event M+ Event

Time (see) Time (sec)
1 [[

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14
• For upper plenum boron injection plants, the water level stays at TAF or TAF+5' during the

ATWS event. The operators do not need to raise water to promote boron mixing because the
boron stratification is not an issue.
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NRC RAI 1-6.3
For all BWRs, tabulate the ATWS results (e.g., peak pressure, suppression pool temperature)
before the 5 percent power stretch (if available), after the 5 percent power stretch (if applicable),
and after EPU and EPU/MELLLA+. Include in the table the results from the initial GENE
generic ATWS analyses. Since the initial plant licensing, many BWRs have adopted range-of-
operating condition changes that affect their ATWS response. These changes include increases
in the fuel cycle length (cycle extension from 18 months to 24 months), power (from 5 percent to
20 percent uprates above the original licensed thermal power), and licensed operating domain
(LLLL, ELLLA, MELLLA, maximum core flow). The objective of this table is to assess how
the previous changes in the operating conditions affected BWR plants' ATWS margins. This
would also serve as a means to evaluate the capability of BWRs to meet the vessel and
containment response with the additional EPU/MELLLA+ changes. The staff acknowledges that
GENE may not have access to the plant-specific ATWS analysis-of-record for plants with other
reload vendors.

GE Response
The peak vessel pressure and peak suppression pool temperature data for core power and flow
conditions are listed in the following two tables. The impact of cycle extension from 18 months
to 24 months is not included. Due to the change in methodology from REDY to ODYN, it is
necessary to re-establish the baseline for the EPU or PU calculation so a consistent and
meaningful comparison can be provided.

Table 1 presents the peak vessel pressure results from the ODYN methodology except those
from NEDE-24222 and NEDE-24223. The results for the generic NEDE-24222 and NEDE-
24223 are based on REDY methodology. The assumed rod line in NEDE-24222 and NEDE-
24223 is ELLLA.

Table 2 shows the suppression pool temperature results from the ODYN/STEMP methodology
except those from NEDE-24222 and NEDE-24223. The results for the generic NEDE-24222
and NEDE-24223 are based on REDY/STEMP methodology.
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Table 1. Peak Vessel Pressure (psig)
11
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Table 2. Peak Suppression Pool Temperature (°F)

I'll _____________________ ____________________ _________________________ ____________________

I I I

i -i i i

i i i i

*N/A: Not Available
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NRC RAI 1-7.0, LTR Section 10.9, "Emergency and Abnormal Operating Procedures"
Section 10.9 states: "The plant EOPs will be reviewed for any effect of MELLLA+, and the
EOPs updated if necessary."

NRC RAI 1-7.1
Provide some specific examples where the EOPs would be affected by MELLLA+ operation.
For example, a cursory review of the EPG/severe accident guidelines (SAGs) are examples of
areas that need further evaluation and update for determining limiting values. Other variables
not mentioned here may be affected.

a. Maximum Pressure for Heat Capacity Temperature Limit Plot (Section 17.5). Section
17.5 defines the procedure for calculation of the HCTL. In the example plots (Figures B-
17-5 and B-17-6), a maximum pressure of 1100 psig is used. However, TRACG
calculations show that the pressure during MSIV ATWS is consistently above 1100 psig.
Should the EPG/SAGs be modified for EPU/MELLLA+ operation to require calculation
of the HCTL at the expected higher pressures?

b. Hot Shutdown Boron Weight (HSBW) (Section 17.6). The first assumption is that the
reactor is operating on the maximum extended operating domain. Clearly this
assumption should be changed to the comer of the MELLLA+ domain. Assumption #6
specifies an operating pressure of 1100 psia. However, TRACG calculations show that
during ATWS from EPU/MELLLA+ the expected pressures are significantly higher than
1100 psia.

c. Boron Injection Initiation Temperature. The BIIT is defined as the suppression pool
temperature that will allow for injection of the HSBW without reaching the suppression
pool HCTL. Should the BIIT curve be modified under MELLLA+ operation?

d. Minimum Number of Safety Relief Valves (SRVs) Required for Decay Heat Removal
(Section 17.21). With EPU/MELLLA+, the expected decay heat levels should be higher.
Will the minimum number of SRVs change? Will this number affect any other variables?

e. Minimum Number of SRVs Required for Emergency Depressurization (Section 17.22).
With EPU/MELLLA+, the expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the
minimum number of SRVs change? Will this number affect any other variables?

f. Minimum Steam Cooling Pressure (Section 17.23). With EPU/MELLLA+, the expected
ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the minimum steam cooling pressure be
higher? If the pressure is higher, will this affect any other variables?

g. Minimum Steam Cooling Reactor Pressure Vessel (RPV) Water Level (Section 17.24).
With EPU/MELLLA+, the expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the
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minimum steam cooling RPV water level change? If the level does change, how does it
affect any other variables?

h. Minimum Zero-Injection RPV Water Level (Section 17.25). With EPU/MELLLA+, the
expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the minimum zero-injection RPV
water level change? If the level does change, how does this affect any other variables?

GE Response

a. Operator actions for control of reactor pressure during an ATWS event include steps to
establish and control the pressure below 1000 psig. This is well below the maximum
pressure scale shown on the HCTL. Brunswick Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs) do
not rely on SRVs cycling at setpoint but, rather, direct operator action to establish a pressure
band with a high value of 1000 psig. In developing the procedure changes to support
MELLLA+ implementation, this pressure was evaluated and maintained at the established
criteria (1000 psig). Failure to manually control pressure and remain within the limits of the
HCTL will result in emergency RPV depressurization.

b. See discussion, above, regarding the pressure established for response to the methodology for
ATWS consideration. The procedure changes developed to support MELLLA+ used the
comer of the MELLLA+ domain as the boundary of the operating domain.

c. The BUT calculation was re-performed in developing the procedure changes to support
MELLLA+ implementation using the established EPG/SAG methodology. The primary
change related to ATWS relating to Brunswick's implementation of MELLLA+ has been to
change the Standby Liquid Control solution concentration.

d. Minimum number of SRVs required for decay heat removal is based upon decay heat 10
minutes after reactor shutdown. The procedure changes developed to support MELLLA+
implementation showed that MELLLA+ has a minimal effect on the shutdown decay heat
rate at the ten-minute mark after shutdown, thus not having any appreciable effect on the
number of SRVs required.

e. The Minimum Number of Safety Relief Valves Required for Emergency Depressurization
(MNSRED) with reactor not shutdown is based on steam flow through fuel bundle which is
required to maintain fuel temperature less than 1500'F. The procedure changes developed to
support MELLLA+ implementation showed that MELLLA+ has a minimal effect on this
value as it is predominately driven by fuel type and peak bundle power, thus not having any
appreciable effect on the MNSRED.

f. Minimum Steam Cooling Pressure is based on the steam flow through the fuel bundle which
is required to maintain temperature less than 15000 F. The procedure changes developed to
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support MELLLA+ implementation showed that MELLLA+ has a minimal effect on this
value as it is predominately driven by fuel type and peak bundle power, thus not having any
appreciable effect on this EOP value.

g. Minimum Steam Cooling RPV Water Level is also based on the steam flow through the fuel
bundle which is required to maintain temperature less than 15000 F. The procedure changes
developed to support MELLLA+ implementation showed that MELLLA+ has a minimal
effect on this value as it is predominately driven by fuel type and peak bundle power, thus
not having any appreciable effect on this EOP value.

h. Minimum Zero Injection RPV Water Level is not used in an ATWS strategy. It is used for
Steam Cooling Without Injection with the reactor shutdown. It is based on the steam flow
through the fuel bundle which is required to maintain temperature less than 18000 F. The
procedure changes developed to support MELLLA+ implementation showed that MELLLA+
has a minimal effect on this value as it is predominately driven by fuel type and peak bundle
power, thus not having any appreciable effect on this EOP value.
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NRC RAI 1-7.2
Since most of these parameters are likely to be affected by MELLLA+ operation in all plants,
provide the justification why the LTR does not provide generic guidance on these parameters.

GE Response
The LTR does not provide generic guidance because the BWROG is the owning body for the
EPG/SAG, including the technical bases descriptions, and they have already completed a generic
evaluation of the EOP curves and limits that are potentially affected by changes to reactor power
and operating domain. This is fully sufficient to ensure that plant EOPs are updated
appropriately for MELLLA+ implementation.
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Part II - Section 9.3.3, "ATWS with Core Instability"

NRC RAI 11-1.1
Table 9-5 lists the fuel response for the set of ATWS instability analyses. Figures 9-5 to 9-11
show the fuel response for the high-powered bundles. For clarity, add sub-titles or footnotes to
the figures that identify the statepoints and the initial power to flow conditions. Otherwise, label
Table 9-5 and the corresponding figures by case numbers. Expand Table 9-5 to include event
type (turbine trip or MSIVC) and the mitigated cases. Footnote the mitigation strategy used in
each case.

GE Response
The LTR revision will include additional information to indicate the initial power and flow,
event type and mitigation strategy for the figures and the table as appropriate.
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NRC RAI 11-1.2
Footnote 2 to Table 9-5 states: [[

]] Please, explain this
statement. [[

GE Response
The ATWS instability analysis was performed to evaluate the event with mitigation and without
mitigation. For both mitigated and non-mitigated cases, the event was initialized at [[

A-148



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

NRC RAI 11-1.3
Since for EPU/MELLLA+ core design, the number of high-powered bundles will increase,
provide an estimate of the percent of the core that may experience PCT greater than 22007F for
the unmitigated cases. Compare this with the conclusions reached from the original ATWS
instability evaluations in Reference 14 of the MLTR.

GE Response
The limiting ATWS instability event initiated from the MELLLA+ conditions was evaluated
with TRACG. [[

The original ATWS instability analysis showed that for the same event initiated from the
MELLLA conditions, about 12% of the bundles in the core exceed 22007F. It is noted due to
differences in assumed analysis conditions, the two cases may not provide a valid comparison.
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NRC RAI 11-1.4
Please provide the results of a calculation similar to the unmitigated ATWS/stability case, but
following the EOP mitigation actions. For this case, the condenser and feedwater should be
assumed to be available. The purpose of this calculation is to demonstrate that the mitigation
actions prescribed in the EOPs are still effective in suppressing the oscillations during operation
under the EPU/MELLLA+ initial conditions. Provide a discussion of the result of this
calculation.

GE Response
This is addressed in the response to RAI 1-4.1.
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NRC RAI 11-1.5
Considering the variation that exists through the BWR fleet, explain why [[

GE Response
A power to flow ratio of [[
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NRC RAI 11-1.6
Discuss the scoping criteria, if any, used to select the combination of limiting BWR plant

physical configuration characteristics and operating parameters. [[ ]] was

selected for performing the ATWS instability analyses. Include in the discussion the bases [[

]] in terms of bypass, FW capacity and type, SRV capacity, and fuel support

orifice size. Explain how the limiting power distribution (radial and axial), core loading pattern

and core exposures, and the initial minimum critical power ratio were selected in order to

analyze the bounding ATWS instability cases for the MELLLA+ operation.

GE Response
ATWS instability events are evaluated to assure that the core coolable geometry criterion is met.

This is accomplished by demonstrating that the PCT remains below the 22007F limit. The

ATWS instability event that most severely challenges the fuel integrity is the turbine trip with

100% bypass capacity (TTWB). TTWB completely isolates feedwater heating upon turbine stop

valve closure and rapidly increases the core inlet subcooling. The core inlet subcooling reaches a

maximum when the feedwater temperature reaches an equilibrium at approximately the

condenser discharge temperature. As the inlet subcooling increases, the core oscillations become

progressively larger and more irregular. Unlike the MSIVC event where the system response is

perturbed by SRV actuations, TTWB has no external feedback to interfere with the core response

and results in the largest amplitude oscillations. Since most operating BWRs have less than

100% bypass capacity, this is a conservative assumption.

The LaSalle BWR5 plant is selected for the evaluation in part due to the availability of a past

ATWS instability analysis modeled with the same plant (NEDO-3204 7-A, ATWS Rule Issues

Relative to B WR Core Thermal-Hydraulic Stability). [[

]1

The above assumptions provide a reasonably bounding ATWS instability event initiated from the

MELLLA+ operating domain.
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NRC RAI 11-1.7
R[

]] Compare the instability response of the different GE

fuel product line.

GE Response
The analysis was performed with the GE14 fuel design (1Oxl0) assumption as it is the fuel

design that is currently expected to support EPU/MELLLA+ operation. However, to address
transition cycles where some fuel designs other than GE14 may be expected in the core, a

sensitivity study was performed to evaluate the GEl 3 (9x9) response to ATWS instability events.
['I

With the mitigation strategies recommended by the EOPs, the core coolable geometry criterion

would not be compromised following an ATWS instability event assuming any GE fuel designs

up to GE14.
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NRC RAI 11-1.8
Provide the bases and technical justifications that demonstrate that the [[ ]] response
to an ATWS instability event will be bounding in comparison to the response for cores loaded
with non-GE fuel, new GE. fuel, or mixed cores. Alternatively, provide the licensing restriction
that would be necessary for operation along the MELLLA+ boundary, unless specific ATWS
instability analyses are provided for cores loaded with non-GE fuel or new GE fuel. Explain
what analyses would be required if a plant licensed for operation along the MELLLA+ rodline,
was loaded with non-GE fuel (e.g., SVEA 96 or ATRIUM 10) or new Global Nuclear Fuel
(GNF) fuel.

GE Response

The fuel response to ATWS instability is dependant on the assumed fuel design. For plants
planning to implement MELLLA+ with a different vendor's fuel or future fuel design beyond
GE 14, additional justification is required to assure that the core coolable geometry criterion is
met with the non-GE fuel design or future GE fuel design.

For the purpose of justifying a different vendor's fuel design or future fuel design beyond GE 14,
a confirmatory ATWS instability analysis should be performed with the applicable fuel and core
design assumption. This analysis should be performed with TRACG (or equivalent analytical
model) to simulate the limiting TTWB event resulting in regional oscillation mode.
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NRC RAI 11-1.9
Were the fuel debris filters modeled in the ATWS analyses? If the fuel debris filters were not
included in the analyses supporting MELLLA+ ATWS, explain the reason why the debris filters
and the corresponding pressure drops were not included in the analyses. Justify why the results
are acceptable. Alternatively, please provide the results of sensitivity analyses that demonstrate
the impact of the debris filters on the plant's response to an ATWS. Similar effects should be

described for transient analyses.

GE Response
The ATWS instability simulation did not model the lower tie plate with debris filter. Not

modeling the debris filter results in a higher two-phase to single-phase pressure drop across the

channel and provides a conservative condition for core instability.

ATWS evaluations without oscillations are performed on a plant specific basis and an
appropriate lower tie plate assumption corresponding to the evaluated plant/cycle is used.
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NRC RAI 11-1.10
The WNP-2 (Columbia) instability event was caused primarily by an extremely skewed radial
power distribution, which was achieved by withdrawing most of the hot-channel control rods
early during the startup process. Following the instability event, GENE recommended that hot-
channel control rods not be withdrawn fully until after the pump upshift maneuver, when the
reactor is more susceptible to startup instabilities. In consideration that a MELLLA+ design core
will have significantly more hot channels, two issues need to be addressed:

a. Are the radial power distributions likely to be more skewed during startup (as in the
Columbia event) because there are so many hot channels that the operator will have to

withdraw the control rods?

b. Will guidance be provided to utilities and operators that startup control rod patterns that
have worked in the past may result in instabilities during normal control rod maneuvers?

GE Response
It is true that EPU core designs result in a greater number of bundles near the maximum power as
allowed by the fuel MCPR and LHGR limits. However, strictly speaking, MELLLA+ core
designs should not need higher power peaking than MELLLA core designs. [[

Therefore, there will not be a detrimental effect on stability margins during plant startup for
MELLLA+ compared to MELLLA.

A-156



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

Part III - Safety Systems Actuation Limits
NRC RAI 111-1
What are the net positive suction head (NPSH) limits for safety systems that depend on
suppression pool water (e.g. R}R, high pressure cooling injection (HPCI), etc)?

GE Response
The NPSH limits are discussed below for operations of safety systems (e.g. RHR, CS, HPCI)
that take suction from suppression pool during the accident and non-accident events.

A. NPSH Limit During Accident
The NPSH limits for safety systems that take suction from suppression pool during an accident
are different for plants with different vintage and their licensing commitments. In general, they
can be grouped into two categories: Pre-Regulatory Guide 1.1 design (BWR/3 and early BWR/4
plants) and Regulatory Guide 1.1 design (late BWR/4 and BWR/5,6 plants). as described below.

Pre-Regulatory Guide 1.1 Design
[[I

Many of these plants now have licensing commitments, which adopted NRC imposed
restrictions on NPSH design with limited or no containment overpressure credits. [[

Regulatory Guide 1.1 Design
The NPSH design for plants in this category is not dependant on containment overpressure
credit. It is based on 0 psig containment pressure and highest suppression pool temperature.

NPSH Limit During Non-Accident EventsB.
[[
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C. NPSH Limit for HPCI pumps
The HPCI design requires HPCI system operation be limited to a suppression pool temperature
of 140'F based on HPCI pump lube oil system operating temperature limits. Since 140'F is
HPCI pump operational limit, it is also the NPSH limit for the HPCI pumps for both accident and
non -accident events.
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NRC RAI 111-2
The pressure during ATWS events oscillates as high as 1200 psi for long periods (>20 minutes).
Is HPCI capable of injecting sufficient volume with such high backpressure? Are any other
safety systems affected by a 1200 psi backpressure?

GE Response
Following an initial pressure spike, the maximum reactor pressure during a limiting ATWS event
is determined by the number of SRVs available and their set points. As such, this value differs
from plant to plant (the 1200 psia cited in the RAI appears to have come from the Brunswick
analysis for an MSIVC event at BOC).

The limiting HPCI and RCIC systems design performance requirements at any plant are based
upon the set point upper analytical limit of the lowest SRV group. Therefore, the full combined
HPCI and RCIC design flow rates would be available for injection, as assumed in ATWS
analysis, as long as reactor pressure (following the initial spike, which decays away before any
high pressure system initiation) is controlled at, or below, the upper analytical limit of the lowest
SRV group set point.

It is possible that, for certain SRV OOS conditions, the peak reactor pressure during the
oscillatory period of interest may exceed the maximum pressure at which the HPCI and RCIC
systems are designed to deliver rated flow. If so, the effect is an insignificant reduction in the
total flow injected, which is judged acceptable for the following reasons:

" The duration of the oscillatory period would be much shorter than that analyzed, as
operators would undoubtedly take manual control of the SRVs to prevent their repeated
cycling, and to regulate reactor pressure.

" There is conservatism in the injection requirement, in that the sum of HPCI and RCIC
rated flows is assumed in the analyses; the actual flow rate required to keep the core
covered is much less.

" HPCI and RCIC are constant flow systems up to the capability of the turbine controls -
thereafter they would perform as constant speed centrifugal pumps; therefore, as pressure
increases above design, pump flow rates may be expected to decrease accordingly, but
the total injection flow rate would still be substantial.

" The time spent above design pressure and, therefore, below rated flow (as described
above), would be insignificant compared to the time at rated flow, such that its effect on
the integrated flow volume would be likewise insignificant.
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The only other system similarly affected by the subject high back pressure is RCIC, which effect
and behavior is included in the discussion above. HPCS is inhibited per the EPGs, and therefore,
no injection flow from HPCS is assumed for ATWS.
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NRC RAI 111-3
The STEMP results show containment pressurizations as high as 12 psig. Do such high
containment pressures affect the actuation of any safety grade systems in the containment such as
air-actuated valves?

GE Response
As described in Section 5.11.2 of the EPU LTR (NEDC-32424P) and Section 10.3 of the
MELLLA+ LTR (NEDC 33006P) evaluations are performed to confirm that existing
environmental envelopes for safety grade equipment remain valid with EPU and MELLLA+
conditions. The limiting pressures in the containment for these conditions occur for the DBA-
LOCA as determined by the Task 0400 containment analyses. These pressures bound the
pressures resulting from the ATWS event. The following paragraphs compare the DBA-LOCA
and ATWS containment pressure response.

The maximum drywell pressures for a DBA-LOCA are significantly higher than the peak
drywell pressure values for an ATWS event. This is demonstrated in Table 1 below, which
shows representative calculated peak drywell pressures for the three BWR containment types
(Mark I, II and III). The high drywell pressures during a DBA-LOCA are attributed to the large
and rapid transfer of mass and energy into the drywell during a DBA-LOCA. (Note that the
ATWS analysis calculates a peak wetwell pressure and sets the peak drywell pressure equal to
the peak wetwell pressure).

The peak DBA-LOCA pressure in the wetwell will also be significantly higher for the DBA-
LOCA than for the ATWS event for plants with Mark I and Mark II containments as shown in
Table 1. The higher wetwell pressures during the DBA-LOCA for these plants is due to the
transfer of non-condensible gas from the drywell to the wetwell, which occurs during a DBA-
LOCA but does not occur during the ATWS event. The transfer of non-condensible gas adds to
the wetwell pressurization caused by the increase in the wetwell airspace vapor pressure and
airspace temperature increase resulting from the suppression pool heatup. For Mark I and Mark
II containments, the drywell and wetwell volumes are similar in size. Consequently the transfer
of drywell non-condensible gas to the wetwell during a DBA-LOCA results in a significant
pressurization of the wetwell.

For Mark III containments, the peak wetwell pressure for the ATWS event and for the DBA-
LOCA event will not differ significantly (Table 1 shows a difference of only 0.2 psi for the
chosen representative plant). This is because the wetwell volume in a Mark III plant is much
larger than the drywell volume. With a wetwell volume much greater than the drywell volume in
the Mark III containment, the transfer of drywell non-condensible gas to the wetwell during a
DBA-LOCA has less of an effect on the peak wetwell pressure.
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Table 1 - Comparison of Peak Drywell and Wetwell Pressures DBA-LOCA vs ATWS
Brunswick Representative Mark Representative Mark
MELLLA+/EPU II Containment (PU) III Containment
Mark I Containment (MELLLA+/EPU)

DBA-LOCA Peak 46A4 39.9 23.2
Drywell Pressure
(psig)
ATWS Peak Drywell 12.7* 13.7* 7.2*
Pressure*
(psig)
DBA-LOCA Peak 31.1 27.9 7.0 **
Wetwell Pressure
(psig)
ATWS Peak Wetwell 12.7* 13.7* 7.2*
(psig) I I I
*Note The ATWS analysis assumes that the peak drywell pressure is equal to the peak wetwell pressure calculated
with the STEMP code.
** This is the peak pressure which occurs in the containment airspace above the HCU floor.
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Part IV - Questions Related to ODYN Calculations
The staff has reviewed ODYN data for ATWS events for three plants (Brunswick, Browns Ferry,
and Clinton) at two operating conditions (100 percent OLTP, 75 percent flow, and 120 percent
OLTP, 85 percent flow). The following RAIs address the key assumptions and system
actuations used for these analyses.

NRC RAI IV-1
The Brunswick MELLLA+ LTR (NEDC-33063P) states that the peak vessel pressure for an
MSIV isolation ATWS is 1457 psig. [[

]] Please answer the following questions:

a. What is the difference between the two calculations?

b. What is the applicable peak pressure limit?

c. If the applicable limit is 1500 psig, is it violated by the ODYN calculation results provided?

d. Give what the peak pressures are for other analyzed ATWS cases, including PRFO.

e. Provide the ODYN results as a function of time for the limiting ATWS event for Brunswick.

GE Response
a. The case corresponding to the peak vessel pressure of [[

1]

b. The ATWS overpressure acceptance criteria is 1500 psig.

c. The ODYN results show a comparison between EPU/MELLLA and EPU/MELLLA+ with
the same SRV configuration, i.e., 1 SRV OOS. BSEP has revised the Technical
Specification to require all SRV in service during the MELLLA+ operation. If one SRV is
OOS, the plant must exit the M+ operating domain. This ensures that the 1500 psig limit is
not violated.
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d. The overpressure analysis results are listed in the table below. Since the peak vessel pressure
with all SRV operational [[ ]] shows
sufficient margin to the 1500 psig limit, no other comparable calculation is performed.

-Event Cycle Number of SRV Peak Vessel Pressure.
Exposure OOS (psig/sec) -

MSIVC BOC [[
MSIVC EOC
PRFO BOC
PRFO EOC

PRFO EOC

e. Figures IV-1-1 through IV-1-4 provide the plots for the PRFO/EOC with 1 SRVOOS case
under EPU/MELLLA+ conditions.
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[1

Figure IV-1-1 - PRFO Transient Response at LPU/MELLLA+ and EOC

A-165



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

11

Figure TV-1-2 - PRFO Transient Response at LPU/MELLLA+ and EOC
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Figure IV-1-3 - PRFO Transient Response at LPU/MELLLA+ and EOC
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Figure IV-1-4 - PRFO Transient Response at LPU/MELLLA+ and EOC
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NRC RAI IV-2
It is customary in safety calculations to allow some time for operator actions. It is apparent from
a review of the ODYN results that operator actions occur in very short timeframes. [[

]] Explain the assumptions used for operator actions during
these analyses.

GE Response
The two primary operator action assumed in the ODYN ATWS analysis are manual FW runback
and manual boron injection. For plants equipped with Redundant Reactivity Control System
(RRCS), the actual time delays for the feedwater (FW) runback and boron injection are used in
the evaluation. [[

]] This is caused by the vessel isolation and not caused by the
operator action.
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NRC RAI IV-3
In the Brunswick calculation, the water level is raised at [[

]] According to the EPGs, the water level is
supposed to be raised when the HSBW has been injected into the core. What is the basis for the
exact [[ ]] used? Shouldn't the time when the HSBW is reached be dependent on
the SLC injection initiation time?

GE Response
Based on the EPU/M+ ATWS task report for Brunswick, the water level is [[

]] The following table provides the relevant sequence of events related to boron
injection in the Brunswick EPU/M+ evaluation for the MSIVC case:

Item Response EPU Event M+ Event
Time (sec) ,, Time (sec)

1 MSIV Isolation Initiates
2 High Pressure ATWS Setpoint

3 BUT Reached

4 SLCS Pumps Start

5 Water Level Increased
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NRC RAI IV-4
Because MELLLA+ operation occurs at a higher control rod line, one would expect the HSBW
to increase over the baseline. The analysis assumed the same HSBW value for both MELLLA+
and the previous baseline condition. Under MELLLA+, the HSBW may be higher, leading to a
longer time of suppression pool heating before the water level is raised to remix the boron at the
bottom of the vessel, which achieves the hot shutdown condition. What is the effect of using a
MELLLA+ specific HSBW value on ultimate suppression pool temperature?

GE Response
A sensitivity study was performed for the Brunswick plant at MELLLA+ conditions to determine
how the ATWS suppression pool temperature is affected by the assumption of different HSBW
values. [[

]] A particular HSBW value
translates into the amount of time required to inject the HSBW. For example, if HSBW of 400
ppm is assumed, then the HSBW injection time proportionally reduces to 922 seconds. [[

]] A summary of results is presented
in Table 1.

[[
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Table 1. Sensitivity Results - Summary

HSBW HSBW Injection Level Increase Approximate Peak Pool
(ppm) Time (sec) Time (sec) 1  Hot Shutdown Temp (F)

Time (sec) 2

1 The level increase time is the sum of HSBW injection time, SLCS initiation time, and Boron
transport time.
2

]]
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[[

Figure IV-4-1. ODYN Core Average Boron Concentration Response
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NRC RAI IV-5
The EPGs instruct the operator that a number of SRVs should be locked open to prevent cycling
(and prevent possible mechanical failures). By allowing the SRVs to cycle, the core flow
oscillates wildly because of the SRV-induced pressure transients. By increasing the flow values
over the non-mixing stagnation flow value in the Boron correlation, these wild flow oscillations
promote Boron mixing that otherwise would not happen. Explain why it is conservative to allow
these wild flow oscillations to continue, thus increasing the amount of boron mixed with the core
inlet coolant and reducing the reactor power.

GE Response
The boron mixing and remixing efficiency in the ODYN code is a function of core flow.

so
that the resulting total SRV discharge to the suppression pool bounds that from the TRACG
calculation. The core flow threshold for boron mixing efficiency is disclosed in Section 4.2.2.2
in ODYN qualification LTR (NEDC-24154P-A).
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NRC RAI IV-6
Section 9.3.1 of the Brunswick MELLLA+ LTR (NEDC-33063P) states that the MELLLA+
analysis was performed with 1 0-percemt SRV tolerance rather than the normally assumed 3
percent tolerance. Provide an explanation of the detailed SRV lifting pressures (including the
tolerance) and the percent of nameplate flow used for the calculations.

GE Response
The ATWS overpressure evaluation was performed for the bounding [[ ]] case with
a special SRV setpoint assumption. The SRV opening setpoint drift allowance is set to 3% for
all the valves except for the one valve in the lowest setpoint group. [[

]] The resulting valve opening setpoints are:

Valve Group. Opening Setpqint (psig) for Opening Setpoint ,(psig) for
1SVOOS Evaluation OSVOOS Evaluation

2

3

4

5

6
7

8

9

10

11

The nameplate capacity of 829,000 lbm/hr at a reference pressure of 1080 psig is used in the
Brunswick EPU/MELLLA+ ATWS evaluation. This is the certified capacity of the Target Rock
valves installed in Brunswick plants.
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NRC RAI IV-7
Provide the sequence of events (including SLC injection and water level reduction times) for
these calculations. Specify the actuation setpoints and initiation times. What are they based on?

GE Response
Tables 1 and 2 provide the event sequence for an MSIVC event and a PRFO event respectively.
The assumed average SRV opening setpoints are [[ ]] for
the 3 valve groups. Table 3 provides the SRV opening timing for an MSIVC event and a PRFO
event. It is noted that the difference in opening times among the valves in the same setpoint
group is due to the implementation of statistical spread of the opening setpoints.

Table 1. Event Sequence for an MSIVC Event

Item Response M+ Event
Time (sec)

1 MSIV Isolation Initiates

2 High Pressure ATWS Setpoint

3 MSIVs Closed

4 Peak Neutron Flux

5 Opening of the First Relief Valve Tripped

6 Recirculation Pumps Tripped
7 Peak Heat Flux Occurs

8 Peak Vessel Pressure

9 Feedwater Reduction Initiated
10 BIT Reached
11 PCT Occurs

12 SLCS Pumps Start

13 Water Level Increased

14 Hot Shutdown Achieved [[

15 Peak Suppression Pool Temperature

A-176



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

Table 2. Event Sequence for a PRFO Event

Item Response- M+ Event
Time (sec)

1 Turbine Control and Bypass Valves Start Open

2 MSIV Closure Initiated by Low Steamline Pressure

3 MSIVs Fully Closed

4 Peak Neutron Flux
5 High Pressure ATWS Setpoint Tripped

6 Opening of the First Relief Valve Tripped

7 Recirculation Pumps Tripped

8 Peak Heat Flux Occurs

9 Peak Vessel Pressure

10 Feedwater Pumps Runback Initiated

11 BIIT Reached

12 PCT Occurs

13 SLCS Pumps Start

14 Water Level Increased

15 Hot Shutdown Achieved [[

16 Peak Suppression Pool Temperature
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Table 3. Initial Valve Opening Timing for an MSIVC Event and a PRFO Event

Valve Group MSIVC Event PRFO Event

1 U
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11 11
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Part V - Clinton Specific Questions
The reference analysis for the EPU/MELLLA+ plant [Clinton] specific calculation (NEDC-
33057P) states that the ATWS suppression pool temperature limit is 185 (see table in Section
9.3.1 of NEDC-33057P).

NRC RAI V-1
Justify the use of the 185°F ATWS suppression pool temperature limit for the EPU/MELLLA+
ATWS analysis. Specifically, justify why the suppression pool temperature limit is higher than
the temperature limit required for depressurization.

GE Response
These RAIs related to the plant-specific application made by the Clinton (M+SAR). It is more
appropriate that Clinton should make the responses to these RAIs, if necessary, on their own
docket.

However, GE believes that additional information has been provided herein, which may make
these Clinton RAIs unnecessary. Please refer to RAIs Parts 1-3.3 and 5.1 regarding the peak
suppression pool temperature and RAI 1-7.1 regarding the EOPs.

A-179



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

NRC RAI V-2
The peak suppression pool temperature for EPU/MELLLA+ reported in NEDC-33057P is
1717F. While this number is below the reported 185°F limit, the reactor is still at full pressure.

Thus, the reported 171 'F is not the peak temperature, but the initial condition prior to
depressurization. It would appear that following a depressurization (which is required by the

EOP at this temperature), the suppression pool temperature would be greater than 185°F. Please
provide the actual peak suppression pool temperature when the ATWS transient is followed to
completion according to the EOPs.

GE Response
Please see the response to RAI V-1
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NRC RAI V-3
Provide the assumptions used in the ATWS analysis for the EPU/MELLLA+ pilot plant

[Brunswick] specific calculation (NEDC-33063P). Specifically, what type of ATWS transient is

limiting? What are the initial conditions, including power, flow, suppression pool level ... ?
What operator actions are assumed? What ATWS mitigation actions are implemented during the
transient? What values are used for EOP variables (e.g., HCTL, HSBW, etc.)?

GE Response
The key assumptions used in the Brunswick specific M+ calculation are as follows:

Bounding ATWS events MSIVC and PRFO

Initial Reactor Power (% OLTP) 120

Initial Core Flow (% NBR Rated) 85

Initial Suppression Pool Mass (Ibm) 5,365,000 at minimum water level

Operator Actions Assumed 1. Maintain water level at TAF+5' following
feedwater pump trip

2. [[
1]

3. Increase water level after HSBW injected

ATWS Mitigation Implemented 1. Reduce water level to TAF+5'
2. Inject boron

EOP Variable Used [
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NRC RAI V-4
The effect of EPU/MELLLA+ on EPG/SAGs. Provide a critical review of the EPGs/SAGs to
determine which variable definitions and calculations are affected by EPU/MELLLA+. The
following sections provide some examples of areas that need further evaluation and update for
determining limiting values. Other variables not mentioned here may be affected.

a. Maximum Pressure for Heat Capacity Temperature Limit Plot (Section 17.5). Section 17.5
defines the procedure for calculation of the HCTL. In the example plots (Figs. B-17-5 and
B- 17-6) a maximum pressure of 1100 psig is used. However, TRACG calculations show that
the pressure during an MSIV ATWS is consistently above 1100 psig. Should the EPG/SAGs
be modified for EPU/MELLLA+ operation to require calculation of the HCTL at the
expected higher pressures?

b. Hot Shutdown Boron Weight (Section 17.6). The first assumption is that the reactor is
operating on the maximum extended operating domain. Clearly, this assumption should be
changed to the comer of the MELLLA+ domain. Assumption #6 specifies an operating
pressure of 1100 psia. However, TRACG calculations show that during ATWS under

EPU/MELLLA+ conditions the expected pressures are significantly higher than 1100 psia.

c. Minimum Number of SRVs Required for Decay Heat Removal (Section 17.21). With
EPU/MELLLA+, the expected decay heat levels should be higher. Will the minimum
number of SRVs change? If the mininum of SRVs does change, will this affect any other
variables?

d. Minimum Number of SRVs Required for Emergency Depressurization (Section 17.22). With
EPU/MELLLA+, the expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the minimum
number of SRVs change? If the minimum number of SRVs does change, will this affect any
other variables?

e. Minimum Steam Cooling Pressure (Section 17.23). With EPU/MELLLA+, the expected
ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the minimum steam cooling pressure change?
Will this pressure change affect any other variables?

f. Minimum Steam Cooling RPV Water Level (Section 17.24). With EPU/MELLLA+, the
expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the minimum steam cooling RPV
water level change? If the level does change, will this affect any other variables?

g. Minimum Zero-Injection RPV Water Level (Section 17.25). With EPU/MELLLA+, the
expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the minimum zero-injection RPV water
level change? If the water level changes, will this affect any other variables?

GE Response
Please see the response to RAI V-I
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NRC RAI - MFN 03-001
GE Nuclear Energy submitted Revision 1 of the Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis
Plus (MELLLA+) Licensing Topical Report (LTRO and Revision 2 of the Detect and Suppress
Solution - Confirmation Density (DSS-CD) LTR for NRC review and approval. Both
MELLLA+ and DSS-CD LTRs are supported by analytical evaluations based on a GE
proprietary version of the Transient Reactor Analysis Code (TRACG). A request was made by
the NRC to provide the TRACG analysis inputs that were used to support the analyses for
MELLLA+ and DSS-CD LTRs. The requested information is extensive, was provided on a
compact disk to the NRC and is not repeated herein.
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NRC RAI - MFN 03-16
GE Nuclear Energy submitted Revision 1 of the Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis
Plus (MELLLA+) Licensing Topical Report (LTR) and Revision 2 of the Detect and Suppress
Solution - Confirmation Density (DSS-CD) LTR. Both the MELLLA+ and DSS-CD LTRs are
support by analytical evaluations based on GE proprietary version of the Transient Reactor
Analysis Code (TRACG).

The NRC requested the following information:
1. BWR/4 - Brunswick files
2. Fuel Files of TRACG ATWS Instability Analysis
3. COLPS Channel Grouping, Revision 1

The requested information is extensive, was provided on a compact disk to the NRC, and is not
repeated herein.
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NRC RAI - MFN 03-024
GEH submitted Revision 1 of the Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis Plus
(MELLLA+) Licensing Topical Report (LTR) for NRC review and approval. To support the
NRC's review, a compact disk containing TRACG Graphical Output for the MSIV ATWS Case
was provided. The requested information is extensive, was provided on a compact disk to the
NRC, and is not repeated herein.
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NRC RAI - MFN 03-028
GE granted the NRC permission to execute the TRACG02A code for the purposes of reviewing
the Licensing Topical Reports (LTR) related to Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis
Plus (MELLLA+) and Detect and Suppress Solution - Confirmation Density (DSS-CD).
Discussions with representatives of the NRC Staff indicate some difficulties in executing the
input files provided by Reference 1 when using the TRACG02A code. Enclosed with MFN 03-
028 was a compact disk containing enhanced TRACG code files that GE believes may resolve
the difficulties. By MFN 03-028, the NRC is granted permission to execute the enclosed
enhanced TRACG code for the purposes of reviewing the aforementioned LTRs.

Also, enclosed with MFN 03-028 was second compact disk containing the TRACG Graphical
Output for the MSIVC ATWS Case. That compact disk was a duplicate of the disk transmitted
by GEH letter, MFN -0-024, dated April 10, 2003, and will allow a review of the output in the
event that difficulties are also encountered with the execution of the enclosed enhanced TRACG
code.

The requested information was extensive, was provided on a compact disk to the NRC, and is not
repeated herein.
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NRC RAI - MFN 03-037
The NRC requested additional information to support the review the Licensing Topical Reports
(LTR) related to Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis Plus (MELLLA+) and Detect

and Suppress Solution - Confirmation Density (DSS-CD). The NRC requested a radial power
distribution data corresponding to the DSS-CD LTR BWR6 case and ODYN ATWS
containment analysis data for the MELLLA+ calculations. The requested information is
extensive, was provided on a compact disk to the NRC, and is not repeated herein.
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NMFN 03-048
Section 5.3 of the topical report discusses the Technical Specification Instrument Setpoints using
simplified setpoint methodology. The staff has approved this methodology during extended
power uprate topical report review for certain instruments with certain conditions. The staff has
no problem approving this for this topical report for the two setpoint discussed in the topical
report with those conditions, however the topical report is vague whether there are other
instrument setpoint affected by this change. If there are more TS setpoint changes affected by
this topical report then provide justification that why this methodology will be as conservative
for those instruments.

GEH Response
The two setpoints changes included in the MELLLA Plus (M+) LTR, NEDC-33006P, Revision
1, August 2002, are the only setpoint changes expected to be addressed in plant-specific M+
applications. If setpoints other than the two identified in the M+ LTR need to be changed, then
adequate justification for the changes would be addressed in the plant-specific M+ application.

For the two setpoints changes addressed in the M+ LTR, the use of the simplified process to
determine the instrument AV and revised setpoints, as described in Section 5.3 of the CLTR
LTR, must meet the following conditions:

" No pressure increase
" NRC approved GE or plant-specific methodology
* [[

* Er ]]
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MFN 03-056 NRC RAI - ATWS and Containment Data, Part 1
Please provide MELLLA+ initial conditions to support a confirmatory analysis in the review of
the MELLLA+ Licensing Topical Report, NECD-33006P.

GE Response
Part 1 - MELLLA Plus Initial Conditions
Table 1 provides the requested information for Part 1.

The data is provided for Browns Ferry plant consistent with the inputs for the Browns Ferry
MELLLA+ project. Steady state data from ODYN is provided for two conditions, 1) 100%
OLTP 75% rate core flow, and 2) 120% OLTP 85% rated core flow.

Table 1. ODYN Steady State Data
OLTP EPU.

-,Parameter -Unit /MELLLA /MELLLA+,.
- ..... Va (NuNte1;), Value.(Note 2)

Core Power MWt 3293 3952
Dome Pressure Psia 1050 1050
Total Core Flow Mlbm 76.9 87.1
Core Bypass Flow % 16.36 18.8
Recirculation Flow Mlbm 76.9 87.1

Steam and Feedwater Flow Mlbm 13.37 16.42

Feedwater Temperature OF 377.0 394.4

Core Inlet Subcooling Btu/lbm 38.0 38.0
Carry Under Fraction % 0.1 0.1
Moisture Fraction at Steamline Inlet % 0 0
Reactor Water Level ft above TAF 16.23 16.23
Note 1 OLTPiMELLLA data based on Browns Ferry EPU ATWS Analysis (DRF A22-

00125-55)
Note 2 EPU/MELLLA+ data based on Browns Ferry M+ ATWS Analysis (DRF 0000-0002-

7728)
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NRC RAI - ATWS and Containment Data. Part 3 - MFN 03-056
Please provide MELLLA+ containment parameters to support a confirmatory analysis in the
review of the MELLLA+ Licensing Topical Report, NECD-33006P.

GEH Response
Part 3 - MELLLA+ Containment Parameters
Tables 2 thru 4 provide the requested information for Part 3. The data is provided for Brunswick
plant consistent with the inputs for the Brunswick MELLLA+ project. It is noted that the GE
model for ATWS containment analysis is basic and conservative, and many of the requested data
are not used. The requested data used in the ATWS containment analysis is provided in Table 2.
The requested data that is available from the Containment Analysis input document (OPL4a) is
provided in Table 3.

Table 2. ATWS Analysis Containment Data
-Item 'Requested Data ATWS Analysis Value

1 Containment Volumes
L.a drywell 164,100 ft3

1.b wetwell atmosphere 125,150 ft3

1.c wetwell liquid 86,450 ft3

2 Torus Geometry Description
2.a inside diameter and thickness Not Used for ATWS Analysis
2.b baffles dimensions, mass and Not Used for ATWS Analysis

location
2.c initial suppression pool depth Not Used for ATWS Analysis
2.d initial suppression pool surface Not Used for ATWS Analysis

area
2.e pump suction location Not Used for ATWS Analysis
2.f SRV discharge locations Not Used for ATWS Analysis
3 SRV discharge quencher Not Used for ATWS Analysis

geometry
4 Drywell Initial Conditions
4.a relative humidity 100%
4.b noncondensible mass 0
4.c temperature 950F
4.e pressure 0 psig
5 Initial wetwell airspace initial

conditions
5.a relative humidity 100%
5.b noncondensible mass 0
5.c temperature 95 0F
5.d pressure 0 psig
6 Initial suppression pool
6.a water mass Suppression pool liquid volume is 86450 ft3
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Item Requested Data ATWS.Analysis Value

6.b temperature 950F
7 Initial submergence of the vents Not Used for ATWS Analysis

from drywell to wetwell
8 Heat Structure Mass and

I Properties
8.a drywell internal metal structures Not Used for ATWS Analysis
8.b drywell internal concrete structures Not Used for ATWS Analysis
8.c wetwell internal metal structures Not Used for ATWS Analysis
8.d drywell shell Not Used for ATWS Analysis
8.e torus shell Not Used for ATWS Analysis
9 Suppression Pool to Drywell

Vacuum Breakers
9.a Number present Not Used for ATWS Analysis
9.b Number modeled Not Used for ATWS Analysis
9.c Diameter Not Used for ATWS Analysis
9.d Differential pressure setpoint Not Used for ATWS Analysis
9.e Loss Coefficient Not Used for ATWS Analysis
10. Rx Building to Suppression Pool Not Used for ATWS Analysis

Vacuum Breakers
11 Drywell Spray
11.a mass vs time Not Used for ATWS Analysis
11.b enthalpy vs time Not Used for ATWS Analysis
12 Wetwell Spray
12.a mass vs time Not Used for ATWS Analysis
12.b enthalpy vs time Not Used for ATWS Analysis
13 SRV Discharge The requested information is extensive, was

provided on a compact disk to the NRC, and is not
repeated herein.

13.a flow vs time
13.b mass vs time
13.c enthalpy vs time
13.d Integrated flows at four to five

time steps
14 HPCI, RCIC and RHR flows
14.a flows vs time Not Used for ATWS Analysis
14.b mass vs time Not Used for ATWS Analysis
14.c enthalpy vs time Not Used for ATWS Analysis
15 Suppression Pool
15.a level vs time Data not available (Not calculated)
15.b temperature vs time The requested information is extensive, was

provided on a compact disk to the NRC, and is not
repeated herein.
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Item Requested Data ATWS Analysis Value

16 Wetwell airspace The requested information is extensive, was
provided on a compact disk to the NRC, and is not
repeated herein.

16.a pressure vs time
16.b temperature vs time (The ATWS model assumes thermal equilibrium

between the pool and airspace)

17 Drywell The requested information is extensive, was
provided on a compact disk to the NRC, and is not
repeated herein.

17.a pressure vs time (Drywell pressure is the same as the wetwell
pressure for the ATWS model)

17.b temperature vs time (Drywell temperature is the same as the wetwell
I_ I temperature for the ATWS model)

Table 3. OPL4a Data Used for Containment Analysis (not ATWS Containment Analysis)
Item Requested Data OPL4a Value
1 Containment Volumes
L.a drywell 164,100 ft3

1.b wetwell atmosphere 125,150 ft3

L.c wetwell liquid 86,450 ft3

2 Torus Geometry Description
2.a inside diameter and thickness 29 ft, 0.031 ft thick
2.b baffles dimensions, mass and Data not available

location
2.c initial suppression pool depth 11.83 ft
2.d initial suppression pool surface 9590 sq ft

area
2.e pump suction location Data not available
2.f SRV discharge locations 4'-1 1"

3 SRV discharge quencher Data not available
geometry

4 Drywell Initial Conditions
4.a relative humidity 20% min, 100% max
4.b noncondensible mass No direct data, calculable
4.c temperature 135°F - nom, 150'F - max

4.e pressure 0 to 1.35 psig
5 Initial wetwell airspace initial

conditions
5.a relative humidity 100%
5.b noncondensible mass No direct data, calculable
5.c temperature 84°F - Avg, 95°F - Max
5.d pressure 0 to 1.35 psig

A-192



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

Item Requested Data OPL4a Value
6 Initial suppression pool
6.a water mass Suppression pool liquid volume is 86450 ft3

6.b Temperature 84°F - Avg, 95°F - Max
7 Initial submergence of the vents 3 ft

from drywell to wetwell
8 Heat Structure Mass and See Table 4 below

Properties
8.a drywell internal metal structures
8.b drywell internal concrete structures
8.c wetwell internal metal structures
8.d drywell shell
8.e torus shell
9 Suppression Pool to Drywell

Vacuum Breakers
9.a Number present 10
9.b Number modeled 10
9.c Diameter 1.62 ft2 (flow area)
9.d Differential pressure setpoint 0.5 psid
9.e Loss Coefficient 2.1
10. Rx Building to Suppression Pool Data not available

Vacuum Breakers
11 Drywell Spray
11.a mass vs time 10925 gpm (2RHR pumps) 7300 gpm (1RHR pump)
11 .b enthalpy vs time Data not available (Internally calculated based on

suppression pool temperature)
12 Wetwell Spray
12.a mass vs time 575 gpm (2RHR pumps) 400 gpm (1 RHR pump)
12.b enthalpy vs time Data not available (Internally calculated based on

suppression pool temperature)
13 SRV Discharge
13.a flow vs time Not applicable
13.b mass vs time Not applicable
13.c enthalpy vs time Not applicable
13.d Integrated flows at four to five Not applicable

time steps
14 HPCI, RCIC and RHR flows
14.a flows vs time HPCI flow rate is 4250 gpm at 150-1164 psig, RCIC

data is not available, RHR flow rate is 7700 (1 RHR
pump) 11500 (2 RHR pumps)

14.b mass vs time Data not available (Internally calculated based on
suppression pool temperature)

14.c enthalpy vs time Data not available (Internally calculated based on
I__ Isuppression pool temperature)
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Item Requested Data- . OPL4a ValUe
15 Suppression Pool
15.a level vs time Not applicable
15.b temperature vs time Not applicable
16 Wetwell airspace
16.a pressure vs time Not applicable
16.b temperature vs time Not applicable
17 Drywell
17.a pressure vs time Not applicable
17.b temperature vs time Not applicable

Table 4. Containment Heat Sinks
Sink Description Total Exposed Average Material

SurfaceArea Thickness... .. ft2) (ft
Drywell heat sink Upper @ 190'F 2100 0.026 Steel
(including LOCA vent) 9600 0.026 Steel
exposed to airspace Lower @ 130'F 61000 3 Concrete

Vent @ 100'F 10100 0.026 Steel
38' Structures @ 150'F 12600 0.033 Steel
17' Structures @ 130'F 14700 0.023 Steel

Suppression chamber upper torus exposed to airspace 17000 0.031 Steel
Suppression chamber Shell 13650 0.031 Steel
lower torus exposed to pool Structures 11500 0.031 Steel
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NRC RAI ATWS and Containment Data, Part 4 - MFN 03-056
Please provide the following for Clinton and Browns Ferry ATWS analysis at rated minimum.
Flow statepoint (120% Pwr, 805CF) and for pre-uprated conditions as a baseline.

1. SRV Discharge
a. Flow vs time
b. Mass vs time
c. Enthalpy vs time
d. Integrated flows at four or five time steps (e.g., to check the accuracy of the

numerical integration of item 13a)

GE Response
Part 4
The requested information is provided in the following files contained on the compact disk.

1OP_75FBROWNSFERRYODYN.xls,
1OP_75FBROWNSFERRYSTEMP.xls,
1OP_75FBRUNSWICKODYN.xls,
1OP_75FBRUNSWICKSTEMP.xls,
1OOP 75F CLINTON ODYN.xls,
1 OOP75FCLINTONSTEMP.xls,
120P 85FBROWNSFERRYODYN.xls,
120P_85FBROWNSFERRYSTEMP.xls,
120P_85FBRUNSWICKODYN.xls,
120P_85FBRUNSWICKSTEMP.xls,
120P 85F CLINTON ODYN.xls,
120P-85F-CLINTON-STEMP.xls

The requested information was extensive, was provided on a compact disk to the NRC, and is not
repeated herein.
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MFN 03-067 - NRC RAI - ATWS and Containment Data, Part 2 -
Please provide MELLLA+ thermal hydraulic data to support a confirmatory analysis in the
review of the MELLLA+ Licensing Topical Report, NECD-33006P.

GE Response
Part 2
The non-proprietary information is provided below. The proprietary information was extensive
data listings, provided on a compact disk, and is not repeated herein.

The data is provided for Browns Ferry plant consistent with the TRACG analysis performed in
support of the DSS-CD Stability application. The data is taken from the TRACG steady state
output corresponding to 120% OLTP, 80% core flow conditions. It is noted that the reactor
conditions were initialized to Browns Ferry core and a different but compatible plant TRACG
basedeck was used.

The detailed bundle thermal-hydraulic data varies significantly between the various channel
groups modeled in TRACG. For Items 12 through 16, the ACCII TRACG steady state output is
provided along with a description of how to extract the data of interest from the ASCII TRACG
output.

A-196



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

Item Parameter Unit EPU IMELLLA+ Value

1 Total Core Power MWt 3952
2 Total Core Flow Mlbm/hr :82
3 Total Core Bypass Flow Mlbm/hr 12

4 Average Axial Power Shape Node/Factor
(Node 1
represents the
bottom of
active fuel)

0.1285
0.3869
0.5087
0.6206

0.708
0.7757
0.8268
0.8718
0.9082

0.9237
0.945

1.0588

1.0829

1.1117

1.1375

1.1646

1.198

1.2416

1.2996

1.3795

1.4896

1.619

1.69

1.4722

0.4512
5 Power deposition fractions % 96.6 (power fraction to channel),

3.4 (power fraction to bypass)
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Item Parameter Unit EPU IMELLLA+ Value
6 Pressures psia 1040 (Dome pressure),

1053 (Upper plenum),
1073 (Lower plenum)

7 Total Steam Flow Mlbm/hr 16.38

8 Total Feedwater Flow Mlbmlhr 16.38
9 Feedwater Temperature -F 394.6
10 Core Inlet enthalpy Btullbm 512.9
11 Downcomer liquid level Inches above 35.8

separator sidrt
.12 Bundle Power MW Open attached TRACG output file, search for

'CHANNEL AVERAGE POWER for a particular
channel group for the last available output edit (-500
sec).

13 Bundle Flows Kg/s Open attached TRACG output file. In the channel
component edit, search for "MASS FLOW RATE IN= for
channel inlet flow, and "MASS FLOW RATE OUT" for
channel outlet flow. The value from the last available
output edit (-500 sec) should be used.

14 Axial power shape N/A This data is not available from the TRACG output
currently available.

15 Pressure drops Pa Open attached TRACG output file, In the channel
component edit, search for PRESSURE" for axial
pressure disbibutlon. The value from the last available
output edit (-500 sec) should be used.

16 Void Fraction Fraction Open attached TRACG output file, In the channel
component edit, search for "VAPOR FRAC" for axial
vapor fraction distributlon. The value from the last
available output edit (-500 sec) should be used.
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MFN 03-061 Technical Review Week, May 12, 2003
At the Technical Week meeting at GEH offices during the week of May 12, 2003, the NRC
requested the following three non-proprietary documents:

1) 3D Monicore Example
2) Core Design Example
3) AOO Example

The three documents are provided in Enclosure 3.
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MFN 03-073 - ATWS and Containment Data, Additional Input
Please provide the input data regarding Browns Ferry TRACG computer runs.

GE Response
The requested information is extensive, was provided on a compact disk to the NRC, and is not
repeated herein. Please note that the data is formatted for the VAX/VMS platform and is not
compatible with standard personal computers. The files provided to the NRC are as follows:

File Name Directory Description
TRACG steady state TOSDYN input file

PHE 10080_ER2.TDT ENGTCH::DISK400:[COOK.DIVOM.BF.MP.CHAN] (File Code 8)

TRACG basedeck file
PHE_1008OSS.1NP ENGTCH::DISK400:[COOK.DIVOM.BF.MIP] (File Code 4)

PHE_10080.WRP ENGTCH::DISK400:[COOK.DIVOM.BF.MP.PANAC] PANAC wrapup file
(File Code 20)
TRACG transient TOSDYN input file

PHE_10080TR.TDT ENGTCH::DISK400:[COOK.DIVOM.BF.MP] (File Code 8)

PHEIOO8OTR.TNP ENGTCH::DISK400:[COOK.DJVOM.BF.MIP] TRACG transient input file
(File Code 4)
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NRC RAI - MFN 04-015
The preliminary TRACG analysis the staff reviewed during the audit did not include peak
suppression pool temperature calculation. Instead, GE compared the integrated SRV flows
between the ODYN analysis (based on TAF+5) and the TRACG results (based on TAF+5 and
TAF). The TRACG sensitivity analyses modeled reactor depressurization. However, during the
audit the TRACG cases were experiencing problems after the water level is raised. In addition,
the audit TRACG results showed significant difference between the PCT after depressurization
and the reported ODYN PCT. The reported ODYN PCT is the PCT during the pressurization
phase, since ODYN does not model depressurization. In subsequent discussion, GE stated that
the TRACG analyses problems were resolved and the TRACG cases can simulate plant response
throughout the ATWS event. In addition, GE reported that by modeling in the radiation heat
transfer, the TRACG depressurization PCT is within the reported ODYN pressurization PCT
results. Using the TRACG depressurization sensitivity analyses,

Provide the TRACG ATWS input files. Provide the TRACG sensitivity analyses output files.

GE Response
The TRACG basedeck, transient input files and output files from the sensitivity study at 3 level
control strategies were provided to the NRC in a CD, and is not repeated herein. These files
include:

a. TRACG basedeck with water rod model;
b. TRACG basedeck without water rod model;
c. TRACG transient input files at TAF+5', TAF and MSCWL;
d. TRACG transient output files at TAF+5', TAF and MSCWL
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MFN 04-067 AOO 6. TGBLA Lattice Physics Data
The NRC requested TGBLA lattice physics data to support confirmatory calculations.

The requested information is extensive, was provided on a compact disk to the NRC, and is not
repeated herein.
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MFN 06-434 NRC RAI 28-2, Gamma Scan Benchmarking
The standard industry practice is to do bundlewise and pinwise gamma scans for new fuel
designs to benchmark the analytical methods used to predict the bundle and pin power peaking
and distribution. GNF-A's SLMCPR methodology requires that the power allocation
uncertainty, a PALj, for each bundle in a four-bundle core cell be determined through gamma
scans.

28-2 If gamma scan data is not available, make a commitment to do the gamma scans. Your
commitment should include an action plan and a timetable for doing the gamma scans for
the GE14 fuel design. Also describe your proposed future approach you incorporate new
fuel designs into your licensing methodology. The proposed approach should be similar
to the approach used for core follow benchmarking. Interim actions are covered in RAIs
30-7, 30-8, and 35 below.

GE Response
Response 28-2
GE intends to engage in an ongoing qualification program to confirm the continued applicability
of the pin power and assembly power uncertainties and to confirm on a continuing basis the
acceptability of power distribution predictions. Performing gamma scans requires a utility
partner or partners who will allow GE access to their fuel during an outage. Outage durations
and availability of appropriate bundles are some of the constraints in defining a desired schedule
for gamma scans with a partner. The schedules and scope of future gamma scan data
acquisitions will be established as opportunities are available and as is technically necessary.

In order to address NRC RAIs regarding NEDC-33173P, Methods LTR, GE is committed to
provide the necessary data, including gamma scans data, to provide additional support for the
existing technical validation of its methods based on Monte Carlo and plant monitoring data.
Specifically, during a meeting with the NRC at GE's Wilmington offices in January 2005, GE
stated that efforts were underway to develop a gamma scan system and to obtain utility partner(s)
for a gamma scan program.

GE has completed the development of a gamma scan system and has successfully used the
system to obtain additional scan data. GE has also obtained gamma scan data from an additional
plant. A summary of the fuel types and scans for the new data are presented in Table 28-1.

A future revision of Methods LTR will document the analysis of the new gamma scan data and
sufficient reanalysis of existing data currently summarized in NEDC-32694P-A. GE anticipates
additional data will be obtained by December 2006 and a revision of NEDC-33173P would be
issued by December 2007.

GE considers the available gamma scan data summarized in Table 28-1 as sufficient to provide
the basis for the verification of GE's methods in expanded operating domains. GE anticipates
that the revised Methods LTR will justify the use of GE's analytical methods for expanded
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operating domains, up to and including MELLLA+, without the use of the temporary adders
currently included in the Methods LTR.
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Table 28-1 Active GE Gamma Scan Validation Programs

FUEL SCAN TYPE LICENSED SCOPE BURNUP PLANT
POWER
LEVEL

GE12 - 1OxI1 In-pool 4-bundle Stretch 50 bundles 15-40 Cofrentes
GEl 1 - 9x9 comer 1401a at Power GWd/STU

Other - 1 0x1 0 multiple axial Uprate (bundle
elevations average)

GE14 - lOxlO In-pool 4-bundle Extended 50 bundles 15-40 Cofrentes
GE12 - 10xl0 comer 1401a at Power GWd/STU
Other - 10xlO multiple axial Uprate (bundle

elevations average)
GE14 - 10xl0 Rod pin 140Ba at Stretch -58 rods 21 Fitzpatrick

multiple axial Power GWd!STU
elevations Uprate (bundle

average)
GE14 - lOxI0 Rod pin 140Ba at Stretch -58 rods 38 Fitzpatrick

multiple axial Power GWd/STU
elevations Uprate (bundle

I I_ I I average)
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MFN 07-241. MELLLA+ LTR NEDC-33006P, Revision 2, Section 1.0
Change made to the introduction section of the the MELLLA+ LTR is reflected in the RAI 23.
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MFN 09-126, Implementation of MELLLA Plus Limitation 6 - NEDC-33006P

By NRC letter dated October 15, 2008, the NRC issued its Safety Evaluation (SE) regarding

GEH Licensing Topical Report (LTR) NEDC-33006P (M+ LTR). During subsequent phone

calls with the NRC, GEH discussed its planned implementation of Limitation 6 documented in

Section 12 of the SE. GEH understood from these discussions that the NRC agreed with GEH's

planned implementation. The following summarizes the discussions.

GEH commented on the Final NRC Safety Evaluation in its letter dated May 4, 2007 (MFN 07-

25 1). The NRC provided a resolution of the comments in the attachment to the final SE. The

NRC's resolution of Comment 48 documents that the NRC accepts a CF uncertainty 'high

enough to compensate for the difficulties associated with benchmarking.

During a call with the NRC on December 8, 2008, GEH discussed its understanding of

Limitation 6 and the NRC's resolution of Comment 48 and agreed to implement Limitation 6

consistent with the documented resolution of GEH's comment as indicated below.

NRC Limitation 6 - SLMCPR Statepoints and CF Uncertainty (Section 2.2.1.1)

Until such time when the SLMCPR methodology (References 40 and 41) for off-rated

SLMCPR calculation is approved by the staff for MELLLA+ operation, the SLMCPR

will be calculated at the rated statepoint (120 percent P/100 percent CF), the plant-

specific minimum CF statepoint (e.g., 120 percent P/80 percent CF), and at the 100

percent OLTP at 55 percent CF statepoint. The currently approved off-rated CF

uncertainty will be used for the minimum CF and 55 percent CF statepoints. The

uncertainty must be consistent with the CF uncertainty currently applied to the SLO

operation or as NRC-approved for MELLLA+ operation. The calculated values will be

documented in the SRLR.

GEH Implementation
Reflecting the NRC's resolution of Comment 48, the Limitation reads:

Until such time when the SLMCPR methodology (References 40 and 41) for off-rated

SLMCPR calculation is approved by the staff for MELLLA+ operation, the SLMCPR

will be calculated at the rated statepoint (120 percent P/100 percent CF), the plant-

specific minimum CF statepoint (e.g., 120 percent P/80 percent CF), and at the low flow

MELLLA+ boundary (e.g., 97 percent OLTP at 55 percent CF statepoint). . The higher

CF and FWF uncertainties must be applied to the non-rated conditions, and should be

high enough to compensate for the difficulties associated with benchmarking the reduced

CF conditions. The plant-specific M+ application will document the justification for the

uncertainties. The calculated values will be documented in the SRLR.

The methodology to determine the SLMCPR will be consistent with GEH letter dated August 24,

2004 (MFN 04-081). Each plant specific application would include a discussion and justification

of the feedwater and core flow uncertainties. Table 2-4 of the NRC's SE regarding MELLLA+

below documents the statepoints for which the SLMCPR will be calculated.
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Table 2-4 SLMCPR Analysis Conditions for MELLLA+
Power Flow

(Percent Rated)' (Percent Rated)

120 percent 100 percent
120 percent 80 percent'
97 percent 55 percent

1 or corresponding maximum allowable power level at the specified CF shall be used.
2or minimum MELLLA+ CF submitted in the license application.
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INFORMATION NOTICE

This is a non-proprietary version of the document NEDC-33006P-A, which has the proprietary
information removed. Except for Enclosure 2 of Appendix A and the NRC's Safety Evaluation,
portions of the document that have been removed are indicated by an open and closed bracket as
shown here [[ ]]. Enclosure 2 of Appendix A is completely proprietary and has been
removed. The proprietary information in NRC's Safety Evaluation that has been removed is
indicated with a single square bracket as shown here [ I.

GEH has received US patent # 6,721,383 B2 (April 13, 2004) and international patent #
6,987,826 B2 (Jan 17, 2006) covering this subject matter.

IMPORTANT NOTICE REGARDING CONTENTS OF THIS REPORT

PLEASE READ CAREFULLY

The information contained in this document is furnished for the purpose of obtaining NRC
approval of the licensing requirements to expand the power/flow operating range to allow
operation with the licensed thermal power up to 120% of original thermal power. The only
undertakings of General Electric Company with respect to information in this document are
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contained in this document shall be construed as changing those contracts. The use of this
information by anyone other than that for which it is intended is not authorized; and with respect
to any unauthorized use, General Electric Company makes no representation or warranty, and
assumes no liability as to the completeness, accuracy, or usefulness of the information contained
in this document.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff reviewed and approved the specific
topics in the General Electric (GE) Hitachi Nuclear Energy America, LLC (GHNE, formerly
known as GENE) licensing topical report (LTR) NEDC-33006P, "General Electric Boiling Water
Reactor [BWR] Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis [MELLLA] Plus," (MELLLA+)
Revision 2 (Reference 1), dated November 2005, with the limitations and conditions as specified
in Section 12.0 of the final SE. The LTR NEDC-33006P, Revision 2, proposed operation of GE-
designed BWRs that implemented extended power uprates (EPUs) up to 20 percent above the
original licensed thermal power (OLTP) at expanded power/flow operating domains. The
expanded operating range is designed to enable plants that implemented EPU to operate at 120
percent of OLTP at flows ranging from 80 percent to 100 percent of rated core flow (CF).

BACKGROUND

BWRs were originally licensed to operate at rated power and CF (OLTP, 100 percent
power/flow) along the flow control line. Currently, most BWRs are licensed to operate at the
MELLLA operating domain, which is defined by an analytical line that passes through the 75
percent CF at the OLTP. Operation of BWRs at the MELLLA operating domain with increased
maximum CF is referred to as the maximum extended operating domain (MEOD). The modified
MEOD operating domain provides improved power ascension capability to full power and
additional flow range at rated power.

Operation of BWRs requires that reactivity balance be maintained to accommodate fuel
burn-up. BWR operators have typically two options to maintain this reactivity balance:
(a) control rod movements or (b) flow adjustments. Because of the strong void reactivity
feedback and its distributed effect through the core, flow adjustments are the preferred reactivity
control method. Operation at low-flow conditions at rated power level also increases the fuel
capacity factor through spectral shift and the increased flow region compensates for reactivity
reduction due to fuel depletion during the operating cycle.

EPUs are implemented by extending the MELLLA operating domain up to EPU power levels.
The extension of MELLLA line to EPU power levels reduces the available minimum CF window.
In addition, the increased core pressure drop with EPU limits the recirculation flow capability.
Thus, many EPU plants cannot achieve the increase CF operation. Consequently, EPU plants
generally operate with minimum CF window (approximately 1 percent) and compensate for
reactivity loss with control rod movement. Operation at the MELLLA+ expanded operating
domain will provide a larger core window for EPU plants. Figure 1-1 shows the proposed
MELLLA+ operating domain.

EPU OPERATING EXPERIENCE

Several BWRs are licensed for and have implemented EPU. Operating experience
demonstrates that BWRs can operate at the EPU power levels with acceptable reactor core and
fuel performance. EPU plants have experienced transients and the integrated systems and
components actuated and performed as designed. The proposed MELLLA+ expanded
operating domain will not change the EPU power levels at which plants operate. However, the
operation at the higher power-to-flow ratio will affect the plant's core and fuel response and the
associated fuel dependent analyses. Therefore, approval of MELLLA+ operation requires
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demonstration that EPU plants can operate at the expanded power/flow domain and meet the
fuel dependent regulatory and safety requirements.

MELLLA+ LTR SCOPE

LTR NEDC-33006P evaluates the impact of operation in the expanded operating domain on
BWRs regarding: (1) safety systems and components capability and performance; and (2)
response to the design bases and special events that demonstrate plants can meet the
regulatory and safety requirements. The LTR dispositions the principle review topics generically
or proposes that plant-specific analyses will be provided in the MELLLA+ applications to
quantify the impact. This safety evaluation (SE) and evaluation of the RAI responses to the
associated requests for additional information (see Appendices A, B, and C) provide the NRC
staff assessment of the impact of operation at the MELLLA+ conditions on BWR performance
and the capability of the plants to meet the safety and regulatory requirements.

SE REVIEW SCOPE

This SE evaluates the impact of operation at the expanded operating domain (MELLLA+) on the
fuel dependent analyses and the associated safety systems and components. It also reviews
and approves the plant-specific scope of fuel dependent safety analyses that will be submitted
in the MELLLA+ safety analysis report (M+SAR). The principal, but not all, topics covered in
this SE are as follows:

1. Section 2.0, "Reactor Core and Fuel Performance," (1) evaluates the impact of operation at
the higher power/flow fuel bundle conditions and rod line; and (2) proposes the analyses
that will be provided to support the plant-specific MELLLA+ application. The principal topics
covered are: Fuel Design and Operation (Section 2.1); Thermal Limit Assessment (Section
2.2); Reactivity Characteristics (Section 2.3); and Stability (Section 2.4). The fuel design
and limiting thermal limits are performed on cycle-and core specific configuration during the
standard reload process. The plant-specific applications will supplement the initial
application and provide the cycle-specific fuel dependent analyses.

2. Section 3.0 "Reactor Coolant and Connected Systems," evaluates the impact of the
operation at the expanded operating domain on the capability of the nuclear system
pressure relief to meet its safety function and the plants American Society of Mechanical
Engineers (ASME) overpressure (Section 3.1) response. The ASME overpressure analyses
are performed on cycle and core configuration-specific bases during the standard reload.
The plant-specific applications will supplement the initial MELLLA+ application and provide
the plant-specific ASME overpressure response.

3. Section 4.0, "Engineered Safety Features," evaluates the capability of the emergency core
cooling system (ECCS) capability (Section 4.1) and BWRs ECCS-Ioss-of-coolant accident
(LOCA) response (Section 4.2) for operation at the MELLLA+ domain. The ECCS-LOCA
analyses are not performed on cycle-specific basis. Therefore, the plant-specific
applications will contain the ECCS-LOCA peak cladding temperature (PCT) results for
operation at the expanded operating domain.

4. Section 5.0, "Instrumentation and Control," addresses adjustment and setpoint changes
associated with the nuclear monitoring systems (Section 5.1) for operation at the expanded
operating domain.
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5. Section 6.0, "Electrical Power and Auxiliary Systems," topics include the capability and
performance of the standby liquid control system (SLCS) (Section 6.5). The SLCS
performance is associated with BWRs capability to meet the required redundant reactivity
control system (cold shutdown margin (SDM) requirements) and the anticipated transient
without scram (ATWS) mitigation requirements.

6. Section 9.0, "Reactor Safety Performance Evaluations," covers the anticipated operational
occurrences (AOOs) (Section 9.1), and the special events such as the ATWS, and the
ATWS with instability (Section 9.3). The plant-specific applications will supplement the initial
application and provide the limiting AOO results for operation at the MELLLA+ boundary.
The plant-specific submittal will also include ATWS analysis that will demonstrate that the
plants can meet the ATWS acceptance criteria for operation at the expanded operating
domains. The impact of MELLLA+ on BWR ATWS instability response and the
effectiveness of the EPG ATWS/Stability mitigation actions will be demonstrated on a
plant-specific basis.

SUMMARY OF IMPACT OF MELLLA+ ON FUEL DEPENDENT PLANT RESPONSE

MELLLA+ allows plants to operate at 120 percent of OLTP with CF as low as 80 percent of
rated CF. The 120 percent rate power, 80 percent rated CF point corresponds to operation on
approximately the 140 percent rod line. Many safety analyses are adversely impacted as a
result of operation at the higher operating MELLLA+ domain. The safety analyses and plant
response that are most severely impacted by the higher power-to-flow ratio allowed by
MELLLA+ operation are mainly: thermal-hydraulic instability, ATWS, ATWS instability, and
ECCS-LOCA. Some of the fuel dependent safety analyses that MELLLA+ operation
significantly impacts are summarized below.

Impact on Stability Response

The regulation at Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (1 OCFR) Part 50 Appendix A,
General Design Criterion (GDC)-12 requires that oscillations are either not possible or can be
reliably and readily detected and suppressed. Thermal-hydraulic instability analysis considers
the two recirculation pump trip (2RPT) from the maximum allowable thermal power
corresponding to the minimum allowable CF. By implementing MELLLA+, the allowable CF at
rated power is further reduced, increasing the core two phase pressure drop, which decreases
the stability margin. With operation at the higher 140 percent rod line, the reactor will settle at
higher core power at the natural recirculation, following a 2RPT, as compared to MELLLA,
leading to more unstable core conditions. Analytical evaluations of the impact of MELLLA+
operation on stability indicate that instabilities develop quickly, on the order of 10 seconds,
following a 2RPT. Given the fast nature and rapid consequences of these transients under
MELLLA+ conditions, the stability Long Term Solution (LTS) used on these plants must be
approved for applicability to the reduced stability margin characteristic of MELLLA+ conditions.
For RPTs initiating from the 55 percent MELLLA+ statepoint, the onset of instability will occur
rapidly, limiting the effectiveness of operator actions to mitigate the plant instability response.
Therefore, the NRC staff concluded that manual backup stability protection is not appropriate
and a NRC-approved automatic backup stability protection must be implemented for MELLLA+
operation. The NRC staff approved GHNE's Detect and Suppress Solution - Confirmatory
Density (DSS-CD) stability methodology presented in NEDC-33075P for application to
MELLLA+ operation, including the availability of automatic back-up instability solution.
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Impact on A TWS Response

MELLLA+ operation adversely impacts the plants ATWS analysis response, because of the
operation at the higher rod line. ATWS-RPT initiated from the reduced CF at EPU power
statepoint (e.g., 120 percent P/80 percent CF) is less effective relative to operation at the higher
power/flow conditions as an initial condition. In addition, similar to stability discussion, due to
operation at the 140 percent rod line, the reactor will settle at higher power levels but without
scram. The short-term peak vessel overpressure becomes higher, as compared to MELLLA,
due to the reduced power reduction capability afforded by the ATWS recirculation pump trip.
Figure 9-1 schematically shows the reactor power reduction for RPT initiated from MELLLA
relative to MELLLA+ minimum flow statepoint. In addition, Figure 9-11 shows the neutron flux
response for MSIVC ATWS event followed by ATWS-RPT. As can be seen from Figure 9-3, the
ATWS peak pressure response is higher for operation from MELLLA+ minimum CF statepoint
relative to the MELLLA minimum CF statepoint at OLTP. The ATWS MSIVC data shown in
Figure 9-3 and Figure 9-11 is based on ODYN calculations.

In addition, since the reactor is operating at a higher rod line, after RPT, the reactor core will
settle at higher powers relative to operation at MELLLA+. The higher reactor power at natural
recirculation increases the long-term heat load to the containment and results in higher
suppression pool temperature. In its review, the NRC staff determined that for ATWS, the heat
capacity temperature limit (HCTL) will be exceeded, at which point the operators are instructed
to depressurize the reactor per plant EOPs. The HCTL value is plant-specific, and it depends
roughly on the ratio of suppression pool volume to the reactor power. A typical value is in the
range of 1601F.

However, the licensing ODYN code cannot model the depressurization or any ATWS
water-level strategies, other than TAF+5. Therefore, the ODYN licensing calculation cannot
model or simulate the actual plant conditions or operator actions as delineated by the EOP for
ATWS. ODYN has been shown to be conservative for peak pressure relative to TRACG. The
NRC staff concluded that the plant-specific applications will include ATWS sensitivity analyses
simulating the ATWS scenario consistent with the plant-specific ATWS EOPs, including the
water-level strategies employed at the plant, the depressurization if the HCTL is reached, and
the associated operator actions and systems actuations

The predictions of consequences of the emergency depressurization are inconclusive. The
sensitivity analyses show that the reactor can achieve hot shutdown conditions after the
depressurization. However, both the NRC staff and GHNE calculations indicate there is a
potential for re-criticality. Some of the TRACG simulations performed by GHNE indicate that,
following the emergency depressurization, sufficient boron has been mixed into the core volume
to maintain the reactor shutdown at the reduced pressure (approximately 100 pounds per
square inch (psi)) by the combined effect of the mixed boron and the void fraction generated by
decay heat. For these TRACG depressurization calculations, the containment limits are
satisfied; fuel suffers dryout overheat due to core uncovery (see Figure 9-6), with a more severe
transient for the lower-water-level control strategies, e.g., TAF-2 than for TAF+5 strategy. The
NRC staff concludes that re-criticality after depressurization is not certain. It depends on plant-
and event-specific parameters and/or assumed operator actions such as re-closing some SRVs
after the pressure reaches the 50-psi target.

The plant-specific applications will include TRACG simulation following the EOPs, including
depressurization, if the HCTL is reached.

The NRC staff approved the application of TRACG to ATWS instability in a generic review of the
effectiveness of the mitigation actions (NRC staff SE dated February 5, 1994, approving GHNE
LTRs NEDO-32047, "ATWS Rule Issues Relative to BWR Core Thermal-Hydraulic Stability,"
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and NEDO-32164, "Mitigation of BWR Core Thermal-Hydraulic Instabilities in ATWS"). TRACG
was also reviewed and approved for ATWS scenario up to the calculation of the peak pressures
(LTR NEDE-32906P, "TRACG Application for Anticipated Operational Occurrences Transient
Analysis," January 2000). In addition, in MFN 07-034 (Reference 27), GHNE committed to
submit TRACG for ATWS application as the sole ATWS licensing evaluation code, and replace
ODYN as the ATWS licensing code, with TRACG upon review and approval. In this review, the
NRC staff had performed a limited evaluation of the boron mixing correlations modeled in
TRACG. Since TRACG is a best estimate code that can model the ATWS scenario with more
fidelity, including all the required operator actions and water level strategies, the NRC staff
accepted the use of TRACG for performing the sensitivity analyses in addition to the currently
licensed ODYN code. However, plant-specific applications will continue to use ODYN to
demonstrate that the plants can meet the ATWS acceptance criteria, including the peak vessel
pressure.

A TWS Suppression Pool Temperature

MELLLA+ implementation will adversely impact the ATWS response, including the suppression
pool temperature. Simulation with and without depressurization predicts high final suppression
pool temperatures of about 210 OF to 220 OF. Therefore, the NPSH is a concern for the required
ECCS equipment under these conditions, including RHR. The high suppression pool
temperatures will affect the operability and function of the safety system needed to mitigate the
ATWS event. Plants may need containment overpressure credit in order to meet the NPSH
requirements. In addition, for the safety systems such as HPCI, the temperature limits are set
by the pump oil systems; thus, the containment overpressure credit may not alleviate the impact
of the high suppression pool temperatures. In this case, the plants may rely on non-safety
grade CST water supply, which is limited. The plant-specific applications will provide the impact
of the MELLLA+ operation on the plant's capability to meet: (1) the suppression pool design
limits; (2) the containment design limits; (3) the safety systems operability limits such as the
NPSH requirements and equipment-specific temperature limits.

Impact on A TWS Instability Response

MELLLA+ operation adversely impacts BWR plants ATWS instability response due to the
operation at the higher rod line (approximately 140 percent) and to some degree the core
design associated with operation of EPU/MELLLA+ for 24-month cycle length.

The NRC staff review indicates that, in principle, MELLLA+ operation affects ATWS stability.
Operation at the minimum CF at EPU power levels (120 percent OLTP, 80 percent CF) results
in a significantly higher power following a 2RPT than when operating at MELLLA at OLTP or
EPU. This higher power makes the final power even larger after the feedwater cool-down
period; thus the unstable power oscillations are enhanced under MELLLA+, and their
consequences would be expected to be more severe. However, TRACG simulations performed
by GHNE demonstrated that the EPG mitigation actions are still effective in suppressing the
oscillations during these ATWS events. Figure 9-19 shows the evolution of an ATWS-instability
event without mitigation actions. The unstable power oscillations are allowed to grow to greater
than 1000 percent. Following one of the power excursions, the fuel dries out and fails to re-wet.
The resulting temperature excursion is sufficiently large to compromise the integrity of the fuel.
The corresponding non-isolation ATWS analysis following the prescribed EPG mitigation actions
(e.g., immediate water level reduction and boron injection) show that, for the particular reactor
modeled, the power oscillations are adequately managed and the fuel integrity is not
challenged. However, the NRC staff finds that the results of the ATWS-stability analysis have a
large sensitivity to particular reactor conditions; therefore, a condition in the SE requires the
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evaluation of the effectiveness of the ATWS-instability mitigation actions on a plant-specific
basis.

Impact on ECCS-LOCA Response

The operation at reduced MELLLA+ CF conditions impact the large break ECCS-LOCA
response. The reduced bundle power/flow condition causes early BT and affects the first PCT,
which occurs during the flow coast down. Depending on the change in the first PCT and the
plant-specific conditions, the second PCT could also change significantly. The changes in the
design-basis accident (DBA) LOCA response for operation at the MELLLA+ reduced flow
conditions are similar to the ECCS-LOCA response for the ELLLA and MELLLA reduced flow
conditions.

The plant-specific applications will include DBA-LOCA analyses performed at the MELLLA+
minimum CF statepoint (120 percent OLTP, 80 percent CF).and the MELLLA+ knee statepoint
(approximate OLTP, 55 percent CF). The most limiting DBA-LOCA PCT occurs at the
55 percent CF statepoint. However, for the DBA-LOCA calculations at the 55 percent CF
statepoint, the analysis will take credit for the off-rated thermal limits multipliers. The multipliers
will be applied at 55 percent or higher statepoints in the MELLLA+ domain. Taking credit of the
off-rated limits requires that the core be operated with reduced bundle powers, such that lower
thermal limits will not be exceeded. This approach differs from the current ECCS-LOCA
assumptions, in which the rated thermal limits are conservatively applied to the reduced flow
statepoints. Taking credit for the off-rated thermal limits will make the 55 percent CF statepoint
DBA-LOCA response less bounding.

The higher EPU powers affect the small break LOCA, making the small break LOCA response
more limiting for some plants. For operation at the MELLLA+ operating domain, the small break
ECCS-LOCA response is not expected to change significantly from the EPU (120 percent
OLTP, 99 percent CF) ECCS-LOCA response. However, for those plants in which the EPU
small break LOCA is limiting or within [ ] of the limiting DBA PCT, small break LOCA
analysis will be performed for the operation at the MELLLA+ domain. In addition, any limiting
break location or single failure, which was previously shown to be within [ ] of the
limiting case, will also be re-analyzed at the MELLLA+ low-flow conditions.

Impact of MELLLA+ on Reactor Core and Fuel Performance

With MELLLA+ operation, plants will be operating with maximum powered fuel bundles
operating at high void conditions. With the operating window available, the spectral shift
operation will result with the bundles operating with top-peaked power shapes, with upper part
of the fuel bundles operating at high voids. Operation with high void conditions at the upper part
of the fuel bundle, with top-peaked power shape will reduce the MCPR margins. In addition,
MELLLA+ core thermal-hydraulic conditions have resulted in extension of the analytical
methods outside the experience base and the applicability ranges. The NRC staff SE of LTR
NEDC-33173P (Reference 38) provides assessment of the operation at high void conditions on
the reactor core and fuel performance and extension of the analytical methods outside the
validations ranges.

Conclusion of Impact of MELLLA+

The impact of operation at the MELLLA+ domain is covered in the applicable sections in this SE
and the appended NRC staff evaluation of the responses to the requests for additional
information (RAIs). The NRC staff review and approval of LTR NEDC-33006P, Revision 2,
concluded with a number of limitations provided in Section 12. In addition, there are limitations
that are applicable to MELLLA+ operation that are covered in separate LTRs as discussed
below.
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RELATED LTRS

There are several LTRs that cover specific review topics relevant to the approval of LTR
NEDC-33006P. The limitations associated with these LTRs apply to the plant-specific
MELLLA+ applications. The LTRs are as follows:

1. NEDC-33173P, "Applicability of GE Methods to Expanded Operating Domains," February
2006 (Reference 37). This LTR extends the use of GHNE's analytical methods and codes
to MELLLA+. Plant-specific MELLLA+ applications must demonstrate compliance with the
limitations in the NRC staff SE approving NEDC-33173P, or any supplements or revisions.

2. NEDC-33075P, "Detect and Suppress Solution-Confirmation Density Licensing Topical
Report," Revision 5, July 2005 (Reference 45). This LTR presents stability detect and
suppress methodology for application to MELLLA+ operation. The NRC staff reviewed and
approved the stability methodology presented in this LTR for application to MELLLA+
operation (Reference 48). Specifically, the NEDC-33075P stability detect and suppress
methodology ensures that the stability response for operation at the higher MELLLA+ rod
line can be detected and suppressed such that GDC-12 requirements can be met. Stability
detect and suppress methodology used to demonstrate the stability requirements can be
met for operation in the MELLLA+ domain and is not limited to the DSS-CD, Revision 5,
methodology. However, any detect and suppress methodology used must be specifically
reviewed and approved for MELLLA+ operating conditions. The stability solution must also
include a backup stability solution specifically reviewed and approved for MELLLA+
operation.

3. NEDE-33147, "DSS-CD TRACG Application," May 23, 2006 (Reference 47). GHNE used
TRACG calculations to demonstrate that the DSS-CD stability solution can effectively detect
and suppress instability events and meet the associated regulatory requirements. The NRC
staff reviewed and accepted TRACG for this specific application (Reference 46).

Therefore, plant-specific MELLLA+ applications must comply with the limitations and conditions
specified in the NRC staff SEs approving the latest versions of NEDC-33173P, NEDC-33075P,
and NEDC-33147 (References 37, 45, and 47).

CONCURRENT CHANGES AND LICENSING PROCESS

The earlier versions of NEDC-33006P proposed a list of "separate effects" changes that could
be implemented concurrently with the MELLLA+, but would be evaluated in a separate
submittal. However, implementing all of these changes would have had a cumulative affect on
the safety analyses that demonstrate the impact of MELLLA+ on the plant's response during
steady-state, transients, accidents, and special events. Therefore, the plant-specific MELLLA+
application needs to demonstrate how the plant would be operated during the implementation of
MELLLA+.

Section 1.2.1, "Concurrent Changes and Licensing Process," specifies the limitations related to
proposed concurrent changes that affect the fuel dependent analyses or the safety system
performance evaluations but are not considered in the MELLLA+ plant-specific response.

APPROVED VERSION

The NRC staff review and approval is based on Revision 2 of LTR NEDC-33006P
(Reference 1). This revision incorporates changes culminating from the NRC staff review of the
content of the earlier versions of the LTR.
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ACRONYMS

Term Definition

ADS Automatic Depressurization System

AL Analytical Limit

AOO Anticipated Operational Occurrence

AOP Abnormal Operating Procedure

APRM Average Power Range Monitor

ART Adjusted Reference Temperature

ARTS Average Power Range Monitor, Rod Block Monitor, Technical

Specifications Improvement Program

ASME American Society Of Mechanical Engineers

ATWS Anticipated Transient Without Scram

AV Allowable Value

BOC Beginning of Cycle

BT Boiling Transition

BWR Boiling Water Reactor

BWRVIP Boiling Water Reactor Vessel and Internals Project

CF Core Flow

CFR Code Of Federal Regulations

CLTP Current Licensed Thermal Power

CLTR CPPU LTR, NEDC-33004P (Reference 5)

COLR Core Operating Limits Report

CPPU Constant Pressure Power Uprate

CPR Critical Power Ratio

ACPR Change in Critical Power Ratio

CS Core Spray

CS/LPCS Core Spray or Low Pressure Core Spray

DBA Design-Basis Accident

DC Direct Current

DIVOM Delta CPR over Initial CPR vs. Oscillation Magnitude

DSS-CD Detect And Suppress Solution-Confirmation Density

ECCS Emergency Core Cooling System

ELLLA Extended. Load Line Limit Analysis

ELTR1 NEDC-32424P-A (Reference 3)

ELTR2 NEDC-32523P-A (Reference 4)

EMA Equivalent Margins Analysis

EOC End Of Cycle
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Term Definition

EOOS Equipment Out-Of-Service

EOP Emergency Operating Procedure

EPU Extended Power Uprate

EPG Emergency Procedure Guideline

ESF Engineered Safety Features

FWCF Feedwater Controller Failure

FWHOOS Feedwater Heater(s) Out-Of-Service

FWT Feedwater Temperature

GDC Generic Design Criteria

GE General Electric

GHNE General Electric Nuclear Energy

GESTAR GE Standard Application for Reactor Fuel

HCTL Heat Capacity Temperature Limit

HPCI High Pressure Coolant Injection

HPCS High Pressure Core Spray

HSBW Hot Shutdown Boron Weight

IASCC Irradiation Assisted Stress Corrosion Cracking

IC Isolation Condenser

ICA Interim Corrective Actions

ICF Increased Core Flow

IRM Intermediate Range Monitor

LFWH Loss of Feedwater Heater

LHGR Linear Heat Generation Rate

LTR Licensing LTR

LOCA Loss-Of-Coolant Accident

LOOP Loss Of Offsite Power

LPCI Low Pressure Coolant Injection

LPCS Low Pressure Core Spray

LPRM Local Power Range Monitor

LRNBP Generator Load Rejection Without Bypass

LSSS Limiting Safety System Setting

LTS Long Term Solution

MAPLHGR Maximum Average Planar Linear Heat Generation Rate

MCPR Minimum Critical Power Ratio

MCPRf Flow-dependent Minimum Critical Power Ratio

MCPRp Power-dependent Minimum Critical Power Ratio
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Term Definition

MELLLA Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis

MELLLA+ Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis Plus

M+SAR MELLLA+ Safety Analysis Report (Plant-specific Safety Analysis Report)

MEOD Maximum Extended Operating Domain (MELLLA and ICF)

Mlbm Millions Pound mass

MOC Middle of Cycle

MSIV Main Steam Isolation Valve

MSIVC Main Steam Isolation Valve Closure

MSIVF Main Steam Isolation Valve Closure With Scram On High Neutron Flux

MWt Megawatt-Thermal

NFI New Fuel Introduction

NMS NMS

NPSH Net Positive Suction Head

NRC Nuclear Regulatory Commission

NSSS Nuclear Steam Supply System

ODYN GE methodology

OLMCPR Operating Limit Minimum Critical Power Ratio

OLTP Original Licensed Thermal Power

OPRM Oscillation Power Range Monitor

PCT Peak Cladding Temperature

PRA Probabilistic Risk Assessment

PRFO Pressure Regulator Failure Open

PUSAR Power Uprate Safety Analysis Report

psi Pounds Per Square Inch

psia Pounds Per Square Inch - Absolute

psig Pounds Per Square Inch - Gauge

P-T Pressure-Temperature

RAI Request for Additional Information

RBM Rod Block Monitor

RCIC Reactor Core Isolation Cooling

RCIS Rod Control And Information System

RCPB Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary

RHR Residual Heat Removal

RMS Root Mean Square

RPS Reactor Protection System

RPT Recirculation Pump Trip
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Term Definition

RPV Reactor Pressure Vessel

RRS Reactor Recirculation System

RSLB Recirculation Suction Line Break

RWE Rod Withdrawal Error

RWM Rod Worth Minimizer

SAFDL Specified Acceptable Fuel Design Limit

SAG Severe Accident Guideline

SAR Safety Analysis Report

SBO Station Blackout

SDC Shutdown Cooling

SDM Shut Down Margin

SE Safety Evaluation

SL Safety Limit

SLCS Standby Liquid Control System

SLMCPR Safety Limit Minimum Critical Power Ratio

SLO Single (Recirculation) Loop Operation

SPC Suppression Pool Cooling

SRLR Supplemental Reload Licensing Report

SRM Source Range Monitor

SRP Standard Review Plan

SRV Safety Relief Valve

SRVDL Safety Relief Valve Discharge Line

T-M Thermal - Mechanical

TAF Top Of Active Fuel

TIP Traversing In-Core Probe

TLO Two (Recirculation) Loop Operation

TRACG GE TRAC code

TS Technical Specification

TSP Trip Setpoint

TSV Turbine Stop Valve

TTNBP Turbine Trip without Bypass Failure

UFSAR Updated Final Safety Analysis Report

UHS Ultimate Heat Sink

USAR Updated Safety Analysis Report

USE Upper Shelf Energy
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

By letter dated November 29, 2005, General Electric (GE) Hitachi Nuclear Energy America, LLC
(GHNE, formerly known as GENE) submitted for U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
staff review and approval licensing LTR (LTR) NEDC-33006P, Revision 2, "General Electric
Boiling Water Reactor [BWR] Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis [MELLLA] Plus
[MELLLA+]," (Reference 1). Previous versions of this LTR were submitted to the NRC in 2002
and 2003 (References 2 through 4). This LTR defines the approach and provides the basis for
an expansion of the core flow (CF) operating range for plants that have uprated power, either
with or without a change in the operating pressure. This CF rate operating range expansion
does not change the current plant vessel dome operating pressure. Supplemental information
supporting the review of NEDC-33006P was provided to the NRC staff in References 5
through 32.

Power uprates in GE BWRs of up to 120 percent of original licensed thermal power (OLTP)
have been based on the guidelines and approach provided in NEDC-32424P-A, February 1999
(ELTR1, Reference 33) and NEDC-32523P-A, February 2000, with Supplement 1, Volume I,
February 1999, and Supplement 1, Volume II, April 1999 (ELTR2, Reference 34). The
approach in ELTR1 and ELTR2 allows an increase in the maximum operating reactor pressure,
when the reactor power is uprated. Subsequent to the approval of ELTR1 and ELTR2, GE
developed an approach to uprate reactor power while maintaining the current reactor maximum
operating reactor vessel dome pressure.

The current MELLLA operating range is characterized by the operating state point of reactor
thermal power of 100 percent of OLTP at 75 percent of rated CF. Some plants currently
combine the MELLLA operating region with increased CF resulting in an operating map called
maximum extended operating domain (MEOD). Uprating to 120 percent OLTP using the
MELLLA or MEOD boundary restricts the CF to 99 percent of rated CF at full power operation.
This results in a reduced CF range that is available for flexible operation at the uprated power.
LTR NEDC-33006P addresses the MELLLA plus (MELLLA+) operating improvement that
provides an expansion of the operating boundary to permit operation of up to 120 percent OLTP
with CF as low as 80 percent of rated CF.

LTR NEDC-33006P provides evaluations that demonstrate that the MELLLA+ operating range
expansion can be accomplished within the applicable plant safety design criteria. Because the
maximum thermal power and maximum CF rate do not change for MELLLA+, the effects are
limited to the Nuclear Steam Supply System (NSSS), and primarily within the evaluation of core
and reactor internals performance during postulated transient and accident events. In addition,
many of the safety evaluations (SEs) and equipment assessments that have been previously
performed for a power uprate are unaffected. This LTR dispositions these evaluations by
generic assessments. Those evaluations that cannot be dispositioned by generic assessments
will require the plant-specific evaluations to be documented in the plant-specific MELLLA+
safety analysis report (M+SAR). Licensees who reference this LTR in their request to
implement MELLLA+ will document that the generic assessments of this LTR are applicable or
provide a plant-specific evaluation.

1



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

1.1 BACKGROUND ON EXTENDED POWER UPRATE (EPU)

1.1.1 Generic EPU LTRs

The NRC staff reviewed and approved ELTR1 and ELTR2. The ELTRs, as supplemented,
provide guidelines for plant-specific EPU applications involving dome pressure increase, and/or
implementation of MELLLA operating domains and/or new fuel introduction (NFI). The ELTRs:
(1) evaluated the impacts EPU operation would have on BWR response to the design basis and
special events safety analyses, (2) provided generic bounding analyses; (3) evaluated the
impact of EPU on equipment, components and systems important to safe operation of the plant,
(4) identified the plant-specific supporting analyses that would be submitted in the EPU
applications, and (5) presented the technical justifications supporting the specific principal topics
found not to be significantly affected by the EPU operation. Therefore, the ELTRs provide the
road map for the EPU applications, including resolution of any safety significant generic
technical issues related to operation at EPU conditions.

Subsequently, the NRC staff reviewed and approved the constant pressure power uprate
(CPPU) LTR (CLTR), NEDC-33004P-A, Revision 4 (Reference 35). The CLTR approval was
limited to EPU applications that did not involve mixed-vendor transition cores and concurrent
implementation of any changes in the operating conditions other than EPU. Since the CLTR is
based on a limited set of analyses, any EPU application based on the CPPU cannot implement
changes in the operating domains, introduce new fuel designs, or change the cycle length.
Most EPU applications were based on ELTR1 and ELTR2.

1.1.2 Plant-Specific EPU Applications

Since the generic EPU LTRs established the required plant-specific assessment, the
plant-specific EPU reviews focus on the results of the analyses for the specific application. The
plant-specific reviews evaluate the plant's response to the design basis requirements and its
capability to meet the acceptance criteria for each of the required safety analysis at the uprated
conditions. The EPU application reviews also ensure that the key plant parameters (e.g., safety
relief valve (SRV) tolerances, setpoint actuations, etc.) are consistent with the assumptions
used in the plant-specific EPU analyses. Therefore, the plant-specific EPU reviews do not entail
review of the methods used to perform the analyses but rather evaluate the plant-specific
response to the operation at the uprated conditions.

1.1.3 NRC-Approved Analytical Methods and Codes

For BWR plants, the NRC staff reviews and approves the fuel vendor's licensing methodology,
analytical methods, and codes used to perform the analyses supporting any licensing actions.
GE's licensing methodology is specified in LTR NEDE-2401 1-P-A, "General Electric Standard
Application for Reactor Fuel" (GESTAR II, Reference 36). Any changes to the licensing
methodology, analytical methods, or codes require an amendment request. Amendment 22 to
GESTAR II covers the required analyses for NFI and the analyses that are performed during the
reload. The NRC staff reviews and approves LTRs that support the use of specific methods
(e.g., critical power correlations, neutronic methods, stability solutions) or codes (e.g., TRACG
for anticipated operational occurrence (AOO), TRACG for anticipated transient without scram
(ATWS) peak pressure, ODYN, TASC). Upon approval, the LTRs and analytical methods are
incorporated into the GESTAR I1.
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The SEs approving LTRs include limitations that delineate the conditions that warrant specific
actions, such as obtaining measurement data or NRC-approval. The LTR, covering specific
analytical methods or code systems, quantifies the accuracy of the methods or the code used
and specifies the applicability ranges. Therefore, the use of NRC-approved analytical methods
is contingent upon application of these methods and codes within the ranges for which the data
was provided and against which the methods were evaluated. In those instances, the NRC staff
SE does not contain specific limitations; the approval is based on the conditions and content of
the plant-specific submittal.

1.1.4 Computer Codes and Methods

Section 1.3 of the power uprate safety analysis report (PUSAR) provides confirmation that the
NRC-approved or industry-accepted computer codes and calculational techniques are used to
demonstrate compliance with the applicable regulatory acceptance criteria. The PUSAR also
states that the application of these codes to the EPU analyses complies with the limitations and
conditions specified in the approving NRC SE where applicable for each code. Any exceptions
to the use of the code or conditions of the applicable SE are noted in Table 1-1 of the PUSAR.
In the plant-specific applications, Table 1-1 of the PUSAR lists the codes used to perform the
safety analyses supporting the EPU operation. Therefore, in general, plant-specific licensing
actions, including EPU reviews, do not entail review of the NRC-approved analytical methods
and codes.

Section 1.1.3, "Computer Codes and Methods," of LTR NEDC-33006P proposes similar
confirmation of methods applicability in the plant-specific MELLLA+ applications. The
plant-specific MELLLA+ applications will reference the NRC-approved methods and codes used
to perform the safety analyses and evaluations. The plant-specific M+SAR will provide a list of
the computer codes used to perform the analyses and indicate the NRC-approval status.

During the review of LTR NEDC-33006P, the NRC staff discovered that for EPU and the
proposed MELLLA+ operation, the NRC-approved analytical methods may: (1) be extended
outside the applicability ranges; (2) not be adequately supported by the measurements
qualification database; or (3) result in key parameters and assumptions being extended outside
the acceptability ranges. As a result, GHNE submitted for review LTR NEDC-33173P,
"Applicability of GE Methods to Expanded Operating Domains," (Reference 37) dated
February 2006. In LTR NEDC-33173P, GHNE evaluated the impact of operation at higher void
conditions characteristic of EPU and MELLLA+ operation on all of its licensing analytical
methods. LTR NEDC-33173P was reviewed by the NRC staff and approval is pending with a
number of limitations. These limitations are applicable to the present review of LTR
NEDC-33006P.

In LTR NEDC-33006P, Revision 2, GHNE states that, "The Methods LTR NEDC-33173P
(Reference [37]) documents all analyses supporting the conclusions in this section that the
application ranges of GE codes and methods are adequate in the MELLLA+ operating domain.
The range of mass fluxes and power/flow ratio in the GEXL database covers the intended
MELLLA+ operating range. The database includes low flow, high qualities, and void fractions,
although the void fraction is not measured in the test facility. Therefore, there are no restrictions
on the application of the GEXL-PLUS correlation in the MELLLA+ operating domain."

Although GHNE does not measure the void fraction in the critical power ratio (CPR)
experimental tests, the void fractions corresponding to the bundle test conditions can be
calculated. The NRC staff also understands that the GEXL test database covers bundle flows
lower than the bundle flows at the natural recirculation. For each bundle flow condition, the test
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power level is increased, until boiling transition (BT) is reached, which would be expected to
correspond to high void conditions. Using the test measurement data, the average void
fractions at different axial elevation of the fuel bundle can be calculated to confirm that the within
bundle void fraction ranges are covered by the GEXL-Plus database. In LTR NEDC-33173P,
GHNE states: "the GEXL correlation database covers the EPU/MELLLA+ operating ranges."

GEXL-PLUS Limitation

The plant-specific application will confirm that for operation within the boundary defined by the
MELLLA+ upper boundary and maximum CF range, the GEXL-PLUS experimental database
covers the thermal-hydraulic conditions the fuel bundles will experience, including, bundle
power, mass flux, void fraction, pressure, and subcooling. If the GEXL-PLUS experimental
database does not cover the within bundle thermal-hydraulic conditions, during steady state,
transient conditions, and DBA conditions, GHNE will inform the NRC at the time of submittal and
obtain the necessary data for the submittal of the plant-specific MELLLA+ application.

In addition, the plant-specific application will confirm that the experimental pressure drop
database for the pressure drop correlation covers the pressure drops anticipated in the
MELLLA+ range.

With subsequent fuel designs, the plant-specific applications will confirm that the database
supporting the CPR correlations covers the powers, flows and void fractions BWR bundles will
experience for operation at and within the MELLLA+ domain, during steady state, transient, and
DBA conditions. The plant-specific submittal will also confirm that the NRC staff reviewed and
approved the associated CPR correlation if the changes in the correlation are outside the
GESTAR II (Amendment 22) process. Similarly, the plant-specific application will confirm that
the experimental pressure drop database does cover the range of pressures the fuel bundles
will experience for operation within the MELLLA+ domain.

1.1.5 Related LTRs

There are several LTRs that cover specific review topics relevant to the approval of
NEDC-33006P. The limitations associated with these LTRs apply to the plant-specific
MELLLA+ applications. The LTRs are as follows:

1. NEDC-33173P, "Applicability of GE Methods to Expanded Operating Domains," February
2006 (Reference 37). This LTR extends the use of GHNE's analytical methods and codes
to MELLLA+. Plant-specific MELLLA+ applications must demonstrate compliance with the
limitations in the NRC staff SE approving NEDC-33173P, or any supplements or revisions.

2. NEDC-33075P, "Detect and Suppress Solution-Confirmation Density Licensing Topical
Report," Revision 5, July 2005 (Reference 45). This LTR presents stability detect and
suppress methodology for application to MELLLA+ operation. The NRC staff reviewed and
approved the stability methodology presented in this LTR for application to MELLLA+
operation. Specifically, the NEDC-33075P stability detect and suppress methodology
ensures that the stability response for operation at the higher MELLLA+ rod line can be
detected and suppressed such that GDC-12 requirements can be met. Stability detect and
suppress methodology used to demonstrate the stability requirements can be met for
operation in the MELLLA+ domain and is not limited to the DSS-CD, Revision 5,
methodology. However, any detect and suppress methodology used must be specifically
reviewed and approved for MELLLA+ operating conditions. The stability solution must also
include a backup stability solution specifically reviewed and approved for MELLLA+
operation.

4



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

3. NEDE-33147, "DSS-CD TRACG Application," May 23, 2006 (Reference 47). GHNE used
TRACG calculations to demonstrate that the DSS-CD stability solution can effectively detect
and suppress instability events and meet the associated regulatory requirements. The NRC
staff reviewed and accepted TRACG for this specific application.

Related LTRs Limitation

Plant-specific MELLLA+ applications must comply with the limitations and conditions specified
in and be consistent with the purpose and content covered in the NRC staff SEs approving the
latest version of the following LTRs: NEDC-33173P, NEDC-33075P, and NEDC-33147
(References 37, 45, and 47).
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Table 1-1 Computer codes used for CPPU

Task - Computer Version or -NRC CommentsCode Revision. Approved Cmme
Nominal Reactor Heat ISCOR 09 Y(2) NEDE-2401 IP Rev. 0 SERBalance

Reactor Coo and Fuel TGBLA 06 Y NEDE-30130-P-A
Perfonrmace PANACEA II Y (5) NEDE-30130-P-A

GESAM 01 Y(3) NEDO-10958-A

Reactor Power/Flow Map BILBO 04V NA (1); NEDE-23504, February
1977

Thermal Hydraulic ODYSY 05 Y NEDC-32992P-A
Stebility

Reactor Vessel Fluence DORTGOI 1 N (14)
TGBLA 6 Y (15)

Reactor ntemal Pressure ISCOR 09 Y(2) NEDE-24011P RevO. 0 SER
Diffeesnc LAMB 07 (4) NEDE-20566-P-A

TRACG 02 Y NEDE-32176P, Rev 2, Dee
1999
NEDC-32177P, Rev 2, Ian 2000
NRC TAC No M90270, Sap
1994(13)

Cnainmen System SHEX 05 Y (9)
Response M3CPT 05 Y NUPEG-0661

LAMB 08 (4) NEDE-20566-P-A

Tromens Analysis PANACEA II Y NEDE-30130-P-A (5)
ISCOR 09 Y(2) NEDE-2401 IP Rev. 0 SER
ODYN 10 Y NEDO-24154-A
SAFER 04 Y(6) NEDC-32424P-A, NEDC-

32523P.A, (9), (10). (II)
TASC 03A Y NEDC-32084P-A, Rev. 2,

July 2002
Anticipated Transient ODYN 10 Y NEDE-24154P-A Supp. 1, Vot 4Withou Scram STEMP 04 (7)

PANACEA I I Y NEDE-30130-P-A
ISCOR 9 Y (2) NEDE-2401 IP Rev. 0 SER
TASC 03A Y NEDC-32084P-A, Rev. 2,

July 2002
SHEX 05 Y (8)

Station Blackout SHEX 05 Y (8)

Appendix R Fire GESTR 08 (6) NEDE-23785-1-PA, Rev. 1Protection SAFER 04 (6) (9) (10) (1 I)
SHEX 05 (8)

Reactor Recirculation BILBO 04V NA (1) NEDE-23504, February
System 1977

ECCS-LOCA LAMB 08 Y NEDO-20566A
GESTR 0 y NEDE-237S5-1-PA, Rev. I
SAFER 04 y (9)(10)(11)
ISCOR 09 Y(2) NEDE-2401 IP Rev. 0 SER
TASC 03A y NEDC-32084P-A, Rev. 2, July

2002
Fission Product Ivemonty ORIGEN2 2-1 N Isotope Gesneation and Depletion

Code

High Eergy Line Break COMPARE-MOD I A N(12) LA.71t9.MS

Probabilistic Risk MAAP 4.0.4 N (16)
Assessment

1.1.6 MELLLA+ Operating Domain Overview

Figure 1-1 of this SE shows a power-flow map for a typical BWR. BWRs operating at the OLTP
typically operate in a power-flow range identified as the MELLLA range, which is characterized
by the operating statepoint of reactor thermal power of 100 percent of OLTP at 75 percent flow
(point C of Figure 1-1). Some plants currently combine the MELLLA operating region with
increased core flow (ICF) resulting in an operating map called MEOD, which increases the
power-flow range up to 107 percent flow (point A of Figure 1-1).
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Power uprates in BWRs of up to 120 percent of OLTP have been reviewed and approved.
Some early implementations used the approach described in LTR NEDC-32424P-A
(Reference 33) and LTR NEDC-32523P-A (Reference 34). Most recent power uprates maintain
a constant dome pressure, as described in NEDC-33004P-A (Reference 35). These uprates all
consist of an extension of the MELLLA or MEOD boundary along the flow control line, so that a
flow reduction or a recirculation pump trip (RPT) would revert approximately to the pre-OLTP
operation statepoints. As seen in Figure 1-1, uprating to 120 percent OLTP using the MELLLA
or MEOD boundary restricts the CF to be greater than 99 percent of rated full power operation
(point B of Figure 1-1), which results in a reduced CF range available for flexible operation at
the uprated power.

Day-to-day operation of nuclear reactors requires that reactivity balance be maintained to
accommodate fuel burn-up. The BWR operators have typically two options to maintain this
reactivity balance: (a) control rod movements or (b) flow adjustments. Because of the strong
void reactivity feedback and its distributed effect all over the core, flow adjustments are the
preferred reactivity control method. Control rod movements are typically performed a few times
during the cycle to accomplish larger reactivity changes and the desired burn-up profiles.
Because of the strong local power changes that may result from control rod motion and its local
effect on the fuel, control rod movements should be performed very slowly and at a reduced
power level; otherwise, fuel clad failures may occur.

The preferred reactivity control method, which has been used for many years in BWRs, is to set
up a target control rod pattern at a low power level, increase the power to full licensed
conditions and control reactivity by increasing flow over a period of several months. When the
burn-up reactivity can no longer be adjusted using flow, the power level is reduced, the next
target control rod sequence is achieved, the power is increased back to the licensed level, and
flow control continues to maintain power. Figure 1-2 of this SE illustrates how a reactor
operator can use the flow-control window to adjust changes in reactivity caused by burn-up.

As seen in Figure 1-1, the flow control window in EPU reactors is very small (approximately
1 percent flow). Therefore, reactor operators are forced to either move control rods very often
or allow power changes as burn-up takes place. In a typical EPU reactor, the control rods must
be repositioned almost on a weekly basis to maintain power at the licensed level.

MELLLA+ attempts to address this flow control issue by increasing the operating range to
point D of Figure 1-1 (120 percent OLTP, 80 percent flow); thus creating a 20 percent
flow-control window. The EPU plants operating in the MELLLA+ range will require significantly
lower number of control rod movements than presently licensed EPU plants. This represents a
significant improvement on operating flexibility. It also provides safer operation, because
reducing the number of control rod manipulations: (a) minimizes the likelihood of fuel failures
and (b) reduces the likelihood of accidents initiated by reactor maneuvers required to achieve
an operating condition where control rods can be extracted. However, this safety increase must
be compared to other factors such as the higher power effect on transients and the fact that
more channels are placed closer to limits by the power-profile flattening.

A secondary benefit from MELLLA+ operation is spectral shifting. Operation at high power-to-
flow ratios results in high void fractions, and the reduced water-moderation of neutrons
increases the neutron average energy. At higher neutron energies, the Uranium (U)-238
absorption cross-section increases, and more Plutonium (Pu)-239 is produced. Since Pu-239 is
a fissile isotope, it increases the core reactivity and, essentially, adds production days to the fuel
cycle. Towards the end of cycle, approximately 30 percent of the nuclear energy is produced by
fission of the Pu-239 as opposed to U-235. Thus, operation at the increased power-to-flow ratio
allowed by MELLLA+ provides a significant economic advantage.
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1.2 LICENSING APPROACH

LTR NEDC-33006P describes the generic guidelines, evaluations, criteria, process, and scope
of work that would be needed to support operation in the MELLLA+ operating domain. The LTR
addresses the safety aspects of the plant that are affected by operation at this increased power
and reduced flow, including the NSSS and balance-of-plant (BOP) systems. The LTR defines
the methodology, analysis assumptions, and acceptance criteria to be used in plant-specific
M+SAR.

LTR NEDC-33006P provides the proposed format for the plant-specific M+SAR. The proposed
format, scope, and content of the LTR are similar to previous GE generic power uprate LTRs
(e.g., NEDC-33004P-A (Reference 35)). The plant-specific M+SAR will follow the same scope,
content, and structure as LTR NEDC-33006P, as supplemented by the conclusions of this SE.

The applicable sections of this SE cover the fuel-dependent analysis. This SE delineates the
bases of the approval and the scope and content of M+SAR. The "-A" version of LTR
NEDC-33006P will revise the LTR NEDC-33006P and ensure that all changes required by RAI
responses are incorporated.

1.2.1 Concurrent Changes and Licensing Process

The earlier versions of LTR NEDC-33006P proposed a list of "separate effects" changes that
could be implemented concurrently with the MELLLA+, but would be evaluated in a separate
submittal. However, implementing all of these changes would have had a cumulative affect on
the safety analyses that demonstrate the impact of MELLLA+ on the plant's response during
steady-state, transients, accidents, and special events. Therefore, the plant-specific MELLLA+
application needs to demonstrate how the plant would be operated during the implementation of
MELLLA+.

Concurrent Changes Limitation

a) The plant-specific analyses supporting MELLLA+ operation will include all operating
condition changes that are implemented at the plant at the time of MELLLA+
implementation. Operating condition changes include, but are not limited to, those
changes that affect, an increase in the dome pressure, maximum CF, fuel cycle length,
or any changes in the licensed operational enhancements. For example, with an
increase in dome pressure, the following analyses must be analyzed: the ATWS
analysis, the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) overpressure analyses,
the transient analyses, and the emergency core cooling system-loss-of-coolant accident
(ECCS-LOCA) analysis. Any changes to the safety system settings or any actuation
setpoint changes necessary to operate with the increased dome pressure must be
included in the evaluations (e.g., safety relief valve (SRV) setpoints).

b) For all topics in LTR NEDC-33006P that are reduced in scope or generically
dispositioned, the plant-specific application will provide justification that the reduced
scope or generic disposition is applicable to the plant. If changes that invalidate the LTR
dispositions are to be implemented at the time of MELLLA+ implementation, the
plant-specific application will provide analyses and evaluations that demonstrate the
cumulative effect with MELLLA+ operation. For example, if the dome pressure is
increased, the ECCS performance will be evaluated on a plant-specific basis.

c) Any generic bounding sensitivity analyses provided in LTR NEDC-33006P will be
evaluated to ensure that the key plant-specific input parameters and assumptions are
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applicable and bounded. If these generic sensitivity analyses are not applicable or
additional operating condition changes affect the generic sensitivity analyses, a plant-
specific evaluation will be provided. For example, with an increase in the dome
pressure, the ATWS sensitivity analyses that model operator actions (e.g.,
depressurization if the heat capacity temperature limit (HCTL) is reached) needs to be
reanalyzed, using the bounding dome pressure condition.

d) If a new GE fuel product line or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant, the
applicability of any generic sensitivity analyses supporting the MELLLA+ application shall
be justified in the plant-specific application. If the generic sensitivity analyses cannot be
demonstrated to be applicable, the analyses will be performed including the new fuel.
For example, the ATWS instability analyses supporting the MELLLA+ condition are
based on the GE14 fuel response. New analyses that demonstrate the ATWS instability
performance of the new GE fuel or another vendor's fuel for MELLLA+ operation shall be
provided to support the plant-specific application.

e) If a new GE fuel product line or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant prior to a
MELLLA+ application, the analyses supporting the plant-specific MELLLA+ application
will be based on a specific core configuration or bounding core conditions. Any topics
that are generically dispositioned or reduced in scope in LTR NEDC-33006P will be
demonstrated to be applicable, or new analyses based on the specific core configuration
or bounding core conditions will be provided.

f) If a new GE fuel product line or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant prior to a
MELLLA+ application, the plant-specific application will reference an NRC-approved
stability method supporting MELLLA+ operation, or provide sufficient plant-specific
information to allow the NRC staff to review and approve the stability method supporting
MELLLA+ operation. The plant-specific application will demonstrate that the analyses
and evaluations supporting the stability method are applicable to the fuel loaded in the
core.

g) For MELLLA+ operation, core instability is possible in the event a transient or plant
maneuver places the reactor at a high power/low-flow condition. Therefore, plants
operating at MELLLA+ conditions must have a NRC-approved instability protection
method. In the event the instability protection method is inoperable, the applicant must
employ an NRC-approved backup instability method. The licensee will provide technical
specification (TS) changes that specify the instability method operability requirements for
MELLLA+ operation, including any backup stability protection methods.

1.2.2 MELLLA+ LTR Approach

LTR NEDC-33006P assesses the BWR plant safety, system, and component performance,
identifies the principal topics of review that are affected by MELLLA+, and those that are not
significantly affected. For specific areas of the BWR safety design, the LTR provides generic
bounding evaluations. For those evaluations that are not categorized as generically
dispositioned, a plant-specific evaluation will be required and will be documented in the plant-
specific M+SAR submittal consistent with the contents, structure, and level of detail indicated in
the MELLLA+ SE.

1.2.2.1 Generic Assessment Approach

The LTR NEDC-33006P generically dispositions certain topics by:
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1. Providing or referencing a bounding analysis for the limiting conditions,

2. Demonstrating that there is a negligible effect due to MELLLA+,

3. Identifying the portions of the plant that are unaffected by the MELLLA+ power-flow map
operating range expansion, or

4. Demonstrating that the sensitivity to MELLLA+ is small enough that the required plant cycle
specific reload analysis process is sufficient and appropriate for establishing the MELLLA+
licensing basis (as defined in GESTAR II, Reference 36).

LTR NEDC-33006P provides a phenomenological discussion of the effect of MELLLA+ on the
evaluation results. These sections reference the applicable experience base and associated
supporting information. The M+SAR will confirm and document the applicability of the generic
assessments.

The LTR NEDC-33006P generic dispositions are based on the bounding analysis, negligible
effect, unaffected, and reload dependent assessments discuss below.

1.2.2.2 Bounding Analysis

Those safety analyses and evaluations of equipment, component, and systems performance
that are generically dispositioned will not be included in the plant-specific M+SAR, because the:

1. Uprate assessments in CLTR, ELTR1, or ELTR2 are bounding,

2. Specific MELLLA+ generic studies are provided in MELLLA+ LTR, or

3. Previous studies in generic or plant-specific safety analysis report submittals are shown to
be applicable.

1.2.2.3 Negligible Effect

For those safety analyses and evaluations of equipment, component and systems performance
that are negligibly affected by MELLLA+ operation, the specific supporting evaluation will be
provided. The applicable sections discuss the bases for the negligible assessment and provide
the supporting, current experience and/or analyses. Where applicable, LTR NEDC-33006P
references the CLTR, ELTR1, or ELTR2 evaluations that support the conclusion of negligible
effect. Any plant system design that falls outside of the current basis for a "negligible effect" will
be addressed in the plant-specific submittal.

1.2.2.3.1 Unaffected
The LTR NEDC-33006P notes that MELLLA+ operation directly affects the core and some
aspects of the NSSS and it does not change the thermal power, normal operating pressure,
steam flow, feedwater flow, or feedwater temperature (FWT). The Power Conversion Systems,
Section 7.0, and Electrical Power and Auxiliary Systems, Section 6.0 of the LTR, are examplesof subjects where there is no change resulting from the MELLLA+ operating range expansion.
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1.2.2.3.2 Reload Dependent
LTR NEDC-33006P proposed to disposition the fuel-dependent analyses to the Standard
Reload Process, stating that:

The reload dependent evaluation process requires that the reload fuel design, core
loading pattern, and operational plan be established so that analyses can be performed
to establish operating limits for the cycle-specific core configuration. The reload analysis
process is required to demonstrate that the core design, including the operating limits in
the MELLLA+ operating range, will meet all of the applicable NRC evaluation criteria and
limits documented in Reference 4. [

] The MELLLA+ operating range expansion cannot be
implemented unless the appropriate reload core analysis is performed, the core and fuel
operating limits are appropriately established, and the criteria and limits in Reference 4
are satisfied. Based upon current requirements, the reload analysis results are
documented in the Supplemental Reload Licensing Report (SRLR), and the applicable
core operating limits are documented in the plant specific Core Operating Limits Report
(COLR).

The NRC staff agrees that the cycle- and core-specific analysis will not be available in the initial
submittal of the plant-specific M+SAR. In addition, in accordance with the NRC-approved
licensing process specified in GESTAR II, the reload fuel dependent analyses will be performed
and documented in the supplemental reload licensing report (SRLR). However, the NRC staff
notes that the SRLR is not submitted unless the NRC staff specifically requests it in request for
additional information (RAI). For the CPPU applications, the core and fuel performance
assessments are performed on a representative core and the actual core and fuel performance
assessments deferred to the reload. Therefore, MELLLA+ LTR proposes that the NRC staff
approve an MELLLA+ application without reviewing the plant's response for two significant
operational changes. The NRC staff finds that the proposed disposition of the fuel- and
cycle-dependent analyses to the standard reload process would not meet the agency's safety
goals.

Moreover, the generic disposition to the reload rejected by the staff was based on the
assessment that the plant's core and fuel response to the MELLLA+ conditions would not be
significantly different from responses during EPU operation. However, the NRC staff finds that
the high bundle power/flow conditions for MELLLA+ operation will reduce the margins to the
thermal limits. The NRC staff RAI 24 discusses the disposition of the fuel- and cycle-dependent
analyses to the reload. In response to NRC staff RAI 24 (Reference 30), GHNE accepted that
the plant-specific MELLLA+ applications will provide the thermal limits assessment and the
transient analysis results.

Reload Analysis Submittal Limitation

The plant-specific MELLLA+ application shall provide the plant-specific thermal limits
assessment and transient analysis results. Considering the timing requirements to support the
reload, the fuel- and cycle-dependent analyses including the plant-specific thermal limits
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assessment may be submitted by supplementing the initial M+SAR. Additionally, the SRLR for
the initial MELLLA+ implementation cycle shall be submitted for NRC staff confirmation.

1.2.2.3.3 Thermal Limits and Transient Results Limitation
As described in the GHNE response to RAI 24 (Reference 30), the plant-specific MELLLA+
application will provide the plant-specific thermal limits assessment and transient analysis
results. The fuel- and cycle-dependent analyses including the plant-specific thermal limits
assessment can submitted by supplementing the initial M+SAR.

The LTR NEDC-33006P states that if the generic assessment is fuel design dependent, this
assessment is applicable only to GE/Global Nuclear Fuel (GNF) fuel designs through GE14,
analyzed with GE methodology. It adds that the effect of MELLLA+ on future GE/GNF fuel
designs will be addressed during the assessment of the new fuel design consistent with the
requirements of GESTAR II (Reference 36). This statement is unclear as to what analyses will
be provided in the M+SAR if the core is loaded with new GE fuel designs. For clarity, the NRC
staff reiterates that the scope of fuel-dependent analyses and the results will not be deferred to
the NFI process but will be provided in the M+SAR. The fuel-dependent analyses that are also
cycle-dependent and performed during the standard reload analysis can be submitted after the
SRLR is available.

1.2.2.3.4 Plant-Specific Evaluation

All topics that are not categorized as generic will require a plant-specific evaluation and will be
documented in the plant-specific M+SAR submittal. The LTR NEDC-33006P provides an
assessment of the expected MELLLA+ effect on the plant and also provides guidelines as to the
plant-specific evaluations that will be provided in the M+SAR.

1.2.2.4 Cores Loaded with Non-GE Fuel

LTR NEDC-33006P states that if another vendor's fuel design is considered as part of the
MELLLA+ operating range expansion, fuel design dependent assessments must be separately
evaluated and justified on a plant- and fuel-specific basis.

It is important to note that the LTR NEDC-33006P fuel-dependent assessments are limited to
the GE14 fuel designs. Therefore, this SE did not cover mixed vendor cores or cores consisting
exclusively of another vendor's fuel, because no generic assessments were provided in LTR
NEDC-33006P that demonstrates the plants' fuel-dependent response. Therefore, plants
loaded with non-GE fuel or using another vendor's analytical methods and codes will provide all
the fuel dependent analyses to demonstrate the safe operation of the plants at MELLLA+
conditions. This includes the fuel and core performance, the thermal margins assessments, the
off-rated limit analyses, the thermal mechanical overpower, the overpressure, the LOCA
analysis (full break spectrum), the ATWS, ATWS instability, and the stability responses. The
analyses assumptions and calculational methods will be consistent with the content and scope
of LTR NEDC-33006P and this SE. The plant-specific application will account for the topics
covered in the NRC staff RAIs. Some of the key calculational methodology and assumptions
important to the MELLLA+ operation include but are not limited to:

1. performing the analyses (e.g., LOCA, SLMCPR, transients) at the limiting MELLLA+
statepoints;

2. performing the LOCA analyses for top peaked power shape;
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3. performing thermal and mechanical overpower analysis; and

4. demonstrating that the ATWS acceptance criteria can be met, including the core
depressurization if the suppression pool temperature reaches the HCTL. The HCTL is
defined so that transferring all the stored energy of the pressurized primary system to the
suppression pool will not result in containment integrity violation.

1.2.2.5 NEDC-33173 Applicability

LTR NEDC-33173P covers the applicability of the analytical methods and codes used to
perform the safety analyses for MELLLA+ operations and is limited to GE analytical methods
and codes. Thus, the plant-specific M+SAR will either demonstrate compliance with the
applicable limitations in the SE approving LTR NEDC-33173P in addition to the limitations in this
SE or establish that the limitation is not applicable.

1.3 OPERATING CONDITIONS AND CONSTRAINTS

1.3.1 Power/Flow Map

Figure 1-1 shows the MELLLA+ operating domain. The MELLLA+ operating domain is bounded
by an analytical line that extends from 55 percent CF to the minimum CF statepoint (e.g.,
80 percent CF) at EPU power level and the CF window at EPU power level (80 percent to rated
or ICF at EPU power level).

Most BWRs implemented the MELLLA operating domain. The LTR NEDC-33006P presents the
MELLLA and MELLLA+ analytical lines. The MELLLA upper boundary core power, P (percent
rated), as a function of CF, WT (percent rated), is defined as:

Although the load line is influenced by plant-specific operating factors such as the
FWT and the core size, changes in the load line due to core characteristics (e.g., reactivity
coefficients and power distribution) can be represented using the [
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The MELLLA+ region extends down to 55 percent CF. The MELLLA+ was not extended below
55 percent CF due to stability considerations. Plant power/flow maneuvers near the upper
boundary of MELLLA+ near full power are intended to be performed above 55 percent CF
statepoint. If the reactor operating conditions following an unplanned event stabilize at a
power/flow point outside the allowed operating domain, the operators must maneuver the plant
back into the analyzed and licensed domain. This is consistent with the current plant
procedures and operation. However, in the initial implementation of MELLLA+, the approving
NRC staff SE will flag as an inspection item the operator training modules and awareness of a
potential operation outside the licensed MELLLA+ domain.

1.3.2 Core and Reactor Conditions

Table 1-2 of this SE presents the plant parameters for a BWR/6 plant operating at the:
(1) 120 percent of OLTP, 99 percent CF statepoint; (2) 120 percent OLTP, 80 percent CF
statepoint; and (3) 97 percent of the OLTP, 55 percent CF statepoint. The LTR NEDC-33006P
states that the differences shown in Table 1-2 represent the characteristics of other BWR plants,
however the core operating conditions represent the maximum allowed power-to-flow ratio. For
operation in the MELLLA+ minimum flow statepoint, the changes in the reactor heat balance are
primarily due to the decrease in the recirculation flow. As seen in Table 1-2 below, the
parameter for 99 percent CF and 80 percent CF decreases from 83.7 percent to 67.6 percent
MIb/Hr, while the feedwater temperature remains at 430 OF, which decreases the core inlet
enthalpy from 525.2 Btu/Lb to 519 Btu/Lb. The core average exit void fraction changes from
73 percent to 77 percent. However, it is important to note that the exit void fraction of the
maximum powered bundles would be above 90 percent, depending on the plant-specific core
configuration.
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Table 1-2 Comparison of Thermal-Hydraulic Parameters

MELLLA MELLLA MELLLA+ MELLLA+
120 percent 120 percent 120 percent 97 percent

Parameter OLTP, OLTP, OLTP, OLTP,
99 percent CF 99 percent CF 80 percent CF 55 percent CF
Normal FWT Reduced FWT Normal FWT Normal FWT

Thermal Power (MWt) 3473 3473 3473 2807
Steam Flow rate (MIb/Hr) 15.15 14.18 15.15 11.83
Dome Pressure (psia) 1040 1040 1040 1004
FWT ('F) 430 380 430 406
CF (Mlb/Hr) 83.7 83.7 67.6 46.5
Core Inlet Enthalpy (Btu/Lb) 525.2 517.8 519.0 504.1
Core Pressure Drop (psi) 26.1 25.4 19.3 11.2
Core Average Void Fraction 0.52 0.49 0.55 0.56
Average Core Exit Void Fraction 0.73 0.71 0.77 0.78

Table 1-3 of this SE shows a comparison of void fraction levels calculated at MELLLA+,
MELLLA, and OLTP (100 percent power/100 percent flow) at different core locations, including
the bypass region and the hot channel. From the data in these two tables, the NRC staff
concludes that MELLLA+ operation increases the void fraction significantly (up to 93 percent
voids for the hot channel) when compared to MELLLA and OLTP operation. This void fraction
increase was one of the factors that triggered the methods review documented in LTR
NEDC-33173P (Reference 37) and the NRC staff SE approving LTR NEDC-33173
(Reference 38).

Table 1-3 Bypass Void Fractions Calculated for Different Reactor Operating Domains

I

I + +

I

The NRC staff concurs with GE's conclusion that decay heat is principally a function of the
reactor power level and irradiation time. MELLLA+ does not alter either of these two
parameters, and therefore there is no first order affect on decay heat. Additional parameters
that have a second order impact on decay heat include: enrichment, exposure, void fraction,
power history, cycle length, and refueling batch fraction.

1.3.3 Operational Enhancements

Table 1-4 below shows the operational flexibility not allowed in MELLLA+ operation. The BWR
plants are allowed to operate with equipment out-of-service (EOOS), provided the safety
analysis supporting the operation with the equipment configuration demonstrates that the

15



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

fuel-dependent regulatory and safety requirements can be met. The cycle- and core-specific
reload analyses are performed assuming the EOOS.

Table 1-4 Excluded Options in the MELLLA+ Domain

Operational Enhancements Not Allowed in MELLLA+ Operating Region

Feedwater Heater Out-of-Service (FWHOOS)

Single Loop Operation (SLO)

The inlet subcooling for the 55 percent CF is lower than the
EPU statepoint subcooling, but prohibiting FWHOOS ensures the initial subcooling does not
decrease further, degrading the stability response in the event of recirculation pump trip (RPT).

LTR NEDC-33006P states that single loop operation (SLO) in the MELLLA+ region is not
proposed; however the available operating range for SLO in the MELLLA+ region may be
considered on plant-specific basis. The CF attainable with the SLO is typically 50 percent of
rated CF and would not be expected to be higher than 60 percent of rated flow. Therefore, for
some BWR plants, SLO flow range could place the plant outside the proposed MELLLA+
operating domain. Since the MELLLA+ line is at a higher rod line, a 2RPT will settle the reactor
at higher power/flow conditions, adversely affecting the stability response. The 2RPT is
potentially higher from SLO configuration. In addition, the higher flow noise level and the
reverse flow, during SLO operation, can potentially affect the accuracy of the CF measurement,
which could impact establishing the core operating statepoint. Therefore, the NRC staff finds
that SLO operation is not prudent until sufficient experience is gained in the operation at the
new MELLLA+ domain.

The M+SAR will identify the applicable plant-specific operational flexibilities allowed for
operation at the MELLLA+ domain. The acceptability of any proposed SLO operation will be
evaluated on plant-specific bases.

The following limitations apply to the operational flexibilities that are prohibited in the MELLLA+
operation:

Operating Flexibility Limitations:

a) The licensee will amend the TS LCO for any equipment out-of-service (i.e., SLO) or
operating flexibilities prohibited in the plant-specific MELLLA+ application.

b) For an operating flexibility, such as FWHOOS, that is prohibited in the MELLLA+
plant-specific application but is not included in the TS LCO, the licensee will propose and
implement a license condition.

c) The power flow map is not specified in the TS; however, it is an important licensed
operating domain. Licensees may elect to be licensed and operate the plant under
plant-specific-expanded domain that is bounded by the MELLLA+ upper boundary.
Plant-specific applications approved for operation within the MELLLA+ domain will
include the plant-specific power/flow map specifying the licensed domain in the COLR.
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1.4 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The following sections of this SE cover the specific impact of MELLLA+ on the principle review
topics and identify the scope of analyses that will be provided in the M+SAR. Section 12 of this
SE delineates the limitations and conditions associated with the fuel-dependent analyses for
operation at the proposed MELLLA+ conditions.
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2.0 REACTOR CORE AND FUEL PERFORMANCE

This section provides the NRC staff review of the reactor core and fuel performance. Table 2-1
lists the specific topics and the corresponding NRC staff dispositions for plant-specific
application.

Table 2-1 Reactor Core and Fuel Performance Topics

Section Title

2.1 Fuel Design and Operation

2.2 Thermal Limit Assessment

2.3 Reactivity Characteristics

2.4 Stability ]

Plant-specific evaluations will be reported in the plant-specific submittal consistent with the
applicable limitations. The applicability of the generic assessments for a plant-specific
application will be evaluated and the plant-specific submittal will either document the
confirmation of the generic assessment or provide a plant-specific evaluation if the generic
applicability assessment does not apply.

2.1 FUEL DESIGN AND OPERATION

The use of NRC-approved fuel design acceptance criteria and analysis methodologies assures
that the fuel performs in a manner that is consistent with the NUREG-0800, "Standard Review
Plan" Sections 4.2 and 4.3 and the requirements of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations
(10 CFR) Part 50, Appendix A, applicable GDC.
Fuel is designed to ensure that:

1. the fuel bundles are not damaged during normal steady-state operation and AOOs;

2. any damage to the fuel bundles will not be so severe as to prevent control rod insertion
when required;

3. the number of fuel rod failures during accidents is not underestimated; and

4. the coolability of the core is always maintained.

2.1.1 Assessment

Fuel design limits are established for all new fuel product line designs as a part of the fuel
introduction based on the NRC-approved GESTAR II approach. Changes in fuel product line
designs are not allowed to be part of a MELLLA+ application (i.e., they must be reviewed and
approved in a separate application) and there are no changes to fuel design limits required for
MELLLA+ application. In general, the fuel design limits are evaluated on a [

I as a part of the reload licensing process to ensure that the criteria for fuel
design limits are met. Certain MELLLA+ effects relevant to satisfying the above criteria are
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discussed in sections throughout this SE, including thermal limits (Section 2.2), stability (Section
2.4), ECCS-LOCA (Section 4.2 and 4.3), AOOs (Section 9.1), and ATWS (Section 9.3.1).

2.1.1.1 Core Void Distribution

For the proposed MELLLA+ operation, plants will operate at EPU power levels at CFs as low as
80 percent of rated. This leads to higher bundle power-to-flow ratio and changes in the core
power and void (axial and radial) distribution that may challenge the margins to the fuel design
limits. In the review of the NEDC-33173P (Reference 37), the NRC staff identified concerns
with applicability of existing methods to EPU and MELLLA+ conditions, particularly with respect
to their applicability to higher in-channel and bypass void conditions.

Table 2-1 and Table 5-1 of NEDC-33173P (shown here in Table 2-2 and Table 2-3) compare
the hot channel exit void fractions and bypass void fractions respectively, at different reactor
operating domains. These results show that BWR operation at the MELLLA+ statepoints results
in higher void fraction in the channel and in the bypass, compared to pre-MELLLA+ conditions.

Table 2-2 Exit Void Fraction

Plant / Parameter Power Exit Voids
Hot Channel (%OLTP)/CoreFlow (%rated)

Table 2-3 Bypass Void Fractions Calculated for Different Reactor Operating Domains

The NRC staff concludes that implementation of MELLLA+ will result in operation outside the
current experience base. In LTR NEDC-33173P, GHNE evaluated the impact of operation at
higher void conditions characteristic of EPU and MELLLA+ operation on all of its licensing
analytical methods. LTR NEDC-33173P was reviewed and approval by the NRC staff is
pending with a number of limitations. These limitations are applicable to the present review of
NEDC-33006P LTR.

2.1.2 Conclusion

The applicability of the generic fuel design and operation assessments presented in LTR
NEDC-33006P will be confirmed and documented in plant-specific requests to implement
MELLLA+. If they cannot be confirmed, then the licensee must provide a plant-specific
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evaluation documented in the plant-specific M+SAR. LTR NEDC-33006P proposes to defer the
MELLLA+ cycle-specific core design and associated safety analyses to the reload analysis. In
order for the NRC staff to be able to adequately evaluate the effect of MELLLA+ core designs,
the applicant shall provide the plant-specific thermal limits assessment and transient analysis
results. Considering the timing requirements to support the reload, the fuel- and
cycle-dependent analyses including the plant-specific thermal limits assessment may be
submitted by supplementing the initial M+SAR. In addition, the SRLR for the initial MELLLA+
implementation cycle shall be submitted to the NRC staff.

The approach described in the LTR NEDC-33006P is acceptable to the NRC staff, with
satisfactory compliance to the applicable limitations and conditions.

2.2 THERMAL LIMITS ASSESSMENT

The regulation at 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix A, GDC-10, "Reactor design," requires that the
reactor core and the associated control and instrumentation systems be designed with
appropriate margin to ensure that specified acceptable fuel design limits (SAFDLs) are not
exceeded during normal operation, including AQOs. Operating limits are established to assure
that regulatory and/or safety limits are not exceeded for a range of postulated events (transients
and accidents).

2.2.1 Assessment

The effect of the MELLLA+ on the minimum critical power ratio (MCPR) safety and operating
limits and on the maximum average planar linear heat generation rate (MAPLHGR) and linear
heat generation rate (LHGR) limits is discussed below.

2.2.1.1 SLMCPR

LTR NEDC-33006P states that the impact of MELLLA+ on the safety limit MCPR (SLMCPR) is
about [ ] However, for
operation in the MELLLA+ domains, bundles will be operating at high bundle power/flow
conditions, with the upper part of the maximum powered bundles operating at high void
conditions. The control rod density would be different resulting in different axial power
distribution than the EPU statepoint. Therefore, for operation at the MELLLA domain, the core
thermal-hydraulic conditions will differ from rated EPU conditions, with the maximum powered
bundles operating with higher void fractions, where the MCPR response is more limiting.

In the general GHNE SLMCPR methodology, the base core thermal-hydraulic conditions are
established at different exposure points. The key parameters (e.g., power, CF, feedwater flow,
etc.) that are important to the SLMCPR response are perturbed according to the corresponding
uncertainties. The SLMCPR value that meets the 0.1 acceptance criteria, where 99.9 percent of
the fuel rods avoid BT, establishes the SLMCPR limit. While the SLMCPR analysis
methodology is complex and involves statistical treatments, overall, the SLMCPR methodology
assumes that the rated core thermal-hydraulic condition, perturbed at higher uncertainties for
reduced flow conditions, yields the most conservative SLMCPR value. A similar methodology is
employed in the SLO conditions, in which the base rated thermal-hydraulic conditions are
perturbed with higher CF uncertainties.

The methodology conclusions, in part, are drawn from sensitivity analyses that examined the
changes in the SLMCPR with changes in the dominant parameters that affect the safety limit
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such as the feedwater flow, total CF, channel flow area, and FWT. The SLMCPR study shows
the relative sensitivity of the SLMCPR with increases in these key parameters, [

] (see Figure 2-5 of this SE).
Since MELLLA+ domain involves operation at EPU power levels at reduced CF conditions, the
NRC staff requested in RAI 17 that GE demonstrate why SLMCPR calculations based on the
thermal-hydraulic conditions at the MELLLA+ statepoints (120 percent P/80 percent CF;
100 percent P/ 55 percent CF) will not result in a higher SLMCPR response than the rated
condition. In MFN 04-020 (Reference 28), GHNE provided justifications that the SLMCPR
methodology, as applied, results in the most bounding value. However, SLMCPR sensitivity
analyses audited by the NRC staff showed that the SLMCPR value at the 55 percent CF
statepoint was most limiting. In addition, SLMCPR values calculated at the minimum CF
statepoint for BWRs operated at 105 percent power at minimum CF were also higher than the
rated SLMCPR value.

Subsequently, GHNE issued a Part 21 evaluation documented in MFN 04-081 (Reference 39).
The Part 21 evaluation stated that the power distribution, resulting from operation at the reduced
flow conditions, could yield SLMCPR values that bound the rated SLMCPR value. GHNE
revised its SLMCPR methodology, including calculation of the SLMCPR at minimum CF in the
licensing process. The calculated SLMCPR at the minimum CF statepoint (OLTP/75 percent
CF or 105 percent P/82 percent CF) for several BWRs resulted in a higher SLMCPR value than
at the rated conditions. The current GHNE SLMCPR applies higher off-rated CF uncertainty for
non-rated conditions.

In the revised RAI 17 response provided in MFN-07-041 (Reference 32), GHNE proposes
reducing the CF uncertainty applied to the MELLLA+ statepoints (120 percent P/ 80 percent;
OLTP/ 55 percent), which will then decrease the SLMCPR value. Based on the uncertainties
associated with different CF ranges, GHNE determines the values associated with the
MELLLA+ statepoints and justifies applying the lower uncertainty values. Figure 2-6 of this SE
shows the CF and the feedwater flow uncertainties for different CFs. SLMCPR calculations
based on the reduced CF statepoint result in lower SLMCPR values, then previously computed
at the reduced CF statepoints.

The NRC staff considered GHNE's proposal to apply lower CF uncertainties than is currently
applied in the revised SLMCPR methodology discussed above. The SLMCPR methodology still
assumes rated core thermal-hydraulic baseconditions for SLO and applies higher CF
uncertainty. For the MELLLA minimum CF and the proposed MELLLA+ minimum CF, the base
core thermal-hydraulic conditions will be predicted, but the higher off-rated SLO CF uncertainty
is applied.

The NRC staff finds that the proposal to apply graded CF uncertainty is not acceptable, because
the power distribution uncertainty applied to the minimum CF statepoints is assumed to be the
same as the rated conditions. Any changes in the power distribution uncertainties at the top
part of the fuel bundles for operation at the reduced CF statepoints cannot be benchmarked
through gamma scan. The reason is that the gamma scans capture the last 60 days of reactor
operation, when the reactor will be operating at the rated conditions.

As discussed in NEDC-33173P (Reference 37), the core-wide power distribution uncertainties
based on TIP comparisons show that the axial and nodal power distribution uncertainties
change with core power-to-flow ratio. This assessment is based on core-wide power-to-flow
ratios and calculated power distribution uncertainties for a given cycle statepoint. Therefore, the
specific changes in the bundle axial and nodal power distributions with higher power/flow
conditions cannot be assessed or validated.
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Since the rated power distribution uncertainties (e.g., C peak and O'bundle ) cannot be directly
validated for the higher bundle power/flow conditions characteristic of the operation at the
MELLLA+ reduced flow conditions, the higher CF uncertainty provides confidence in the
calculated SLMCPR value.

In addition, the MELLLA+ operation will represent operation outside the current experience
base. GHNE is expected to update its SLMCPR methodology for the proposed operating
strategies. The SLMCPR submittal will update the NRC-approved SLMCPR methodology
specified in References 40, 41, 42, and 43. The SLMCPR submittal will also address specific
topics relevant to the operation at the expanded operating domains, such as the limiting control
rod patterns assumed in modeling the base core thermal-hydraulic conditions at the reduced CF
conditions.

Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the currently used SLMCPR methodology, based on
the Part 21 report applies until the NRC staff reviews and approves the updated SLMCPR
methodology. The NRC staff finds that with consistent application of the increased CF
uncertainty at the MELLLA+ upper boundary statepoints, the application of the rated power
distribution uncertainties (upeak and O'bundle) is acceptable.

SLMCPR Statepoints and CF Uncertainty Limitation

Until such time when the SLMCPR methodology (References 40 and 41) for off-rated SLMCPR
calculation is approved by the staff for MELLLA+ operation, the SLMCPR will be calculated at
the rated statepoint (120 percent P/100 percent CF), the plant-specific minimum CF statepoint
(e.g., 120 percent P/80 percent CF), and at the 100 percent OLTP at 55 percent CF statepoint.
The currently approved off-rated CF uncertainty will be used for the minimum CF and 55
percent CF statepoints. The uncertainty must be consistent with the CF uncertainty currently
applied to the SLO operation or as NRC-approved for MELLLA+ operation. The calculated
values will be documented in the SRLR.

Table 2-4 below shows the statepoints for which the SLMCPR will be calculated. If a specific
plant, can achieve increased CF, the SLMCPR will be calculated for the EPU power level at the
ICF conditions.

Section 5.1.1.5, "Additional Review Topics," of this SE contains additional bases for using the
higher CF uncertainties.

Table 2-4 SLMCPR Analysis Conditions for MELLLA+

Power Flow

(Percent Rated)' (Percent Rated)

120 percent 100 percent

120 percent 80 percent 2

97 percent 55 percent
1 or corresponding maximum allowable power level at the specified CF shall be used.

2 or minimum MELLLA+ CF submitted in the license application.

The MELLLA+ will not change the requirement to perform the SLMCPR analysis for each reload
core, reflecting the actual plant core-loading pattern. This will be based on the NRC-approved
GESTAR II methodology and the cycle-specific SLMCPR will be determined. The licensee will
submit an amendment request if the cycle-specific SLMCPR values exceed the TS.
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Based on the approach discussed, the NRC staff finds the SLMCPR methodology is acceptable
for operation at MELLLA+ domain.

2.2.1.2 Operating Limit MCPR (OLMCPR)

The OLMCPR is calculated by adding the change in the MCPR, due to the limiting AOO event,
to the SLMCPR for non-TRACG methods. The OLMCPR is determined on a cycle-specific
basis from the results of the reload transient analyses, as described in GESTAR II. The
cycle-specific analysis results are documented in the SRLR and included in the COLR.
MELLLA+ does not change the approach used to determine this limit. The MELLLA+ impact on
AOO change in CPR (ACPR), including off-rated limits is discussed in Section 9.1 of this SE.

2.2.1.3 MAPLHGR and LHGR

The MAPLHGR limits ensure that the plant does not exceed regulatory limits established in
10 CFR 50.46.

MELLLA+
does not change the approach used to determine this limit. The MELLLA+ impact on ECCS
performance is discussed in Section 4.3 of this SE.

The LHGR limits ensure that the plant does not exceed the fuel thermal-mechanical design
limits. The steady state LHGR limit is determined by the fuel rod thermal-mechanical design.

I The NRC staff draft
SE of NEDC-33173P (Reference 38) contains additional assessments and limitations
associated with the transient LHGR limit response for the EPU/MELLLA+ operation. These
limitations are applicable until a later version of NEDC-33173P is approved.

2.2.1.4 Methods Assessment

In the review of the NEDC-33173P (Reference 37), the NRC staff identified concerns with the
applicability of existing methods to EPU and MELLLA+ conditions, particularly with respect to
their applicability to higher in-channel and bypass void conditions.

In LTR NEDC-33173P, GHNE evaluated the impact of operation at higher void conditions
characteristic of EPU and MELLLA+ operation on all of its licensing analytical methods. LTR
NEDC-33173P was reviewed and approval is pending by the NRC staff with a number of
limitations. These limitations are applicable to the present review of LTR NEDC-33006P.

2.2.2 Conclusion

The applicability of the generic assessments presented in LTR NEDC-33006P will be confirmed
and documented in plant-specific requests to implement MELLLA+. If they cannot be
confirmed, then the licensee must provide a plant-specific evaluation in the plant-specific
M+SAR.

In order for the NRC staff to be able to adequately evaluate the effect of MELLLA+ on core
designs, the plant-specific application shall provide the plant-specific thermal limits assessment
and transient analysis results. Considering the timing requirements to support the reload, the
fuel and cycle dependent analyses, including the plant-specific thermal limits assessment, may
be submitted by supplementing the initial M+SAR. In addition, the SRLR for the initial MELLLA+
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implementation cycle shall be submitted to the NRC staff. The NRC staff finds the thermal limits
approach discussed above acceptable.

2.3 REACTIVITY CHARACTERISTICS

The regulation at 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix A, GDC-26, "Reactivity Control System
Redundancy and Capability," requires that:

Two independent reactivity control systems of different design principles shall be
provided. One of the systems shall use control rods, preferably including a positive
means for inserting the rods, and shall be capable of reliably controlling reactivity
changes to assure that under conditions of normal operation, including Adds, and with
appropriate margin for malfunctions such as stuck rods, SAFDLs are not exceeded. The
second reactivity control system shall be capable of reliably controlling the rate of
reactivity changes resulting from planned, normal power changes (including xenon
burnout) to assure acceptable fuel design limits are not exceeded. One of the systems
shall be capable of holding the reactor core subcritical under cold conditions.

2.3.1 Assessment

The effect of MELLLA+ on the minimum SDM and hot excess reactivity is discussed in LTR
NEDC-33006P. The topics addressed in this evaluation are 1) hot excess reactivity, and
2) SDM.

MELLLA+ core design may affect the hot excess core reactivity and may also affect operating
SDMs. Higher core average void fraction, higher Pu production, increased hot reactivity later in
the operational cycle, decreased hot-to-cold reactivity differences, and smaller cold SDMs may
result from cores designed for operation with the MELLLA+ operating range expansion. Plant
shutdown and reactivity margins must meet NRC-approved limits established in GESTAR II on
a cycle-specific basis and are evaluated for each plant reload core. LTR NEDC-33173P and
associated NRC staff SE provide additional discussion on the SDM.

2.3.2 Conclusion

The applicability of the generic assessment presented in LTR NEDC-33006P will be confirmed
in the licensee's plant-specific submittal. If they cannot be confirmed, then the licensee must
provide a plant-specific evaluation in the plant-specific M+SAR.

2.4 STABILITY

Coupled neutronic-thermal-hydraulic instabilities, also known as density-wave instabilities, are a
safety concern for BWRs. There are three recognized modes of density-wave instability:
(1) core-wide instability (all the core channels oscillate in phase); (2) regional instability (half the
core channels oscillate out-of-phase with the other half); and (3) single-channel flow instability
(the flow in a single channel oscillates with little or no power oscillations).

Certain instability events can lead to unacceptable consequences to the fuel if the reactor is not
shut down on time. Specifically, for the density-wave regional stability mode, the original reactor
protection system could not guarantee a timely shutdown because the APRM signal averages
the positive and negative sides of the power oscillation, so the oscillation amplitude sensed by
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the APRM is significantly smaller than the actual power oscillation experienced by the channels.
Methodologies for resolving BWR core-stability issues are presented in GE LTR NEDO-31960A,
"BWR Owner's Group Long-Term Stability Solutions Licensing Methodology," May 1991, along
with its supplement, NEDO-31960A Supplement 1, "BWR Owner's Group Long-Term Stability
Solutions Licensing Methodology," March 1992, which were approved by the NRC. These
reports provide LTSs to BWR stability issues as well as methodologies developed to support the
design of systems needed to ensure that plants comply with GDC-1 0, "Reactor design," and
GDC-12, "Suppression of reactor power oscillations."

The NRC's acceptance criteria are based on the following:

1. GDC-1 2 insofar as it requires that oscillations are either not possible or can be reliably and
readily detected and suppressed;

2. GDC-10 insofar as it requires that the reactor coolant system be designed with appropriate
margin to ensure that SAFDLs are not exceeded during normal operations, including Adds
and instability events;

3. Generic Letter (GL) 94-02 insofar as it states that all reactors must install a stability LTS that
ensures that GDC-10 and GDC-12 are satisfied.

2.4.1 Stability Assessment

MELLLA+ operation reduces the stability margin of the reactor, when compared to
NRC-approved operating envelopes (e.g., OLTP, or MELLLA). Thus, reactors operating under
MELLLA+ will be more likely to experience instability events.

Figure 2-1 of this SE illustrates the reasons for the decrease in stability margin induced by
MELLLA+ operation. This figure represents a typical reactor power-to-flow map, with a typical
stability boundary line. Operation in the instability region (to the left of or above the stability
boundary) can result in unstable power oscillations. As seen in this figure, when operating in
the OLTP 100 percent rod line (e.g., at 100 percent OLTP, 100 percent flow), the reactor may or
may not become unstable following a 2RPT. When operating on the MELLLA rod line
(e.g., 120 percent OLTP, 99 percent CF), the reactor enters the instability region following a
2RPT; thus, the possibility of instability is high. When operating on the MELLLA+ line (e.g.,
120 percent OLTP, 80 percent CF), the final operating point following a 2RPT is so far into the
instability region that unstable power oscillations are essentially guaranteed.

Numerical evaluations of the impact of MELLLA+ operation on stability using the TRACG code
indicate that instabilities will develop in a very short time following a 2RPT (of the order of
10 seconds), and they will result in CPR violations in less than one minute. Figure 2-2 and
Figure 2-3 of this SE show TRACG simulations of a 2RPT from MELLLA+ conditions.

Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that manual operator actions are not adequate to control the
consequences of instabilities when operating in the MELLLA+ domain. Given the fast nature
and rapid consequences of these transients under MELLLA+ conditions, the stability LTS used
on these plants must be reviewed for applicability to these harsher conditions. LTS that were
reviewed and approved for OLTP may not automatically be applicable to these new operating
conditions.

In the past, stability LTS implementations have relied on the Interim Corrective Actions (ICAs) in
the event that the primary LTS is declared inoperable. ICAs have been in place since the early
1990's and rely on operator actions to recognize and suppress the oscillations should they
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occur. Given the fast nature of the instability events under MELLLA+ conditions, operator
actions are not an acceptable method to detect and suppress oscillations. Therefore, stability
LTS options must include an approved backup stability solution to operate in the MELLLA+
region when the primary LTS is declared inoperable. Alternatively, reactors may have a TS
requirement to exit the MELLLA+ region when the primary LTS is not operable.

Stability Limitation

Manual operator actions are not adequate to control the consequences of instabilities when
operating in the MELLLA+ domain. If the primary stability protection system is declared
inoperable, a non-manual NRC-approved backup protection system must be provided, or the
reactor core must be operated below a NRC-approved backup stability boundary specifically
approved for MELLLA+ operation for the stability option employed.

GHNE has evaluated the applicability of Solution III (i.e., detect and suppress solution (DSS)) to
MELLLA+ operation. GHNE has concluded that implementation of Solution III to MELLLA+
operation would result in prohibitively small scram setpoints, which would have adverse effect
on normal operation. The NRC staff concurs with GHNE's evaluation that Solution III is not
directly applicable to MELLLA+ operation.

GHNE has proposed a new stability LTS, Detect and Suppress Solution - Confirmation Density
(DSS-CD), for use under MELLLA+ conditions. LTR, NEDC-33075P, "General Electric Boiling
Water Reactor Detect and Suppress Solution - Confirmation Density", July 2004 (Reference 45),
has been reviewed and approved by the NRC staff (Reference 46).

Other stability LTSs (e.g., Solution E1A, II, or ID) have not been evaluated or reviewed for
MELLLA+ operation. Plant-specific MELLLA+ applications will require an evaluation of these
stability LTSs.

2.4.1.1 LTR NEDC-33075P DSS-CD Description

Section 3 of NEDC-33075P (Reference 45) describes in detail the DSS-CD methodology. In
summary, DSS-CD is based on the approved Solution Ill, and it shares most of its features.
There are only two major differences between Solution III and DSS-CD:

1. DSS-CD does not require an amplitude setpoint to trigger scram actuation if the
period-based detection algorithm (PBDA) identifies an instability event. With DSS-CD
implemented, the reactor will trip automatically if a coherent oscillation of any amplitude
(e.g., only 1 percent) is identified. Therefore, DSS-CD does not rely on generic correlations
like Delta CPR over Initial CPR vs. Oscillation Magnitude (DIVOM) or cycle-specific
calculations.

2. To prevent spurious scrams, DSS-CD requires PBDA confirmations of a significant number
of OPRM cells; thus the name "density of confirmations". The confirmation density algorithm
(CDA) is relatively complex to cover all possibilities of combinations of failed and
unresponsive OPRM cells, but under most conditions, if at least five OPRM cells confirm the
instability, the reactor will scram.

Other features of the DSS-CD methodology include:

1. DSS-CD maintains the defense-in-depth algorithms that were approved for Solution III: the
PBDA, the amplitude based algorithm (ABA), and the growth rate algorithm (GRA). The
ABA and GRA algorithms remain unchanged from the approved solution and provide
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defense in depth in the unlikely event that the CDA algorithm fails to detect the instability
due to unforeseen situations.

2. PBDA was the primary algorithm in Solution III, and it is retained in DSS-CD with fixed
parameter settings documented in Table 3-4 of NEDC-33075P (Reference 45). PBDA will
provide a scram if a single OPRM (in each protection system channel) provides
15 confirmations with amplitude greater than 110 percent. PBDA, thus, provides defense in
depth just in case the CDA fails in an unexpected mode.

3. DSS-CD can be implemented as a software change using the existing GHNE NUMAC
hardware used currently for Solution Ill. This review does not address implementation with
non-GHNE hardware.

4. In addition to the DSS-CD algorithm, NEDC-33075P (Reference 45), describes a backup
stability protection (BSP) methodology. The BSP is intended to provide SLMCPR protection
if the regular DSS-CD is declared inoperable. With BSP, the DSS-CD methodology
attempts to incorporate the lessons learned from recent Part 21 notifications, when the
primary stability protection system is declared inoperable.

Figure 2-4 of this SE illustrates the operation of the main DSS-CD algorithm (CDA) and the
defense-in-depth algorithms (PBDA, GRA, and ABA). The defense-in-depth algorithm would
only be required in case the CDA algorithm failed for an unforeseen reason. They are armed
when the oscillation amplitude reaches either 10 percent (PBDA and GRA) or 30 percent (ABA).

The BSP is described in Section 7 of NEDC-33075P (Reference 45) and consists of three
different options: (a) manual BSP, (b) automated BSP, and (c) BSP boundary. All three BSP
options define cycle-specific exclusion regions, which are defined in the COLR. In the
automated BSP option, the scram is performed automatically by the DSS-CD hardware. In the
manual BSP option, the scram is enforced administratively. The BSP boundary option limits
high power operation when DSS-CD is not operable to ensure that a two-pump RPT transient
will not result in unstable conditions inside the exclusion region.

The BSP methodology is an integral part of DSS-CD for operation in the MELLLA+ domain if the
DSS-CD option is declared inoperable. However, the applicability of the BSP is not limited to
DSS-CD. It may also be used in plants with other LTSs to replace the current ICAs. The main
advantage of BSP over ICAs is that BSP requires plant- and cycle-specific stability exclusion
regions; therefore, more stable plants have smaller exclusion regions and less stable plants
have larger regions. ICAs are generic in nature and treat all plants by the same norm. They are
based mostly on historical plant operating experience, which may or may not be applicable to
new fuels and operating strategies that include high power densities with flat power
distributions. By requiring plant- and cycle-specific region calculations, the BSP methodology
guarantees that the stability regions are up to date for each particular core loading and
operating strategy.

The DSS-CD methodology has been reviewed and approved for MELLLA+ application using
TRACG as the analysis tool (Reference 47) by the NRC staff (References 46 and 48).

2.4.2 Stability Conclusion

As discussed above, the NRC staff review concludes that manual operator actions are not
adequate to control the consequences of instabilities when operating in the MELLLA+ domain.
The stability approach described in LTR NEDC-33006P is acceptable to the NRC staff given the
limitation in Section 2.4.1 of this SE.
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Figure 2-1 Illustration of the power-flow map, showing that MELLLA+ operation will result in
deeper penetration inside the instability region following a two-pump RPT

Figure 2-2 Hot channel power following a 2RPT from MELLLA+ shows unstable oscillations within
10 to 15 seconds of the pump trip (Fig 4.3 of NEDC-33075P)
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II

Figure 2-3 Hot channel CPR following a 2RPT from MELLLA+ shows CPR less than i.0 within 45
seconds of the pump trip (Fig 4.5 of NEDC-33075P)
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Figure 2-4 Illustration of DSSICD Defense in Depth Algorithms
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I

Figure 2-5 Four Dominant SLMCPR Sensitivities for a Factor Change in the Generic GETAB
Uncertainty Value

I

I

Figure 2-6 Total Core Flow and Feedwater Flow Uncertainties for BWRs 4/5/6

31



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

3.0 REACTOR COOLANT AND CONNECTED SYSTEMS

This section provides the NRC staff review of the reactor coolant and connected systems.
Table 3-1 lists the specific topics and the corresponding NRC staff dispositions for plant-specific
application.

Table 3-1 Reactor Coolant and Connected Systems Topics

Section Title

3.1 Nuclear System Pressure Relief/Overpressure Protection

3.2 Reactor Vessel

3.3 Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary (RCPB) Piping

3.4 Main Steam Line Flow Restrictors

3.5 Main Steam Line Valves

3.6 Reactor Core Isolation Cooling/Isolation Condenser (IC)

3.7 Main Steam Line Flow Restrictors

3.8 Main Steam Isolation Valves

3.9 Reactor Core Isolation Cooling/Isolation Condenser

3.10 Residual Heat Removal System

3.11 Reactor Water Cleanup System

Plant-specific evaluations will be reported in the plant-specific submittal consistent with the
applicable limitations. The applicability of the generic assessments for a plant-specific
application will be evaluated and the plant-specific submittal will either document the
confirmation of the generic assessment or provide a plant-specific evaluation if the generic
applicability assessment does not apply.

3.1 NUCLEAR SYSTEM PRESSURE RELIEF AND OVERPRESSURE PROTECTION

The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Table 3-2 Pressure Relief Topics Addressed

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Overpressure Relief Capacity None

The relief and safety valves and the reactor protection system provide overpressure protection
for the reactor coolant pressure boundary (RCPB) during power operation. The NRC staff's
review covered relief and safety valves on the main steam lines and piping from these valves to
the suppression pool. The NRC's acceptance criteria are based on (1) draft GDC-9, insofar as
it requires that the RCPB be designed and constructed so as to have an exceedingly low
probability of gross rupture or significant leakage throughout its design lifetime; and (2) draft
GDC-33, -34, and -35, insofar as they require that the RCPB be designed to assure that it
behaves in a non-brittle manner and that the probability of rapidly propagating type failures is
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minimized. Specific review criteria are contained in SRP Section 5.2.2 and other guidance
provided in Matrix 8 Table of RS-001, "Review Standard for Extended Power Uprates,"
(Reference 49). The pressure relief systems provide reactor overpressure protection for the
NSSS to prevent failure of the nuclear system pressure boundary and uncontrolled release of
fission products, during abnormal operational transients, the ASME Upset overpressure
protection event, and postulated ATWS events. Section 9.3.1 of this SE evaluates the ATWS
response for operation at the MELLLA+ operating domain.

The reactor vessel and RCPB design pressure remains at 1250 psig. The ASME Boiler and
Pressure Vessel Code (Code) peak pressure for the reactor vessel and RCPB is 1375 psig
(110 percent of the design pressure of 1250 psig), which is the acceptance limit for
pressurization events.

3.1.1 Assessment

The SRV setpoints are established to provide the reactor overpressure protection function, while
ensuring that there is adequate margin between the reactor operating pressure and the SRV
actuation setpoints to prevent unnecessary SRV actuations during normal plant maneuvers. No
changes in the pressure relief system or SRV setpoints are expected for MELLLA+. The
abnormal operational transients, the ASME overpressure analyses, and the ATWS response
MELLLA+ evaluations are performed using the existing SRV setpoint tolerances.

]..The M+SAR will justify the basis that the limiting ASME overpressure event
changed. The bounding ASME overpressure event will be performed at both the minimum and
maximum flow rate statepoints for the plant-specific MELLLA+ applications.

The plant-specific M+SAR will:

1. document the modifications in the existing licensing basis analysis to calculate the peak
vessel pressure for ASME overpressure (e.g., increase in the number of SRVs credited),

2. demonstrate that the SRV tolerances assumed in the ASME Overpressure calculation is
based on the actual SRV performances using NRC-approved or accepted uncertainty and
tolerance treatment, and

3. document that the assumptions and code inputs for the ASME Overpressure calculation are
consistent with the existing licensing basis.

The M+SAR will include a plant-specific evaluation of the limiting ASME overpressure event to
confirm the adequacy of the pressure relief system for MELLLA+ conditions. The limiting ASME
overpressure event is analyzed on cycle- and core-configuration specific conditions during the
standard reload process and the results are documented in the SRLR.

3.1.2 Conclusion

The ASME overpressure analysis will be performed at rated CF, ICF if achievable, and the
minimum CF statepoints. The plant-specific MELLLA+ application will demonstrate that the
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SRV tolerances used in the ASME overpressure analyses are based on the actual plant SRV
performance, in terms of SRV tolerances and SRV out of service options.

3.2 REACTOR VESSEL

3.2.1 Fracture Toughness

LTR NEDC-33006P stated that the MELLLA+ operating range expansion may result in a higher
operating neutron flux at the vessel wall due to the increased void fraction in the core, and a
consequent increase of the integrated flux over time (fluence). This increase is small and will
have a minor effect on the vessel. LTR NEDC-33006P also stated that any licensee seeking
use of the MELLLA+ operating range will need to provide a plant-specific evaluation of the
reactor pressure vessel (RPV) fluence and fracture toughness. Specifically, the licensee will
need to assess the effect of the change in neutron fluence on the adjusted reference
temperatures (ART) values and upper shelf energy (USE) values for the RPV materials.
Further, any increase in ART and decrease in USE values for a given material will be calculated
in accordance with Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.99, Revision 2 (Reference 50). With regard to
evaluating the effect of MELLLA+ on the RPV ART values and pressure-temperature (P-T)
limits, GE stated that, for the case where the plant's P-T limit curves are beltline limited and the
ART increases, then new P-T curves will be required. The new P-T limit curves are to be based
on meeting the requirements related to P-T limit curves in 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix G. Those
requirements provide adequate margins of safety during normal operations, including
anticipated operational transients and system hydrostatic tests, to which the pressure boundary
may be subjected to over its service life.

With regard to evaluating the effect of MELLLA+ on USE, GE stated that the values for the
vessel materials at the end of life must meet the 50 ft-lb criterion of 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix G. If a USE value for a given RPV material does not meet the 50 ft-lb criterion, or if
the available data are insufficient to determine what the USE value is, an equivalent margins
analysis (EMA) can be performed to demonstrate that lower values of USE will provide
acceptable margins of safety for the RPV material. In the LTR, GE stated that it performed a
generic EMA for the RPV materials of the U.S. BWR fleet in Reference 3 of LTR NEDC-
33006P, which was approved by the NRC in an SE to Gulf States Utilities Company dated
December 8, 1993. However, GE concluded that a plant-specific evaluation will be required to
demonstrate that the RPV materials would continue to meet the limits for the EMA.

The NRC staff concurs that applicants proposing to use MELLLA+ will need to perform revised
plant-specific neutron fluence assessments for the RPV materials and that those assessments
must be performed in accordance with the most up-to-date NRC-approved methodology. The
plant-specific assessments for calculating the P-T limits and USE will be based on these
neutron fluence assessments and will need to comply with 10 CFR 50.60(a) which requires that
plants meet the fracture toughness and material surveillance program requirements for the
RCPB specified in Appendices G and H to 10 CFR Part 50. The regulation at 10 CFR 50.60(b)
specifies that proposed alternatives to the described requirements of 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendices G and H, may be used when an exemption is granted by the Commission under the
provisions of 10 CFR 50.12. The regulation at 10 CFR 50.36 requires that the P-T limits for a
given facility be included as part of the limiting conditions for operation in the plant's TSs.
Therefore, licensees seeking to use LTR NEDC-33006P as their basis for MELLLA+ license
amendments will have to evaluate all beltline materials for ART and USE based on the plant-
specific MELLLA+ based fluence values. The ART is to be evaluated for beltline materials
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including any materials that are added to the beltline list. The current plant-specific P-T limit
curves are evaluated relative to the change in ART. If the change in ART results in new and
bounding P-T limit curves, GE will recommend that the P-T curves be revised. Pursuant to
10 CFR 50.90, if this occurs, the licensee must submit a license amendment request for NRC
approval of the new limiting P-T curves.

In addition, the licensee must demonstrate that either the USE values for all beltline materials,
as determined from the MELLLA+ based fluence levels, will remain above 50 ft-lb throughout
the licensed life of the plant, or that GE staff-approved generic EMA analysis, as provided in
Reference 3 of LTR NEDC-33006P remains bounding for their MELLLA+ based USE values. If
a licensee cannot satisfy these conditions, the licensee must submit a revised, plant-specific
EMA analysis for its RPV beltline materials demonstrating compliance with Section IV.A.1 of
10 CFR Part 50, Appendix G. This is consistent with Section 3.2.1 of LTR NEDC-33006P.

On the basis of the above review, the NRC staff concludes that demonstration of the
performance of the reactor vessel materials will be dependent on plant-specific evaluations
under MELLLA+ conditions using plant-specific design and as-built information.

The NRC staff's review of the methods in LTR NEDC-33006P, Section 3.2.1, indicates that the
methods and analyses in the LTR are generally acceptable. The NRC staff finds that, with the
addition of the limitation below, GE has provided adequate specific direction to the BWR
licensees for assessing the impact of MELLLA+ on their facilities. Therefore, the NRC staff
concludes that a licensee's adherence to the requirements of LTR NEDC-33006P and the
completion of the limitation below, will facilitate future NRC staff reviews of MELLLA+ licensing
amendment requests. This LTR may be used as a reference for implementing MELLLA+,
concerning these sections in a license amendment for GE designed BWRs to the extent
specified and under the limitations delineated in this SE.

Fluence Methodology and Fracture Toughness Limitation

The applicant is to provide a plant-specific evaluation of the MELLLA+ RPV fluence using the
most up-to-date NRC-approved fluence methodology. This fluence will then be used to provide
a plant-specific evaluation of the RPV fracture toughness in accordance with RG 1.99,
Revision 2.

3.2.2 Reactor Vessel Structural Evaluation

The reactor vessel components will not be affected by the proposed expansion of the
power/flow map because none of the parameters that affect the stress of fatigue for the reactor
vessel components (i.e., reactor operating pressure, feedwater flow or steam flow rate, or other
applicable mechanical loads) will be changed or increased.

3.3 REACTOR INTERNALS

3.3.1 Reactor Internal Pressure Differences

The reactor vessel pressure differences will not be affected by the proposed expansion of the
power/flow map because none of the parameters that affect reactor vessel pressure differences
(i.e., core exit steam flow, operating pressure, and feedwater flow and steam flow) will be
changed.
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General Electric Company (GE) considered the faulted acoustic and flow induced loads in the
RPV annulus resulting from the recirculation line break loss-of-coolant accident (LOCA) in its
evaluation and stated that the conclusion depends on the minimum flow in the MELLLA+ region
and the lowest feedwater temperature evaluated in the plant design basis. Therefore, since
there is a possible small increase for some components from MELLLA+ operation, the NRC
staff will evaluate the affect on a plant-specific basis. The NRC staff finds this to be acceptable
since it ensures that the safety analysis will be performed and that it will be appropriate for every
plant proposing to use MELLLA+.

3.3.2 Reactor Internals Structural Evaluation

GE stated that the [ ] may
be affected by load increases due the MELLLA+ and that the plant-specific M+SAR (M+SAR)
will include structural integrity evaluation of these components for the MELLLA+ operating range
expansion. Therefore, the NRC staff will evaluate the affect of MELLLA+ operation on [

] on a plant-specific basis.
The NRC staff finds this to be acceptable since it ensures that the safety analysis will be
performed and that it will be appropriate for every plant proposing to use MELLLA+.

3.3.3 Steam Separator and Dryer Performance

The performance of the steam separator and dryer are evaluated to determine the quality of the
steam leaving the reactor pressure vessel. GE stated that "the MELLLA+ flow and quality
conditions may result in an increase in the moisture content of the steam leaving the RPV
[reactor pressure vessel]," and that "the plant-specific M+SAR will include a discussion of the
steam separator and dryer performance evaluation." Therefore, the NRC staff will evaluate the
affect of MELLLA+ operation on the steam separator and dryer performance on a plant-specific
basis. The NRC staff finds this to be acceptable since it ensures that the safety analysis will be
performed and that it will be appropriate for every plant proposing to use MELLLA+.

3.4 FLOW INDUCED VIBRATION

The flow induced vibrations will not be affected by the proposed expansion of the power/flow
map because none of the parameters that affect the flow induced vibrations (i.e., flow rate in the
reactor coolant pressure boundary (RCPB) piping, RCPB piping components, and RPV
internals) will be changed.

3.5 PIPING EVALUATION

3.5.1 Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary Piping

Section 3.5.1 of LTR NEDC-33006P states that RCPB piping are required to comply with the
structural requirements of ASME Code or an equivalent Code applicable at the time of
construction or the governing code used in the stress analysis for a modified component. In
addition, the LTR states that because there is no increase in pressure, temperature and flow
rate the RCPB piping is not affected. The NRC staff agrees with this assessment for
Category "A" material as defined in NUREG-0313, Revision 2 (Reference 51). However, EPU
applicants must identify all other than Category "A" materials that exist in its RCPB piping and
discuss the adequacy of the augmented inspection programs in light of the EPU on a plant-
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specific basis. This NRC staff requirement is based on the fact that many BWR plants have
other than type "A" materials installed in their RCPB piping and in some cases service induced
flaws are present in the RCPB piping. The presence of service flaws induced flaws in RCPB
piping does not meet the original construction Code criteria, and therefore a plant-specific
evaluation is required.

The NRC staff finds that a plant-specific assessment for MELLLA+ which includes the proper
inspection programs associated with RCPB piping materials other than Category "A" materials is
necessary to provide assurance that degradation is promptly identified and corrected so that the
RCPB piping will continue to perform in service as designed.

The NRC staff's review of the methods in LTR NEDC-33006P, Section 3.5.1, indicates that the
methods and analyses in the LTR are generally acceptable. The NRC staff finds that, with the
addition of the applicant limitation below, GE has provided adequate specific direction to the
BWR licensees for assessing the impact of MELLLA+ on their facilities. Therefore, the NRC
staff concludes that a licensee's adherence to the requirements of LTR NEDC-33006P, and the
completion of the limitation below, will facilitate future NRC staff reviews of MELLLA+ licensing
amendment requests. This LTR may be used as a reference for implementing MELLLA+,
concerning these sections in a license amendment for GE designed BWRs to the extent
specified and under the limitations delineated in this SE.

Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary Limitation

MELLLA+ applicants must identify all other than Category "A" materials, as defined in NUREG-
0313, Revision 2, that exist in its RCPB piping, and discuss the adequacy of the augmented
inspection programs in light of the MELLLA+ operation on a plant-specific basis.

3.5.2 Balance of Plant (BOP) Piping

The BOP piping will not be affected by the proposed expansion of the power/flow map because
none of the parameters that affect the balance of plant piping (i.e., flow, pressure, temperature,
and mechanical loads) will be increased.

3.6 REACTOR RECIRCULATION SYSTEM (RRS)

The RRS will not be affected by the proposed expansion of the power/flow map, because the
RRS operating conditions for MELLLA+ are within the previously approved MELLLA RRS
operating range. Additionally, per the MELLLA+ LTR, single loop operation is not allowed in the
MELLLA+ operating domain.

3.7 MAIN STEAM LINE FLOW RESTRICTORS

There will be no effect on [ I the main steam line flow restrictor by the
proposed expansion of the power/flow map, because there is no increase in the steam flow rate
for the MELLLA+ operating range expansion.

3.8 MAIN STEAM ISOLATION VALVES (MSIVS)

There are no [ ] effects on the MSIVs by the proposed expansion of
the power/flow map because there is no increase in the parameters that affect the MSIVs
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(i.e., pressure, steam flow rate, and pressure drop) for the MELLLA+ operating range
expansion.

3.9 REACTOR CORE ISOLATION COOLING/ISOLATION CONDENSER

The reactor core isolation cooling (RCIC) system serves as a standby source of cooling water to
provide a limited decay heat removal capability whenever the main feedwater system is isolated
from the reactor vessel. In addition, the RCIC system may provide decay heat removal
necessary for coping with a station blackout (SBO) and ATWS. The water supply for the RCIC
system comes from the condensate storage tank, with a secondary supply from the suppression
pool. The NRC staff's review covered the effect of the proposed MELLLA+ on the functional
capability of the system.

The NRC's acceptance criteria are based on: (1) GDC-40 and -42, insofar as they require that
protection be provided for engineered safety features (ESFs) against the dynamic effects that
might result from plant equipment failures, as well as the effects of a LOCA; (2) GDC-37, insofar
as it requires that ESFs be provided to back up the safety provided by the core design, the
RCPB, and their protective systems; (3) GDC-51 and -57, insofar as they require that piping
systems penetrating containment be designed with appropriate features as necessary to protect
from an accidental rupture outside containment and the capability to periodically test the
operability of the isolation valves to determine if valve leakage is within acceptable limits; and
(4) 10 CFR 50.63, insofar as it requires that the plant withstand and recover from a SBO of a
specified duration.

3.9.1 Assessment

The RCIC system provides inventory makeup to the reactor vessel when the vessel is isolated
from the normal high pressure makeup systems. For BWR/3 systems that include an isolation
condenser (IC), this equipment removes decay heat from the reactor vessel while maintaining
the vessel liquid inventory when the vessel is isolated from the normal heat sink and high
pressure makeup systems.

The evaluation of the RCIC system, used in all BWR/4, 5 and 6 and some BWR/3 plants, is
based on the ability to provide sufficient water inventory in the reactor to permit adequate core
cooling following a reactor vessel isolation event accompanied by loss of coolant flow from the
feedwater system. The system design injection rate must be sufficient for compliance with the
system limiting criteria, such as meeting the ATWS vessel pressure requirements, to maintain
the reactor water level above the top of active fuel (TAF) at the MELLLA+ conditions. The
system performance must be confirmed in the plant-specific application.

Sufficient net positive suction head (NPSH) must be available for the RCIC pump for projected
operation at MELLLA+. Systems using the suppression pool as the makeup source may
potentially lead to cavitation concerns following an ATWS event from MELLLA+ condition.
System performance relative to potential changes in the makeup source conditions must be
addressed in the plant-specific application.

The IC system, used on some BWR/3 plants, provides the equivalent decay heat removal
function as the RCIC system for isolation events and must satisfy the same requirements. The
system performance must be confirmed in the plant-specific submittal.
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3.9.2 Conclusion

The licensee's plant-specific submittal will confirm the acceptability of the system performance
consistent with the surveillance test results and projected MELLLA+ conditions. Therefore, the
approach described in LTR NEDC-33006P is acceptable to the NRC staff.

3.10 RESIDUAL HEAT REMOVAL (RHR) SYSTEM

The RHR system will not be affected by the proposed expansion of the power/flow map,
because none of the parameters that affect the RHR system (i.e., reactor operating pressure,
power, sensible heat, or decay heat) will be changed.

3.11 REACTOR WATER CLEANUP (RWCU) SYSTEM

The RWCU system will not be affected by the proposed expansion of the power/flow map,
because there is no change in the pressure or fluid thermal conditions experienced by the
RWCU system for the MELLLA+ operating range.

4.0 ENGINEERED SAFETY FEATURES

This section provides the NRC staff review of the ESFs. Table 4-1 lists the specific topics and
the corresponding NRC staff dispositions for plant-specific application.

Table 4-1 ESF Topics

Section Title

4.1 Containment System Performance

4.2 ECCSs

4.3 ECCSs Performance

4.4 Main Control Room Atmosphere Control System

4.5 Standby Gas Treatment System

4.6 MSIV Leakage Control System

4.7 Post-LOCA Combustible Gas Control System

Plant-specific evaluations will be reported in the plant-specific submittal consistent with the
applicable limitations of the SE approving the most recent version of LTR NEDC-33173P. The
applicability of the generic assessments for a plant-specific application will be evaluated and the
plant-specific submittal will either document the confirmation of the generic assessment or
provide a plant-specific evaluation if the generic applicability assessment does not apply.

4.1 CONTAINMENT SYSTEM PERFORMANCE

The following requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix A, GDCs are pertinent to aspects of
MELLLA+ related to the primary containment:
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GDC-4, "Environmental and dynamic effects design basis," insofar as it requires that structures,
systems, and components (SSCs) important to safety be designed to accommodate the effects
of environmental conditions associated with normal operation, maintenance, testing, and
postulated accidents, and that these SSCs be protected from dynamic effects (e.g., the effects
of missiles, pipe whipping, and discharging fluids) that may result from equipment failures.

GDC-1 6, "Containment design," as it relates to the reactor containment establishing an
essentially leak tight barrier against the uncontrolled release of radioactivity to the environment
and to assure that the containment design conditions important to safety are not exceeded for
as long as postulated accident conditions require.

GDC-19, "Control room," insofar as it requires that adequate radiation protection be provided to
permit access and occupancy of the control room under accident conditions without personnel
receiving radiation exposures in excess of 5 rem whole body, or its equivalent, to any part of the
body, for the duration of the accident.

GDC-41, "Containment atmosphere cleanup," insofar as it requires systems to (1) control fission
products, hydrogen, oxygen and other substances which may be released into the reactor
containment; (2) reduce the concentration and quality of fission products released to the
environment following postulated accidents; and (3) control the concentration of hydrogen or
oxygen and other substances in the containment atmosphere following postulated accidents to
assure that containment integrity is maintained.

Additionally, the regulation at 10 CFR 50.44, "Combustible gas control for nuclear power
reactors," provides standards for combustible gas control in light-water-cooled power reactors.

4.1.1 Short Term Temperature and Pressure Response

LTR NEDC-33006P states that operation in the MELLLA+ range may change the break energy
for the design-basis accident (DBA) recirculation suction line break (RSLB). This may impact
the short term containment response. Because of this, a plant-specific evaluation is necessary
to determine whether the peak drywell pressure and temperature increase. The NRC staff finds
this to be acceptable since it ensures that the safety analysis will be performed and that it will be
appropriate for every plant proposing to use MELLLA+.

4.1.2 Containment Dynamic Loads

LTR NEDC-33006P states that the results of the short term containment response evaluation
are used to evaluate the impact of MELLLA+ on the LOCA containment dynamic loads. Since
the short term temperature and pressure response is plant-specific, the determination of
containment dynamic loads is also plant-specific. The NRC staff finds this to be acceptable
since it ensures that the safety analysis will be performed and that it will be appropriate for every
plant proposing to use MELLLA+.

4.1.3 Containment Isolation

then the LTR states that a containment isolation systems evaluation
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will be performed and reported in the plant-specific MELLLA+ submittal. The NRC staff finds
this to be acceptable since it ensures that the safety analysis will be performed and that it will be
appropriate for every plant proposing to use MELLLA+.

4.1.4 GL89-10

] then the LTR
states that an evaluation of the GL 89-10 program will be performed and reported in the plant-
specific M+SAR. The NRC staff finds this to be acceptable since it ensures that the safety
analysis will be performed and that it will be appropriate for every plant proposing to use
MELLLA+.

4.1.5 GL 89-16

GL 89-16, "Installation of a Hardened Wetwell Vent," requested installation of a hardened
wetwell vent system. One of the design requirements of the hardened vent system is the ability
to exhaust energy equivalent to 1 percent of the current licensed thermal power.

]therefore, a revised hardened vent analysis is not required.

4.1.6 GL 95-07

then an
evaluation of the GL 95-07 program will be performed and reported in the plant-specific M+SAR.
The NRC staff finds this to be acceptable since it ensures that the safety analysis will be
performed and that it will be appropriate for every plant proposing to use MELLLA+.

4.1.7 GL96-06

an evaluation of the GL 96-06 program will be performed. The NRC staff finds this
to be acceptable since it ensures that the safety analysis will be performed, if necessary, and
that it will be appropriate for every plant proposing to use MELLLA+.

4.2 ECCS

This section discusses the MELLLA+ impact on the following topics:

1. high pressure coolant injection (HPCI) system
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2. high pressure core spray (HPCS)

3. core spray (CS) or low pressure core spray (LPCS)

4. low pressure coolant injection (LPCI) system

5. automatic depressurization system (ADS)

6. ECCS NPSH

LOCAs are postulated accidents that would result in the loss of reactor coolant from piping
breaks in the RCPB at a rate in excess of the capability of the normal reactor coolant makeup
system to replenish it. Loss of significant quantities of reactor coolant would prevent heat
removal from the reactor core, unless the water is replenished. The reactor protection and
ECCSs are provided to mitigate these accidents. The NRC staff's review covered: (1) the
licensee's determination of break locations and break sizes; (2) postulated initial conditions;
(3) the sequence of events; (4) the analytical model used for analyses and calculations of the
reactor power, pressure, flow, and temperature transients; (5) calculations of PCT, total
oxidation of the cladding, total hydrogen generation, changes in core geometry, and long-term
cooling; (6) functional and operational characteristics of the reactor protection and ECCS
systems; and (7) operator actions. The NRC's acceptance criteria are based on: (1) 10 CFR
50.46, insofar as it establishes standards for the calculation of ECCS performance and
acceptance criteria for that calculated performance, and (2) 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix K,
insofar as it establishes required and acceptable features of evaluation models for heat removal
by the ECCS after the blowdown phase of a LOCA; (3) draft GDC-40 and -42, insofar as they
require that protection be provided for ESFs against the dynamic effects that might result from
plant equipment failures, as well as the effects of a LOCA; and (4) draft GDC-37, -41, and -44,
insofar as they require that a system to provide abundant emergency core cooling be provided
so that fuel and clad damage that would interfere with the emergency core cooling function will
be prevented. Specific review criteria are contained in SRP Sections 6.3 and 15.6.5 and other
guidance provided in Matrix 8 Table of RS-001.

4.2.1 HPCI System

The HPCI system, utilized in all BWR/4 and some BWR/3 plants, is designed to pump water into
the reactor vessel over a wide range of operating pressures. The primary purpose of the HPCI
system is to maintain reactor vessel coolant inventory in the event of a small break LOCA that
does not immediately depressurize the reactor vessel. In this event, the HPCI system maintains
reactor water level and helps depressurize the reactor vessel. In addition, the HPCI system
serves as a backup to the RCIC system to provide makeup water in the event of a loss of
feedwater flow transient.

The system design injection rate must be sufficient for compliance with the system limiting
criteria, such as meeting the ATWS vessel pressure requirements, to maintain the reactor water
level above TAF at the MELLLA+ conditions. The system performance must be confirmed in
the plant-specific application.
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Sufficient NPSH must be available for the HPCI pump for projected operation at MELLLA+.
Systems using the suppression pool as the makeup source may potentially lead to cavitation
concerns following a LOCA or an ATWS event from MELLLA+ conditions. System performance
relative to potential changes in the makeup source conditions must be addressed in the plant-
specific application.

4.2.2 HPCS System

The HPCS system, used in BWR/5 and 6 plants, is designed to spray water into the reactor
vessel over a wide range of operating pressures. The HPCS system provides reactor vessel
coolant inventory makeup in the event of a small break LOCA that does not immediately
depressurize the reactor vessel. In this event, the HPCS system maintains reactor water level
and helps depressurize the reactor vessel. This system also provides spray cooling for long-
term core cooling after a LOCA. In addition, the HPCS system serves as a backup to the RCIC
system to provide makeup water in the event of a loss of feedwater flow transient.

The system design injection rate must be sufficient for compliance with the system limiting
criteria, such as meeting the ATWS vessel pressure requirements, to maintain the reactor water
level above TAF at the MELLLA+ conditions. The system performance must be confirmed in
the plant-specific application.

Sufficient NPSH must be available for the HPCS pump for projected operation at MELLLA+.
Systems using the suppression pool as the makeup source may potentially lead to cavitation
concerns following a LOCA or an ATWS event from MELLLA+ conditions. System performance
relative to potential changes in the makeup source conditions must be addressed in the plant-
specific application. The plant-specific HPCI evaluation must also include the impact of the high
suppression pool temperature on the HPCI pump temperature limit.

4.2.3 CS or LPCS

The CS/LPCS system is automatically initiated in the event of a LOCA. When operating in
conjunction with other ECCSs, the CS/LPCS system is required to provide adequate core
cooling for all LOCA events. There is no anticipated change in the reactor pressures at which
the CS/LPCS is required. The primary purpose of the CS system is to provide reactor vessel
coolant inventory makeup for a large break LOCA and for any small break LOCA after the
reactor vessel has depressurized. It also provides long-term core cooling in the event of a
LOCA.

The plant-specific application will include CS/LPCS system capability to perform its functions
during accidents and non-accident events. The M+SAR will provide evaluation of the systems
ability to meet the NPSH design limit and any equipment temperature limit.
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4.2.4 LPCI System

The LPCI mode of the residual heat removal (RHR) system is automatically initiated in the event
of a LOCA. The primary purpose of the LPCI mode is to provide reactor coolant makeup for a
large break LOCA and for any small break LOCA after the reactor vessel has depressurized.

The plant-specific application will include LPCI system capability to perform its functions, during
accidents and non-accident events. The M+SAR will provide evaluation of the systems ability to
meet the NPSH design limit and any equipment temperature limit.

4.2.5 ADS

The ADS uses relief or safety relief valves to reduce the reactor pressure following a small
break LOCA, when it is assumed that the high pressure systems have failed. This allows the
CS/LPCS and LPCI systems to inject coolant into the reactor vessel.

4.2.6 ECCS NPSH

Since the MELLLA+ operating range does not result in an increase in heat addition to the
suppression pool following a LOCA, Station Blackout (SBO), and Appendix R fire, [

I Therefore, the ECCS net positive suction head values following a LOCA, SBO,
or Appendix R fire event would remain bounded by the current evaluation.

MELLLA+ may increase the heat addition to the suppression pool following a limiting ATWS.
The NPSH performance for applicable systems during a postulated ATWS must be confirmed in
the plant-specific application. The NRC staff's evaluation of the determination of suppression
pool temperature for the anticipated transient without scram (ATWS) event is provided in
Section 9.3.1.2 of this SE.

4.2.7 Conclusion

The licensee's plant-specific submittal will confirm the acceptability of the ECCS performance
consistent with the surveillance test results and projected MELLLA+ conditions. Therefore, the
approach described in LTR NEDC-33006P is acceptable to the NRC staff.

4.3 ECCS PERFORMANCE

The regulation at 10 CFR 50.46 delineates the acceptance criteria for the ECCS-LOCA analysis
as follows:

1. The peak fuel cladding temperature should not exceed 2200 'F;
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2. The total oxidation shall not exceed 0.17 times the total cladding thickness before oxidation;

3. The total local amount of hydrogen generated from the chemical reaction of the cladding
with water or steam shall not exceed 0.01 times the hypothetical amount that would be
generated if all the metal in the cladding cylinder surrounding the fuel, excluding the
cladding surrounding the plenum volume were to react;

4. The core geometry shall be such that the core remains amenable to cooling; and

5. After successful initial operation of the ECCSs, the calculated core temperature shall be
maintained at an acceptable low value and decay heat shall be removed for the extended
period of time required by the long-lived radioactivity remaining in the core.

The ECCSs are designed to provide protection against postulated ECCS-LOCA caused by
ruptures in the primary system piping. The ECCS performance under all LOCA conditions and
the analysis models must satisfy the requirements of 10 CFR 50.46 and Appendix K to 10 CFR
Part 50.

As shown in Table 4-2 of this SE, the LOCA PCT calculation will be evaluated
] This section: (1) discusses the impact of MELLLA+ operation on the ECCS-LOCA

response; (2) presents sensitivity ECCS-LOCA analyses performed at the MELLLA+
statepoints; (3) specifies the ECCS-LOCA analyses that will be provided in the plant-specific
MELLLA+ applications; and (4) covers the basis for the [ ] of the non-PCT
ECCS-LOCA acceptance criteria.

Table 4-2 Disposition of ECCS-LOCA Items

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Large Break Peak Clad Temperature Small Effect

Small Break Peak Clad Temperature Negligible Effect

Local Cladding Oxidation Negligible Effect

Core Wide Metal Water Reaction Negligible Effect

Coolable Geometry None

Long-Term Cooling None

Flow Mismatch Limits None

4.3.1 Large Break LOCA PCT

The DBA large break LOCA is performed at the EPU rated conditions, during the
implementation of EPU. The maximum power level will not change for operation at the
MELLLA+ domain.

However, the MELLLA+ reduced CF or high bundle power/flow initial condition significantly
affects the large break ECCS-LOCA response. The MELLLA+ large break ECCS-LOCA
response is similar to the ECCS-LOCA response for operation at the extended load line limit
analysis (ELLLA) and MELLLA low-flow regions. The MELLLA minimum CF ECCS-LOCA
response data shows that the large break LOCA PCT calculated at the reduced CF statepoint
results in a more limiting PCT relative to the DBA-LOCA PCT calculated at rated conditions.
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The MELLLA minimum CF statepoint corresponds to OLTP at 75 percent CF in comparisons to
120 percent OLTP at 80 percent CF for MELLLA+ minimum flow statepoint. Therefore, similar
response is expected for operation at MELLLA+ reduced flow conditions. In addition, the
proposed MELLLA+ slope extends from the minimum CF statepoint at the 120 percent power to
the 55 percent CF statepoint. The ECCS-LOCA analysis would be performed at the limiting
statepoints through out the licensed domain within the MELLLA+ upper boundary and the
maximum CF.

4.3.1.1 Impact of Reduced Flow

LTR NEDC-33006P contains discussion of the impact of the reduced CF on the DBA-LOCA
PCT response. The PCT response for large break LOCA has two peaks. The first PCT
response occurs early in the event during the CF coast down and is determined by BT. The
second peak occurs during the core uncovery and reflooding stage.

Reduced bundle power/flow condition causes BT to occur earlier and potentially lower within the
bundle. In addition, the reduced CF increases the initial subcooling in the down-comer water
inventory so that the mass flow through the break is greater in the early phase of the LOCA
event. The BT that occurs before the jet pump uncovery is referred to as early BT. MELLLA+
has two effects on the BT and the first peak PCT. Similar to the ELLLA and MELLLA low-flow
PCT response, the MELLLA+ low-flow ECCS-LOCA response results in early BT that may
penetrate lower in the fuel bundle as the CF is reduced. However, the impact of the earlier BT
on the LOCA PCT depends on the plant-specific conditions and response.

The LTR NEDC-33006P states

] Therefore, if the lower bundle flow has a
small effect on the first peak PCT, then there is little effect of the first peak on the second peak.
Note that the licensing basis PCT is usually determined by the second peak PCT, even at the
MELLLA+ low UFs.

4.3.1.2 Sensitivity Analysis

LTR NEDC-33006P provides generic ECCS-LOCA analyses for typical BWR/3, BWR/4, and
BWR/6 plants over the MELLLA+ operating domain. The generic analyses were performed at
the MELLLA and the MELLLA+ domain statepoints, using both nominal and 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix K, assumptions.

Table 4-6 and Table 4-7 of this SE show the sensitivity of large break DBA-LOCA to power level
and low-flow changes for a representative BWR/3, 4, and 6. The analyses were performed at
MELLLA line (1OOP/1OOF, 100P/80F) and EPU/MELLLA+ (120 percent P/1 00 percent CF,
120 percent P/80 percent CF, 100 percent P/55 percent CF). Table 4-6 shows that the
100 percent P/55 percent CF MELLLA+ statepoint is generally more limiting.

The expectation is that the 120 percent P/80 percent CF minimum CF statepoint should have
higher PCT than rated EPU and MELLLA statepoints; however, the results in Table 4-6 show
lower PCT values for the 120 percent P/80 percent CF MELLLA+ statepoint than for the 100
percent P/80 percent CF MELLLA statepoint on some cases. This behavior is even more
pronounced in Table 4-7, where there is no apparent phenomenological trend under which
condition the highest PCT will occur.
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A number of factors contribute to the limiting PCT value including: flow redistribution, early BT
due to higher bundle power-to-flow ratio, plant-specific ECCS parameters, and the initial
operating limits assumed. The inconsistent results in Table 4-6 and Table 4-7are due to:
(1) application of off-rated limits at MELLLA+ statepoints, and (2) different conservative
assumptions used in the calculations of the ECCS-LOCA analysis for some of the plants.

Since ECCS-LOCA analysis is not performed on cycle-specific basis, the SAFER/GESTR LOCA
analysis is evaluated for the MELLLA low-flow core condition, using the same ECCS inputs as
the rated condition (Reference 52). In addition, if sufficient margin is available, additional
conservatisms are assumed in the analysis so as to preclude re-analysis due changes in the
cycle-specific plant response.

For the MELLLA+ operation, the 55 percent low-flow statepoint is most limiting for the analyses
performed. However,

This assumption is based on the fact that in order to meet the higher off-rated OLMCPR, the
plant will operate with lower bundle powers, possibly through changes in the inserted control rod
inventory. The assumption that the hot bundles are operating at lower thermal limits reduces
the impact of MELLLA+ on the PCT at the 55 percent CF statepoint. GE response to RAI 25b
(Reference 29) discusses their proposed approach for determining the statepoint in which the
off-rated limit will be applied.

The inconsistent credit for off-rated multipliers partially account for the differences observed in
Table 4-6 and Table 4-7 between MELLLA and MELLLA+ minimum CF calculation. Table 4-8
also shows large break LOCA results for Plant F performed at different power flow conditions.

4.3.1.3 Plant-Specific Analysis

LTR NEDC-33006P states that "The plant-specific M+SAR will include calculations of the
Appendix K and Nominal PCT at rated power/rated CF, rated power/MELLLA+ boundary and
the low-flow point on the MELLLA plus boundary at which off-rated thermal limits begin to apply
(versus the 55 percent CF point).

It is important to note that the LOCA analysis must be consistent with plant operating conditions.
For example, the LOCA analysis at the 80 percent CF statepoint must be performed, using
rated thermal operating limits, not off-rated, as would be the case in the core monitoring system.
GE's response to RAI 25b (Reference 29) provides additional clarification to the proposed DBA-
LOCA approach stating:

1. The MELLLA+ plant submittals will include calculations for the Appendix K and Nominal
PCT at rated EPU power/rated CF, rated EPU power/minimum CF and at a low-flow point on
the MELLLA+ boundary, at which the off-rated flow dependent LHGR or MAPLHGR
setdown begins to apply.

2. This point will be at or above 55 percent CF on the MELLLA+ boundary between the 55
percent and the minimum CF statepoints, hitherto referred to as transition statepoint. The
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ECCS-LOCA analysis at minimum CF and the transition statepoints will be initialized at the
rated power LHGR and MAPLHGR limits. However, initial MCPR for the transition
statepoint will apply power dependent MCPR multiplier to the assumed rated power MCPR.

3. Since credit is taken for these off-rated limits, the plants will be required to apply these limits,
during core monitoring.

4. The Licensing Basis PCT, considering all calculated statepoints as described, will be

reported in the plant-specific M+SAR.

The NRC staff finds this approach acceptable, with the following limitation.

ECCS-LOCA Off-rated Multipliers Limitation

a) The plant-specific application will provide the 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix K, and the nominal
PCTs calculated at the rated EPU power/rated CF, rated EPU power/minimum CF, at the
low-flow MELLLA+ boundary (Transition Statepoint). For the limiting statepoint, both the
upper bound and the licensing PCT will be reported. The M+SAR will justify why the
transition statepoint ECCS-LOCA response bounds the 55 percent CF statepoint. The
M+SAR will provide discussion on what power/flow combination scoping calculations were
performed to identify the limiting statepoints in terms of DBA-LOCA PCT response for the
operation within the MELLLA+ boundary. The M+ SAR will justify that the upper bound and
licensing basis PCT provided is in fact the limiting PCT considering uncertainty applications
to the non-limiting statepoints.

b) LOCA analysis is not performed on cycle-specific basis; therefore, the thermal limits applied
in the M+SAR LOCA analysis for the 55 percent CF MELLLA+ statepoint and/or the
transition statepoint must be either bounding or consistent with cycle-specific off-rated
limits. The COLR and the SRLR will contain confirmation that the off-rated limits assumed
in the ECCS-LOCA analyses bound the cycle-specific off-rated limits calculated for the
MELLLA+ operation. Every future cycle reload shall confirm that the cycle-specific off-rated
thermal limits applied at the 55 percent CF and/or the transition statepoints are consistent
with those assumed in the plant-specific ECCS-LOCA analyses.

c) Off-rated limits will not be applied to the minimum CF statepoint.

d) If credit is taken for these off-rated limits, the plant will be required to apply these limits
during core monitoring.

4.3.1.4 ECCS-LOCA Axial Power Distribution Evaluation

Considering the assumed axial power profiles in the SAFER/GESTR methodology, LTR
NEDC-33173P (Reference 37) cites the conclusions from recent sensitivity analysis. [

] Since for large break LOCA, the core uncovery and reflooding occur
rapidly, the impact of top and mid-peaked power profile on the duration of the hot node
uncovery is not as significant as its impact on the small break. For the small break, the upper
nodes experience uncovery earlier and reflood later. Recent sensitivity analyses based on the
current fuel design show that the top-peaked power shapes can result in a higher PCT for small
breaks than comparable calculations, assuming a mid-peaked axial shape, given that the nodes
higher in the core remain uncovered longer. [

] However, for large break
LOCA, the mid-peaked power shape was found to result in more limiting PCT. GE states that
large break LOCA usually results in more limiting PCTs.
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In terms of axial power distribution, the NRC staff concludes that for small break LOCA, the
SAFER/GESTR LOCA analysis should include the mid and top-peaked power distribution for
application involving implementation of maximum operating domains. This conclusion is based
on the review of EPU applications, which indicate that small break LOCA PCT does increase
with EPUs. In addition, the large break ECCS-LOCA PCT is expected to be higher for operation
at the minimum CF conditions at EPU power levels, characteristic of the operation at the higher
operating domain.

The NRC staff confirmatory calculations indicate that the difference in PCT could be up to
200 OF when top-peaked power shape results are compared to mid-peaked power shape
results. Plant-specific analyses performed by GE show a difference of approximately 150 IF. In
these specific applications, even a modest increase in PCT could have a significant impact in
the plant's ability to meet the ECCS-LOCA PCT requirements. Therefore, the best alternative
approach to resource intensive plant-specific PCT margin evaluation is to amend the
SAFER/GESTR licensing methodology.

ECCS-LOCA Axial Power Shape Limitation

For MELLLA+ applications, the small and large break ECCS-LOCA analyses will include top-
peaked and mid-peaked power shape in establishing the MAPLHGR and determining the PCT.
This limitation is applicable to both the licensing bases PCT and the upper bound PCT. The
plant-specific applications will report the limiting small and large break licensing basis and upper
bound PCTs.

4.3.1.5 ECCS-LOCA PCT Reporting

Although it may not be the limiting ECCS-LOCA PCT value, only the rated ECCS-LOCA
response was being reported in the SRLR, the COLR, the regulatory reporting documents, and
the applications. In GE's response to RAI 25b (Reference 29), GHNE agreed to change future
SAFER/GESTR analyses and SRLRs as follows:

1. The SAFER/GESTR report will provide the Licensing Basis PCT considering all
calculated statepoints. The Licensing Basis PCT will be calculated either using the
previous Licensing Basis PCT plant variable uncertainty (e.g., NEDE-23875-1-PA,
Section 3.1.3) or with a plant variable uncertainty specific to the calculated statepoint
with the highest Appendix K PCT. Only one Licensing Basis PCT will be reported
because it is the single PCT, which considers all required licensing conservatism.

2. Only SRLRs, for both MELLLA+ plants and non-MELLLA+ plants, which report these
future SAFER/GESTR analyses will report the Licensing Basis PCT considering all
calculated statepoints as described above. No change will be made in SRLR reporting
of previous SAFER/GESTR analyses."

3. Section 6 of NEDC-32950P [Reference 53] will be revised to include determining the
Licensing Basis PCT considering all calculated statepoints as described above.

4. The Initial MCPR assumed in the ECCS/LOCA analyses is reported in the SRLR.

The RAI response limits the reporting to the licensing bases PCTs and appears to exclude the
Upper Bound PCT calculations, which use conservative models. In addition, the statement "a
plant variable uncertainty specific to the calculated statepoint with the highest Appendix K PCT,"
in Item 1 is not clear. The discussion and proposed approach in Item 1 seems to differ from the
current SAFER/GESTR methodology of incorporating the plant configuration uncertainties.
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Therefore, the M+SAR will discuss the differences between the currently licensed approach and
the proposed modified approach for NRC staff review and approval. The NRC staff will
determine on plant-specific bases, whether reporting one licensing bases PCT is acceptable.
Alternatively, GHNE can supplement LTR NEDC-33006P and provide the supporting
information and justification for further review and approval. The latter approach can resolve the
proposed methodology generically.

The NRC staff reviewed the proposed reporting approach and concludes that: (1) both the
nominal and Appendix K PCTs should be reported for all of the calculated statepoints; and (2)
the plant-variable and uncertainties currently applied will be used, unless the NRC staff
specifically approves different plant variable uncertainty methods for application to the non-rated
statepoints. Items 1, 2, and 3 of RAI 25b response (Reference 29) address the reporting of the
limiting ECCS-LOCA PCT response calculated at different statepoints. The approach provided
in Items 1, 2, and 3 are acceptable, with the following limitation:

ECCS-LOCA Reporting Limitation

a) Both the nominal and Appendix K PCTs should be reported for all of the calculated
statepoints, and

b) The plant-variable and uncertainties currently applied will be used, unless the NRC staff
specifically approves a different plant variable uncertainty method for application to the
non-rated statepoints.

4.3.1.6 Conclusion

The ECCS-LOCA analysis will be performed on plant-specific bases, as discussed above. The
NRC staff reviewed the content of the LTR, the sensitivity analyses, the responses to the RAIs,
and concludes that the proposed approach is acceptable given the limitations discussed above.

4.3.2 Small Break LOCA PCT

LTR NEDC-33006P (Reference 1) and response to RAI 26 (Reference 30) discuss the impact of
operation at the MELLLA+ conditions on the small break LOCA response.

4.3.2.1 Impact of Power Level on Small Break LOCA

EPU power level affects the small break LOCA PCT significantly because the ADS blowdown
time increases due to: (a) the higher initial steam flow and (b) the increased decay heat levels.
This leads to a later ECCS injection time; therefore, the time during which the fuel in uncovered
increases, leading to higher PCT values. Plant-specific analysis and NRC staff confirmatory
analysis have demonstrated that small break LOCA becomes the limiting LOCA at EPU
conditions (120 percent P/99 percent CF).

For plants that operate with ELTR1/2, the base full break spectra are performed at the EPU
power levels. For plants that uprated based on the CPPU, limited small break LOCA analysis
are performed to establish the break size that produces the limiting PCT.

4.3.2.2 Impact of MELLLA+ Operation in Small Break LOCA Response

For MELLLA+ operation, the EPU power level does not change. Therefore, significant changes
in the ECCS-LOCA response due to changes in the power levels are not expected. Revision 2
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of the LTR NEDC-33006P states:[

]. While the effect of MELLLA+ is
expected to be negligible, the MELLLA+ plant-specific SAR will include calculations for the
limiting small break at rated power/rated CF and rated power/MELLLA+ boundary, if the small
break PCT at rated power/rated CF is within [ ] of the limiting Appendix K PCT."

4.3.2.3 GHNE Assessment

In the revised RAI 25b response (Reference 29), GHNE assesses the impact of the MELLLA+
reduced flow on small break LOCA.

GHNE states that to assure that potentially limiting breaks are analyzed at reduced flow, small
breaks that are limiting or within [ I of the limiting large break are analyzed at the
reduced flow conditions. In general, statepoints that result in lower power levels are not
included in the ECCS-LOCA analysis, because decrease in the power will reduce the PCT
much more than any flow reduction.

The RAI response provided analyses for plants in which small break is limiting or within
of the limiting large break. Table 4-3 shows the PCT results.

Table 4-3 Small Break LOCA PCT

Plant Type APCT

(100 % CF) - (low CF)

BWR/4 (Loop Selection Logic) 0°F (low = 85 percent = MELLLA+)

BWR/4 (LPCI Modification) +4°F (low = 85 percent = MELLLA+

BWR/5 -8°F (low = 80 percent = MELLLA)

GHNE states that these results show that the effects of reduced CF at the same core power are
much lower than the [ ] screening criteria that will be used to perform the small break
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LOCA for the minimum CF statepoint. RAI 25b (Reference 29) also contains the following small
break LOCA results.

Table 4-4 DBA Limited LOCA PCT

Power Flow DBA PCT Small Break PCT

(% OLTP) (% Rated) (F) (F)

Table 4-5 Small Break LOCA Limited

Power Flow DBA PCT Small Break PCT

(% OLTP) (% Rated) (°F) (°F)
([_____________________

4.3.2.4 Staff Assessment

The NRC staff finds that there are additional competing effects that may affect the conclusions,
including the limiting size and location of the small break LOCA.

When operating in the MELLLA+ extended domain (e.g., 120 percent P/80 percent CF), the
core average void fraction is larger than for the previously analyzed EPU conditions (120
percent P/99 percent CF); therefore, the liquid coolant inventory in the vessel is smaller, and the
fuel uncovery time will occur earlier. Furthermore, the vessel steam inventory is larger, and the
blowdown time will be longer; thus, the ECCS initiation will be delayed. GHNE states that

] However, the increased liquid density increases the
vessel inventory in terms of mass given the same volume, so those two effects will tend to
cancel each other. In addition, the change in downcomer enthalpy and the associated density
change is fairly small (-6 BTU/Ib).

The small break LOCA results provided do show PCT difference of less than between small
break LOCA performed at rated and minimum flow MELLLA+ statepoint. The differences
between the DBA and the small break LOCA are also less than [ ] for small break
limited Plant B. However, the results presented in GHNE's response to RAI 25b (Reference 29)
do not indicate if the reported PCTs are based on Appendix K, the licensing basis PCT or are
nominal. The [ ] screening criteria are acceptable if the plant has sufficient margins to
the PCT limit of 2200F. However, for those plants that are LOCA limited, a PCT difference of
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20 'F can make the difference. Therefore, the margins available need to be included in the

screening criteria.

Small Break LOCA Limitation

Small break LOCA analysis will be performed at the MELLLA+ minimum CF and the transition
statepoints for those plants that: (1) are small break LOCA limited based on small break LOCA
analysis performed at the rated EPU conditions; or (2) have margins of less than or equal to

] relative to the Appendix K or the licensing basis PCT.

4.3.2.5 Small Break LOCA PCT Conclusion

The NRC staff concludes that small break LOCA analysis will be performed for the MELLLA+
minimum CF statepoint for those plants that: (1) are small break LOCA limited based on
analysis performed at rated EPU conditions; or (2) have margins of less than or equal to

] relative to the upper bound or the licensing basis PCT. For all other plants, the NRC staff
accepts GHNE's proposed [ ] screening criteria.

Based on the approach proposed on the assessment of the impact of MELLLA+ operation small
break LOCA, the content of RAI 26 (Reference 30), the evaluation of the sensitivity analysis,
and the limitation applied, the NRC staff concludes that the impact of small break LOCA for
operation at the MELLLA+ domain will be accounted for in the plant-specific application.

4.3.3 Break Spectrum Shape

In revised RAI 25b (Reference 29), GHNE assessed the break spectrum shape for the new
operating strategies. For BWR jet pump plants, GHNE states that the break spectrum,
characterized by PCT versus break area, has always maintained a standard shape. The break
spectrum shape was reconfirmed for different plant types as a result of NFI or for EPU
(ELTR1/2). Note that full break spectrum analyses are performed for power uprates based on
ELTR1/2. For NFI, GHNE analyzes the 80 percent and 60 percent DBA breaks. GE reports
that several plants have analyzed the breaks between 60 percent and the small breaks (i.e., the
full break spectrum) and in all cases the shape has not changed.

For large break LOCA, the limiting break is the maximum large break. For the small break, the
limiting break size needs to be determined. For the standard break spectrum shape, there is a
peak temperature at the maximum break size. The peak temperature decreases with break
size, because of the lower inventory loss through the break. The peak temperature decrease
with break size trend continues until the lower break flow is no longer sufficient to depressurize
the reactor system.

For these break sizes, the limiting single failure is the failure that results with loss of the high
pressure ECCS systems and would require the ADS to depressurize the reactor system in a
timely manner so that the low pressure ECCS Can inject. In this small break range, a PCT
occurs during the inventory loss through the break during the reactor system depressurization
phase, before the low pressure ECCS injection occurs.

The NRC staff accepts that in overall the break spectrum shape may not change significantly for
the new operating strategies, including EPU and MELLLA+. However, it is feasible that the
limiting break size may change slightly for plant-specific application and it would also depend on
the methods employed by specific code. However, the same SAFER/GESTR is currently
employed.
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For CPPU applications, only three small break sizes are analyzed, in which case the PCT size
is determined in 0.01 square inch interval. Therefore, if there is shift in the limiting break size in
the spectrum, the PCT small break LOCA break size may not be captured. Since small break
LOCA is becoming limiting for EPU and consequently MELLLA+ operation, performing sufficient
small break LOCA analyses to establish the limiting break that yields the highest PCT is
important.

Break Spectrum Limitation

The scope of small break LOCA analysis for MELLLA+ operation relies upon the EPU small
break LOCA analysis results. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that for plants that will
implement MELLLA+, sufficient small break sizes should be analyzed at the rated EPU power
level to ensure that the peak PCT break size is identified.

4.3.4 Single Failures

GHNE Assessment

For the large break case, several single failures combination of the available ECCS are
evaluated. In general, the limiting single failure is the one that causes the least amount of
ECCS flow and results in later core reflooding times. Although typically one single failure
scenario is dominant, some plants have two failures, with almost the same large break PCT.
For the small break, the single failure that causes the loss of all of the high pressure ECCS
makeup and the largest number of low-pressure ECCS is always the limiting case. If the high
pressure ECCS is available, core uncovery is unlikely. The second worst single failure for a
small break is the ADS failure.

The NRC staff agrees with GHNE's assessment.

4.3.5 Break Location

The review of Plant F ECCS-LOCA analysis for EPU application shows that the small break
LOCA became the limiting break at EPU power levels (Reference 52). In addition, the
SAFER/GESTR small break LOCA analysis performed at current licensed thermal power
(CLTP) and EPU power levels resulted in changes in both the limiting break (DBA to small
break LOCA) and the location of the break (from recirculation suction to discharge). This raised
the concern that ECCS-LOCA response at EPU power levels can result in changes in the break
locations as the available ECCS-LOCA network changes with the limiting break changes. Since
plants that uprated with CLTR will not perform full break spectrum as was the case for Plant F,
break location changes will not be determined.

In the revised RAI 25b response (Reference 29), GHNE provided assurances that break
location change would occur for plants that implemented specific modification to their LPCI
system actuation. In general, the recirculation line break is always the limiting break location,
because it has the largest piping and is located low on the reactor vessel.
Large Break LOCA

For all plants, the recirculation suction line is the limiting large break. For specific BWR/4 plants
that implemented LPCI modification, discharge line break are also considered, because LPCI
will flow out of the discharge break after the LPCI suction side is isolated from the LPCI injection
location. In this configuration, LPCI (into the broken loop) would flow out of a discharge break
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but not out of a suction break. The large recirculation line discharge break is considered but is
not limiting.

Small Break LOCA

For all plants, except BWR/4 plants with the LPCI modification, the recirculation suction line is
the limiting small break. For BWR/4 plants with the LPCI modification, the recirculation
discharge break is limiting, because LPCI (into the broken loop) would flow out of a discharge
break but not out of a suction break. Plant F is a LPCI modification plant, therefore, the limiting
break location is expected to switch from suction to discharge if the limiting break size changes
from large break to small break.

NRC Staff Assessment

As discussed above, the change in the break location is attributed to specific modification, which
is known to result in change in the break location, if the small break LOCA becomes more
limiting. Therefore, the change in the break location for Plant F would not have been missed if
full break spectrum analysis is not performed as is the case for CPPU plants. Therefore, the
NRC staff finds GHNE's explanation provided in the revised RAI 25b acceptable.

4.3.6 10 CFR 50.46 Acceptance Criteria

The PCT change due to MELLLA+ will be calculated on a plant-specific basis for the limiting
large break LOCA to demonstrate compliance with the 2200 OF acceptance criterion of 10 CFR
50.46. The PCT affects cladding oxidation. Higher PCT values at the MELLLA+ reduced flow
conditions will affect the amount of cladding oxidation. However, as long as the PCT remains
below 2200 OF, the local oxidation and core-wide metal-water reaction acceptance criteria of 10
CFR 50.46 are met. For plants with low margin to the PCT and non-jet-pump plants, the
M+SAR will provide confirmation that they meet the acceptance criteria of 10 CFR 50.46.

4.3.7 Recirculation Drive Flow Mismatch Limits

Limits have been placed on recirculation drive flow mismatch over a range of CF rates. For
most plants, the limits on flow mismatch are more relaxed at lower CF rates. The drive flow
mismatch affects the CF coastdown following the break, because one of the recirculation pumps
is operating at lower speed and will therefore coast down faster, due to lower stored inertial
energy. The lower flows associated with MELLLA+ have a significant effect on the recirculation
pump coast down, which impacts the ECCS-LOCA analysis results. This impact will be
included in the required ECCS-LOCA plant-specific calculations.

4.3.8 Conclusion

The NRC staff evaluated the impact of MELLLA+ operation on the: (1) large break LOCA,
(2) small break LOCA; (3) break spectrum; (4) single failure; and (4) break location. Plants-
specific applications will provide large break LOCA PCT analysis for the MELLLA+ statepoints.
The M+SAR will also include small break LOCA if the [ ] screening criteria is met.
Changes in the break location will be analyzed for those plants, in which the LPCI modification
was implemented. Based on the discussion provided in Section 4.3, the RAI responses, and
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the limitations applied, the NRC staff finds that plant-specific MELLLA+ applications will account
for the impact of the MELLLA+ operation on the ECCS-LOCA response.

4.4 MAIN CONTROL ROOM ATMOSPHERE CONTROL SYSTEM

There is no impact as there is no change in the source terms or the release rates.

4.5 STANDBY GAS TREATMENT SYSTEM

There is no impact as the primary and secondary containment leak rates do not change

]

4.6 MSIV LEAKAGE CONTROL SYSTEM

Many BWR licensees have removed the MSIV leakage control systems. LTR NEDC-33006P
states that a plant-specific evaluation will be provided for those plants that have the system.
The NRC staff finds this to be acceptable since it ensures that the safety analysis will be
performed and that it will be appropriate for every plant proposing to use MELLLA+.

4.7 POST-LOCA COMBUSTIBLE GAS CONTROL SYSTEM

There is no change in [
] therefore, there is no change in the production of hydrogen and oxygen and,

therefore, MELLLA+ has no effect on the post-LOCA combustible gas control system.

Table 4-6 Typical LOCA Analysis Results for MELLLA+

Power/Flow Point' 100P/100F 10OP/80F 120P/100F 120P/80F 10OP/55F

(Rated) (MELLLA) (EPU) (MELLLA+) (MELLLA+)

PCT
2

Plant Type

Nominal 1037 / 1311
BWRI3

Appendix K 1041 /1843

Nominal 1017/1104
BWR/4

Appendix K 1040/1607

Nominal
BWR/6

AppendixK K

(1) Power level shown is percent of OLTP

(2)
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Table 4-7 Plant-Specific LOCA Analysis Results for MELLLA+

PCT'

1st / 2nd 1st / 2nd 1st / 2nd 1st / 2nd 1st / 2nd
Plant

Peak, 'F Peak, 'F Peak, 'F Peak, 'F Peak, 'F

Power/Flow

218 Nominal
BWRI4 Appendix K

Power/Flow

251 Nominal
BWRI4

Appendix K

Power/Flow

218 Nominal
BWR/6 Appendix K

Power level shown is percent of OLTP

I
(1)
(2)

Table 4-8 Reduced Core Flow MELLLA & MELLLA+
(PLANT F Data; Large BWR/4)

REGION CORE
POWER

CORE FLOW

(% rated)

LOCA
Analysis Type

GEl3

oF

GE14

oF

MELILLA

MELLLA

MELLLA+

MELLLA+

M ELLLA+

MELLLA+

Rated (EPU)

Rated (EPU)

(1) All cases analyzed the DBA recirculation suction line break with battery failure

(2) All PCTs are 2nd peak limited

I
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5.0 INSTRUMENTATION AND CONTROL

This section provides the NRC staff review of the instrumentation and control. Table 5-1 lists
the specific topics and the corresponding NRC staff dispositions for plant-specific application.

Table 5-1 Instrumentation and Control Topics

Section Title

5.1 NSSS Monitoring and Control

5.2 BOP Monitoring and Control

5.3 Technical Specification Instrument Setpoints

Plant-specific evaluations will be reported in the plant-specific submittal consistent with the
applicable limitations. The applicability of the generic assessments for a plant-specific
application will be evaluated and the plant-specific submittal will either document the
confirmation of the generic assessment or provide a plant-specific evaluation if the generic
applicability assessment does not apply.

5.1 NSSS MONITORING AND CONTROL

LTR NEDC-33006P disposition of the principal NSSS monitoring and control topics are provided
in Table 5-2 below. Changes in the process parameters resulting from the MELLLA+ operating
range expansion and their effects on instrument performance and setpoints are evaluated in the
following sections.

Section 11.1, addresses the TS changes associated with the instrument allowable values and
setpoints. Section 5.3 of this SE covers the effect of the MELLLA+ operation on the neutron
monitoring system (NMS) instrumentation setpoints.

Table 5-2 Disposition of NSSS Monitoring and Control Topics

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

APRMs, Intermediate Range Monitors Minimum, except for bypass
(IRMs), and voiding impact
Source Range Monitors (SRMs)

LPRMs Minimum, except for bypass
voiding impact

Rod Block Monitor (RBM) None

Rod Worth Minimizer (RWM)/ Rod None
Control and Information System (RCIS)

Since the maximum power does not increase for implementation of expanded operating domain
operation, the effects on the performance of the NMS are limited. The LTR NEDC-33006P
states that the following evaluations of the NMS are applicable to GE or Reuter Stokes supplied
monitoring equipment, or other equipment that meets GE specifications.
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The functions of the NMSs are as follows:

The source range monitor (SRM) system provides neutron flux information during reactor
startup and is used to monitor the core during fuel loading and refueling operations.

The IRM system provides neutron flux information during startup and heat-up operation. The
IRMs generate trip signal to mitigate conditions that can result in local fuel damage. There are
eight (8) IRM detectors in the BWR/3 and BWR/6 cores. Some BWR/4 cores have six (6) IRM
detectors.

The LPRM system provides signals proportional to the local neutron flux from different locations
in the reactor core. The signals generated by the individual LPRM elements provide fuel
cladding protection and reactor core performance monitoring by combining by the various NMSs
(e.g., APRMS, RBM, etc.) to initiate scrams, rod blocks or core power monitoring,.

The LPRM detector signals at different locations and elevations are combined in the APRMs.
The function of the APRMs are to: (1) detect core-wide neutron flux transients and generate trip
signal that generates automatic reactor scram before the reactor experiences conditions outside
the safety and licensing design basis; (2) block control rod withdrawals if the reactor settles
outside the licensed power/flow domain; and (3) provide an indication of the core average power
level for operation in the power range.

The TIP detectors operate in a guide tube in each LPRM string assembly. The primary function
of the TIP detectors is to calibrate the LPRMs. However, TIP readings are also used in the core
simulator systems for monitoring of the fuel operating conditions, assessment of the fuel thermal
limits margin, and evaluation of the core neutronic and thermal-hydraulic performance.

The RBM system initiates control rod withdrawal block that prevents exceeding the SLMCPR
during withdrawal of single control rod. The RBM system also provides indication to the
operator of the change in the relative local power during control rod withdrawal movements.

The following sections evaluate the impact of operation in the expanded operating domain on
the performance and reliability of the NMSs.

5.1.1 Assessment

5.1.1.1 APRMs, IRMs, and SRMs

The LTR NEDC-33006P [ ] the effect of MELLLA+ operation on the
APRMs. During the EPU implementation, the APRM output signals are calibrated to read 100
percent at the CLTP.

] Using normal plant
surveillance procedures, the IRMs may be adjusted to ensure adequate overlap with the SRMs
and APRMs. The NRC staff agrees with APRM assessment. Section 5.1.1.5 discusses the
impact of bypass voiding on the APRMs.

5.1.1.2 LPRMs

There is no change in the neutron flux experienced by the LPRMs and TIPs, resulting from the
MELLLA+ operating range expansion. Therefore, [
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] Section 5.1.1.5 of this SE discusses
impact of bypass voiding on the LPRMs.

5.1.1.3 RBM

The RBM uses LPRM instrumentation inputs that are combined and referenced to an APRM
channel. The LTR NEDC-33006P states that

The
NRC staff concurs with this assessment. Section 5.1.1.5 of this SE discusses impact of bypass
voiding on the RBM.

5.1.1.4 Rod Worth Minimizer (RWM) and Rod Control and Information System (RCIS)

The LTR NEDC-33006P states that the RWM and RCIS are normal operating systems that do
not perform a safety related function. The RWM and RCIS rod pattern controller functions
support the operator by enforcing rod patterns until reactor power has reached appropriate
levels. The RCIS also provides rod position information to the operator. The RCIS rod
withdrawal limiter prevents excessive control rod withdrawal after reactor power has reached an
appropriate level. The region in which the RWM and RCIS are active is unaffected by
MELLLA+ operation. The NRC staff agrees with the LTR NEDC-33006P assessment that

I

However, the NRC staff also finds that enforcing rod patterns for power levels below 30 percent
and limiting excessive control rod withdrawal after a higher power level is reached do serve as a
safety function, because the control rod drop accident consequence is minimized at low power
and the SAFDLs are protected in the event of a reactivity initiated event. Therefore, although
the associated safety analyses may not take credit for initiation of these NMSs, there is an
associated safety function.

5.1.1.5 Additional Review Topics

Depending on control cell loading in terms of the number of high powered bundles with
exposure, the operation in the MELLLA+ high power/low-flow conditions will result in non-solid
bypass condition that affects the accuracy and reliability of the NMSs. LTR NEDC-33173P
addressed the impact of bypass voiding on the reliability and effectiveness of the NMS, during
steady state and transient conditions. The main conclusions are summarized below.

5.1.1.5.1 Steady State Bypass Voiding

The detector design specifications for the NMS (e.g., LPRMs) limits the bypass voiding to 5
percent. For EPU and MELLLA+ operation, the bypass voiding could be 5 percent or higher at
the exit. NEDC-33173P (Reference 37) contains a limitation that the bypass voiding will be
limited to 5 percent for the LPRM D-level for implementation of EPU and MELLLA+. The steady
state bypass voiding will be reported in the SRLR for every reload.

The instrumentation specification design basis limits the presence of bypass voiding to 5
percent (LRPM levels). Limiting the bypass voiding to less than 5 percent for long-term steady
operation ensures that instrumentation is operated within the specification. For EPU and
MELLLA+ operation, the bypass voiding will be evaluated on a cycle-specific basis to confirm
that the void fraction remains below 5 percent at all LPRM levels when operating at steady-state
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conditions within the MELLLA+ upper boundary. The highest calculated bypass voiding at any
LPRM level will be provided with the plant-specific SRLR.

5.1.1.5.2 Stability Setpoint Setdown
During some transients, such as RPT events, the hot channel bypass voiding could reach a
maximum of 32 percent, depending on the code used. The high in-channel and bypass voids
will primarily affect the LPRM detectors by reducing the detector response, assuming the same
power in the adjacent fuel bundle. This reduction in detector response is due to a decrease in
the moderation caused by the presence of high in-channel and bypass voids in the upper part of
the fuel bundle. The in-channel and bypass voids decrease the thermal neutron flux incident on
the detectors for the same neutron flux generated in the adjacent fuel. Table 1-3 provides the
bypass voiding at various operating domains (MELLLA+ and MELLLA), using different codes.
The NRC staff concludes that the instrument calibration error is less than 5 percent for OPRM
cells and less than 2 percent for APRM signals. There is a limitation that requires setdown of
the instrumentation to preclude the presence of the high in-channel and bypass voiding for EPU
and MELLLA+ conditions. The specific setdown value is dependent upon the stability solution
employed.

5.1.1.5.3 Steady State Thermal TIP Readings Above the LPRM D-level

The LTR NEDC-33173P (Reference 37) limitation restricts the bypass voiding at the LPRM
D-level to 5 percent during steady state operation. If, for operation at the high power/low-flow
MELLLA+ 55 percent CF statepoint, the bypass voiding above the LRPM D-level is higher than
the 5 percent specification limit, then there could be an impact on the thermal TIPs affecting the
calibration of the LPRMs, and also on the core simulator axial power distribution adaption.

Plants are not expected to operate the reactor at the 55 percent CF statepoints, where the
power level is around the OLTP. However, operators need to be cognizant of the fact that
sustained operation at the 55 percent CF statepoint due to EOOS or during plant maneuvers
may affect the TIP readings (especially thermal TIPs) and the core simulator adaption feature.
Statepoint where the bypass voiding greater than 5 percent could occur above the D-level is
plant- and cycle-specific and needs to be identified and justified. Therefore, the following
limitation applies for operation at the MELLLA+ domain.

Bypass Voiding Above the D-level Limitation

Plant-specific MELLLA+ applications shall identify where in the MELLLA+ upper boundary the
bypass voiding greater than 5 percent will occur above the D-level. The licensee shall provide
in the plant-specific submittal the operator actions and procedures that will mitigate the impact
of the bypass voiding on the TIPs and the core simulator used to monitor the fuel performance.
The plant-specific submittal shall also provide discussion on what impact the bypass voiding
greater than 5 percent will have on the NMS as defined in Section 5.1.1.5. The NRC staff will
evaluate on plant-specific bases acceptability of bypass voiding above D level.

Impact of Bypass Voiding Greater than 5 Percent and Power Distribution Uncertainties

One component of the power distribution uncertainties, Cop4b is derived from the thermal TIP
measured/calculated comparisons. With the presence of bypass voiding as could potentially
occur for the 55 percent CF statepoint or along the MELLLA+ boundary, the reliability of the TIP
measurement (specially thermal TIPs) will be affected. Therefore, for the top part of the fuel
bundle above the LPRM D-level, the 4-bundle uncertainty at the lower flow statepoints cannot
be quantified based on the thermal TIP reading and core tracking data. In addition, the gamma
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scan benchmarking data will not represent operation at the lower flow statepoints earlier in the
cycle. The gamma scan benchmarking data will be representative of end of cycle conditions,
which are not in the MELLLA+ region. However, the data will characterize the cumulative
effects of higher power (EPU) and/or lower flow statepoints (MELLLA+) earlier in the cycle as
they affect isotope production and any effects on the core monitoring instrumentation. However,
the sensitivity to early and mid cycle operating conditions has not been evaluated. Therefore,
the power distribution uncertainties applied at the MELLLA+ boundary between the 80 percent
and the 50 percent CF statepoints where the voids will be highest cannot be validated by
gamma scan data, specifically for the different uncertainty components (e.g., a-peak and a-
bundle) as applied to the SLMCPR. The same power distribution uncertainties applied at the
rated conditions are applied at the reduced CF statepoints, and GHNE did not propose an
alternative approach.

The SLMCPR calculation shows sensitivity to CF and FWF uncertainties; the CF and FWF
uncertainties increase with decreasing CF and FWF (See Figure 2-6 of this SE). The higher CF
and FWF uncertainties must be applied to the non-rated conditions, and should be high enough
to compensate for the difficulties associated with benchmarking the reduced CF conditions.
Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that for the 55 percent CF statepoint and along the
MELLLA+ upper boundary up to the minimum CF statepoint, the highest reduced CF
uncertainty will be applied. This is consistent with the CF uncertainty applied to the SLO
operation. The NRC staff finds with the increased CF uncertainty applied consistently at the
MELLLA+ upper boundary statepoints, the application of the rated power distribution uncertainty
for the specific components are acceptable. However, this does not exclude confirmation that
aP4b is applicable where bypass voiding above the D-level is not present, such as the minimum
CF statepoint. In addition, the NRC staff assessment is based on the SLMCPR calculational
methodology in which the base thermal-hydraulic condition at the minimum CF and the 55
percent CF statepoints are determined and perturbed according to the associated uncertainty
components. Section 2.2.1.1, "SLMCPR," of this SE also contains discussion on the CF
uncertainties.

5.1.2 Conclusion

The plant-specific application will provide confirmation of the impact of bypass voiding on the
reliability of the NMSs as discussed above. Based on the conditions noted and the assessment
covered in this section, the NRC staff accepts the adequacy of the NMS for operation at
MELLLA+ condition.

5.2 BOP MONTIORING AND CONTROL

Section 5.2 of LTR NEDC-33006P discusses the BOP monitoring and control systems. The
instruments that monitor and the controls that directly interact with or control reactor parameters
are usually within the NSSS. The other monitoring and control instrumentation are defined as
BOP. The topics covered in the BOP monitoring and control instrumentation in Section 5.2 of
the LTR are as follows:

1. Pressure Control System

2. Turbine Steam Bypass System
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3. Feedwater Control System

4. Leak Detection System

For MELLLA+, GE evaluated the BOP systems and determined that these systems can be
] GE has determined that in general MELLLA+ does not affect the

system except for the setpoint change for APRM flow biased scram, which is evaluated below.
As stated in the LTR, the plant-specific submittal will confirm the [

I will be addressed in the plant-specific submittal. Any major changes to
BOP monitoring and control are addressed in the plant-specific MELLLA+ submittal, therefore,
the NRC staff finds the proposed approach acceptable.

5.2.1 Regulatory Evaluation

The NRC staff has used the following regulatory basis for its evaluation of Section 5.2:

1. 10 CFR 50.36(c)(1)(ii)(A)

The regulation at Paragraph (c)(1)(ii)(A) of 10 CFR 50.36, Technical specifications, states, in
part, that where a limiting safety system setting (LSSS) is specified for a variable on which a
safety limit (SL) has been placed, the setting must be so chosen that an automatic protective
action will correct the abnormal situation before a safety limit is exceeded. The analytical limit
(AL) is the limit on the process variable at which the instrument loop protective action occurs as
assumed in the plant's safety analysis. Protective action at the AL ensures that the SL is not
exceeded. The AL, however, does not account for uncertainties associated with the instrument
loop. The instrument loop uncertainty is accounted for during calculation of an instrument loop's
trip setpoint (TSP). Accordingly, limits for instrument channels that initiate protective functions
must be included in the TSs. Setpoints found to exceed TS limits are considered a malfunction
of an automatic safety system. Such an occurrence could challenge the integrity of the reactor
core, reactor coolant pressure boundary, containment, and associated safety systems.

1. Regulatory Guide 1.105, "Setpoints for Safety-Related Instrumentation"

RG 1.105 is used to endorse Part 1 of ISA-$67.04-1994 and describes a method acceptable to
the staff for complying with NRC's regulations for ensuring that setpoints for safety-related
instrumentations are initially within and remains within the technical specification limits. The RG
lists four exceptions to the standard in regard to crafting an acceptable setpoint methodology.
The two exceptions which were taken into consideration for this license amendment were that
the LSSS is being specified as a technical-specification-defined limit in order to satisfy the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.36 (Exception # 3) and that the allowable value's relationship to the
setpoint methodology and testing requirements in the TSs must be documented (Exception # 4).
In addition, the NRC issued a Regulatory Issue Summary 2006-17 on August 24, 2006, which
provided NRC staff position on the requirements of 10 CFR 50.36, "Technical Specifications,"
regarding limiting safety system settings during periodic testing and calibration of instrument
channels.

5.2.2 Instrument Setpoint Methodology Evaluation

GE stated that the determination of allowable values (AV) and setpoints include consideration of
measurement uncertainties. The setpoints and AVs are derived from the analytical limits (AL)
used in specific licensing or SEs. The settings are selected with sufficient margin to minimize
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inadvertent initiation of the protective action, while assuring that adequate margin is maintained
between the system settings and the actual limits. GE has indicated that they want to use
simplified process to determine the instrument AV and setpoint for MELLLA+ applications. The
NRC staff has previously reviewed the simplified approach and had accepted in the review of
LTR NEDC-33004P (Reference 35) with certain conditions. The NRC staff asked GE to confirm
if these conditions will be met for NEDC-33006P. GE in its RAI response (Reference 10) has
reiterated these conditions, which are as follows:

1. No pressure increase

2. NRC approved GE or plant-specific methodology

3.

4.

5.

Based on the GE's RAI response in Reference 10, the NRC staff has determined that the
instrument setpoint based on the NRC-approved methodology will meet the requirements of
10 CFR 50.36(c)(1 )(ii)(A) and the guidance in RG 1.105 and is therefore acceptable to the staff.

5.3 TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION INSTRUMENT SETPOINTS

GE has identified only two instrument setpoints, which may be affected by the LTR
NEDC-33006P, which are identified below:

5.3.1 APRM Flow-Biased Scram

The MELLLA+ APRM flow biased scram AL line is established
GE has

used the simplified approach as discussed before to calculate the AV. MELLLA+ does not
apply to SLO, so the SLO setpoints are unchanged. This TS change is classified as plant-
specific and will be reviewed by the NRC staff for licensees that seek NRC approval to adopt
this LTR. Since this setpoint is calculated based on the NRC-approved setpoint methodology
and the analysis for the MELLLA+ implementation which have been reviewed by the NRC staff
as discussed above, the NRC staff finds the proposed change acceptable.

5.3.2 Rod Block Monitor

The RBM setpoints are established to mitigate RWE during power operation. GE has
determined that [

] because RWE event is evaluated for each reload and any cycle specific
adjustments will be performed per the COLR. Based on this the NRC staff find this approach
acceptable.
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6.0 ELECTRICAL POWER AND AUXILIARY SYSTEMS

This section provides the NRC staff review of the electrical power and auxiliary systems.
Table 6-1 lists the specific topics and the corresponding NRC staff dispositions for plant-specific
application.

Table 6-1 Electrical Power and Auxiliary Systems Topics

Section Title

6.1 AC Power

6.2 DC Power

6.3 Fuel Pool

6.4 Water Systems

6.5 Standby Liquid Control Systems (SLCS)

6.7 Fire Protection

For the topics dispositioned generically, the plant-specific submittal will confirm and document
the applicability of the generic assessments or provide a plant-specific evaluation.

6.1 AC POWER

The NRC staff reviewed Section 6.1 of LTR NEDC-33006P to verify the GE's contention that
there will be no changes to the parameters that would impact AC power requirements. Based
on this review, the NRC staff agrees with GE's assessment. Therefore, the NRC staff
concludes that the implementation of MELLLA+ is acceptable.

6.2 DC POWER

The NRC staff reviewed Section 6.2 of LTR NEDC-33006P to verify the GE's contention that
there will be no changes to the parameters that would impact DC power requirements. Based
on this review, the NRC staff agrees with GE's assessment. Therefore, the NRC staff
concludes that the implementation of MELLLA+ is acceptable.

6.3 FUEL POOL

The NRC staff reviewed Section 6.3 of LTR NEDC-33006P to verify the GE's contention that
there will be no changes to the parameters that would impact the operation of the fuel pool due
to the expansion of the CF operating range. Based on this review, the NRC staff agrees that
the fuel pool will not be affected by the proposed expansion of the power/flow map [

] Therefore, the
NRC staff concludes that the implementation of MELLLA+ is acceptable for the fuel pool.
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6.4 WATER SYSTEMS

The NRC staff reviewed Section 6.4 of LTR NEDC-33006P to verify the GE's contention that
there will be no changes to the parameters that would impact the operation of the water systems
due to the expansion of the CF operating range. Based on this review, the NRC staff agrees
that the water systems will not be affected by the proposed expansion of the power/flow map as
none of the parameters, that affect the water systems (i.e.,[

]) will be changed. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the implementation of
MELLLA+ is acceptable for the water systems.

6.5 STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM (SLCS)

The SLCS provides backup capability for reactivity control independent of the control rod
system. The SLCS functions by injecting a boron solution into the reactor to affect shutdown.
The LTR NEDC-33006P reviewed the impact of MELLLA+ operation on the functional capability
of the system to deliver the required amount of boron solution into the reactor.

The NRC's acceptance criteria are based on (1) GDC-27 and -28, insofar as they require that at
least two independent reactivity control systems, preferably of different design principles, be
provided, with both systems capable of making and holding the core subcritical from any hot
standby or hot operating condition, sufficiently fast to prevent exceeding acceptable fuel
damage limits; (2) GDC 29, insofar as it requires that at least one of the reactivity control
systems be capable of making the core subcritical under any condition sufficiently fast to
prevent exceeding acceptable fuel damage limits; and (3) 10 CFR 50.62(4), insofar as it
requires that the SLCS be capable of reliably injecting a borated water solution into the reactor
pressure vessel at a boron concentration, boron enrichment, and flow rate that provides a set
level of reactivity control. Specific review criteria are contained in SRP Section 9.3.5 and other
guidance provided in Matrix 8 Table of RS-001.

The SLCS is typically a manually operated system, but a few BWRs have automatic actuation.
The topics addressed in the LTR evaluation are provided in Table 6-2.

Table 6-2 Reactivity Control Topics

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

SLCS Shutdown Potential increase in boron requirements. Reflected
Margin in cycle-specific SRLR

Strong Rod Out (SRO) Shutdown margin may change. Reflected in cycle-
Shutdown Margin specific SRLR

Hot shutdown boron Potential increase in boron requirements. Reflected
weight in cycle-specific EOPs

System hardware Potential increase in reactor pressure for system
operation

ATWS requirements Potential increase in the boron injection rate
requirements
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6.5.1 Assessment

6.5.1.1 SLCS Cold and Hot Shutdown Boron Weight

The LTR
NEDC-33006P states that an increase in the reactor boron concentration may be achieved by
increasing, either individually or collectively, (1) the minimum solution volume, (2) the minimum
specified solution concentration, or (3) the isotopic enrichment of the B10 in the stored neutron
absorber solution. The implementation will be plant-specific and documented in the
plant-specific M+SAR.

6.5.1.2 System Hardware

The SLCS is typically designed for injection at a maximum reactor pressure equal to the upper
analytical setpoint for the lowest group of SRVs operating in the relief mode. [

] The effect, if any, of the
increased vessel pressure on SLCS performance will be incorporated in the plant-specific
ATWS analyses.

6.5.1.3 ATWS Requirements

The ATWS analysis for MELLLA+ operating range conditions (Section 9.3.1 of this SE) may
impose new boron injection rate requirements. The LTR NEDC-33006P states that an increase
in the reactor boron injection rate may be achieved by increasing, either individually or
collectively, (1) the pump capacity, (2) the minimum specified solution concentration, or (3) the
isotopic enrichment of the B10 in the stored neutron absorber solution. An evaluation of the
plant-specific ATWS requirements will be provided as part of the plant-specific M+SAR and will
be incorporated in the plant-specific ATWS analyses.

6.5.2 Conclusion

The licensee's plant-specific submittal will confirm the acceptability of the system performance
consistent with the surveillance test results and projected MELLLA+ conditions. Therefore, the
approach described in LTR NEDC-33006P is acceptable to the NRC staff.

6.6 HEATING, VENTILATING, AND AIR CONDITIONING

There is no impact on the systems in the turbine building, reactor building, and the drywell,
which support normal plant operation as the process temperatures and heat load from motors
and cables do not change. Therefore, the NRC staff finds the implementation of MELLLA+
acceptable.
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6.7 FIRE PROTECTION

The NRC staff reviewed Section 6.7 of LTR NEDC-33006P to verify the GE's contention that
there will be no changes to the parameters that would impact the operation of fire protection due
to the expansion of the CF operating range. Based on this review, the NRC staff agrees that

] Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the implementation of MELLLA+ is
acceptable for fire protection.

6.8 OTHER SYSTEMS AFFECTED

Those systems that are significantly affected by the MELLLA+ operating range expansion are
addressed by the LTR. Any other systems not addressed by the LTR are not significantly
affected by the MELLLA+ operating range expansion.

7.0 POWER CONVERSION SYSTEMS

This section addresses the evaluations in Chapter 10 of Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.70, "Standard
Format and Content of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition),"
(Revision 3 in three parts, ADAMS Accession Nos. ML01 1340072, ML01 1340108, and
ML01 1340116)," that are documented in the CLTR. The MELLLA+ core operating range
expansion does not affect the power conversion systems. The pressure, steam and feedwater
flow rates, and fluid temperature ranges do not change.

7.1 TURBINE GENERATOR

The NRC staff reviewed Section 7.1 of LTR NEDC-33006P to verify the GE's contention that
there will be no changes to the parameters that would impact the operation of the turbine
generator due to the expansion of the CF operating range. Based on this review, the NRC staff
agrees that the turbine generator will not be affected by the proposed expansion of the
power/flow map because none of the parameters that affect the turbine generator (i.e., steam
pressure, steam flow, or electrical output) will be changed. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes
that the implementation of MELLLA+ is acceptable for the turbine generator.

7.2 CONDENSER AND STEAM JET AIR EJECTORS

The NRC staff reviewed Section 7.2 of LTR NEDC-33006P to verify the GE's contention that
there will be no changes to the parameters that would impact the operation of the condenser
and steam jet air ejectors due to the expansion of the CF operating range. Based on this
review, the NRC staff agrees that the condenser and steam jet air ejectors will not be affected
by the proposed expansion of the power/flow map, because none of the parameters which
affect the condenser and steam jet air ejectors (i.e., steam pressure or flow rate) will be
changed. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the implementation of MELLLA+ is
acceptable for the condenser and steam jet air ejectors.
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7.3 TURBINE STEAM BYPASS

The NRC staff reviewed Section 7.3 of LTR NEDC-33006P to verify the GE's contention that
there will be no changes to the parameters that would impact the operation of the turbine steam
bypass due to the expansion of the CF operating range. Based on this review, the NRC staff
agrees that the turbine steam bypass will not be affected by the proposed expansion of the
power/flow map, because none of the parameters which affect the turbine steam bypass (i.e.,
steam pressure or flow rate) will be changed. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the
implementation of MELLLA+ is acceptable for the turbine steam bypass.

7.4 FEEDWATER AND CONDESNATE SYSTEMS

The NRC staff reviewed Section 7.4 of LTR NEDC-33006P to verify the GE's contention that
there will be no changes to the parameters that would impact the operation of the feedwater and
condensate systems due to the expansion of the CF operating range. Based on this review, the
NRC staff agrees that the feedwater and condensate systems will not be affected by the
proposed expansion of the power/flow map, because none of the parameters which affect the
feedwater and condensate systems (i.e., FWT, pressure, or flow rate) will be changed.
Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the implementation of MELLLA+ is acceptable for the
feedwater and condensate systems.

8.0 RADWASTE SYSTEMS AND RADIATION SOURCES

The radioactive waste and radiation protection areas have been previously reviewed for the
MELLLA operating range report. This evaluation looks only at the difference from the MELLLA
to the MELLLA+ operating range. The NRC's acceptance criteria for radioactive waste systems
and radiation sources are based on GDC-60, "Control of releases of radioactive materials to the
environment," -61, "fuel storage and handling and radioactivity control," and -64, "monitoring
radioactivity releases," the regulation at 10 CFR 50.34a, "Design objectives for equipment to
control releases of radioactive material in effluents - nuclear power reactors," and the design
objectives specified in Appendix I to 10 CFR Part 50.

8.1 LIQUID AND SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT

LTR NEDC 33006P indicates that the power level, feedwater flow, and steam flow do not
change for the MELLLA+ operating range expansion, therefore, the volume of liquid radwaste
and the coolant concentrations of fission and corrosion products will be unchanged. The
volume of waste generated is not expected to increase [

] The LTR also indicates that coolant fission and corrosion product levels will
be evaluated on a plant-specific basis. The NRC staff finds the LTR evaluation to be
acceptable.

8.2 GASEOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

Radiological releases from gaseous effluents are administratively controlled to remain within
existing limits. Gaseous releases are affected by fuel cladding performance, main condenser
air inleakage, charcoal adsorber inlet dew point, and charcoal adsorber temperature. [
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The NRC staff finds the LTR evaluation to be acceptable.

8.3 RADIATION SOURCES IN THE REACTOR CORE

During power operation, the radiation sources in the core are directly related to the fission rate,
while post-operation the radiation sources result from accumulated fission products. [

The NRC staff finds the LTR
evaluation to be acceptable.

8.4 RADIATION SOURCES IN REACTOR COOLANT

Activation, activation corrosion, and fission products make up the radiation sources in the
reactor coolant.

For coolant activation products, the short-lived radionuclide nitrogen (N)-16 is one of the primary
contributors to the radiation dose in the turbines during operation. Since the neutron flux and
steam flow will not change with the MELLLA+ operating range expansion, there should be no
change in the coolant activation products.

Fission products are in the steam component and reactor water. The activity in the steam
consists of noble gases from the core plus carryover activity from the reactor water. The fission
product activity in the steam and reactor water is the result of fission products escaping from the
fuel rods. Since the core power level and fuel thermal limits are not changed with the MELLLA+
operating range expansion, the releases from the fuel should not change.

Activated corrosion products are the result of metallic materials in the reactor water being
activated in the core region. The feedwater flow, steam flow, and power do not change with the
MELLLA+ operating range.

The NRC staff finds the LTR evaluation of radiation sources in the reactor coolant to be
acceptable. The LTR indicates that plant-specific evaluations must be performed to evaluate
whether there is potential [ ] resulting in higher levels of
fission products in the steam.

8.5 RADIATION LEVELS

Plant radiation levels for normal and post-shutdown operation are related to the radionuclide
inventory in the reactor coolant (steam and water) except where the core is directly involved.
Under MELLLA+, the radionuclide concentrations should not vary significantly, because the
power or flow rate do not change; therefore, radiation dose rates in the plant should not change.
I

The LTR indicates that normal operational, post-shutdown, and post-accident
radiation levels are to be addressed on a plant-specific basis. The LTR should indicate that a
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plant-specific evaluation should be performed to evaluate the radiation dose rates in post-
accident sampling locations. The NRC staff finds the LTR evaluation of radiation levels to be
acceptable.

8.6 NORMAL OPERATION OFF-SITE DOSES

During normal operations, airborne releases from the offgas system and gamma shine from the
plant turbines are the primary sources of the off-site radiation dose. There is no change in the
core power and the steam flow rate. [

] The NRC staff finds the LTR evaluation of normal operation
off-site doses to be acceptable.

9.0 REACTOR SAFETY PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS

This section provides the NRC staff review of the reactor safety performance evaluations.
Table 9-1 lists the specific topics and the corresponding NRC staff dispositions for plant-specific
application.

Table 9-1 Reactor Safety Performance Evaluation Topics

Section Title

9.1 AOOs

9.2 DBA

9.3 Special Events

Plant-specific evaluations will be included in the plant-specific submittal consistent with the
format and level of detail as discussed in LTR NEDC-33006P sections. The applicability of the
generic assessments for a specific plant application will be evaluated. The plant-specific
submittal will either document the successful confirmation of the generic assessment or provide
a plant-specific evaluation if the applicability assessment is unsuccessful.

9.1 AOOS

AOOs are abnormal transients that are expected to occur one or more times in the life of a plant
and are initiated by a malfunction, a single failure of equipment, or a personnel error. The
applicable acceptance criteria for the AOOs are based on 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix A,
GDC-10, -15, -17, and -20.

GDC-10 requires that the reactor core and associated control and instrumentation systems be
designed with sufficient margin to ensure that the SAFDLs are not exceeded during normal
operation and during AOOs.

GDC-1 5 stipulates that sufficient margin be included to ensure that the design conditions of the
RCPB are not exceeded during normal operating conditions and AOOs.
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GDC-17 requires that an onsite electric power system and an offsite electric power system shall
be available to provide sufficient capacity and capability to assure that SAFDLs and design
conditions of the RCPB are not exceeded as a result of AOOs.

GDC-20 specifies that a protection system be provided that automatically initiates appropriate
systems to ensure that the SAFDLs are not exceeded during normal operating conditions and
AQOs.

The SRP provides the following:

1. Pressure in the reactor coolant and main steam system should be maintained below
110 percent of the design values according to the ASME Code, Section III, Article NB-7000,
"Overpressure Protection;"

2. Fuel cladding integrity should be maintained by ensuring that the reactor core is designed to
operate with appropriate margin to specified limits during normal operating conditions and
AQOs;

3. An incident of moderate frequency should not generate a more serious plant condition
unless other faults occur independently; and

4. An incident of moderate frequency, in combination with any single active component failure
or single operator error, should not result in the loss of function of any fission product barrier
other than the fuel cladding.

A limited number of fuel cladding perforations are acceptable under these guidelines.
The plant-specific update final safety analysis report (UFSAR) typically evaluates a wide range
of potential transients. Chapter 15 of the UFSAR contains the design basis analyses that
evaluate the effects of an AOO resulting from changes in system parameters such as: (1) a
decrease in core coolant temperature, (2) an increase in reactor pressure, (3) a decrease in
reactor core coolant flow rate, (4) reactivity and power distribution anomalies, (5) an increase in
reactor coolant inventory, and (6) a decrease in reactor coolant inventory.

9.1.1 AOO Assessment

9.1.1.1 Fuel Thermal Margin Events

The limiting transient analyses are performed on cycle- and core-configuration-specific bases
during the standard reload analyses. The plant's limiting transient analyses are specified in the
plant-specific UFSAR. The analyses are performed according to the NRC-approved GHNE
licensing methodology GESTAR II (Reference 36). The GHNE licensing methodology identifies
the following transients as typically the most limiting events that set the OLMCPR:

1. Generator Load Rejection without Bypass (LRNBP)

2. Turbine Trip without Bypass Failure (TTNBP),

3. Feedwater Controller Failure (FWCF) - Maximum Demand,

4. Loss of Feedwater Heating (LFWH) or Inadvertent HPCI Startup,
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5. Pressure Regulator Downscale Failure (BWR/6 Only), and

6. Control Rod Withdrawal Error.

Transients performed during the reload are not limited to the above listed transients. Fuel
Loading Errors (FLE) are also evaluated as an AOO, during reload analysis in accordance with
GESTAR II licensing methodology. GESTAR Amendment 28 was recently approved which
re-categorized the FLE as an accident and may no longer be considered an AOO. The NRC
staff will follow up on this issue on plant-specific basis. Any transient analysis identified as
limiting in the plant-specific UFSAR should also be included in the reload analysis set.
Additional transients such the single recirculation pump seizure event are also analyzed during
NFI.

The LTR NEDC-33006P provided transient analyses performed at the MELLLA+ minimum flow
statepoint in order to establish if the event category or response will change with operation at
the MELLLA+ operating domain. Table 9-2 below presents LRNBP, TTNBP, FWCF and LFWH
response for a BWR/4 and a BWR/6 plants. These two plants are referred to as Plant D and
Plant E in LTR NEDC-33173P.

The results in Table 9-2 provides the event results initiated from the 120 percent power at ICF
conditions and 120 percent power at 85 percent CF (MELLLA+) statepoints. The LTR
NEDC-33006P states that

Data
provided in Tables 9-3 and 9-4 were obtained from the audit documents show the same
transient response for two plants, but includes the transient response initiated from the 55
percent CF MELLLA+ statepoint.

Comparisons of the responses from Plants D and E show that the transient response initiated
from the 55 percent CF statepoint differ for the two plants, with the highest response for Plant E
(BWR/6) occurring at the 55 percent CF statepoint. In this case, the 55 percent MELLLA+
statepoint response bounds the ICF response. To limit the higher ACPR response for operation
at the off-rated MELLLA+ domain, licensees will apply the off-rated limits. Application of these
off-rated multipliers will require operation at lower bundle powers and peak fuel nodal powers
possibly through changes in the inserted control rod inventory. Whether plants can operate the
higher bundle at the low-flow MELLLA+ boundary and meet the off-rated limits will be
demonstrated on plant-specific bases. Section 9.1.1.3 of this SE discusses the power- and
flow-dependent limits.

For both cases, [ ] Most EPU plants
cannot achieve ICF. However if licensed the transient initiated from ICF will be determined. In
addition, based on data provided in Tables 9-2, 9-3, and 9-4, the TTNBP event bounds the
typically limiting FWCF pressurization transients. Therefore, plants would need to include the
TTNBP in their pressurization transients.

Table 9-2 Typical AOO Event Results Summary

Event Parameter Units 120 % OLTP ICF 120% OLTP 85% CF
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Event Parameter Units 120 % OLTP ICF 120% OLTP 85% CF

Table 9-3 Plant D Pressurization Transient (BWR/4, ODYN)

Transient P/F %EPU ACPR(B) TOP% MOP%, Generic K(,P Calculated K(P)

Table 9-4 Plant E Pressurization Transient (BWR/6, ODYN)

Transient PIF% EPU A CPR(A) TOP% MP :GnrcK)Calculated K(P)

For MELLLA+ operation, licensees are expected to migrate to TRACG best-estimate code for
AOOs, which provides higher CPR margin relative to ODYN. GHNE's response to RAI 13
provided the pressurization transient response for Plant D, using TRACG. Table 9-5 below
shows the pressurization transients change in the CPR relative to the nominal normalized by the
initial CPR (e.g., ACPR/initial CPR (ICPR)) response at different powers and flow conditions,
including the MELLLA+ 55 percent CF knee statepoint. It is difficult to assess the CPR
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response with power and flow without knowing the corresponding TRACG ICPR for each
statepoint, which varies.

However, for the TRACG cases, the typically limiting pressurization transients LRNBP and
FWCF do not bound the TTNBP event for all cases. The ACPR/ICPR response at the reduced
flow conditions appears lower than the higher flow cases for the same power levels. The
highest change in CPR occurs at the lower power at higher flow condition for the limiting
pressurization events.

Table 9-5 Plant D Thermal Margin with Power and Flow (TRACG)

Po -wer 0%GLW -TP LF(NBP TTNBPTT-NBP FWCF
"Core Flow (%1rated)' ACPRJICPR ACPRI'ICPR ACPR'CIPR

Table 9-6 below provides comparisons of the LFWH event initiated near the rated CF and the
minimum CF statepoint for the EPU power levels. This table provided in the audit documents
shows that the LFWH event is more limiting at the 85 percent CF statepoint. In addition, it can
be seen that the LFWH event can be more limiting in terms of mechanical overpower response
compared to the pressurization events. This is a slow transient with increased subcooling and
with corresponding power increase with no anticipatory RPT and scrams occurs when the high
neutron flux setpoint is reached.

Table 9-6 Plant D LFWH Transient

Transient 'P/F. L~>CPR TOP ~ MOPpercent, ,pe~rdent

_________________ ________________[________________ ________________

The transient results provided indicate that while the MELLLA+ statepoint could be limiting, or
the limiting event for the limiting set of transients may change, the transient response results do
not indicate any unexpected changes or severity. For MELLLA+ operation, plants will perform
the pressurization transients at all the statepoints including the ICF, minimum CF, and the
55 percent CF statepoints. This is consistent with the current practice where transient analysis
initiated from the minimum MELLLA statepoints (e.g., 105 percent P/82 percent CF) is
calculated. The M+SAR will provide the plant-specific transient response initiated from these
statepoints or supplement the MELLLA+ application with SRLR, which will show the cycle-
specific MELLLA+ response at these statepoints.
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The NRC staff finds the proposed AOO approach for MELLLA+ operation acceptable because:

1. the limiting pressurization response will be performed on cycle- and core-configuration-

specific basis during the standard reload;

2. the analyses will be performed using NRC-approved analytical methods;

3. the analyses performed will be based on the NRC-approved licensing methodology and the
plant-specific UFSAR;

4. the transients initiated from the specific MELLLA+ statepoints will be analyzed;

5. the plant-specific application will submit the SRLR, which will contain the cycle-specific
limiting response, including the non-pressurization transients; and

6. the transient results provided do not indicate unexpected changes in the overall transient
responses.

9.1.1.2 Rod Withdrawal Error

The rod withdrawal error (RWE) is an abnormal operational transient which affects only a limited
number of fuel assemblies in the core. The local and radial peaking factors can increase
substantially in the fuel assemblies in the immediate vicinity of the withdrawn control rod. Thus,
this transient is of safety concern with regard to potential fuel rod overheating (i.e., MCPR) and
clad overstraining (i.e., 1 percent plastic strain). [

Table 9-7 provides the mean ACPR that corresponds to the generic RBM
setpoints.

Table 9-7 ARTS RBM Setpoints

RBM Setpoint Power/Flow Mean ACPR

A similar study was performed in order to assess the adequacy of the generic RBM setpoints for
operation at MELLLA+ conditions. Table 9-8 gives the results.
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Table 9-8 MELLLA+ Effect on RWE ACPR

RBM Setpoint Power percent (OLTP) Mean ACPR
/Flow

[ ____________________________________ ____________________

I ]
However, the results show that RBM setpoint of 1.18 can result in higher and significant mean
ACPR value. The examination of the data shows that for the proposed operating strategy, the
generic RBM value may not provide equivalent [ ] Therefore, the
ARTS [ ] needs to be expanded with additional data from plants operating
in the MELLLA+ domain. The NRC staff concludes that plants operating at the MELLLA+
expanded operating domains need to perform RWE analyses and confirm the RBM setpoints.

RWE Limitation

Plants operating at the MELLLA+ operating domain shall perform RWE analyses to confirm the
adequacy of the generic RBM setpoints. The M+SAR shall provide a discussion of the analyses
performed and the results.

9.1.1.3 Power- and Flow-Dependent Limits

MELLLA+ may affect the transient response from limiting off-rated statepoints. Table 9-9 below
provides a sample set of ICPR values different operating conditions, including the 55 percent
CF, 93 percent OLTP conditions in the MELLLA+ domain. The TASC ICPR is set by iteration
such that the transient MCPR is equal to the MCPR safety limit. The PANACEA ICPR is a
nominal prediction from the PANACEA 3D Simulator. For LRNBP, TTNBP, and FWCF the
PANACEA ICPR is from the nuclear state used as an input to the ODYN 1D transient
calculation.

Since the TASC ICPR (SLMCPR + ACPR) accounts for the transient change in CPR, the higher
TASC ICPR would indicate a more limiting event. Based on the results provided, the most
limiting event initiated from the 55 percent CF statepoint is the LRNBP for BWR/4 and TTNBP
for BWR/6. In general, the ICPR determined from PANACEA, which reflects the nominal
prediction, is higher (less limiting) for the lower power off-rated cases.

While this dataset provides an indication of the transient CPR response at the various
power/flow conditions provided, the direct impact of MELLLA+ (change in initial CF) at off-rated
power level (i.e., 93 percent) is not determined.

LTR NEDC-33006P commits to a plant-specific submittal containing the confirmation of the
MELLLA+ impact on transients initiated from off-rated conditions.

The plant-specific applications will provide prediction of key parameters for cycle exposures for
operation at EPU and MELLLA+. The plant-specific prediction of these key parameters will be
plotted against the EPU referenced plant experience database and MELLLA+ operating
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experience, if available. For evaluation of the margins available in the fuel design limits,
plant-specific applications will also provide quarter core map (assuming core symmetry)
showing bundle power, bundle operating LHGR, and MCPR for BOC, MOC, and EOC. Since
the minimum margins to specific limits may occur at exposures other than the traditional BOC,
MOC, and EOC, the data will be provided at these exposures.

Table 9-9 PANACEA / TASC ICPR Comparison

Event Power %OLTP) / ICPR
Core Flow (% Rated)

_ _ _ _ _ I __ I _ _ _ _

+ +

+ +

+ +

+ +

I

The operating MCPR, LHGR, and/or MAPLHGR thermal limits are modified by a flow factor
when the plant is operating at less than 100 percent CF. The flow dependent MCPR (MCPRf) is
primarily based upon an evaluation of the slow recirculation increase event.

Similarly, the thermal limits are modified by a power factor (the power-dependent MCPR -
MCPRp) when the plant is operating at less than 100 percent power. This factor was generically
developed for all plants and is referenced to the power level used in the reload transient
analysis. [

cconfirmation of the power and flow dependentI
The plant-specific M+SAR will provide the
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9.1.1.4 Non-Limiting Events

Table 9-1 of NEDC-33006P provides an assessment of the effect of the MELLLA+ operating
range expansion for each of the Reference 36 limiting AOO events and key non-limiting events.

9.1.1.5 Additional Topics Affecting AOO

The following additional topics are discussed on the affect of MELLLA+:

9.1.1.5.1 Water Rod Modeling And Debris Filters

In the review of LTR NEDC-33006P, the NRC staff identified that some analyses did not model
the water rod where the code had the modeling capability (e.g., TRACG). GHNE provided a
sensitivity analysis that indicates that lumping the water rod in the bypass does not result in
nonconservatism. However, GE has committed to perform future TRACG analyses using the
water rod option.

Fuel bundles use debris filters, which could increase the single-phase pressure drop. The
debris filters need to be included in the modeling in order to account for the additional pressure
drop.

9.1.1.5.2 Fuel T-M Limits

EPU/MELLLA+ operating strategy transient response can be higher relative to the OLTP
operation. The number of fuel bundles operating at the peak LHGR envelopes is expected to
be higher for plants operating with 24-month cycles at EPU and MELLLA+ conditions.
Therefore, the T-M overpower response during limiting AOO events can be higher for operation
at EPU and MELLLA+ operating strategy. Section 3.2.6 of the SE for NEDC-33173P discusses
the NRC staff review of the plant-specific licensing methodology, which ensures that plants
meet the T-M overpower limit during AOOs for the fuel designs loaded in the core. The NRC

.staff determined that mechanical overpressure (MOP) and thermal overpressure (TOP) are
calculated but not documented in the applications or the associated regulatory documents. The
NRC staff concludes that the plant-specific MELLLA+ applications must include the plant's
overpower response. In addition, since the transient response is cycle- and core-specific, the
SRLR must report the plant T-M overpower response during the limiting transients, considering
any allowed EOOS options.

In addition, the NRC staff review determined that the 40 percent depletion history assumption
under the ODYN model might under predict the T-M overpower by 5 percent. Therefore the
NRC staff concludes that a margin of greater than 10 percent is warranted for models unable to
account for nodal void reactivity bias with exposure. The plant-specific MELLLA+ applications
will provide confirmation that there is a 10 percent margin to the centerline melt and the
1 percent diametric strain acceptance criteria for the transient LHGR limit calculation.

Additionally any limitations associated with the AOO delineated in the NRC staff SE approving
the most recent version of NEDC-33173P are applicable to MELLLA+.

9.1.2 AOO Conclusion

The applicability of the [ ] presented in LTR NEDC-33006P
will be confirmed in the licensee's plant-specific submittal using an NRC-approved methodology.
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The approach described in LTR NEDC-33006P is acceptable to the NRC staff with satisfactory
compliance to the limitations.

9.2 DBA

GE stated that the source term is constant; therefore,

] Since the DBA calculations will not be affected by the proposed
expansion of the power/flow map, the NRC staff concludes that the implementation of MELLLA+
is acceptable for all of the events listed in Section 9.2 of the LTR, except for the liquid radwaste
tank failure. The LTR indicates that a plant-specific evaluation of MELLLA+ impact on the liquid
radwaste tank failure analysis should be performed. The NRC staff finds the LTR evaluation of
DBA radiological consequences to be acceptable.

9.3 SPECIAL EVENTS

LTR NEDC-33006P considers three special events: ATWS, SBO, and ATWS with core
instability. The topics addressed in the LTR evaluation are provided in Table 9-10.

Table 9-10 Special Events Topics

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

ATWS (Overpressure) Less effective power reduction from RPT

ATWS (Suppression Pool Temperature Less effective power reduction from RPT
and Containment Pressure)

ATWS (PCT and Oxidation) Insignificant change because same initial thermal
margin (ICPR) and MLHGR are used for all
power/flow conditions

SBO None

ATWS with Core Instability The time of initiation of divergent oscillations and
the magnitude of oscillations change slightly.

9.3.1 ATWS

ATWS is defined as an AOO followed by the failure of the reactor portion of the protection
system specified in GDC 20. The regulation at 10 CFR 50.62 requires that:

1. each BWR have an ARI system that is designed to perform its function in a reliable manner
and be independent (from the existing reactor trip system) from sensor output to the final
actuation device.

2. each BWR have a SLCS with the capability of injecting into the reactor vessel a borated
water solution with reactivity control at least equivalent to the control obtained by injecting
86 gpm of a 13 weight-percent sodium pentaborate decahydrate solution at the natural
boron-10 (B10) isotope abundance into a 251-inch inside diameter reactor vessel.
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3. each BWR have equipment to trip the reactor coolant recirculation pumps automatically
under conditions indicative of an ATWS.

The NRC staff's review was conducted to ensure that:

1. the above requirements are met,

2. sufficient margin is available in the setpoint for the SLCS pump discharge relief valve such
that SLCS operability is not affected by the proposed MELLLA+/EPU, and

3. operator actions specified in the plant's emergency operating procedures (EOPs) are
consistent with the generic emergency procedure guidelines/severe accident guidelines
(EPGs/SAGs), insofar as they apply to the plant design.

In addition, the NRC staff reviewed the MELLLA+ ATWS analysis to ensure that the following
ATWS acceptance criteria are met:

1. The peak vessel bottom pressure is less than the ASME Service Level C limit of 1500 psig;

2. The PCT is within the 10 CFR 50.46 limit of 2200 'F;

3. The peak suppression pool temperature is less than the design limit; and

4. The peak containment pressure is less than the containment design pressure.

9.3.1.1 ATWS Assessment

Operation in the MELLLA+ domain affects the ATWS performance of the reactor. One of the
first safety actions taken in an ATWS is a 2RPT. When operating in the MELLLA+ corner, the
final power after a 2RPT is significantly higher than when operating at OLTP. This is illustrated
in Figure 9-1 of this SE. This higher power following the 2RPT results in a higher integrated
heat load to the containment, which affects the safety performance.

The class of ATWS events is very large (i.e., there are many ATWS scenarios). However, as a
first order approximation, one could extrapolate the containment relative heat load as being
proportional to the steady state power-to-flow ratio. For example, operating in the corner of
MELLLA+ domain (120 percent OLTP, 80 percent CF) results in approximately 150 percent
higher containment heat load than at the OLTP at rated CF.

The NRC staff agrees with the LTR NEDC-33006P,

Because
the pressure and suppression pool temperature depends on a variety of plant-specific inputs,
the limiting events will be evaluated on a plant-specific basis for the M+SAR at the most limiting
cycle exposure.

ATWS LOOP Limitation

As specified in LTR NEDC-33006P,
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To evaluate the effect of reduced RHR capacity during LOOP, the plant-specific ATWS
calculation must be performed for a sufficiently large period of time after HSBW injection is
complete to guarantee that the suppression pool temperature is cooling, indicating that the RHR
capacity is greater than the decay heat generation. The plant-specific application should
include evaluation of the safety system performance during the long-term cooling phase, in
terms of available NPSH.

The EPGs require an emergency reactor depressurization if the suppression pool temperature
reaches the HCTL. HCTL is defined so that transferring all the stored energy of the pressurized
primary system to the suppression pool will not result in containment integrity violation. The
HCTL value is plant-specific and is a function of the operating reactor pressure. Because of the
larger power-to-flow ratio when operating at the MELLLA+ corner, which results in
approximately 150 percent containment higher heat load, one could expect that the HCTL will
be reached in approximately 66 percent (or 100/150) of the time that it would take to reach
HCTL when operating at OLTP.

BWR ATWS events tend to challenge the suppression pool temperature and peak containment
pressure limits, because the SLCS is relatively slow and takes up to 2400 seconds to inject the
HSBW. The MELLLA+ operation may increase the containment heat load by up to 150 percent
(compared to OLTP operation at 100 percent flow); thus making the event even more
challenging. An option that the NRC staff strongly encourages is to increase the boron
concentration for the SLCS so that the integrated heat load to containment remains constant.
For example, if the power density is increased by 10 percent, the boron injection time must be
reduced by 10 percent so the integrated heat load remains constant.

TRACG simulations performed by GHNE indicate that a typical BWR operating in the MELLLA+
corner will reach the HCTL value before the reactor is shutdown by boron injection; thus,
emergency depressurization will be required under MELLLA+. Previous ATWS analyses
indicated that reactors operating at OLTP may or may not reach the HCTL. The new TRACG
simulations indicate that the HCTL limit is reached in approximately 600 seconds, while the time
required to inject the HSBW can be as high as 2400 seconds. Note that the HSBW time is very
conservative, and shutdown is expected in significantly shorter times if the boron is mixed
uniformly in the core; nevertheless, the calculations indicate that emergency depressurization is
very likely at MELLLA+/EPU conditions, but it may or may not be required under OLTP
conditions. This is a qualitative change introduced by operation in the MELLLA+/EPU domain,
which affects the reactor response to ATWS events.

The NRC staff performed a number of confirmatory calculations of suppression pool
temperatures during ATWS using different tools. Figure 9-2 shows a comparison of CONTAIN
calculations of the suppression pool temperature based on the core response calculated by
ODYN and TRACG. From this figure, it can be concluded that the ODYN results, while
conservative in this case, are not necessarily bounding for all conditions. For the particular case
analyzed, the ODYN-based final temperature is largest (i.e., conservative), but the
time-dependent temperature calculated using TRACG is higher than the ODYN temperature for
most of the transient.

Figure 9-3 shows that operation at MELLLA+ conditions result in a significantly increased
pressure peak following primary system isolation, which is caused by the increase in steam flow
and less effective flow coast down following 2RPT to reduce power at a higher rod line. Note
that the ODYN calculation supporting this figure was performed with one SRV out of service.
For this calculation, the pressure exceeds the ATWS acceptance limit in the MELLLA+ case. In
a plant-specific situation, equipment that may be out-of-service must be considered in the
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calculation. If the ATWS acceptance criteria are not met, the equipment must be in-service
while operating in the MELLLA+ domain.

Figure 9-4 shows the suppression pool temperature calculated by ODYN/STEMP for three
different reactors at conditions somewhat representative of OLTP (100 P/75F) and
EPU/MELLLA+ (120P/85F). Note that the rod lines depicted in this figure are not the rated rod
lines, so they do not represent a valid comparison between OLTP and MELLLA+. This figure,
however, illustrates the differences between different plants using a consistent model and
assumptions. The different plant responses are caused by plant parameters like suppression
pool volume-to-power ratio, and boron injection capability (e.g., stand-pipe injection versus
HPCI system). This figure shows a very large variability of the ATWS results among plants.
Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the ATWS event for MELLLA+ cannot dispositioned
generically for all BWRs.

The impact of MELLLA+ on ATWS containment performance is significant. The following
sections discuss additional relevant topics, including reactor depressurization upon reaching the
HCTL and NPSH availability for required equipments during ATWS.

9.3.1.2 Effect of MELLLA+ on Suppression Pool Temperature and NPSH for ECCS Equipment

9.3.1.2.1 Background

For isolation ATWS events, or events where the steam generation exceeds the capacity of the
turbine bypass valves, the ultimate heat sink is the suppression pool. As steam is generated in
excess of capacity, the primary cooling system pressure increases and the SRVs open,
discharging steam to the suppression pool. Also, under some circumstances, a reactor
depressurization is required either manually or automatically. For depressurization, the SRVs
are opened and steam discharged into the suppression pool until the primary system pressure
reaches a pre-defined value (typically 50 psi). Under all these scenarios the suppression pool
temperature increases.

During transient events, the preferred source of cold water is the condenser; however, the
condenser is not a safety source of water, and it may not be available for some events. The
safety source of water for most ESFs is the suppression pool. As the suppression pool heats
up, so does the cooling water available for the ESF systems like the ECCS.

The ECCS equipment has operability requirements that depend on the water temperature.
Specifically, a pre-defined amount of NPSH is required to prevent cavitation of the pump
propellers. The NPSH requirements determine the maximum water temperature in which a
piece of ECCS equipment can operate under. NPSH requirements are determined mostly
experimentally by the equipment manufacturer, and they can vary depending on the duration of
the operation. For example, a small amount of cavitation can be tolerated for a short period of
time without compromising the equipment integrity.

The relationship between the NPSH and temperature depends on the operating pressure (i.e.,
the saturation temperature at the operating pressure). If the pressure of the source of water
increases (e.g., by containment over-pressurization), the ECCS equipment will be able to
operate at higher water temperatures.

The NPSH requirements vary by equipment and plant, but a typical value for the HPCI system is
140 'F. If a 5-psig containment overpressure is assumed, the allowed coolant temperature can
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be increased up to 170 OF for short periods of time. Low pressure and low volume injection
systems have smaller NPSH requirements.

9.3.1.2.2 Suppression Pool Performance during ATWS Events

] Even
though LOOP initiates the sequence of events with the condenser available, it soon becomes an
isolation event. At this point, some emergency equipment that is available under MSIV event
may not be available under LOOP. This is plant-specific. For example, in some plants, the
RHR system operates at a reduced capacity without off-site power, resulting in a higher
suppression pool temperature.

All BWRs define a HCTL for their suppression pool. This is a plant-specific temperature, which
is defined so that the suppression pool temperature will be below containment limits after
condensing all the steam required to depressurize the reactor. If the suppression pool
temperature reaches the HCTL, a manual emergency depressurization is required. The
rationale behind this requirement is defense-in-depth. Even though high-pressure injection may
be available at this stage of the transient, it may become unavailable, which would require a
depressurization to allow the use of low-pressure sources of injection. If the suppression pool
temperature is above the HCTL and the reactor is at pressure, a loss of high-pressure injection
becomes a fatal event, because the reactor cannot be depressurized without compromising the
containment. The HCTL value is plant-specific, and it depends roughly on the ratio of
suppression pool volume to the reactor power. A typical value is 160 OF.

9.3.1.2.3 Emergency Depressurization

Manual emergency depressurization is required if either the suppression pool temperature
reaches the HCTL limit, or high pressure injection becomes unavailable (e.g., NPSH limits are
reached because of the high suppression pool temperature). The depressurization rate
depends on the SRV capacity. Typically, the depressurization phase takes approximately
5 minutes. The depressurization rate is faster when the reactor pressure is higher, and then it
decreases exponentially. Figure 9-9 of this SE shows a typical pressure response during an
isolation ATWS with depressurization at approximately 600 seconds into the transient, when the
suppression pool temperature reached the HCTL limit.

During the depressurization stage, the pressure is continuously decreasing. This derivative on
the pressure causes continuous flashing of the liquid water in the vessel as the saturation
temperature decreases. This steam flashing results in a high void fraction in the core that shuts
down the reactor through the negative void reactivity coefficient. Thus, during the
depressurization phase the reactor is shutdown. Figure 9-5 of this SE shows the reactor power
for the isolation ATWS event. As predicted, the reactor power is decreased to essentially decay
heat levels when the depressurization is initiated.

During the depressurization phase, the operator is instructed to stop all sources of coolant
injection into the vessel (except the SLCS, CRD and RCIC) to prevent overflowing of the vessel
caused by the flashing. Thus, the NPSH and availability of ECCS equipment is not an issue
during this phase. Calculations, though, predict cladding dryout during this phase. The severity
of the dryout depends on the inventory of water in the vessel prior to depressurization. The
ATWS management strategies with lower target-water-level result in more severe dryout.
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Figure 9-6 of this SE shows the peak fuel clad temperature for three different strategies:
TAF+5', TAF, and TAF-2'.

Figure 9-2 of this SE shows the suppression pool temperature calculated for the above
transients. The transients were initiated from the MELLLA+ minimum CF statepoint
(120 percent OLTP, 80 percent flow). The green line shows a clear inflection point at
approximately 600 seconds when the depressurization starts. The red and black lines show the
suppression pool temperature calculated by the licensing code ODYN with CONTAIN and
STEMP pool heating codes. Both codes include the function of RHR pool cooling. ODYN does
not depressurize, but it uses generally conservative assumptions. The ODYN final suppression
pool temperature is larger than TRACG's, but the temperature predicted by TRACG is higher for
most of the transient; it only becomes smaller when the depressurization is completed. Both
codes predict very high final suppression pool temperatures (210 OF to 220 OF). The NPSH is
definitely a concern for the required ECCS equipment under these conditions, including RHR.

9.3.1.2.4 Re-Criticality After Emergency Depressurization

When the depressurization phase is over, the pressure stabilizes and steam flashing stops. At
this point, the reactor may become critical again and regain power if sufficient boron has not
been injected. Even if the reactor becomes critical, the amount of power required to generate a
critical void fraction level is significantly lower at 50 to 100 psi than at 1000 psi; therefore, after
depressurization, the power level is expected to be significantly lower than before, even not
accounting for the additional boron injected during the approximate 5 minute depressurization.
In addition, decay heat by itself produces a significant core void fraction because the water level
is maintained low enough to prevent recirculation flow, so the CF is only driven by the internal
recirculation through the core bypass region. Even before sufficient boron has been injected to
shutdown the reactor (i.e., HSBW), decay heat, and a reduced quantity of boron may be
sufficient to maintain the reactor subcritical.

The predictions of consequences of emergency depressurization are inconclusive. Some
TRACG simulations performed by GHNE indicate that, following the emergency
depressurization, sufficient boron has been mixed into the core volume to maintain the reactor
shutdown at the reduced pressure (approximatelyl 00 psi) by the combined effect of the mixed
boron and the void fraction generated by decay heat. Other TRACG calculations performed at
the request of the NRC staff showed that the reactor recovers to criticality following the
depressurization (see Figure 9-5 and Figure 9-7 of this SE). For these later runs, the SRVs
were forced to re-close once 50 psig is reached per EOPs. Re-closing the SRVs results in a
pressure perturbation that induces re-criticality and the reactor power increases. The results of
these new calculations are shown in Figure 9-5 and Figure 9-7. The re-criticality periods are
apparent in Figure 9-5. They appear to be random in nature, in amplitude and duration. Most
have relatively low power levels (of the order of 20 to 30 percent), but some power spikes with
power greater than 100 percent are observed. Figure 9-7 shows that the reactor pressure
during re-criticality periods is as high as 2 MPa (300 psi), and it has some random
characteristics. For the TRACG depressurization calculations, the containment limits are
satisfied; fuel suffers dryout overheat due to core uncovery (see Figure 9-6 of this SE), with a
more severe transient for the lower-water-level control strategies (e.g., TAF-2 than for TAF+5
strategy).

Confirmatory TRACE calculations performed by the NRC staff show that, following the
depressurization, the reactor becomes critical again and re-pressurizes. In the particular event
modeled by TRACE, the reactor re-pressurizes back to almost 5 MPa (approximately 700 psi)
before the pressure is reduced again when the boron concentration is sufficient to maintain the
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reactor shutdown. During this period, the power level oscillates wildly, and it reaches spikes as
high as 200 percent OLTP, with an average of 50 percent to 70 percent. See Figure 9-8 and
Figure 9-9 of this SE. The HCTL and emergency de-pressurization start at approximately
600 seconds. Following the emergency de-pressurization, the reactor becomes critical and the
pressure recovers. Following a short closure to maintain pressure above 50 psi at time
approximately 1000 seconds, all SRVs are open during the re-pressurization event at time
approximately 1100 seconds. The calculated suppression pool temperature indicates that
containment limits would have been violated in this transient (see Figure 9-10). The HCTL is
reached in -600 seconds. The final pool temperature for the TRACE calculation is
approximately 240' F.

When criticality is reached at low pressures, the TRACE calculation indicates that the SRV flow
area is not sufficient to dissipate all the volumetric flow of steam produced in the core because
of the lower density of low pressure steam. Therefore, the pressure increases, and it may
overshoot the new equilibrium condition where steam production in the core equals the
volumetric steam flow that the SRVs can accommodate at the new pressure. The overshoot
may occur because of steam condensation as the pressure increases (reverse flashing effect on
reactivity).

Re-criticality after depressurization is not certain. Reactor performance during the
pressurization depends on plant- and event-specific parameters and/or assumed operator
actions such as re-closing some SRVs after the pressure reaches the 50 psi target. The NRC
staff investigated whether the BWRs operating at MELLLA+ operating domain can depressurize
based on the three water level strategies, without experiencing re-criticality. Some TRACG
calculations do not show re-criticality after depressurization. For example, in GHNE's response
to RAI 5.1 (Reference 31), GHNE provides TRACG ATWS with depressurization calculations for
all three water level strategies. Specifically, Figure 9-12 shows the reactor power decrease with
depressurization until hot shutdown is reached, without re-criticality for all three water level
strategies. Licensees could potentially mitigate re-criticality by employing methods to inject
HSBW (e.g., earlier and faster injection like HPCS, increase the boron concentration). Figure
9-13 thru Figure 9-18 show the changes in other key core parameters as the reactor
depressurizes.

As discussed earlier, the isolation ATWS analysis will be done on plant-specific bases. The
NRC staff will evaluate the plant-specific ATWS performance, before approving operation at the
MELLLA+ condition.

9.3.1.2.5 Containment Over-Pressure

During LOCA events, steam flows into the containment and deposits all the enthalpy directly in
the containment atmosphere and structures by direct condensation. In ATWS events, the
steam is directed inside the suppression pool, which absorbs most of the steam enthalpy. As
the suppression pool temperature rises, there is a slow transfer of enthalpy from the pool
surface to the containment atmosphere. As the containment atmosphere heats up, it
pressurizes, but the containment pressurization rates are very different for LOCA and ATWS.
ATWS containment pressurization will occur at a slower rate.

Typically, for LOCA analysis, conservative assumptions are made to calculate the containment
pressure. These assumptions tend to drive the containment pressure higher. However, when
containment over-pressure credit is required to ensure that ECCS equipment satisfies
operability limits (e.g., NPSH), the above assumptions are not conservative, because the
calculation predicts a pressure higher than expected.
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Thus, when containment over-pressure credit is taken for ECCS equipment, the containment
calculations must use modeling assumptions that slow the pressurization rate. The LOCA
containment conservative assumptions are likely not conservative for ATWS containment over-
pressure credits.

9.3.1.2.6 Effect of MELLLA+ on Suppression Pool Temperatures and NPSH Requirements
of Critical Equipment

The calculated suppression pool temperatures indicate that NPSH limits are likely to be violated
during an ATWS event. All the modeled full isolation ATWS events initiating at the MELLLA+
corner (120 percent OLTP, 80 percent flow) reach the HCTL before boron injection can
shutdown the reactor. Therefore, emergency depressurization is more likely under MELLLA+
conditions than at OLTP for a full isolation ATWS on plants with stand-pipe boron injection. On
plants with boron injection through the CS, the boron is very effective shutting down the reactor
early, and HCTL is not likely to be reached.

Following the depressurization, the reactor may remain in a shutdown condition, it can regain
criticality and remain at a low power, or it may re-pressurize. The outcome is uncertain on a
generic basis and needs to be evaluated on a plant-specific basis. Simulations show that in all
cases where the reactor needs to be depressurized, the suppression pool temperature reaches
high temperatures. In some of the cases where re-pressurization occurs, the calculated
suppression pool enthalpy may cause containment pressures to rise above the limits.
The effect on NPSH requirements will be plant-dependent. For example, plants that inject
boron through the CS will shutdown promptly and the final suppression pool temperature is
likely to be small enough the all ECCS equipment will be well within NPSH limits. Large plants
with small containment that inject boron through the stand pipes will likely have to depressurize
if operating at the MELLLA+ corner and some equipment may reach NPSH limits.
The NRC staff concludes that this issue cannot be resolved generically. For each individual
MELLLA+ application, the licensee must demonstrate the expected ATWS performance of its
plant and evaluate the impact if any of NPSH limits on ECCS equipment performance. The
plant-specific ATWS calculations must take into account the operability limits (e.g., NPSH) for all
ECCS equipment assumed available for the calculation. See ATWS LOOP limitation in
Section 9.3.1.1.

9.3.1.2.7 Effect of MELLLA+ on Availability of Sufficient Volume of High Pressure Injection

MELLLA+ increases the effective operating rod line. During an ATWS event, following the
prescribed recirculation pump trip, the reactor will settle at a higher power than for pre-
MELLLA+/EPU conditions. This higher power will result in increased steam flow and higher
requirement of high pressure injection water volumes in order to maintain the desired water
level control. MELLLA+ applicants should verify that the available high pressure injection
sources provide sufficient volume at a rate that will maintain the target water level specified in
the plant-specific emergency operating procedures (EOPs).
The plant-specific ATWS calculations should be reviewed to ensure that the maximum available
injection volume is sufficient to maintain the water level strategy. Note that different ATWS
scenarios result in different injection systems being available. For example, if MSIV's are open,
some plants would allow the use of the feedwater systems, which have sufficient discharge
volume. But if MSIV's are closed, some plants will loose all feedwater pumping capacity and
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must rely on other sources like High Pressure Coolant Injection (HPCI), which may or may not
have sufficient volume and injection rate to maintain the EOP target water level.
The results of this evaluation are highly plant-specific because they depend on specific balance
of plant hardware configurations and capability, which vary widely through the fleet. The staff
review must ensure that the analysis assumptions are consistent with the plant configuration.

9.3.1.3 Plant-Specific ATWS Analyses

ODYN is the approved licensing code for ATWS calculations, but ODYN is only licensed for
water level strategies at TAF+5 or above due to some modeling limitations. In addition, ODYN
cannot model a reactor depressurization. Therefore, ODYN cannot model all the mitigation
actions required by the EOPs, especially lower water levels or depressurization. In addition, the
NRC staff's confirmatory calculations show that ODYN is not conservative in terms of
suppression pool temperature throughout the scenario timeline, but only at the end of the
transient.

LTR NEDC-33006P (Reference 1) states that for plant-specific calculations, "The ATWS
evaluation will be performed using the approved ODYN methodology documented in
Section 5.3.4 of ELTRI. The ATWS analysis using the ODYN methodology will remain as the
plant's licensing basis; however, a best estimate TRACG analysis will be performed to support
NRC review for those plants that have EOPs requiring depressurization prior to the plant
achieving hot shutdown. The TRACG analysis is performed consistent with the assumed
operator actions, including depressurization, for ATWS with isolation scenarios. The operator
actions would be consistent with the NRC-approved EPGs and EOPs and the basis for operator
action assumptions will be described in the M+SAR. The transient duration of the TRACG
modeling the depressurization scenario will continue until the power is effectively suppressed by
boron injection." The NRC staff concludes that this approach is an acceptable implementation
given the following limitation.

ATWS TRACG Analysis Limitation

a) For plants that do not achieve hot shutdown prior to reaching the heat capacity
temperature limit (HCTL) based on the licensing ODYN code calculation, plant-specific
MELLLA+ implementations must perform best-estimate TRACG calculations on a
plant-specific basis. The TRACG analysis will account for all plant parameters, including
water-level control strategy and all plant-specific emergency operating procedure (EOP)
actions.

b) The TRACG calculation is not required if the plant increases the boron-1 0
concentration/enrichment so that the integrated heat load to containment calculated by
the licensing ODYN calculation does not change with respect to a reference OLTP/75
percent flow ODYN calculation.

c) Peak cladding temperature (PCT) for both phases of the transient (initial overpressure
and emergency depressurization) must be evaluated on a plant-specific basis with the
TRACG ATWS calculation.

d) In general, the plant-specific application will ensure that operation in the MELLLA+
domain is consistent with the assumptions used in the ATWS analysis, including
equipment out of service (e.g., FWHOOS, SLO, SRVs, SLC pumps, and RHR pumps,
etc.). If assumptions are not satisfied, operation in MELLLA+ is not allowed. The SRLR
will specify the prohibited flexibility options for plant-specific MELLLA+ operation, where
applicable. For key input parameters, systems and engineering safety features that are
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important to simulating the ATWS analysis and are specified in the Technical
Specification (TS) (e.g., SLCS parameters, ATWS RPT, etc.), the calculation
assumptions must be consistent with the allowed TS values and the allowed plant
configuration. If the analyses deviate from the allowed TS configuration for long term
equipment out of service (i.e., beyond the TS LCO), the plant-specific application will
specify and justify the deviation. In addition, the licensee must ensure that all operability
requirements are met (e.g., NPSH) by equipment assumed operable in the calculations.

e) Nominal input parameters can be used in the ATWS analyses provided the uncertainty
treatment and selection of the values of these input parameters are consistent with the
input methods used in the original GE ATWS analyses in NEDE-24222. Treatment of
key input parameters in terms of uncertainties applied or plant-specific TS value used
can differ from the original NEDE-24222 approach, provided the manner in which it is
used yields more conservative ATWS results.

f) The plant-specific application will include tabulation and discussion of the key input
parameters and the associated uncertainty treatment.

TRACG is not currently licensed for ATWS calculations. In MFN 07-034 (Reference 27), GHNE
stated that TRACG will be submitted for NRC staff review and approval for all ATWS scenarios.
TRACG is a best estimate code that can model the ATWS scenario with more fidelity, including
all the required operator actions and water level strategies. It is noted that the need for
depressurization may not be limited to plants operating at EPU/MELLLA+. Plants operating at
or above the MELLLA rod line may experience the need to depressurize reactor if the
suppression pool reaches the HCTL, even if these plants meet the specific set of requirements
stipulated in 10 CFR 50.62. Thus, the NRC staff recommends the use of ODYN licensing
calculations, to be supplemented by TRACG best-estimate confirmatory calculations that
include all operator actions for MELLLA+ implementation.

9.3.1.4 ATWS Conclusion

The NRC staff has reviewed the information submitted related to ATWS and concludes that
GHNE has adequately accounted generically for most effects of the proposed MELLLA+/EPU
operation on ATWS. However, the NRC staff concludes that the MELLLA+ operation affects the
reactor's ATWS performance and the results of generic calculations show significant variability.
Therefore, the NRC staff requires best-estimate ATWS TRACG calculations on a plant-specific
basis, which account for all plant parameters, including water-level control strategy, all plant-
specific EOP actions, and EOOS allowed by TSs, to demonstrate compliance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.62.

The NRC staff strongly recommends that licensees that plan to implement MELLLA+/EPU
should increase the boron concentration of the SLCS so that the integrated heat load to
containment remains constant. For example, if the power density is increased by 10 percent,
the boron injection time must be reduced by 10 percent so the integrated heat load remains
constant.

9.3.2 SBO

The NRC staff reviewed Section 9.3.2 of LTR NEDC-33006P to verify the GE's contention that
the plant response to and coping capabilities for the SBO event are not affected by operation in
the MELLLA+ CF range. Based on this review, the NRC staff agrees that the plant response to
and coping capabilities for the SBO event will not be affected by the proposed expansion of the
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power/flow map, because there is no change in the core power, decay heat, pressure, or steam
flow as a result of the MELLLA+ operating range expansion. Therefore, the NRC staff
concludes that the implementation of MELLLA+ is acceptable for the SBO event.

9.3.3 ATWS with Core Instability

ATWS is defined as an AOO followed by the failure of the reactor portion of the protection
system specified in GDC 20. ATWS-Stability is defined as an ATWS event where large
amplitude unstable power oscillations develop.

The NRC staff evaluated the potential for thermal-hydraulic instability in conjunction with ATWS
events using the methods and criteria approved by the NRC staff. For this analysis, the NRC
staff reviewed the limiting event determination, the sequence of events, the analytical model and
its applicability, the values of parameters used in the analytical model, and the results of the
analyses. Review guidance is provided in SRP Section 15.8 and Matrix 8 Table of RS-001.

9.3.3.1 ATWS with Core Instability Assessment

There are an unlimited number of ATWS scenarios. Of all those scenarios, one-class ATWS
events result in unstable power oscillations of extremely large amplitude. These events have in
common an unlimited supply of very cold, unheated, water being pumped into the vessel
because cold condenser water is available, but turbine extraction steam is not. The cold water
supply increases the subcooling, which increases very significantly the reactor power. The
resulting low-flow, high-power conditions cause the instability. This class of events is
generically referred as "ATWS-Stability."

ATWS-Stability was found to be unacceptable even at OLTP. Extremely large power
oscillations (greater than 1000 percent) develop during this events and fuel integrity is
compromised. The "ATWS-Stability Mitigation Actions" were developed to mitigate the
consequences of these instabilities during ATWS. The mitigation actions were included in
Revision 4 of the EPGs in the early 1990's and, now, form part of the EOPs for every operating
BWR. The most relevant EPG mitigation actions are: (1) early water level reduction to 2 feet
below the feed-water sparger, and (2) early boron injection. The EPG mitigation actions were
found to be effective when operating at OLTP in suppressing the unstable oscillations and their
negative consequences.

The NRC staff review indicates that, in principle, MELLLA+ operation affects ATWS-Stability.
Operation in the MELLLA+ corner (120 percent OLTP, 80 percent CF) results in the reactor
settling at significantly higher power, following a RPT, than the event initiated at rated OLTP
condition. This higher power makes the final power even larger after the feedwater cool-down
period. Thus, at least in principle, the unstable power oscillations are enhanced under
MELLLA+, and their consequences should be more severe. This effect is illustrated in Figure
9-1.

Table 9-5 of NEDC-33006P documents a series of simulations of ATWS/Stability events without
the prescribed EPG mitigation actions. For these hypothetical situations, the oscillations grow
quite large and fuel integrity is compromised (PCT >2200F) in three of the five simulations.

TRACG simulations performed by GHNE have demonstrated that the EPG mitigation actions
are still effective in suppressing the oscillations during these classes of ATWS events. Figure
9-19 shows the evolution of an ATWS-Stability event without mitigation actions. The unstable
power oscillations are allowed to grow to greater than 1000 percent. Following one of the power
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excursions, the fuel dries out and fails to re-wet. The resulting temperature excursion is
sufficiently large to compromise the integrity of the fuel.

Figure 9-20 shows the evolution of the same ATWS-Stability event as in Figure 9-18, but
following the prescribed EPG Mitigation Actions, which include injection of boron and water level
reduction once the unstable power oscillations are identified. As observed, the power
oscillations are managed adequately by the early mitigation actions and fuel integrity is not
challenged. The most effective mitigation action is the water level reduction. Early boron
injection helps the transient, but it is too slow to mitigate the oscillations. Figure 9-21 shows an
ATWS/Stability event with only boron injection. As seen in this figure, the large amplitude
oscillations remain for a significantly longer period of time than when the water level is lowered.

However, the EPG mitigation actions are manual operator actions. For all these simulations,
any operator are delayed 120 seconds to account for variability of human response. As seen in
Figure 9-20, the unstable power oscillations can grow quite large before the mitigation actions
become effective.

The amplitude of the oscillations before the mitigation actions become effective is likely to have
a large sensitivity to specific plant parameters. Specifically, there is a large sensitivity to the
characteristics of the feedwater system, which drive the event. Therefore, these calculations
will be repeated on a plant-specific bases to demonstrate that the unstable power oscillations do
not grow sufficiently large to challenge fuel integrity before the mitigation actions suppress them.

Plant-Specific ATWS Instability Limitation

Until such time that NRC approves a generic solution for ATWS instability calculations for
MELLLA+ operation, each plant-specific MELLLA+ application must provide ATWS instability
analysis that satisfies the ATWS acceptance criteria listed in SRP Section 15.8. The
plant-specific ATWS instability calculation must: (1) be based on the peak-reactivity exposure
conditions, (2) model the plant-specific configuration important to ATWS instability response
including mixed core, if applicable, and (3) use the regional-mode nodalization scheme. In
order to improve the fidelity of the analyses, the plant-specific calculations should be based on
latest NRC-approved neutronic and thermal-hydraulic codes such as TGBLA06/PANAC1 1 and
TRACG04.

Generic ATWS Instability Limitation

Once the generic solution is approved, the plant-specific applications must provide confirmation
that the generic instability analyses are relevant and applicable to their plant. Applicability
confirmation includes review of any differences in plant design or operation that will result in
significantly lower stability margins during ATWS such as:

* turbine bypass capacity,
* fraction of steam-driven feedwater pumps,
" any changes in plant design or operation that will significantly increase core inlet

subcooling during ATWS events,
* significant differences in radial and axial power distributions,
* hot-channel power-to-flow ratio,
* fuel design changes beyond GE14

9.3.3.2 ATWS with Core Instability Conclusion

The NRC staff concludes that operation in the MELLLA+ domain does not significantly reduce
ATWS-stability safety margins when the operator follows the EPGs, including the stability
mitigation actions, in a timely fashion.
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Table 9-11 Summary of TRACG AOO ACPR/ICPR Results from NEDC-32906P

105 % OLTP 105 % OLTP 105 % OLTP110 % Core Flow 100 % Core Flow 75 % Core Flow

[[___________________________ __________________________ ___________________________

______________________________ ___________________________________ ___________________________________]
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Table 9-12 Non-Mitigated ATWS Instability Limiting Fuel Conditions for Bounding Turbine Trip
with Full Bypass Event 1

Initial Maximum
Operating Initial Core Power Spike

Statepoint ( Power to Oscillation PowerSi
Fuel Type %OLTP, % Flow Ratio Mode PCT (DK/°F) Energy

Rated Core (MW/MIb/hr) Deposition
Flow) (callg)

I

Table 9-13 Key Event Timing for an MSIV Closure ATWS Case

Event Time (sec)

Table 9-14 Containment parameters used for suppression pool calculations

Parameter BRUNSWICK / MSIVC CLINTON / MSIVC / Browns Ferry / MSIVC
1120 %P, 85 % F 120%P, 85 % F 1120 %P, 85 % F

Initial Suppression Pool 95 95 95
Temperature (oF)

Initial Suppression Pool Mass (Ibm) 5,364,900 8,204,000 7,626,000

RHR Service Water Temperature 92 95 95
(°F)

RHR Heat Exchanger K-Factor per 235 360 223
Loop in Containment Cooling Mode
(Btu/sec-°F)
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Figure 9-1 Illustration of reactor power during ATWS events from MELLLA+ and OLTP initial
conditions. The final power is significantly larger under MELLLA+
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I
Figure 9-2 Comparison of suppression pool temperature calculated by ODYN and by TRACG

following the EOPs, including depressurization
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Figure 9-3 Comparison of pressure response for MELLLA+ and OLTP for MSIV Closure with one
SRV out of service
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Figure 9-4 Suppression pool temperature calculated for several reactors

I

I

Figure 9-5 TRACG power response for ATWS with water level reduction to TAF showing
recriticality at 1200 to 1500 seconds
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I

Figure 9-6 Peak fuel clad temperature calculated by TRACG for isolation ATWS. During
emergency de-pressurization, the core uncovers and clad over-heating occurs, but clad

temperature criteria are satisfied.

99



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

I

Figure 9-7 TRACG pressure response for ATWS with water level reduction to TAF+5' showing
recriticality at 1200 to 1500 seconds
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Figure 9-8 Reactor power calculated by TRACE for isolation ATWS.
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Figure 9-9 Reactor pressure calculated by TRACE for an isolation ATWS.
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Figure 9-10 Suppression pool temperatures calculated for the above isolation ATWS by TRACG
and TRACE.
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Figure 9-11 ATWS - MSIVC followed by RPT
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Figure 9-12 Reactor Power Response for 3 Water Level Control Strategies
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Figure 9-13 SRV Flow Rate Response for 3 Water Level Control Strategies
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Figure 9-14 Axial PCT Response at Different Times
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Figure 9-15 Boron Flux in Upper Region of Lower Plenum - Ring 1
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Figure 9-16 Boron Flux in Upper Region of Lower Plenum - Ring 2
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Figure 9-17 Boron Concentration in Upper Region of Lower Plenum - Ring 1
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Figure 9-18 Boron Concentration in Upper Region of Lower Plenum - Ring 2
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I

Figure 9-19 Unstable power oscillations reached -1000 percent during an ATWS-Stability event
that does no follow the prescribed EPG Mitigation Actions. Fuel integrity is compromised by

failure to re-wet and the associated temperature excursion
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Figure 9-20 When the prescribed EPG Mitigation Actions are followed, the ATWS/Stability event is
managed without compromising fuel integrity
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Figure 9-21. Partially Mitigated ATWS/Stability event. Only Boron injection without water level
reduction
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10.0 OTHER EVALUATIONS

This section provides the NRC staff review of the reactor safety performance evaluations.
Table 10-1 lists the specific topics and the corresponding NRC staff dispositions for plant-
specific application.

Table 10-1 Other Evaluation Topics

Section Title

10.1 High Energy Line Break

10.2 Moderate Energy Line Break

10.3 Environmental Qualification

10.4 Testing

10.5 Individual Plant Evaluation

10.6 Operator Training and Human Factors

10.7 Plant Life

10.9 Emergency and Abnormal Operating Procedures

Plant-specific evaluations will be included in the plant-specific submittal consistent with the
format and level of detail as discussed in LTR NEDC-33006P sections. The applicability of the
generic assessments for a specific plant application will be evaluated. The plant-specific
submittal will either document the successful confirmation of the generic assessment or provide
a plant-specific evaluation if the applicability assessment is unsuccessful.

10.1 HIGH ENERGY LINE BREAK (HELB)

HELBs are evaluated for their effects on equipment qualification.

] The scope of these evaluations includes MELLLA+ effects on subcompartment
pressures and temperatures, pipe whip, and jet impingement and flooding, consistent with the
plant licensing basis.

10.2 MODERATE ENERGY LINE BREAK (MELB)

] Therefore, the MELBs will
not
effect environmental qualification and is not evaluated on a plant-specific basis.
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10.3 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION

Safety related components are required to be qualified for the environment in which they are
required to operate. There is no change or increase in core power, radiation levels, decay heat,
pressure, steam flow, feedwater flow, normal process temperatures, pressures, or flow rates as
a result of the MELLLA+ operating range expansion. The change in fluid induced loads on
safety-related components is discussed in Sections 3.2.2, 3.5, and 4.1.2 of this SE.

10.3.1 Electrical Equipment

There is no change in core power, radiation levels, decay heat, pressure, steam flow, or
feedwater flow as a result of the MELLLA+ operating range expansion. [

] Therefore, there is no change to the environmental qualification (EQ) for
safety related electrical equipment located inside or outside of containment.

10.3.2 Mechanical Equipment With Non-Metallic Components

There is no change to the EQ for safety related mechanical equipment with non-metallic
components located inside or outside of containment, because operation in the MELLLA+
operating range does not increase any of the normal process temperatures or the normal and
accident radiation levels. Therefore, NRC staff finds the LTR evaluation of EQ for safety related
mechanical equipment with non-metallic components to be acceptable.

10.3.3 Mechanical Component Design Qualification

The mechanical design of equipment/components (e.g., heat exchangers) is not affected by
operation in the MELLLA+ operating range,

The change in fluid induced loads on safety-related components is discussed in Sections 3.2.2,
3.5, and 4.1.2. The mechanical components and component supports are adequately designed
for the MELLLA+ operating range, [

] Therefore, NRC staff finds the LTR
evaluation of mechanical component design qualification to be acceptable.

10.4 TESTING

When the MELLLA+ operating range expansion is implemented, plant-specific testing will be
performed to confirm operational performance and control aspects of the MELLLA+ changes.
The NRC staff finds this to be acceptable since it ensures that the testing will be performed and
that it will be appropriate for every plant proposing to use MELLLA+.
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10.5 INDIVIDUAL PLANT EVALUATION

LTR NEDC-33006P is not risk-informed, but does include in Section 10.5 a discussion of risk-
related factors to be considered in the plant-specific M+SAR. GE presents a generic discussion
of these factors, which includes initiating event categories and frequency, component reliability,
operator response, success criteria, external events, shutdown risk, and probabilistic risk
assessment (PRA) quality. GE concludes that there are no significant effects of MELLLA+ on
these risk-related topics and that analysis of plants that have uprated to power levels up to 120
percent of OLTP indicate that the incremental risk increase due to MELLLA+ operating range
expansion will be negligible relative to the risk increase associated with their EPU. Finally, GE
states that the key inputs to the plant-specific risk that support the [ ] will
be confirmed in the licensee's plant-specific M+ SAR.

Since LTR NEDC-33006P is not risk-informed and the key inputs to the plant-specific risk that
support the [ ] will be confirmed in the plant-specific M+SAR, the NRC
has not performed an in-depth review of the LTR's risk discussion and has not relied upon this
information in determining the acceptability of the LTR. Thus, the NRC has not made a [

] Therefore, the
following limitation applies:

Individual Plant Evaluation Limitation

Licensees that submit a MELLLA+ application should address the plant-specific risk impacts
associated with MELLLA+ implementation, consistent with approved guidance documents (e.g.,
NEDC-32424P-A, NEDC-32523P-A, and NEDC-33004P-A) and the Matrix 13 of RS-001 and
re-address the plant-specific risk impacts consistent with the approved guidance documents that
were used in their approved EPU application and Matrix 13 of RS-001. If an EPU and
MELLLA+ application come to the NRC in parallel, the expectation is that the EPU submittal will
have incorporated the MELLLA+ impacts.

10.5.1 Operator Response

The LTR stated that the operator responses to anticipated transients, emergency, and special
events (such as ATWS) with the plant operation of MELLLA+ for GE BWRs with EPU conditions
are the same as plants that currently operate under EPU conditions. The justification is that the
long term cooling evaluated for EPU conditions is not impacted by MELLLA+ operating range
expansion. The operator actions generically described for EPU conditions remain similar to
those actions described in GHNE's LTR, "Generic Guidelines for General Electric Boiling Water
Reactor Extended Power Uprate," for emergency conditions.

The NRC staff inquired in the May 31st teleconference if GHNE could identify any scenarios,
such as ATWS, where the available times of operator response could be adversely affected due
to MELLLA+. GHNE responded that operator responses are expected to be similar to what
licensees use for EPU conditions. However, GHNE stated in the LTR and in the teleconference
that licensees are expected to provide individual bases for specified operator response times in
which they identified as being adversely impacted by MELLLA+ operation. The NRC staff did
not identify any critical operator actions being adversely affected by plant operation in the
MELLLA+ regions and agrees with GHNE assessment that individual licensees are expected to
identify and provide justification for operator response times, including those operator actions
that could exceed the existing available times for certain emergency scenarios. The NRC staff
finds GHNE evaluation of operator actions under MELLLA+ acceptable.
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10.6 OPERATOR TRAINING AND HUMAN FACTORS

The NRC's acceptance criteria for human factors are based on Title 10 to the Code of Federal
Regulations (10 CFR), Part 50, Appendix A, General Design Criterion (GDC)-1 9, "Control
room," 10 CFR 50.120, "Training and qualification of nuclear power plant personnel,"
10 CFR Part 55, "Operators' Licenses," and the guidance in Generic Letter (GL) 82-33,
"Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737, Requirements for Emergency Response Capability," dated
December 17, 1982. Specific review criteria are contained in the NUREG-0800 (Revision 1)
"Standard Review Plan," Sections 13.2.1, 13.2.2, 13.5.2.1, and Chapter 18.0.

GHNE stated in the LTR that licensees will be expected to state the following items regarding
control room changes in their SEs for plant operation in MELLLA+:

* Identification of control room modifications needed to support MELLLA+
* Definition of a schedule for changes in control room displays, controls, and alarms to be

implemented in preparation for MELLLA+ operation
Explanation of how operators will be trained on the control room modifications

The NRC staff agrees that individual licensees will have to identify all modifications needed to
support MELLLA+ as well as the licensees providing a schedule and operator training of these
modifications before operating in MELLLA+. The NRC staff finds GHNE's evaluation of
potential control room changes to be acceptable.

GHNE stated that operator training will be conducted by individual licensees prior to operation of
the unit in the MELLLA+ region. Licensees can obtain data during operation in the MELLLA+
region for incorporation into operator training as needed. The classroom training will cover
various aspects of MELLLA+, including changes to the power/flow map, changes to important
setpoints, plant procedures, and startup test procedures. The classroom training may be
combined with simulator training for operational sequences that are unique to MELLLA+.
GHNE stated that simulator training on existing transients should not be anticipated since the
plant dynamics will not change substantially for operation in the MELLLA+ region. However,
licensees should perform simulator changes and fidelity validation in accordance with applicable
American National Standards Institute standards currently being used for training simulators.

The NRC staff agrees that operator training and simulator modifications and validations should
be handled on a plant-specific basis. Licensees will be required to implement operator training
on any changes made to operator actions, emergency operating procedures (EOPs) and
abnormal operating procedures (AOPs), and control room components due to MELLLA+ to
ensure that operators are aware of those changes. Also, any modifications that are needed for
control room simulators are expected to be made using standards and methods previously
accepted by the NRC staff. The NRC staff finds GHNE evaluations on operator training and
simulator related to plant operation in MELLLA+ acceptable.

10.7 PLANT LIFE

With regard to increasing the potential of the core internals to be affected by irradiation assisted
stress corrosion cracking (IASCC), GE states that a slight increase in peak fluence experienced
by the reactor internals may cause a minor increase in the potential for IASCC. However, the
current inspection strategy for the reactor internals components is adequate to manage any
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potential effects of MELLLA+, and that a plant-specific assessment for MELLLA+ will be
provided for each plant.

For reactor internals and core support materials, note 1 in the Matrix 1 Table in the Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation RS-001, "Review Standard for Extended Power Uprates," states
that guidance on the neutron irradiation-related threshold for inspection for irradiation-assisted
stress-corrosion cracking for BWRs is in the Boiling Water Reactors Vessel Integrity Program
(BWRVIP)-26. BWRVIP-26 indicates that components receiving a neutron radiation fluence
greater than 5x1020 n/cm2 (E>IMeV) are susceptible to IASCC. Licensees that utilize LTR
NEDC-33006P must provide a plant-specific IASCC evaluation when implementing MELLLA+,
which includes:

1. the components that will exceed the IASCC threshold of 5x1 020 n/cm2 (E>1 MeV),

2. the impact of failure of these components on the integrity of the reactor internals and core
support structures under licensing design bases conditions, and

3. the inspections that will be performed on components that exceed the IASCC threshold to
ensure timely identification of IASCC, should it occur.

The NRC staff concludes that a plant-specific assessment for MELLLA+ which includes the
proper inspection programs with the above MELLLA+ plant-specific action items will provide the
proper assurance that degradation is promptly identified and corrected so that the safety-related
reactor internals will continue to perform in service as designed.

The NRC staff's review of LTR NEDC-33006P, Section 10.7, indicates that the methods and
analyses in the LTR are generally acceptable. The NRC staff finds that, with the addition of the
limitation below, GE has provided adequate specific direction to the BWR licensees for
assessing the impact of MELLLA+ on its facility. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that a
licensee's adherence to the requirements of the LTR, and the completion of the limitation below,
will facilitate future NRC staff reviews of MELLLA+ licensing amendment requests. This LTR
may be used as a reference for implementing MELLLA+, concerning these sections in a license
amendment for GE designed BWRs to the extent specified and under the limitations delineated
in the LTR and in this SE.

IASCC Limitation

The applicant is to provide a plant-specific IASCC evaluation when implementing MELLLA+,
which includes the components that will exceed the IASCC threshold of 5x1 020

n/cm 2 (E>1 MeV), the impact of failure of these components on the integrity of the reactor
internals and core support structures under licensing design bases conditions, and the
inspections that will be performed on components that exceed the IASCC threshold to ensure
timely identification of IASCC, should it occur.

10.9 EMERGENCY AND ABNORMAL OPERATING PROCEDURES

GHNE stated that EOPs and AOPs can be affected by MELLLA+ operation. The changes to
the EOPs will include revised variables and limit curves, which define conditions where operator
actions are indicated. The Safety Parameter Display System will also be updated along with the
EOPs in these areas. The AOPs will be reviewed for MELLLA+ impact on event-based operator
actions. GHNE stated that the operator actions would likely remain the same and no new
actions would be expected; however, individual licensees are advised to review all AOPs for
confirmation and revise as necessary before implementation of MELLLA+.
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The NRC staff takes into consideration that all plants have EOPs and AOPs that are plant-
specific and licensees would be expected to indicate any EOP and AOP changes related to
MELLLA+ operation as described by GHNE in their amendment requests. Therefore, the NRC
staff finds GHNE assessment of potential EOP and AOP changes related to MELLLA+
acceptable.

11.0 LICENSING EVALUATIONS

The NRC staff will evaluate the technical specification changes, the environmental assessment,
and the significant hazards consideration assessment on a plant-specific basis.

12.0 LIMITATIONS AND CONDITIONS

12.1 GEXL-PLUS (SECTION 1.1.4)

The plant-specific application will confirm that for operation within the boundary defined by the
MELLLA+ upper boundary and maximum CF range, the GEXL-PLUS experimental database
covers the thermal-hydraulic conditions the fuel bundles will experience, including, bundle
power, mass flux, void fraction, pressure, and subcooling. If the GEXL-PLUS experimental
database does not cover the within bundle thermal-hydraulic conditions, during steady state,
transient conditions, and DBA conditions, GHNE will inform the NRC at the time of submittal and
obtain the necessary data for the submittal of the plant-specific MELLLA+ application.

In addition, the plant-specific application will confirm that the experimental pressure drop
database for the pressure drop correlation covers the pressure drops anticipated in the
MELLLA+ range.

With subsequent fuel designs, the plant-specific applications will confirm that the database
supporting the CPR correlations covers the powers, flows and void fractions BWR bundles will
experience for operation at and within the MELLLA+ domain, during steady state, transient, and
DBA conditions. The plant-specific submittal will also confirm that the NRC staff reviewed and
approved the associated CPR correlation if the changes in the correlation are outside the
GESTAR II (Amendment 22) process. Similarly, the plant-specific application will confirm that
the experimental pressure drop database does cover the range of pressures the fuel bundles
will experience for operation within the MELLLA+ domain.

12.2 RELATED LTRS (SECTION 1.1.5)

Plant-specific MELLLA+ applications must comply with the limitations and conditions specified
in and be consistent with the purpose and content covered in the NRC staff SEs approving the
latest version of the following LTRs: NEDC-33173P, NEDC-33075P, and NEDC-33147
(References 37, 45, and 47).

12.3 CONCURRENT CHANGES (SECTION 1.2.1)

a) The plant-specific analyses supporting MELLLA+ operation will include all operating
condition changes that are implemented at the plant at the time of MELLLA+
implementation. Operating condition changes include, but are not limited to, those
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changes that affect, an increase in the dome pressure, maximum CF, fuel cycle length,
or any changes in the licensed operational enhancements. For example, with an
increase in dome pressure, the following analyses must be analyzed: the ATWS
analysis, the ASME overpressure analyses, the transient analyses, and the
ECCS-LOCA analysis. Any changes to the safety system settings or any actuation
setpoint changes necessary to operate with the increased dome pressure must be
included in the evaluations (e.g., SRV setpoints).

b) For all topics in LTR NEDC-33006P that are reduced in scope or generically
dispositioned, the plant-specific application will provide justification that the reduced
scope or generic disposition is applicable to the plant. If changes that invalidate the LTR
dispositions are to be implemented at the time of MELLLA+ implementation, the
plant-specific application will provide analyses and evaluations that demonstrate the
cumulative effect with MELLLA+ operation. For example, if the dome pressure is
increased, the ECCS performance will be evaluated on a plant-specific basis.

c) Any generic bounding sensitivity analyses provided in LTR NEDC-33006P will be
evaluated to ensure that the key plant-specific input parameters and assumptions are
applicable and bounded. If these generic sensitivity analyses are not applicable or
additional operating condition changes affect the generic sensitivity analyses, a plant-
specific evaluation will be provided. For example, with an increase in the dome
pressure, the ATWS sensitivity analyses that model operator actions (e.g.,
depressurization if the HCTL is reached) needs to be reanalyzed, using the bounding
dome pressure condition.

d) If a new GE fuel product line or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant, the
applicability of any generic sensitivity analyses supporting the MELLLA+ application shall
be justified in the plant-specific application. If the generic sensitivity analyses cannot be
demonstrated to be applicable, the analyses will be performed including the new fuel.
For example, the ATWS instability analyses supporting the MELLLA+ condition are
based on the GE14 fuel response. New analyses that demonstrate the ATWS instability
performance of the new GE fuel or another vendor's fuel for MELLLA+ operation shall be
provided to support the plant-specific application.

e) If a new GE fuel product line or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant prior to a
MELLLA+ application, the analyses supporting the plant-specific MELLLA+ application
will be based on a specific core configuration or bounding core conditions. Any topics
that are generically dispositioned or reduced in scope in LTR NEDC-33006P will be
demonstrated to be applicable, or new analyses based on the specific core 'configuration
or bounding core conditions will be provided.

f) If a new GE fuel product line or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant prior to a
MELLLA+ application, the plant-specific application will reference an NRC-approved
stability method supporting MELLLA+ operation, or provide sufficient plant-specific
information to allow the NRC staff to review and approve the stability method supporting
MELLLA+ operation. The plant-specific application will demonstrate that the analyses
and evaluations supporting the stability method are applicable to the fuel loaded in the
core.

g) For MELLLA+ operation, core instability is possible in the event a transient or plant
maneuver places the reactor at a high power/low-flow condition. Therefore, plants
operating at MELLLA+ conditions must have a NRC-approved instability protection
method. In the event the instability protection method is inoperable, the applicant must
employ an NRC-approved backup instability method. The licensee will provide technical
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specification (TS) changes that specify the instability method operability requirements for
MELLLA+ operation, including any backup stability protection methods.

12.4 RELOAD ANALYSIS SUBMITTAL (SECTION 1.2.2.3.2)

The plant-specific MELLLA+ application shall provide the plant-specific thermal limits
assessment and transient analysis results. Considering the timing requirements to support the
reload, the fuel- and cycle-dependent analyses including the plant-specific thermal limits
assessment may be submitted by supplementing the initial M+SAR. Additionally, the SRLR for
the initial MELLLA+ implementation cycle shall be submitted for NRC staff confirmation.

12.5 OPERATING FLEXIBILITY (SECTION 1.3.3)

a) The licensee will amend the TS LCO for any equipment out-of-service (i.e., SLO) or
operating flexibilities prohibited in the plant-specific MELLLA+ application.

b) For an operating flexibility, such as FWHOOS, that is prohibited in the MELLLA+
plant-specific application but is not included in the TS LCO, the licensee will propose and
implement a license condition.

c) The power flow map is not specified in the TS; however, it is an important licensed
operating domain. Licensees may elect to be licensed and operate the plant under
plant-specific-expanded domain that is bounded by the MELLLA+ upper boundary.
Plant-specific applications approved for operation within the MELLLA+ domain will
include the plant-specific power/flow map specifying the licensed domain in the COLR.

12.6 SLMCPR STATEPOINTS AND CF UNCERTAINTY (SECTION 2.2.1.1)

Until such time when the SLMCPR methodology (References 40 and 41) for off-rated SLMCPR
calculation is approved by the staff for MELLLA+ operation, the SLMCPR will be calculated at
the rated statepoint (120 percent P/1 00 percent CF), the plant-specific minimum CF statepoint
(e.g., 120 percent P/80 percent CF), and at the 100 percent OLTP at 55 percent CF statepoint.
The currently approved off-rated CF uncertainty will be used for the minimum CF and 55
percent CF statepoints. The uncertainty must be consistent with the CF uncertainty currently
applied to the SLO operation or as NRC-approved for MELLLA+ operation. The calculated
values will be documented in the SRLR.

12.7 STABILITY (SECTION 2.4.1)

Manual operator actions are not adequate to control the consequences of instabilities when
operating in the MELLLA+ domain. If the primary stability protection system is declared
inoperable, a non-manual NRC-approved backup protection system must be provided, or the
reactor core must be operated below a NRC-approved backup stability boundary specifically
approved for MELLLA+ operation for the stability option employed.
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12.8 FLUENCE METHODOLOGY AND FRACTURE TOUGHNESS (SECTION 3.2.1)

The applicant is to provide a plant-specific evaluation of the MELLLA+ RPV fluence using the
most up-to-date NRC-approved fluence methodology. This fluence will then be used to provide
a plant-specific evaluation of the RPV fracture toughness in accordance with RG 1.99,
Revision 2.

12.9 REACTOR COOLANT PRESSURE BOUNDARY (SECTION 3.5.1)

MELLLA+ applicants must identify all other than Category "A" materials, as defined in
NUREG-0313, Revision 2, that exist in its RCPB piping, and discuss the adequacy of the
augmented inspection programs in light of the MELLLA+ operation on a plant-specific basis.

12.10 ECCS-LOCA OFF-RATED MULTIPLIER (SECTION 4.3.1.3)

a) The plant-specific application will provide the 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix K, and the nominal
PCTs calculated at the rated EPU power/rated CF, rated EPU power/minimum CF, at the
low-flow MELLLA+ boundary (Transition Statepoint). For the limiting statepoint, both the
upper bound and the licensing PCT will be reported. The M+SAR will justify why the
transition statepoint ECCS-LOCA response bounds the 55 percent CF statepoint. The
M+SAR will provide discussion on what power/flow combination scoping calculations were
performed to identify the limiting statepoints in terms of DBA-LOCA PCT response for the
operation within the MELLLA+ boundary. The M+ SAR will justify that the upper bound and
licensing basis PCT provided is in fact the limiting PCT considering uncertainty applications
to the non-limiting statepoints.

b) LOCA analysis is not performed on cycle-specific basis; therefore, the thermal limits applied
in the M+SAR LOCA analysis for the 55 percent CF MELLLA+ statepoint and/or the
transition statepoint must be either bounding or consistent with cycle-specific off-rated limits.
The COLR and the SRLR will contain confirmation that the off-rated limits assumed in the
ECCS-LOCA analyses bound the cycle-specific off-rated limits calculated for the MELLLA+
operation. Every future cycle reload shall confirm that the cycle-specific off-rated thermal
limits applied at the 55 percent CF and/or the transition statepoints are consistent with those
assumed in the plant-specific ECCS-LOCA analyses.

c) Off-rated limits will not be applied to the minimum CF statepoint.

d) If credit is taken for these off-rated limits, the plant will be required to apply these limits
during core monitoring.

12.11 ECCS-LOCA AXIAL POWER DISTRIBUTION EVALUATION (SECTION 4.3.1.4)

For MELLLA+ applications, the small and large break ECCS-LOCA analyses will include top-
peaked and mid-peaked power shape in establishing the MAPLHGR and determining the PCT.
This limitation is applicable to both the licensing bases PCT and the upper bound PCT. The
plant-specific applications will report the limiting small and large break licensing basis and upper
bound PCTs.
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12.12 ECCS-LOCA REPORTING (SECTION 4.3.1.5)

a) Both the nominal and Appendix K PCTs should be reported for all of the calculated
statepoints, and

b) The plant-variable and uncertainties currently applied will be used, unless the NRC staff
specifically approves a different plant variable uncertainty method for application to the
non-rated statepoints.

12.13 SMALL BREAK LOCA (SECTION 4.3.2.4)

Small break LOCA analysis will be performed at the MELLLA+ minimum CF and the transition
statepoints for those plants that: (1) are small break LOCA limited based on small break LOCA
analysis performed at the rated EPU conditions; or (2) have margins of less than or equal to

] relative to the Appendix K or the licensing basis PCT.

12.14 BREAK SPECTRUM (SECTION 4.3.3)

The scope of small break LOCA analysis for MELLLA+ operation relies upon the EPU small
break LOCA analysis results. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that for plants that will
implement MELLLA+, sufficient small break sizes should be analyzed at the rated EPU power
level to ensure that the peak PCT break size is identified.

12.15 BYPASS VOIDING ABOVE THE D-LEVEL (SECTION 5.1.1.5.3)

Plant-specific MELLLA+ applications shall identify where in the MELLLA+ upper boundary the
bypass voiding greater than 5 percent will occur above the D-level. The licensee shall provide
in the plant-specific submittal the operator actions and procedures that will mitigate the impact
of the bypass voiding on the TIPs and the core simulator used to monitor the fuel performance.
The plant-specific submittal shall also provide discussion on what impact the bypass voiding
greater than 5 percent will have on the NMS as defined in Section 5.1.1.5. The NRC staff will
evaluate on plant-specific bases acceptability of bypass voiding above D level.

12.16 RWE (SECTION 9.1.1.2)

Plants operating at the MELLLA+ operating domain shall perform RWE analyses to confirm the
adequacy of the generic RBM setpoints. The M+SAR shall provide a discussion of the analyses
performed and the results.

12.17 ATWS LOOP (SECTION 9.3.1.1)

As specified in LTR NEDC-33006P, at least two plant-specific ATWS calculations must be
performed: MSIVC and PRFO. In addition, if RHR capability is affected by LOOP, then a third
plant-specific ATWS calculation must be performed that includes the reduced RHR capability.
To evaluate the effect of reduced RHR capacity during LOOP, the plant-specific ATWS
calculation must be performed for a sufficiently large period of time after HSBW injection is
complete to guarantee that the suppression pool temperature is cooling, indicating that the RHR
capacity is greater than the decay heat generation. The plant-specific application should
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include evaluation of the safety system performance during the long-term cooling phase, in
terms of available NPSH.

12.18 ATWS TRACG ANALYSIS (SECTION 9.3.1.3)

a) For plants that do not achieve hot shutdown prior to reaching the heat capacity temperature
limit (HCTL) based on the licensing ODYN code calculation, plant-specific MELLLA+
implementations must perform best-estimate TRACG calculations on a plant-specific basis.
The TRACG analysis will account for all plant parameters, including water-level control
strategy and all plant-specific emergency operating procedure (EOP) actions.

b) The TRACG calculation is not required if the plant increases the boron-1 0
concentration/enrichment so that the integrated heat load to containment calculated by the
licensing ODYN calculation does not change with respect to a reference OLTP/75 percent
flow ODYN calculation.

c) Peak cladding temperature (PCT) for both phases of the transient (initial overpressure and
emergency depressurization) must be evaluated on a plant-specific basis with the TRACG
ATWS calculation.

d) In general, the plant-specific application will ensure that operation in the MELLLA+ domain
is consistent with the assumptions used in the ATWS analysis, including equipment out of
service (e.g., FWHOOS, SLO, SRVs, SLC pumps, and RHR pumps, etc.). If assumptions
are not satisfied, operation in MELLLA+ is not allowed. The SRLR will specify the prohibited
flexibility options for plant-specific MELLLA+ operation, where applicable. For key input
parameters, systems and engineering safety features that are important to simulating the
ATWS analysis and are specified in the Technical Specification (TS) (e.g., SLCS
parameters, ATWS RPT, etc.), the calculation assumptions must be consistent with the
allowed TS values and the allowed plant configuration. If the analyses deviate from the
allowed TS configuration for long term equipment out of service (i.e., beyond the TS LCO),
the plant-specific application will specify and justify the deviation. In addition, the licensee
must ensure that all operability requirements are met (e.g., NPSH) by equipment assumed
operable in the calculations.

e) Nominal input parameters can be used in the ATWS analyses provided the uncertainty
treatment and selection of the values of these input parameters are consistent with the input
methods used in the original GE ATWS analyses in NEDE-24222. Treatment of key input
parameters in terms of uncertainties applied or plant-specific TS value used can differ from
the original NEDE-24222 approach, provided the manner in which it is used yields more
conservative ATWS results.

f) The plant-specific application will include tabulation and discussion of the key input
parameters and the associated uncertainty treatment.

12.19 PLANT-SPECIFIC ATWS INSTABILITY (SECTION 9.3.3.1)

Until such time that NRC approves a generic solution for ATWS instability calculations for
MELLLA+ operation, each plant-specific MELLLA+ application must provide ATWS instability
analysis that satisfies the ATWS acceptance criteria listed in SRP Section 15.8. The
plant-specific ATWS instability calculation must: (1) be based on the peak-reactivity exposure
conditions, (2) model the plant-specific configuration important to ATWS instability response
including mixed core, if applicable, and (3) use the regional-mode nodalization scheme. In
order to improve the fidelity of the analyses, the plant-specific calculations should be based on
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latest NRC-approved neutronic and thermal-hydraulic codes such as TGBLA06/PANAC1 1 and

TRACG04.

12.20 GENERIC ATWS INSTABILITY (SECTION 9.3.3.1)

Once the generic solution is approved, the plant-specific applications must provide confirmation
that the generic instability analyses are relevant and applicable to their plant. Applicability
confirmation includes review of any differences in plant design or operation that will result in
significantly lower stability margins during ATWS such as:

* turbine bypass capacity,
* fraction of steam-driven feedwater pumps,
" any changes in plant design or operation that will significantly increase core inlet

subcooling during ATWS events,
• significant differences in radial and axial power distributions,
* hot-channel power-to-flow ratio,
* fuel design changes beyond GEl4.

12.21 INDIVIDUAL PLANT EVALUATION (SECTION 10.5)

Licensees that submit a MELLLA+ application should address the plant-specific risk impacts
associated with MELLLA+ implementation, consistent with approved guidance documents (e.g.,
NEDC-32424P-A, NEDC-32523P-A, and NEDC-33004P-A) and the Matrix 13 of RS-001 and
re-address the plant-specific risk impacts consistent with the approved guidance documents that
were used in their approved EPU application and Matrix 13 of RS-001. If an EPU and
MELLLA+ application come to the NRC in parallel, the expectation is that the EPU submittal will
have incorporated the MELLLA+ impacts.

12.22 IASCC (SECTION 10.7)

The applicant is to provide a plant-specific IASCC evaluation when implementing MELLLA+,
which includes the components that will exceed the IASCC threshold of 5x1 02o

n/cm 2 (E>1 MeV), the impact of failure of these components on the integrity of the reactor
internals and core support structures under licensing design bases conditions, and the
inspections that will be performed on components that exceed the IASCC threshold to ensure
timely identification of IASCC, should it occur.

12.23 LIMITATIONS FROM THE ATWS RAI EVALUATIONS (APPENDIX A)

12.23.1 Limitation from Appendix A RAI 4-1

See limitation 12.18.d.

12.23.2 Limitation from Appendix A RAI 4-2

The plant-specific ODYN and TRACG key calculation parameters must be provided to the staff
so they can verify that all plant-specific automatic settings are modeled properly.
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12.23.3 Limitation from Appendix A RAI 11-4

The ATWS peak pressure response would be dependent upon SRVs upper tolerances
assumed in the calculations. For each individual SRV, the tolerances used in the analysis must
be consistent with or bound the plant-specific SRV performance. The SRV tolerance test data
would be statistically treated using the NRC's historical 95/95 approach or any new NRC-
approved statistical treatment method. In the event that current EPU experience base shows
propensity for valve drift higher than pre-EPU experience base, the plant-specific transient and
ATWS analyses would be based on the higher tolerances or justify the reason why the
propensity for the higher drift is not applicable the plant's SRVs.

12.23.4 Limitation from Appendix A RAI 13-1

EPG/SAG parameters must be reviewed for applicability to MELLLA+ operation in a plant-
specific basis. The plant-specific MELLLA+ application will include a section that discusses the
plant-specific EOPs and confirms that the ATWS calculation is consistent with the operator
actions.

12.23.5 Limitation from Appendix A RAI 14-5

The conclusions of this LTR and associated SE are limited to reactors operating with a power
density lower than 52.5 MW/MLBM/hr for operation at the minimum allowable CF at 120 percent
OLTP. Verification that reactor operation will be maintained below this analysis limit must be
performed for all plant-specific applications.

12.23.6 Limitation from Appendix A RAI 14-9

For MELLLA+ applications involving GE fuel types beyond GE14 or other vendor fuels,
bounding ATWS Instability analysis will be provided to the staff. Note: this limitation does not
apply to special test assemblies.

12.23.7 Limitation from Appendix A RAI 14-10

See limitation 12.23.6.

12.23.8 Limitation from Appendix A RAI 14-11

The plant-specific ATWS calculations must account for all plant- and fuel-design-specific
features, such as the debris filters.

12.23.9 Limitation from Appendix A RAI 16-1

Plant-specific applications must review the safety system specifications to ensure that all of the
assumptions used for the ATWS SE indeed apply to their plant-specific conditions. The NRC
staff review will give special attention to crucial safety systems like HPCI, and physical
limitations like NPSH and maximum vessel pressure that RCIC and HPCI can inject. The
plant-specific application will include a discussion on the licensing bases of the plant in terms of
NPSH and system performance. It will also include NPSH and system performance evaluation
for the duration of the event.
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12.23.10 Limitation from Appendix A RAI 16-3

Plant-specific applications must ensure that an increase in containment pressure resulting from
ATWS events with EPU/MELLLA+ operation does not affect adversely the operation of
safety-grade equipment.

12.23.11 Limitation from Appendix A RAI 17-1

The plant-specific applications must justify the use of plant-specific suppression pool
temperature limits for the ODYN and TRACG calculations that are higher than the HCTL limit for
emergency depressurization.

12.24 LIMITATIONS FROM FUEL DEPENDENT ANALYSES RAI EVALUATIONS
(APPENDIX B)

12.24.1 Limitation from Appendix B RAI 3

For EPU/MELLLA+ plant-specific applications that use TRACG or any code that has the
capability to model in-channel water rod flow, the supporting analysis will use the actual flow
configuration.

12.24.2 Limitation from Appendix B RAI 7

The EPU/MELLLA+ application would provide the exit void fraction of the high-powered bundles
in the comparison between the EPU/MELLLA+ and the pre-MELLLA+ conditions.

12.24.3 Limitation from Appendix B RAI 17

See limitation 12.6.

12.24.4 Limitation from Appendix B RAI 30

See limitation 12.18.d.

13.0 CONCLUSION

LTR NEDC-33006P defines the approach and provides the basis for an expansion of the
operating range for BWR plants that have uprated power, either with or without a change in the
operating pressure. The NRC staff performed a comprehensive review and confirmatory
analyses, because the reactor operating conditions and plant response during MELLLA+
operation will be outside the current experience base. Based on the NRC staff review of the
LTR, the information provided in the RAI responses, the insights from the NRC staff
confirmatory analyses, and given the limitations and conditions of this SE, the NRC staff finds
LTR NEDC-33006P acceptable for BWR plants with GE/GNF fuel designs through GE14,
analyzed with GE methodologies.
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APPENDIX A ATWS RAI EVALUATIONS

This appendix provides the NRC staff's evaluation of responses to requests for additional
information (RAIs). This appendix only provides the RAI question and evaluation, not the RAI
response. The RAI responses can be found in References 20, 29, and 30.

NRC RAI 1: LOOP EVENT DISPOSITION

Discuss how it will be determined [[

Include in the plant-specific applications, a discussion of why the RHR cooling capability does or
does not affect the plant's ATWS LOOP event response. The plant-specific MELLLA+ safety
analysis report (MSAR) should state the bases for confirming that [[

See Reference 31 RAI 1-1.1 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 1:
The NRC staff agrees with the main conclusion: LOOP would result in lower peak pressure, and
lower PCT. As described in the RAI response, [[

Therefore, it is not evident that the long term cooling will be better under LOOP if RHR capacity
is compromised.

Revision 2 of the MELLLA+ LTR (MLTR) methodology specifies that the LOOP analysis will be
performed in addition to [[ ]] events if the RHR capability is confirmed to be
limited under the LOOP event. The discussion in the RAI response should be included in the
MLTR in order to explain what the confirmation would entail. Section 9.3.1.1 of this SE provides
additional discussion and an associated limitation.

NRC RAI 2: INADVERTENT OPENING OF RELIEF VALVE DISPOSITION (IORV)

IORV is a long-term depressurization transient that affects the long-term suppression pool
heatup. This event does not result in high peak pressure in the short-term ATWS response.
However, since the recirculation pump trip (RPT) and the standby liquid control (SLC) initiation
occur later, the amount of energy discharged into the suppression pool in the long term could be
high. The plant's response to this event may depend on the RHR cooling capability and the
initial operating conditions of the plant. Considering the higher core reactivity for the extended
power uprate (EPU)/MELLLA+ condition during an ATWS event and the plant's unchanged
RHR cooling capabilities, explain the basis for concluding that the IORV event would not result
in a limiting suppression pool temperature during the long-term ATWS recovery period. Justify
why this conclusion holds for all of the BWR fleet.

See Reference 31 RAI 1-1.2 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 2:
The NRC staff agrees with the conclusion presented in the RAI response. IORV with condenser
available will have a lower consequence on suppression pool than isolation ATWS: no
significant overpressure, no PCT, lower suppression pool temperature.
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NRC RAI 3: DETERMINING PEAK CLADDING TEMPERATURE (PCT)

RAI 3-1: Initial Hot Bundle Operating Conditon

Explain how, during an ATWS event, the hot bundle operation will be constrained by the same
operating thermal limits as at the maximum core flow condition. Wouldn't the fuel experience
thermal overpower conditions that are higher than the peak design limits?

See References 29 and 31 RAI 1-2.1 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 3-1:
The RAI response states that in performing the PCT calculations [[

]] In RAI response concludes that
conditions assumed make the calculated PCT conservative irrespective of the assumed initial
conditions. Therefore, the results from the analysis are bounding and cycle independent.

The NRC staff agrees with RAI response that the ATWS acceptance criteria are:

1. Maintain reactor vessel integrity (i.e., peak vessel bottom pressure less than the ASME
service level C limit of 1500 psig).

2. Maintain containment integrity (i.e., maximum containment pressure and temperature lower
than the design pressure and temperature of the containment structure).

3. Maintain coolable core geometry.

A coolable core geometry is assured by meeting the 2200 'F peak cladding temperature (PCT)
and 17% local cladding oxidation acceptance criteria of 10CFR50.46.

The NRC staff accepts the changes in Revision 2 of NEDC-33173P, which proposes that the
PCT will be calculated at the M+ 85% statepoint and compared with the CLTP values to show
the impact of the change. This calculations is based on the ODYN licensing calculations of the
initial pressurization PCT.

The NRC staff expects all BWRs would require depressurization, during an ATWS event under
EPU/MELLLA+ conditions. Therefore, there are two significant PCT events: Initial
over-pressurization phase, and during the emergency depressurization phase. Depending on
the water level strategy followed by the plant, the PCT event for the second phase could be
higher than for the first phase. Both PCT phases will be captured by the plant specific TRACG
ATWS calculations. ODYN (ATWS licensing code) cannot be used to model the
depressurization phase or water level strategy below TAF+5.

RAI 3-2: Determining PCT

Provide a table showing the previous PCT results used to make the assessment. List the
MELLLA+ PCT sensitivity analyses the MLTR is referring to. Describe the key assumptions
used for the PCT calculations (BWR type, fuel type, rodline and power level, etc.). Identify if
ODYN/ISCOR/TASC combination or TRACG was used in calculating the PCT.

See Reference 31 RAI 1-2.2 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 3-2:
This RAI was based on the initial Revision 1 of NEDC-33006P, which proposed not providing
the ATWS PCT calculation.
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The ODYN/ISCOR/TASC results were provided. The PCT values are well within the 22000 F
limits.

However, the NRC staff expects all BWRs would require depressurization during an ATWS
event under EPU/MELLLA+ conditions. Therefore, there are two significant PCT events: Initial
over-pressurization phase, and during the emergency depressurization phase. Depending on
the water level strategy followed by the plant, the PCT event for the second phase could be
higher than for the first phase. Both PCT phases will be captured by the plant specific TRACG
ATWS calculations. Revision 2 to the LTR, updated the ATWS section and includes the
commitment to provide plant-specific TRACG PCT calculation.

In addition, Table A-1 shows PCT values using ODYN/ISCOR/TASC calculation in which the
PCT goes down for the EPU/MELLLA conditions. GEH/GNF-A attributes the lower PCT
response for 20% higher power to flow re-distribution because the average channel power
increases while the hot channel is assumed to operate the maximum design limit. However, the
NRC staff believes that the modeling limitation of the ODYN/ISCOR/TASC code system is
contributing to the lower PCT response. The code system does not represent the flatter radial
power distribution of the EPU cores, and the distribution of large fraction of high powered
bundles in the core. Therefore, the flow redistribution with in the average and the hot bundles
modeled in ODYN/ISCOR/TASC may not capture the actual bundle flow distribution of an EPU
core, with high batch fraction, more high powered bundles.

Note that the ATWS analysis is performed at the minimum core flow statepoint, which is
considered to be more limiting, because the RPT is less effective in adding negative void
reactivity relative to ATWS initiated from rated conditions. Therefore, all these calculations are
performed at higher rodline than rated OLTP conditions. For example, the MELLLA/OLTP
statepoint at 75% core flow statepoint rodline corresponds to higher rodline than the rated OLTP
100% rodline. Therefore, for MELLLA/ 75% core flow and MELLLA/EPU, the reactor may reach
similar power levels after RPT. However, as can be seen in Figure 3-2 below, after MSIV
closure, the peak neutron flux initiated from MELLLA+ at 85% core is much higher than
MELLLA at OLTP/75% core flow statepoint. Therefore, since the initial peak PCT corresponds
to the initial power peak due to the MSIVC, it is not clear why the MELLLA+ PCT is lower,

However, with the plant-specific TRACG sensitivity analyses, the core thermal hydraulic
conditions will be modeled more accurately.
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Table A-1 PCT Comparisons at ELLLANOLTP, MELLLA/OLTP &105%P, MELLLA/EPU and
MELLLA+/EPU

Peak Cladding Temperature (IF)
(All Calculations Based on ODYN/ISCOR/TASC Methodology)

i- - ! ii

+ +

Figure A-1 Neutron Flux response for MSIVC ATWS Event.
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NRC RAI 4: ODYN ATWS CALCULATIONS

The NRC staff has reviewed ODYN data for ATWS events for three plants (Plant D, Plant E,
and Plant F) at two operating conditions (100 percent OLTP, 75 percent flow, and 120 percent
OLTP, 85 percent flow). The following RAIs address the key assumptions and system
actuations used for these analyses.

RAI 4-1: Plant D ATWS Response

The Plant D MELLLA+ LTR (NEDC-33063P) states that the peak vessel pressure for an MSIV
isolation ATWS is 1457 psig. [[

1. What is the difference between the two calculations?

2. What is the applicable peak pressure limit?

3. If the applicable limit is 1500 psig, is it violated by the ODYN calculation results provided?

4. Give what the peak pressures are for other analyzed ATWS cases, including PRFO.
5. Provide the ODYN results as a function of time for the limiting ATWS event for Brunswick.
See Reference 31 RAI IV-1 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 4-1:
The main difference among the various calculations is the number of SRVs assumed out of
service. The upgrade to MELLLA+ conditions mandate that all 11 SRVs be operational to
satisfy the 1500 psig over-pressure limit for Brunswick. If one SRV is placed out of service, the
plant must exit the MELLLA+ region. Table A-2 shows the peak pressure values corresponding
to different cycle exposures and with one or no SRVOOS.

Table A-2 Plant D Peak Vessel Pressure at MELLLA+

Event Cycle Number of SRV Peak Vessel Pressure
Exposure . OOS (psiglsec)

MSIVC BOC [[
MSIVC EOC
PRFO BOC
PRFO EOC

PRFO EOC

The NRC staff concludes that MELLLA+ operation has a significant effect on the initial
over-pressure following isolation events. Note that the TS SRV LCO is attributed to the ASME
Overpressure transient analysis. However, the SRVs are relied upon in meeting the ATWS
acceptance criteria. As can be seen by this example, the number of SRVOOS affects the
plants' capabilities to meet the ATWS acceptance criteria. Therefore, the allowed TS SRVOOS
need to be consistent with the number assumed in the ATWS analysis. Section 9.3.1.3 of this
SE provides additional discussion and an associated limitation.
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RAI 4-2: Timing of Operator Actions

It is customary in safety calculations to allow some time for operator actions. It is apparent from
a review of the ODYN results that operator actions occur in very short timeframes. [[

]] Explain the assumptions used for operator actions
during these analyses.

See Reference 31 RAI IV-2 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 4-2:
For the ODYN calculations, operator actions assume a 2 minute delay. Some ATWS mitigation
actions are automatic and, for those, plant-specific settings are used. [[

Limitation:
The plant-specific ODYN and TRACG key calculation parameters must be provided to the staff
so they can verify that all plant-specific automatic settings are modeled properly.

RAI 4-3: ODYN Calculation Assumptions

In the Plant D calculation, the water level is raised at exactly 1400 seconds (in the Plant F
calculation at exactly 1600 seconds). According to the EPGs, the water level is supposed to be
raised when the HSBW has been injected into the core. What is the basis for the exact [[

]] used? Shouldn't the time when the HSBW is reached be dependent on the
SLC injection initiation time?

See Reference 31 RAI IV-3 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 4-3:
The water level in the Plant D calculation is [[

]] Therefore, the NRC staff agrees that the ODYN calculations represent
the expected timing of operator actions.

RAI 4-4: Limiting ATWS Events and Scenarios

Provide the assumptions used in the ATWS analysis for the EPU/MELLLA+ pilot plant [Plant D]
specific calculation (NEDC-33063P). Specifically, what type of ATWS transient is limiting? What
are the initial conditions, including the power, flow, and the suppression pool level? What
operator actions are assumed? What ATWS mitigation actions are implemented during the
transient? What values are used for EOP variables (e.g., HCTL, HSBW, etc.)?
See Reference 31 RAI V-3 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 4-4:
Table A-3 shows the requested information, except the EOP variables of HCTL.

Table A-3 Plant D ATWS Analysis Assumptions -

Bounding ATWS events MSIVC and PRFO

Initial Reactor Power (% OLTP) 120
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Initial Core Flow (% NBR Rated) 85

Initial Suppression Pool Mass (Ibm) 5,365,000 at minimum water level

Operator Actions Assumed 1. Maintain water level at TAF+5' following
feedwater pump trip

2. [[
]]

3. Increase water level after HSBW injected

ATWS Mitigation Implemented 1. Reduce water level to TAF+5'
2. Inject boron

EOP Variable Used ]]

NRC RAI 5: IMPACT OF MELLLA+ ON THE HSBW VALUE

Because MELLLA+ operation occurs at a higher control rod line, one would expect the HSBW to
increase over the baseline. The analysis assumed the same HSBW value for both MELLLA+
and the previous baseline condition. Under MELLLA+, the HSBW may be higher, leading to a
longer time of suppression pool heating before the water level is raised to remix the boron at the
bottom of the vessel, which achieves the hot shutdown condition. What is the effect of using a
MELLLA+ specific HSBW value on ultimate suppression pool temperature?

See Reference 31 RAI IV-4 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 5:
A sensitivity analysis was provided by GEH in the response to this RAI. Table A-4 below
provides the sensitivity analysis for all conditions, the ODYN criteria was satisfied; however,
using more realistic TRACG analysis, the results show that the suppression pool HCTL will be
exceeded and emergency depressurization would be necessary.

Table A-4 Plant D HSBW Sensitivity Results

HSBW HSBW Injection Level Increase Approximate Peak Pool
(ppm) Time (sec) Time (sec)l Hot Shutdown Temp (F)

Time (sec) 2

I]
1 The level increase time is the sum of HSBW injection time, SLCS initiation time, and Boron
transport time.
2

I]
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NRC RAI 6: SRV INDUCED FLOW OSCILLATIONS

The EPGs instruct the operator that a number of SRVs should be locked open to prevent cycling
(and prevent possible mechanical failures). By allowing the SRVs to cycle, the core flow
oscillates wildly because of the SRV-induced pressure transients. By increasing the flow values
over the non-mixing stagnation flow value in the boron correlation, these wild flow oscillations
promote Boron mixing that otherwise would not happen. Explain why it is conservative to allow
these wild flow oscillations to continue, thus increasing the amount of boron mixed with the core
inlet coolant and reducing the reactor power.

See Reference 31 RAI IV-5 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 6:

]] Therefore, even though the
ODYN calculation does not accurately represent the SRV open/close cycles expected during
the early phase of the ATWS event in the real event, boron mixing is not enhanced by this
fluctuations, and the results are representative of real conditions.

NRC RAI 7: SRV TOLERANCES USED

Section 9.3.1 of the Plant D MELLLA+ LTR (NEDC-33063P) states that the MELLLA+ analysis
was performed with 10 percent SRV tolerance, rather than the normally assumed 3 percent
tolerance. Provide an explanation of the detailed SRV lifting pressures (including the tolerance)
and the percent of nameplate flow used for the calculations.

See Reference 31 RAI IV-6 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 7:
The Plant D ATWS overpressure evaluation was performed with the lowest opening SRV
tolerance of 10%. All other 10 groups use the standard 3% tolerance. However, the RAI
response does not discuss whether the 10% tolerance was used to bound potential high valve
drifts of the lowest opening SRVs. In addition, the RAI response states that SRV nameplate
capacity is 829,000 Ibm/hr, based on reference pressure of 1080 psig. Further discussion is
required on the SRVs capacity through out the event scenario.

Recent experience indicates that some licensees have used valve tolerances that are less than
the actual valve performance, even though LERs had been issued on the results of valve testing
data outside Tech Spec ranges. The valve tolerance uncertainty treatment should be based on
a NRC approved method or the historically recommended NRC method of 95/95 or plant-
specific setpoint methodology needs to be reviewed and approved.

NRC RAI 8: ATWS SEQUENCE OF EVENTS

Provide the sequence of events (including SLC injection and water level reduction times) for
these calculations. Specify the actuation setpoints and initiation times. What are they based on?

See Reference 31 RAI IV-7 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 8:
The sequence of events for Plant D with for the one SRVOOS was provided. Note that the peak
pressure with 1 SRVOOS exceeded the ATWS pressure limit of 1500 psig.
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Table A-5 Sequence of Events for an MSIVC Event

Item Response M+ Event

Time (sec)

1 M.SI .I.solat ion .nitiates

2 High Pressure ATWS Setpoint
3 MSIVs Closed
4 Peak Neutron Flux
5 Opening of the First Relief Valve Tripped
6 Recirculation Pumps Tripped
7 Peak Heat Flux Occurs

8 Peak Vessel Pressure
9 Feedwater Reduction Initiated
10 BIIT Reached
11 PCT Occurs
12 SLCS Pumps Start
13 Water Level Increased

14 Hot Shutdown Achieved [[
1]15 Peak Suppression Pool Temperature ]

A-9



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

Table A-6 Sequence of Events for an PRFO Event
Item . .Response- . M+ Event

Time (sec)
1 Turbine Control and Bypass Valves Start Open
2 MSIV Closure Initiated by Low Steamline Pressure
3 MSIVs Fully Closed
4 Peak Neutron Flux
5 High Pressure ATWS Setpoint Tripped
6 Opening of the First Relief Valve Tripped
7 Recirculation Pumps Tripped
8 Peak Heat Flux-OQccurs

9 Peak Vessel Pressure
10 Feedwater Pumps Runback Initiated
11 BIIT Reached
12 PCT Occurs
13 SLCS Pumps Start
14 Water Level Increased

15 Hot Shutdown Achieved [[

16 Peak Suppression Pool Temperature

Table A-7 Initial Valve Opening Timing for an MSIVC Event and a PRFO Event

-Valve-Group MSIVC Event PRFO Event,
1 [

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11 ]
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NRC RAI 9: PCT DISPOSITION AND FUTURE FUEL DESIGNS

Justify why the sensitivity results, based on performance of GE fuel (up to GE14), form the
bases for [[

]] Alternatively, state that the coolable geometry (e.g., PCT) and the 17
percent local cladding oxidation acceptance limit for the ATWS analyses would be
demonstrated on a plant-specific basis, if another vendor's fuel, new GNF fuel, or mixed vendor
cores are involved. In the latter case, revise the MLTR and include a specific applicability
statement.

See References 20 and 31 RAI 1-2.3 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 9:
This RAI is based on Revision 1 of NEDC-33006P. The NRC staff disagrees with the evaluation.
Even though large margin has been demonstrated for the lead plant, the consequences of
failure of this criterion are large. Plant specific calculations will guarantee that the criterion is
met. See details in section NRC RAI 1-3.3 below.

Since licensee's can introduce new fuel without explicit NRC approval, it is not clear what ATWS
analysis would be performed during the new fuel introduction phase. The plant-specific
application would include TRACG ATWS analysis. In evaluating the TRACG sensitivity analysis,
the NRC staff would determine on plant-specific bases, if additional limitation is required. This
is especially relevant in the applications showing that the plant is limited in terms of PCT.

Revision 2 of the LTR addresses the NRC staff concerns and no limitation is needed.

NRC RAI 10: LIMITING ATWS RESPONSE AND POWER/FLOW STATEPOINT

Explain why the ATWS analysis performed at the minimum core flow statepoint is more limiting
than the analysis performed at the maximum achievable core statepoint for the EPU/MELLLA+
operation.

See References 29 and 31 RAI 1-2.4 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 10:
EPU experience indicates that BWRs are limited by the ATWS peak pressure. Consequently,
the sensitivity if the ATWS pressurization response to the initial flow statepoint is important. In
the RAI response, GNF-A states that the PCT and the suppression pool response would be
more limiting from the minimum core flow statepoint rather than at the rated core flow statepoint.
The power level during the ATWS event (after flow reduction) is controlled mostly by the
operating control rod line. The low-flow initial condition at rated power is in a higher control rod
line, so the power after the flow reduction will be larger. Although the control rod line is the
dominant effect; other mechanism (like flow redistribution) are in play, could result in second
order perturbations. This combined with the assumed radial peaking factor at the low flow
condition and the higher void conditions could lead to higher PCT. Similar to the ASME
overpressure response, it is feasible that the peak ATWS response could be more limiting at the
rated or maximum core flow statepoints, depending on the control rod pattern assumed and the
exposure. However, considering that the ATWS RPT is less effective if initiated from the
minimum flow statepoint (80%) compared to the rated core flow statepoint and the that the
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minimum core flow is at - 140 % rodline, the NRC staff accepts that the minimum core flow is
the limiting statepoint for the ATWS analysis.

NRC RAI 11: APPLICABILITY OF THE ODYN LICENSING METHODOLOGY TO THE
MELLLA+ ATWS

The Emergency Procedure Guidelines (EPGs) require a number of operator actions, and they
allow a range of water level control strategies during isolation ATWS events, from 2 feet below
the feedwater spargers to the minimum steam cooling water level (MSCWL). However,
limitations in the approved ODYN methodology only allows for an ATWS calculation with a
minimum water level of top-of-active (TAF+5 ft), and do not allow for accurate modeling of all
required operator actions (such as depressurization when the heat capacity temperature limit
(HCTL) is reached). The relevant question is whether the approved ODYN ATWS methodology
provides conservative results that can be used to evaluate the impact of MELLLA+ operation on
ATWS performance.

RAI 11-1: ODYN Limitations

Provide a description of the approved ODYN ATWS methodology and its limiting assumptions
(e.g., control level at TAF+5, do not depressurize). Provide a description of the treatment of
uncertainties in approved ODYN licensing calculations.

See References 29 and 31 RAI 1-3.1 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 11-1:
The RAI response provided description of ODYN limitations for ATWS analysis as follows:

1. The downcomer level must remain above the jet pump suction and no prolonged level in
the active channel is allowed:

2. The duration of the simulation after the upper plenum subcools should be limited.

3. The mass in the separators should not remain zero and, therefore, the code is restricted
to applications where the water level remains at or above the top of active fuel plus 5
feet.

4. The code is not presently qualified to perform stability calculations.

5. No lower plenum voiding is allowed.

The NRC staff agrees with these ODYN limitations. However, the response did not address the
following part of the RAI. "Provide a description of the treatment of uncertainties in approved
ODYN licensing calculations." Does ODYN cover how valve tolerances/uncertainties are going
to be addressed?

In MFN 05-081, GEH provided a revised RAI response addressed the uncertainties and valve
tolerances assumed in ODYN. The RAI response refers to Section 5.6 of NEDC-24154P-A,
(Supplement 1-Volume 4), which states that the ODYN approach is more conservative than
the historical licensing philosophy for ATWS. Historically, for ATWS applications, prior
regulatory approval has been granted for best-estimate code application based on the low
probability of the event, conservatisms in key inputs and the acceptance criteria. [[
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The RAI response states that in overall, there is no additional specific treatment of uncertainties
as ODYN was demonstrated to be conservative compared to test data and TRACG, and key
inputs are set at conservative values.

The NRC staff accepts that the cited uncertainties treatment of valve tolerance and the specific
key inputs are conservative, although nominal inputs are used in most parameters. This is
acceptable for ATWS.

RAI 11-2: ODYN and TRACG Boron- Mixing Correlation

Provide the exact numerical values of the boron-mixing correlation used by TRACG and ODYN
for ATWS calculations and their basis.

See Reference 31 RAI 1-3.2 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 11-2:
TRACG uses the new mixing correlation developed at UC Santa Barbara in 1995. The values
for the UC Santa Barbara correlation used in TRACG were confirmed to the NRC staff by Dr.
Theofanous. ODYN uses the more conservative values from the old Vallecitos boron-mixing
tests. The correlations used by the two codes are inconsistent, making performance
comparison between the codes almost meaningless. However the correlation used by ODYN is
the more conservative of the two as it bounds the results of the 1/6 scale tests at Vallecitos and
the full-scale tests at Santa Barbara. Therefore, from the point of view of boron mixing
correlation ODYN results should be more conservative than the best-estimate TRACG results.
The correlation values use for both TRACG and ODYN are shown in the following tables.

Table A-8 Boron mixing correlations for lower plenum injection used by TRACG and ODYN

[[

t 4 +

4 +

1]

Table A-9 Boron re-mixing correlation used by TRACG and ODYN
[[
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RAI 11-3: ODYN limitations

What are the remaining limitations of the ODYN ATWS calculations (e.g., ATWS/stability)? How

will those limitations be addressed (e.g., use of TRACG for ATWS/stability)?

See Reference 31 RAI 1-3.5 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 11-3:
The NRC staff agrees with GEH's evaluation of the limitations of the ODYN code for
documentation purpose. ODYN calculations are limited by the following limitations:

1. The downcomer level must remain above the jet pump suction and no prolonged level in
the active channel is allowed;

2. The duration of the simulation after the upper plenum subcools should be limited.

3. The mass in the separators should not remain zero and, therefore, the code is restricted
to applications where the water level remains at or above the top of active fuel plus 5
feet;

4. The code is not presently qualified to perform stability calculations;

5. No lower plenum voiding is allowed.

Items 1 and 3 limit the ODYN level control strategy at TAF +5'. Item 5 prevents the simulation
of depressurization with ODYN code.

The NRC staff agrees with GEH's evaluation that ODYN cannot perform the ATWS stability
calculation. The ATWS stability calculation is performed with TRACG code as specified in the
NRC approved NEDO-32047-A, "ATWS Rule Issues Relative to BWR Core Thermal-Hydraulic
Stability."

RAI 11-4: Containment Performance During Isolation ATWS at MELLLA+ Conditions

Provide a comparison of ODYN results of isolation ATWS simulations at MELLLA+ and original
licensed thermal power (OLTP).

See Reference 31 RAI 1-6.1 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 11-4:
Table A-10 below presents the information requested. The ODYN calculations indicate that
containment over-pressure during ATWS is affected significantly by MELLLA+ operation.
During the early part of the isolation transient, the peak vessel pressure increases by as much
as 150 psi for some plants, because of limitations on maximum SRV flow. As shown in ATWS
RAI 8 response, for a BWR4, the peak pressure reaches a value larger than the allowed 1500
psi assuming previously allowed one SRVOOS. The solution proposed in this case is to
eliminate the flexibility to operate with one SRV out of service. If all SRVs are assumed
operational for the specific BWR/4s analyzed, the calculated peak vessel pressure is less than
the 1500 psi limit.

We conclude that MELLLA+ operation has a significant detrimental effect on the peak vessel
pressure following an isolation ATWS. Because the margin to allowed peak pressure is so
small, some plants may not be able to operate at MELLLA+ conditions. Under these
circumstances, the licensees tend to re-evaluate their calculation assumptions and perform a
new calculation with these new assumptions that satisfies the limits. The NRC staff must review
these changes in assumptions to guarantee that they are within their allowed technical
specifications. For example, it is acceptable to change Tech Specs to require all SRVs to be
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operable and then take credit for it. It is not acceptable to perform a probabilistic analysis and
conclude that SRVs are available most of the time; therefore we can assume they are operable
even though Tech Specs allows the plant to operate with a SRV out of service.

Limitation:
The ATWS peak pressure response would be dependent upon SRVs upper tolerances
assumed in the calculations. For each individual SRV, the tolerances used in the analysis must
be consistent with or bound the plant-specific SRV performance. The SRV tolerance test data
would be statistically treated using the NRC's historical 95/95 approach or any new NRC-
approved statistical treatment method. In the event that current EPU experience base shows
propensity for valve drift higher than pre-EPU experience base, the plant-specific transient and
ATWS analyses would be based on the higher tolerances or justify the reason why the
propensity for the higher drift is not applicable the plant's SRVs.

Table A-10 OLTP and MELLLA+ ATWS Results Comparisons

-I- 1-

I]

RAI 11-5: Actuation Sequence

For the above cases, provide the sequence of events (system and equipment actuation and
operator actions for the mitigated cases) and the corresponding times. For example, for the
MSIVC mitigated case, tabulate when the high pressure ATWS setpoint is reached, main steam
isolation valve (MSIV) closes, ATWS-RPT occurs, peak vessel pressure is reached,
feedwater(FW) reduction is initiated, boron injection initiation temperature (BIIT) is reached,
SLC pumps starts, and water level increases.

See Reference 31 RAI 1-6.2 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 11-5:
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The table below shows the system and component actuation setpoints for ATWS initiated from
the MELLLA and MELLLA+ minimum flow statepoints. Note that the MELLLA and MELLLA+
minimum flow statepoints correspond to the approximately 120% and 140% rodlines as oppose
to rated OLTP which corresponds to the 100% rodline.

Table A-1I BWR/4 (standpipe injection)

Item Response OLTP M+ Event
Time (sec) Time (sec)

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15 ]

Table A-12 BWR/6 (HPCS boron spray)

Item Response OLTP M+ Event
Time (sec) Time (sec)

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
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11

12

13

[ 14 ]]____________________ _____________ _____________

Note:
(1) For upper plenum boron injection plants, the water level stays at TAF or TAF+5' during the
ATWS event. The operators do not need to raise water to promote boron mixing because the
boron stratification is not an issue.

There appears to be inconsistencies in hot shutdown times for MELLLA and MELLLA+
operation calculations in which the reasoning is not clear. For the BWR/4, the MELLLA+ hot
shutdown is achieved earlier ([[ 1]). The
peak suppression pool occurs later (11

]]). It is not clear whether the hot shutdown is reached earlier because of higher
Boron-1 0 concentration. Similarly, it is not clear why the peak suppression pool temperature
occurs earlier for the BWR/6 ([[ ]]).

]] The RAI response (MFN 05-081) states [[

]] The RAI response justifies the
differences in the hot shutdowns times, [[

]] the use of this criteria can cause variations
in the reported time to hot shutdown.

The key inputs and assumptions used in the ATWS analyses are flagged as audit items. In
plant-specific application review, the NRC staff is recommended to audit the assumptions and
key inputs used in the ATWS analysis.

RAI 11-6: ATWS Response at OLTP, 5% Stretch, EPU and MELLLA+ Comparison

For all BWRs, tabulate the ATWS results (e.g., peak pressure, suppression pool temperature)
before the 5 percent power stretch (if available), after the 5 percent power stretch (if applicable),
and after EPU and EPU/MELLLA+. Include in the table the results from the initial GEH generic
ATWS analyses. Since the initial plant licensing, many BWRs have adopted range-of operating
condition changes that affect their ATWS response. These changes include increases in the fuel
cycle length (cycle extension from 18 months to 24 months), power (from 5 percent to 20
percent uprates above the original licensed thermal power), and licensed operating domain
(LLLL, ELLLA, MELLLA, maximum core flow). The objective of this table is to assess how the
previous changes in the operating conditions affected BWR plants' ATWS margins. This would
also serve as a means to evaluate the capability of BWRs to meet the vessel and containment
response with the additional EPU/MELLLA+ changes. The NRC staff acknowledges that GEH
may not have access to the plant-specific ATWS analysis-of-record for plants with other reload
vendors.

See Reference 31 RAI 1-6.3 for RAI response.
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Evaluation of RAI 11-6:
Note that this RAI pre-dates the agreed upon resolution that TRACG sensitivity analysis will be
performed.

The data provided indicate that peak vessel pressure is significantly affected by EPU/MELLLA+
operation (See Section 1.6.1above). The suppression pool temperature calculated by the ODYN
procedure does not appear to be affected as significantly. This is most likely caused by the
extremely conservative nature of the ODYN calculation. However, the fact that the HCTL limit is
reached and emergency depressurization will be required, makes it hard to compare
suppression pool temperature calculations without depressurization.

Tables A-13 and A-14 present the peak vessel pressure and suppression pool data. Due to the
historical ATWS code transition from REDY to ODYN, the results are not based on consistent
methodology.

Table A-13 Vessel Pressure (psig) Database

I]
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Table A-14 Suppression Pool Temperature (°F) Database

Note that Table A-14 shows that the suppression pool temperature reaches HCTL, even for
operation at the MELLLA operating domain.

NRC RAI 12: IMPACT OF DEPRESSURIZATION ON CONTAINMENT AND CORE
INTEGRITY

When following the EPGs, operators are required to depressurize the reactor if the HCTL is
reached during the transient. The approved ODYN licensing methodology does not reflect this
operator action (the suppression pool continues to heat up after HCTL is reached and the
depressurization is ignored). Even though the ODYN licensing methodology may be
conservative, ODYN results cannot determine whether the reactor fuel reaches PCT limits that
may affect long-term coolability. Thus, TRACG calculations are required to evaluate the impact
on fuel PCT limits of depressurization.

RAI 12-1: ODYN/TRACG Comparison

Provide the results of a set of TRACG calculations to evaluate the effect of the ODYN modeling
limitations. Compare the TRACG results to the ODYN licensing calculation, including the PCTs.
At a minimum, provide TRACG calculations based on limiting conditions that follow the EPGs
(i.e., depressurization if HCTL is reached) at the three water level setpoints: TAF+5, TAF, and
MSCWL and compare to the ODYN licensing methodology results.

See References 20 and 31 RAI 1-3.3 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 12-1:
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TRACG sensitivity calculations with water level strategy at TAF+5, TAF, and TAF-2 were
provided. These TRACG calculations followed the Emergency Operating Guidelines and core
emergency depressurization was required at approximately 600 seconds into the transient, well
before the Hot Shutdown Boron Weight (HSBW) was injected. Figure A-2 shows the integrated
SRV flow for the three TRACG calculations and one ODYN calculation. The ODYN integrated
SRV flow bounds the TRACG results for all three strategies. Note: these are TRACG
calculations where the SRVs are assumed to remain open for the whole transient (after the
600 sec emergency depressurization is initiated). Other TRACG calculations were performed
later where the SRVs are re-closed once 50 psig is reached per EOPs. Note that re-closing the
SRVs results in a pressure perturbation that could induces re-criticality and the reactor power
increases. Plant-specific application will provide the TRACG sensitivity analyses. The specific
data provided in Figure A-2 indicates ODYN SRV flow is conservative in the latter phase of the
event. Staff confirmatory analysis based on ODYN and TRACG SRV data used in CONTAIN do
not show high level of differences in the ultimate suppression pool temperatures (See Figure 9-8
of the SE).
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Figure A-2 Comparison of integrated SRV flow calculated by ODYN and TRACG at several water
level strategies with emergency depressurization
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Figure A-3 Comparison of peak pressure calculated by ODYN and TRACG at several water level
strategies

Figure A-3 shows a comparison of the peak pressure calculated by TRACG and ODYN. ODYN
has already been licensed for peak pressure calculations (by NEDE-24154-P-A, Licensing
Topical Report, Qualification of the One-Dimensional Core Transient Model For Boiling Water
Reactors Volume 3, Application of One-Dimensional Transient Model to Licensing Basis
Transients August 1986). The NRC staff agrees with the conclusion that ODYN peak pressure
calculations are conservative with respect to TRACG.

The ODYN PCT results were not presented by GEH as response to this RAI. Figure A-4 shows
the PCT values calculated by TRACG for an isolation ATWS following the EOP procedures.
This figure shows two significant temperature excursions: the initial excursions (-10 sec) which
is related to the initial over pressurization transient, and the second excursion (-1000 sec)
which is caused by a core dryout condition during the emergency depressurization. Note that
the core dryout condition is more severe for the low water level control strategies (TAF-2)
because the initial core coolant inventory is smaller when the emergency depressurization
initiates.
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Figure A-4 Peak fuel clad temperature calculated by TRACG for isolation ATWS. During
emergency de-pressurization, the core uncovers and clad over-heating occurs, but clad

temperature criteria are satisfied

The NRC staff disagrees with the generic disposition of the PCT issue. The plant-specific
ODYN calculations cannot predict the depressurization dryout, but it can estimate the initial PCT
excursion on a plant-specific basis. The resolution of this issue is documented Revision 2 of
LTR.

RAI 12-2: Key Parameters during Depressurization Scenario

Based on the data provided above, demonstrate whether the approved ODYN ATWS
methodology is conservative relative to TRACG analyses following the emergency operating
procedures (EOPs). Compare the results of the ODYN and TRACG (at different water levels) in
terms of meeting the ATWS acceptance criteria. Demonstrate that: (1) the TRACG sensitivity
analyses and results are bounding or conservative for all the BWR fleet for EPU/MELLLA+
operating conditions, or (2) that the plant-specific ODYN analyses based on the TAF+5 water
level strategy would bound the TRACG sensitivity analyses for all of the BWR fleet, or (3)
propose a margin criteria for the ATWS acceptance criteria such that a TRACG analyses
following the EOP would be performed for the plant-specific application if the margin criteria is
not met. Provide at least the following parameters for the three water level strategies, core and
vessel void fractions, fuel temperature profiles and time evolution, boron concentrations at
several elevations in the lower plenum, recirculation flow, pressure, power levels, bypass
voiding with in the vessel (lower and upper levels) and core wide reactivity.
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See References 20 and 31 RAI 1-3.4 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 12-2:
The NRC staff agrees that the proposed plant-specific ODYN ATWS calculations bound the
best-estimate TRACG results for:

1. Peak pressure calculations, and

2. PCT for the first temperature peak induced by the overpressure transient.

However, the NRC staff concludes that plant-specific ODYN ATWS calculations do not bound
the best-estimate TRACG results for PCT temperature for the second temperature peak caused
by core dryout during depressurization.

In addition, the ODYN ATWS calculations have both conservative and non-conservative
assumptions, and bear little resemblance to the real ATWS transient. Comparison with sample
TRACG best estimate ATWS calculations appears to indicate that the conservative assumptions
compensate the non-conservative assumption and the overall ODYN result is likely to be
conservative (i.e., yield a larger suppression pool temperature.) However, the NRC staff finds it
hard to justify the use of the low-fidelity ODYN calculations to guarantee that the ATWS criteria
are satisfied on a plant-specific basis. Therefore, the NRC staff does not concur with the
proposed ODYN-based methodology for plant-specific ATWS analysis and recommends that
best-estimate TRACG calculations be performed to confirm peak pressure.

At the request of the NRC staff, GE re-ran TRACG allowing the SRVs to reclose once 50 psig is
reached per EOPs. Re-closing the SRVs results in a pressure perturbation that induces re-
criticality and the reactor power increases. The results of these new calculations are shown as
Figures 9-2 and 9-3 of the SE. The re-criticality periods are apparent in Figure 9-2 of the SE.
They appear to be random in nature, amplitude and duration. Most have relatively low power
levels (of the order of 20 to 30%), but some power spikes with power >100% are observed.
Figure 9-3 of the SE shows that the reactor pressure during re-criticality periods is as high as 2
Mpa (300 psi), and it has some random characteristics. Figures 9-7 through 9-10 in this
MELLLA+ SER show the integrated SRV flow and PCT, indicating that the re-criticality periods
around 1500 seconds have a small effect on the overall suppression pool heat load or PCT.
Note the large PCT transient in Fig 10 is during the de-pressurization stage and is caused by
core dryout. The depressurization PCT response is expected to be more severe for the
TRACG TAF-2 case, which is not currently available.

The ODYN calculation that was proposed in the original LTR uses a number of
non-best-estimate assumptions that are mostly conservative. However, not all of these
assumptions are conservative or even representative of real plant operation. For example, the
ODYN calculation does not follow the EOP requirement to depressurize the reactor if the Heat
Capacity Temperature Limit (HCTL) is reached - this is a non-conservative assumption.
Nevertheless, we agree that the long-term integrated SRV flow calculated by the conservative
ODYN procedure bounds the results of all the TRACG analysis performed. Since the ODYN
calculation is plant specific, the results provide some value by having the actual plant
parameters for suppression pool volume, SRV capacity, RHR performance.

However, the NRC staff concludes that ODYN does not model or estimate the physical
phenomena that occurs during the depressurization phase. The reactor does not remain in a
hot shutdown condition after the emergency de-pressurization. As can be seen from the total
core reactivity plot, the reactor becomes critical and continues to be close to critical conditions
after the hot shutdown boron weight is injected. The best-estimate TRACG calculations
indicate some random behavior and large sensitivity to plant-specific assumptions, such as the
specific ATWS water level control strategy (e.g., TAF+5' versus TAF-2') specified in the plant
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EOPs. When re-criticality occurs, occasionally large power spikes (>100% nominal) are
observed in some of the available runs (TAF+5 and TAF). In all cases, the reactor re-
pressurizes to an intermediate pressure and remains at significant power for minutes and
several cycles of de- and re-pressurization are observed for several minutes. The impact of the
recriticality on the PCT and the long term cooling can only be determined by performing plant-
specific calculations. For this reason, a limitation has been placed to perform best-estimate
TRACG calculation on plant-specific basis. Section 9.3.1.3 of this SE provides additional
discussion and an associated limitation.

RAI 12-3: Stages and Timing of the depressurization

Describe the stages and timing of the depressurization event that was modeled. Is boron mixing
enhanced by this event using TRACG as opposed to the ODYN licensing methodology?

See Reference 31 RAI 1-5.2 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 12-3:
The data was provided. Boron mixing is enhanced by the depressurization, but the relative
enhancement depends on the particular scenario. Specifically, in this simulations, the boron
mixing was enhanced for the low water level scenarios (TAF-2 and TAF), but not for the high
water level (TAF+5).

RAI 12-4: Core Void Fraction at Decay Heat Levels

Provide a series of steady-state sensitivity analyses to demonstrate that the core will remain
subcritical following depressurization. Provide the core void fraction at decay heat levels and
approximately 100 psi pressure for a range of core flows (e.g., 5 percent to 15 percent core
flow) that could be possible depending on the water level control strategy.

See Reference 31 RAI 1-5.3 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 12-4:
The data was provided. ISCOR steady state calculations indicate that the average core void
fraction at decay heat power level, 5% core flow, and 100 psi is approximately [[ ]]

which is sufficient to maintain the reactor subcritical if sufficient boron has already been diluted
in the core. However, this void fraction can be reduced significantly if the recirculation core flow
is increased, so re-criticality is not impossible. Indeed, TRACG and TRACE calculations both
show the possibility of re-criticality occurring for most conditions.

NRC RAI 13: EMERGENCY AND ABNORMAL OPERATING PROCEDURES

RAI 13-1: Emergency and Abnormal Operating Procedures Affected by MELLLA+

Provide some specific examples where the EOPs would be affected by MELLLA+ operation. For
example, a cursory review of the EPG/severe accident guidelines (SAGs) are examples of
areas that need further evaluation and update for determining limiting values. Other variables
not mentioned here may be affected.

1. Maximum Pressure for Heat Capacity Temperature Limit Plot (Section 17.5). Section 17.5
defines the procedure for calculation of the HCTL. In the example plots (Figures B- 17-5 and
B-17-6), a maximum pressure of 1100 psig is used. However, TRACG calculations show
that the pressure during MSIV ATWS is consistently above 1100 psig. Should the
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EPG/SAGs be modified for EPU/MELLLA+ operation to require calculation of the HCTL at

the expected higher pressures?

2. Hot Shutdown Boron Weight (HSBW) (Section 17.6). The first assumption is that the reactor
is operating on the maximum extended operating domain. Clearly this assumption should be
changed to the corner of the MELLLA+ domain. Assumption #6 specifies an operating
pressure of 1100 psia. However, TRACG calculations show that during ATWS from
EPU/MELLLA+ the expected pressures are significantly higher than 1100 psia.

3. Boron Injection Initiation Temperature. The BIIT is defined as the suppression pool
temperature that will allow for injection of the HSBW without reaching the suppression pool
HCTL. Should the BIIT curve be modified under MELLLA+ operation?

4. Minimum Number of Safety Relief Valves (SRVs) Required for Decay Heat Removal
(Section 17.21). With EPU/MELLLA+, the expected decay heat levels should be higher. Will
the minimum number of SRVs change? Will this number affect any other variables?

5. Minimum Number of SRVs Required for Emergency Depressurization (Section 17.22). With
EPU/MELLLA+, the expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the minimum
number of SRVs change? Will this number affect any other variables?

6. Minimum Steam Cooling Pressure (Section 17.23). With EPU/MELLLA+, the expected
ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the minimum steam cooling pressure be higher?
If the pressure is higher, will this affect any other variables?

7. Minimum Steam Cooling Reactor Pressure Vessel (RPV) Water Level (Section 17.24). With
EPU/MELLLA+, the expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the minimum steam
cooling RPV water level change? If the level does change, how does it affect any other
variables?

8. Minimum Zero-Injection RPV Water Level (Section 17.25). With EPU/MELLLA+, the
expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the minimum zero-injection RPV water
level change? If the level does change, how does this affect any other variables?

See Reference 31 RAI 1-7.1 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 13-1:
The NRC staff agrees with GEH's evaluation and includes a limitation requiring the review of the
EPG/SAG parameters in a plant specific basis.

Limitation:

EPG/SAG parameters must be reviewed for applicability to MELLLA+ operation in a plant-
specific basis. The plant-specific MELLLA+ application will include a section that discusses the
plant-specific EOPs and confirms that the ATWS calculation is consistent with the operator
actions.

RAI 13-2: EOP Guidance

Since most of these parameters are likely to be affected by MELLLA+ operation in all plants,
provide the justification why the LTR does not provide generic guidance on these parameters.

See Reference 31 RAI 1-7.2 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 13-2:
GEH states that The LTR does not provide generic guidance because the BWROG is the
owning body for the EPG/SAG, including the technical bases descriptions, and they have
already completed a generic evaluation of the EOP curves and limits that are potentially
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affected by changes to reactor power and operating domain. This is fully sufficient to ensure that
plant EOPs are updated appropriately for MELLLA+ implementation.

The NRC staff agrees with GEH's position and, therefore, includes a limitation requiring the
review of the EPG/SAG parameters in a plant specific basis

NRC RAI 14: ATWS/STABILITY ANALYSES

A major concern for the nonisolation turbine trip ATWS is the presence and impact of unstable
large power oscillations, which occur when the flow is reduced and the feedwater temperature
cools down as a result of the turbine trip. To manage the consequences of these large power
oscillations, the EPGs prescribe a number of mitigation actions intended primarily to suppress
these oscillations, including reduction of water level below the feedwater sparger and early
boron injection. MELLLA+ operation increases the operating control rod line and increases the
likelihood and the resulting amplitude of large power oscillations during ATWS events. The
relevant question is whether the EPG mitigation actions are still effective under MELLLA+
conditions.

RAI 14-1: Non-Isolation ATWS with Mitigation

Provide the results of a TRACG calculation for a non-isolation ATWS with the prescribed
mitigation actions. Compare to the TRACG results without mitigation actions. Provide the
fraction of the core that reaches PCT limits during the non-isolation ATWS with and without
mitigation actions.

See Reference 31 RAI 1-4.1 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 14-1:
The requested calculation was provided by GEH. Since the transient analyzed is a
non-isolation ATWS, the condenser is available and the suppression pool temperature does not
change. The main concern here is whether the mitigation actions prescribed by the Emergency
Operating Guidelines are still effective to mitigate the instability when the reactor initial condition
is within the MELLLA+ domain.
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Figure A-5 Average core power and flow following a non-isolation turbine trip with bypass ATWS.
(No EOPs stability mitigation actions followed)

Figure A-5 shows the average core power and flow following a non-isolation turbine trip with
bypass ATWS where the EOP-mandated mitigation actions were not followed. This transient
was determined to be the bounding case for oscillation amplitude because the turbine trip cuts
off the supply of steam to the feedwater heaters, causing the feedwater temperature to drop to
condensate storage tank temperature. This causes a large increase in core inlet subcooling,
which results in a very significant increase in power level. At the resulting power levels, the
instability grows to a large amplitude limit cycle.

This scenario was analyzed in 1992 and reported in NEDO-32164, and the consequences were
found unacceptable by both the industry and the NRC staff. As a result the Emergency
Procedure Guidelines (EPGs) were updated to include stability mitigation actions. These
mitigation actions include: early boron injection and early water level reduction to below the
feedwater spargers to preheat the incoming cold feedwater with vessel steam.
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Figure A-6 Average core power and flow following a non-isolation turbine trip with bypass ATWS.
( Performed following EOPs water level is lowered below the FW spargers)

The key issue is whether the mitigation actions studied in NEDO-32164 and implemented in
EOPs are still effective under MELLLA+ operating domain. To this end, GEH performed a
TRACG calculation following the EOP mitigation actions. The results are shown in Figure A-6.
For this transient the water level is lowered to TAF at time 120 seconds, to simulate a typical
operator action delay. As seen in this figure, the water level reduction and early boron injection
mitigate the unstable oscillations in approximately 80 seconds after operator action is initiated.

The EOPs require that the water level be lowered to at least 2 ft below the sparger. When the
cold feedwater enters the downcomer, a small fraction wets the vessel surfaces and runs down
along them. The remaining water is dispersed in the downcomer steam environment and
exchanges enthalpy rapidly with the steam phase. Thus, lowering the water level has two
effects: (1) it preheats the feedwater before it enters the core, thus reducing the effective core
reactivity and thermal power generation. (2) It condenses dome steam, thus reducing the steam
line flow and the heat load to the suppression pool. Lowering the water level is the most
effective prompt-effect action that can be taken during ATWS.

Figures A-7 and A-8 present the limiting bundle powers and PCT. As can be seen from these
plots limited fuel damage is expected. Since for the EPU/MELLLA+ operating strategies,
number of maximum powered bundles increase, the % of core experiencing fuel damage is
expected to increase. Figures A-9 and A-10 provide the core and vessel parameters through the
course of the scenario, showing the changes in the inlet subcooling, vessel water level and the
FW temperature and flow. As modeled, the FW temperature decreases as the preheating is lost
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and the FW temperature equilibrates to the condenser temperature. Figure A-1 1 shows the
vessel pressure.

For non-isolation ATWS with instability, the NRC staff concluded that:

1. Operation in MELLLA+ is detrimental to ATWS/Stability, because it increases the
effective rod line following the recirculation pump trip; thus increasing the ATWS power
level, the probability on instabilities during ATWS, and the probability that the unstable
oscillations will grow to very large amplitudes

2. However, the ATWS/Stability mitigation actions prescribed in the EPGs are still effective
even when operating the reactor in the MELLLA+ domain. Thus, large amplitude
unstable oscillations will be mitigated in relatively short time by operator actions
prescribed in the EPGs.

Figure A-7 Limiting Bundle Power (Based on EOP Actions)
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Figure A-8 Limiting Bundle PCTs (Based on EOP Actions)

1]

Figure A-9 Core And Vessel Parameters (Based on EOP Actions)
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Figure A-10 FW Temperature and Core Inlet Subcooling (Based on EOP Actions)
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Figure A-11 Core Pressure (Based on EOP Actions)

RAI 14-2: Power and PCT for Implicit and Explicit Numeric

Provide the results of a TRACG calculation for a full-isolation ATWS with depressurization using
the TRACG stability numerics.

See Reference 31 RAI 1-4.2 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 14-2:
The core power and PCT responses were provided for both, the implicit numeric scheme and
the explicit (stability) numerics. Figures A-1 1 and A-12 show that the differences are not
significant. Note that the analysis does not include depressurization.
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Figure A-12 Reactor Power

1]

Figure A-13 PCT

RAI 14-3: Effectiveness of the Mitigation Actions

Are the mitigation actions prescribed by the EPGs effective to manage ATWS/Stability concerns
under MELLLA+ operating conditions?
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See Reference 31 RAI 1-4.3 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 14-3:

Based on the results of the above analysis, the NRC staff agrees with the conclusion that the
operator actions prescribed in the emergency procedure guidelines (EPGs) are effective in
managing ATWS instability concerns under MELLLA+ operating conditions. It is the
responsibility of the fuel vendors and licensees to ensure that this conclusion remains applicable
and valid for future changes of fuels design and/or operating strategy. The basis for the current
analysis can be found in the RAI responses and the topical report.

RAI 14-4: Documentation

Table 9-5 of the MLTR lists the fuel response for the set of ATWS instability analyses. Figures
9-5 to 9-11 of the MLTR show the fuel response for the high-powered bundles. For clarity, add
sub-titles or footnotes to the figures that identify the statepoints and the initial power to flow
conditions. Otherwise, label Table 9-5 and the corresponding figures by case numbers. Expand
Table 9-5 to include event type (turbine trip or MSIVC) and the mitigated cases. Footnote the
mitigation strategy used.

See Reference 31 RAI I1-1.1 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 14-4:
The revised LTR would contain the requested information.

RAI 14-5: Documentation of the Analyzed Conditions

Footnote 2 to Table 9-5 of the MLTR states: [[

]] Please,
explain this statement. [[

See Reference 31 RAI 11-1.2 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 14-5:
GEH's evaluation of ATWS/Stability was performed for [[

]] which appears to bound all the reactors in the fleet. The NRC staff agrees
that this evaluation is sufficiently conservative for all other operating conditions with a smaller
initial power density. Other initial conditions (e.g. 120% OLTP and 100%, or lower
power-density reactors) are likely to exhibit a less severe stability response during ATWS
events.

Limitation:

The conclusions of this LTR and associated SE are limited to reactors operating with a power
density lower than [[ ]] for operation at the minimum allowable CF at 120
percent OLTP. Verification that reactor operation will be maintained below this analysis limit
must be performed for all plant-specific applications.

RAI 14-6: Percent Fuel Failure Rate

Since for EPU/MELLLA+ core design, the number of high-powered bundles will increase,
provide an estimate of the percent of the core that may experience PCT greater than 2200" F
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for the unmitigated cases. Compare this with the conclusions reached from the original ATWS
instability evaluations in Reference 14 of the MLTR.

See Reference 31 RAI 11-1.3 for RAI response.

Evaluation RAI 14-6:
For the present MELLLA+ evaluation, [[

]] For
comparison, 12 percent of the bundles exceeded the limit in the original ATWS instability
evaluations in Reference 14. The NRC staff notes that this difference is not statistically
significant, because the fuel failures occur during a single unstable pulse (i.e., a power
excursion of < 1 sec). During large-amplitude instability events, the pulse amplitudes are
essentially random in nature, and the percentage of fuel that exceeds the limit is also random.
Considering that the analyses results are based on different analysis conditions and model
cores loaded with different fuel designs, the usefulness of the comparisons are limited.

RAI 14-7: Conservatism of the [[ ]]

Considering the variation that exists through the BWR fleet, explain why the [[
]] is considered to be reasonably bounding.

See Reference 31 RAI 11-1.5 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 14-7:
GEH states that a power to flow ratio of [[ ]] is higher than any operating
BWRs. The NRC staff has placed a limitation of [[ ]] for the applicability of
these analyses. This limitation must be verified for all plant-specific applications.

RAI 14-8: Limiting Plant Configuration

Discuss the scoping criteria, if any, used to select the combination of limiting BWR plant
physical configuration characteristics and operating parameters. Explain why [[ ]] was
selected for performing the ATWS instability analyses. Include in the discussion the bases for
selecting [[ ]] in terms of bypass, FW capacity and type, SRV capacity, and fuel
support orifice size. Explain how the limiting power distribution (radial and axial), core loading
pattern and core exposures, and the initial minimum critical power ratio were selected in order to
analyze the bounding ATWS instability cases for the MELLLA+ operation.

See Reference 31 RAI 11-1.2 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 14-8:
ATWS instability events are evaluated to assure that the core coolable geometry criterion is
met. These evaluations indicate that ATWS/Stability events from EPU/MELLLA+ conditions
clearly violate the criterion if mitigation actions are not employed. Note that this conclusion is
not limited to EPU/MELLLA+. ATWS/Stability events without mitigation actions also violate fuel
limits when operating at OLTP conditions. The key question is whether the mitigation actions
are still effective under EPU/MELLLA+ conditions.

The NRC staff agrees that the use of the [[ ]] TRACG deck is reasonably conservative
to perform the above evaluation. This deck includes [[

]] All these characteristics tend to increase the amplitude of
the resulting unstable power oscillations.
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RAI 14-9: Conservatism of the Use of GE14 Fuel

]] Compare the instability response of the different GE
fuel product line.

See Reference 31 RAI 11-1.7 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 14-9:
GEH states that the intended fuel for MELLLA+ application is GE14. To address transition
cores, [[

]] The NRC staff concurs with GEH's
evaluation that, with the mitigation strategies recommended by the EOPs, the core coolable
geometry criterion would not be compromised following an ATWS instability event assuming any
current GE fuel designs up to GE14.

Limitation:

For MELLLA+ applications involving GE fuel types beyond GE14 or other vendor fuels,
bounding ATWS Instability analysis will be provided to the staff. Note: this limitation does not
apply to special test assemblies.

RAI 14-10: Core and Fuel Design Dependency of ATWS Instability

Provide the bases and technical justifications that demonstrate [[ ]]
response to an ATWS instability event will be bounding in comparison to the response for cores
loaded with non-GE fuel, new GE fuel, or mixed cores. Alternatively, provide the licensing
limitation that would be necessary for operation along the MELLLA+ boundary, unless specific
ATWS instability analyses are provided for cores loaded with non-GE fuel or new GE fuel.
Explain what analyses would be required if a plant licensed for operation along the MELLLA+
rodline, was loaded with non-GE fuel (e.g., SVEA 96 or ATRIUM 10) or new Global Nuclear
Fuel (GNF) fuel.

See Reference 31 RAI 11-1.8 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 14-10:
The NRC staff agrees with GEH's evaluation that the fuel response to ATWS instability is
dependant on the assumed fuel design, and that, for plants planning to implement MELLLA+
with a different vendor's fuel or future fuel design beyond GE14, additional justification is
required to assure that the core coolable geometry criterion is met with the non-GE fuel design
or future GE fuel design.

GEH has committed to perform a confirmatory ATWS instability analysis to justify a different
vendor's fuel design or future fuel design beyond GE 14. This analysis will be performed with
TRACG (or equivalent analytical model) and will simulate the limiting TTWB event resulting in
regional oscillation mode. Evaluation of RAI 14-9 provides additional discussion and an
associated limitation.

RAI 14-11: Modeling Assumptions - Debris Filters

Were the fuel debris filters modeled in the ATWS analyses? If the fuel debris filters were not
included in the analyses supporting MELLLA+ ATWS, explain the reason why the debris filters
and the corresponding pressure drops were not included in the analyses. Justify why the results
are acceptable. Alternatively, please provide the results of sensitivity analyses that demonstrate
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the impact of the debris filters on the plant's response to an ATWS. Similar effects should be
described for transient analyses.

See Reference 31 RAI 11-1.9 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 14-11:
Additional pressure drop caused by the fuel debris filters was not included in the calculation.
The NRC staff agrees that lowering the assumed core inlet friction enhances unstable power
oscillations and, thus, is a conservative assumption with respect to stability. However, debris
filters may reduce the natural circulation state flow after RPT, therefore making the reactor more
unstable. Thus, their total effect must be considered.

Limitation:

The plant-specific ATWS calculations must account for all plant- and fuel-design-specific
features, such as the debris filters.

NRC RAI 15: INCREASED PROBABILITY OF STARTUP INSTABILITIES

The WNP-2 (Columbia) instability event was caused primarily by an extremely skewed radial
power distribution, which was achieved by withdrawing most of the hot-channel control rods
early during the startup process. Following the instability event, GEH recommended that hot
channel control rods not be withdrawn fully until after the pump up-shift maneuver, when the
reactor is more susceptible to startup instabilities. In consideration that a MELLLA+ design core
will have significantly more hot channels, two issues need to be addressed:
1. Are the radial power distributions likely to be more skewed during startup (as in the

Columbia event) because there are so many hot channels that the operator will have to
withdraw the control rods?

2. Will guidance be provided to utilities and operators that startup control rod patterns that
have worked in the past may result in instabilities during normal control rod maneuvers?

See Reference 31 RAI I1-1.10 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 15:
GEH agrees that the EPU core designs result in a greater number of bundles near the
maximum power and adds that the MELLLA+ core design does not, strictly speaking, need
higher power peaking than MELLLA core designs. Therefore, operators of both EPU and
MELLLA+ plants must take proper care not to increase the probability of startup instabilities

NRC RAI 16: SAFETY SYSTEMS ACTUATION LIMITS

RAI 16-1: NPSH of Safety Systems that Depend on Suppression Pool Water

What are the net positive suction head (NPSH) limits for safety systems that depend on
suppression pool water (e.g. RHR, high pressure cooling injection (HPCI), etc)?
See Reference 31 RAI Il1-1 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 16-1:

NPSH Design for Accidents

For accidents, GEH states that the NPSH limits for safety systems that take suction from the
suppression pool during an accident are different for plants with different vintage and their
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licensing commitments. The plants can be grouped into two categories: Pre-Regulatory Guide
1.1 design (BWR/3 and early BWR/4 plants) and Regulatory Guide 1.1 design (late BWR/4 and
BWR/5,6 plants).

Pre-Regulatory Guide 1.1 Design

I]

Regulatory Guide 1.1 Design

For plants in the category, the NPSH design does not depend on containment overpressure
credit. It assumes 0 psig containment pressure and the highest suppression pool temperature.
For example, [[

I]

NPSH Limit, During Non-Accident Events

For accidents, NRC accepts the NPSH designs with limited or no containment overpressure
credits. In the RAI response, GEH states that for non-accident events such as ATWS, NRC
does not limit the credit for containment overpressure. Staff does not concur with this statement
in that the NRC staff has, thus far, taken explicitly different position with regard to NPSH credit
for non-accident events such as ATWS.

For non-accident events such as the ATWS, the NPSH limit depends on the availability of
containment overpressure. The NRC staff finds that the containment atmosphere heats up and
pressurization rates are different from LOCA and ATWS. The ATWS containment
pressurization will occur at a slower rate. Therefore, when containment over-pressure credit is
taken for ECCS equipment, the containment calculations must use modeling assumptions that
include the slow containment pressurization rate. The LOCA containment conservative
assumptions are likely not conservative for ATWS containment over-pressure credits. For
example, The STEMP calculations discussed in RAI 16-3 assumes that the peak drywell
pressure is equal to the peak wetwell (suppression pool) pressure. This assumption may not be
conservative if the NPSH overpressure credit containment analysis is based on similar
assumption.

NPSH Limit for HPCI pumps

The NPSH specification for the HPCI pumps requires a suppression pool temperature lower
than 1400 F, which is based on the HPCI pump lube oil system temperature limit. Since the
HPCI operation temperature limit is 140'F, then it is also the NPSH limit for the HPCI pumps.
This limit applies to both accident and non-accident events for the high pressure ECCS HPCI
system. Other lower-volume equipment can operate with temperatures as high as 2121F.
These numbers are plant-dependent and may depend on containment over-pressurization
credits. For example, with 5 psig containment credit, Plant D can operate the HPCI pumps with
inlet water up to 170°F for short periods of time. For Plant D, the ODYN suppression pool
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temperature is 198 F, which occurs at 1770 seconds. The hot shutdown is reported to occur at
1408 seconds. Therefore, NPSH evaluation for all safety systems relied upon to provide
makeup water for the event duration is necessary.

Limitation:

Plant-specific applications must review the safety system specifications to ensure that all of the
assumptions used for the ATWS SE indeed apply to their plant-specific conditions. The NRC
staff review will give special attention to crucial safety systems like HPCI, and physical
limitations like NPSH and maximum vessel pressure that RCIC and HPCI can inject. The
plant-specific application will include a discussion on the licensing bases of the plant in terms of
NPSH and system performance. It will also include NPSH and system performance evaluation
for the duration of the event.

RAI 16-2: HPCI Maximum Back-Pressure

The pressure during ATWS events oscillates as high as 1200 psi for long periods (>20 minutes).
Is HPCI capable of injecting sufficient volume with such high backpressure? Are any other
safety systems affected by a 1200 psi backpressure?

See Reference 31 RAI 11-2 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 16-2
HPCI and RCIC are constant flow systems up to the capability of the turbine controls. The
maximum operating pressure that is quoted in some documents refer to the maximum pressure
below which HPCI and RCIC can deliver full flow. At higher pressures, HPCI and RCIC perform
as constant speed centrifugal pumps; therefore, as pressure increases above design, pump flow
rates may be expected to decrease accordingly, but the total injection flow rate would still be
substantial. Nevertheless, this must be evaluated on plant-specific bases.

RAI 16-3: Containment Pressure

The STEMP results show containment pressurizations as high as 12 psig. Do such high
containment pressures affect the actuation of any safety grade systems in the containment such
as air-actuated valves?

See Reference 31 RAI 11-3 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 16-3
Section 10.3 of the MELLMLTR covers the assessment of environment on the qualification and
function of safety systems. The plant-specific application will include confirmation that existing
environmental envelopes for safety grade equipment remain valid with EPU and MELLLA+
conditions. The limiting pressures in the containment occur during DBALOCA, which bound the
pressures resulting from the ATWS event. GEH provided generic evaluation comparing the
DBA-LOCA and ATWS peak drywell and wetwell pressures. Table A-1 5 provides comparisons
of the peak containment and suppression pool pressures.
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Table A-15 DBA-LOCA and ATWS Containment and Suppression Pool Peak Pressure
Comparisons

Brunswick Representative Mark Representative Mark
MELLLA+/EPU II Containment (PU) III Containment
Mark I Containment (MELLLA+/EPU)

DBA-LOCA Peak 46.4 39.9 23.2
Drywell Pressure
(psig)
ATWS Peak 12.7* 13.7* 7.2*
Drywell Pressure*
(psig)
DBA-LOCA Peak 31.1 27.9 7.0 **
Wetwell Pressure
(psig)
ATWS Peak 12.7* 13.7* 7.2*
Wetwell
(psig)
*Note The ATWS analysis assumes that the peak drywell pressure is equal to the peak wetwell pressure
calculated with the STEMP code.
** This is the peak pressure which occurs in the containment airspace above the HCU floor.

Limitation:

Plant-specific applications must ensure that an increase in containment pressure resulting from
ATWS events with EPU/MELLLA+ operation does not affect adversely the operation of
safety-grade equipment.

NRC RAI 17: PLANT E -SPECIFIC REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Plant E is also included in EPU/MELLLA+ reference plants for the evaluating the ATWS
response. This section of the RAI addresses specific assumptions used for these analyses.

RAI 17-1: Plant E Suppression Pool Limits

Justify the use of the 185 0F ATWS suppression pool temperature limit for the EPU/MELLLA+
ATWS analysis. Specifically, justify why the suppression pool temperature limit is higher than
the temperature limit required for depressurization.

See Reference 31 RAI V-1 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 17-1:
GEH chose not to address this question in a generic basis, citing that it is best discussed on a
plant-specific basis.

Limitation:

The plant-specific applications must justify the use of plant-specific suppression pool
temperature limits for the ODYN and TRACG calculations that are higher than the HCTL limit for
emergency depressurization.
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RAI 17-2: ATWS Transients Following the EOPs

The peak suppression pool temperature for EPU/MELLLA+ reported in NEDC-33057P is
1710 F. While this number is below the reported 185 0F limit, the reactor is still at full pressure.
Thus, the reported 1710 F is not the peak temperature, but the initial condition prior to
depressurization. It would appear that following a depressurization (which is required by the
EOP at this temperature), the suppression pool temperature would be greater than 1850 F.
Please provide the actual peak suppression pool temperature when the ATWS transient is
followed to completion according to the EOPs.

See Reference 31 RAI V-2 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 17-2:
Even though GEH chose not to answer this RAI, the ATWS transient following the EOPs was
provided in the generic TRACG analysis responses. Note: these RAIs apply only to plants with
standpipe boron injection. For plants that spray boron in the upper plenum, boron stagnation is
not an issue, and the reactor achieves shutdown through borated water spray promptly.
However, for BWR5 and 6 (HPCS plants) such as Plant E, the containment limits are
significantly smaller and may be breached in the short times that it requires to achieve hot
shutdown. Therefore, a plant specific calculation is also required for these plants.

RAI 17-3: EOPs

The effect of EPU/MELLLA+ on EPG/SAGs. Provide a critical review of the EPGs/SAGs to
determine which variable definitions and calculations are affected by EPU/MELLLA+. The
following sections provide some examples of areas that need further evaluation and update for
determining limiting values. Other variables not mentioned here may be affected.
1. Maximum Pressure for Heat Capacity Temperature Limit Plot (Section 17.5). Section 17.5

defines the procedure for calculation of the HCTL. In the example plots (Figs. B-1 7-5 and
B-1 7-6) a maximum pressure of 1100 psig is used. However, TRACG calculations show that
the pressure during an MSIV ATWS is consistently above 1100 psig. Should the EPG/SAGs
be modified for EPU/MELLLA+ operation to require calculation of the HCTL at the expected
higher pressures?

2. Hot Shutdown Boron Weight (Section 17.6). The first assumption is that the reactor is
operating on the maximum extended operating domain. Clearly, this assumption should be
changed to the corner of the MELLLA+ domain. Assumption #6 specifies an operating
pressure of 1100 psia. However, TRACG calculations show that during ATWS under
EPU/MELLLA+ conditions the expected pressures are significantly higher than 1100 psia.

3. Minimum Number of SRVs Required for Decay Heat Removal (Section 17.21). With
EPU/MELLLA+, the expected decay heat levels should be higher. Will the minimum number
of SRVs change? If the minimum of SRVs does change, will this affect any other variables?

4. Minimum Number of SRVs Required for Emergency Depressurization (Section 17.22). With
EPU/MELLLA+, the expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the minimum
number of SRVs change? If the minimum number of SRVs does change, will this affect any
other variables?

5. Minimum Steam Cooling Pressure (Section 17.23). With EPU/MELLLA+, the expected
ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the minimum steam cooling pressure change?
Will this pressure change affect any other variables?
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6. Minimum Steam Cooling RPV Water Level (Section 17.24). With EPU/MELLLA+, the
expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the minimum steam cooling RPV water
level change? If the level does change, will this affect any other variables?

7. Minimum Zero-Injection RPV Water Level (Section 17.25). With EPU/MELLLA+, the
expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Will the minimum zero-injection RPV water
level change? If the water level changes, will this affect any other variables?

See Reference 31 RAI V-4 for RAI response.

Evaluation of 17-3:
GEH chose not to address this question on generic bases, citing that it is best discussed on a
plant specific basis.
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APPENDIX B NRC STAFF EVALUATION OF FUEL DEPENDENT ANALYSES RAI
RESPONSES

This appendix provides the NRC staff's evaluation of responses to requests for additional
information (RAIs). This appendix only provides the RAI question and evaluation, not the RAI
response. The RAI responses can be found in References 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 28, 29,
30, 32, 39, and 44.

NRC RAI 1: TIME VARYING AXIAL POWER SHAPES (TVAPS)

a.

b. (Based on the audit). Provide a background discussion on why the fuel channels
experience axial power shape changes during pressurization transients.

c. What are the principle factors that control the severity of the change in the critical power
ratio (ACPR) response to TVAPS. Does the severity of the critical power ratio (CPR)
change with TVAPS increase for the extended power uprate (EPU)/maximum extended
load line limit analysis plus (MELLLA+) operating condition? Explain the impact of the
EPU/MELLLA+ condition on the factors that control the severity of the CPR change due
to TVAPS effect. Would the effect of TVAPS on the ACPR be more severe for 55% core
flow (CF), 80% CF, 100% CF along the MELLLA+ upper boundary or the EPU/increased
CF (ICF) as an initial condition. Does the severity of the TVAPS effect on the CPR differ
for different pressurization transient?

d. Amendment 27 to GESTAR II (submitted for NRC staff review) states that "NRC-agreed
upon methodology for evaluating GEl 1 and later fuel uses TVAPS, thereby changing the
need for assuring this check. See GENE-666-03-0393 and NRC staff agreement at
meeting on April 14, 1993." Explain this statement and state if the NRC reviewed and
approved the method used to check or account for the effect of TVAPS on the CPR
change during pressurization transients.

e. If the method used to evaluate the effect of TVAPS during a pressurization transient was
not reviewed by the NRC staff in the supplement to Amendment 27, provide sufficient
information, including sensitivity results so that the NRC staff can review the method and
the effects of TVAPS on the transient response for plants operating with the
EPU/MELLLA+ core design.

See References 28 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 1:
The GEH licensing methodology in GESTAR II does not provide sufficient evaluations that
address both the effects of TVAP and the adequacy of how it is accounted for. In addition, it did
not appear that the NRC staff specifically reviewed or approved the methodology used to
address the TVAP effects. Therefore, the intent of this RAI was to understand the TVAP effects
and how the operation at high bundle power at lower flow conditions affects the severity of the
TVAP.

GEH states that although the NRC did not formally review and approve the method to check or
account for the effects of TVAP on CPR change during pressurization response, NRC was
informed. Subsequently, NRC staff covered the TVAPS effects in the GEl 1 audit on
March 1992. GEH added that the inclusion of the TVAP effects in the analysis represented
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conservative change, which is allowed under the Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations
(10 CFR) Section 50.59 process. The NRC staff notes that GEH is not a licensee, and thus the
10 CFR 50.59 process may not apply. However, GEH has informed the NRC in letter dated
November 5, 1991 (MFN 150-91, "Pressurization Transient Analysis Procedure for GEl 1.")
Therefore, the NRC staff finds although it is not explicitly approved, NRC had the opportunity to
review the TVAP effects and the NRC staff finds the justification provided acceptable.

The RAI response described the TVAP phenomena and presents the changes in the maximum
bundle thermal-hydraulic conditions due to the TVAP for pre-EPU and EPU/MELLLA+ as
follows:

(1) [[

(2)

(3)

Figure B-1 shows the changes in the axial power shape as the control rod inserts for a
maximum powered bundle. As can be seen from Figure B-i, The severity of the axial power
peaking and the axial power shape change, both of which affect the MCPR response. Higher
bottom-peak or double-hump power shapes of partially controlled cell can make the axial power
shift more pronounced. However, the TVAP effects will be included in the EPU/MELLLA+
pressurization transients. Thus, the impact of the axial power shapes resulting from operation
at reduced flow and spectral shift operation will be accounted in the analysis methodology.
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Figure B-1 BWR/4 Hot channel Transient Varying Axial Power Shape
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Figure B-2 Changes in Maximum powered bundle Mass flux for TTNBP event
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1]

Figure B-3 Maximum Powered Bundle CPR Response Changes
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NRC RAI 2: TVAPS EFFECT FOR PLANT D

For the Plant D EPU/MELLLA+ analyses, explain what method would be used to calculate
TVAPS. According to the proposed Amendment 27 changes to Section 4.3.1.2.1 of GESTAR,
the TVAPS for GEl 1 fuel and later products is calculated using ODYN. The NRC staff has been
informed that Plant D is using TRACG to perform the EPU/MELLLA+ reload analysis. As such,
how does ODYN interface with TRACG? Based on the Plant D EPU/MELLLA+ core, provide a
description of how the TVAP effect on the CPR was accounted for and calculated. Provide plots
of the results.

See References 28 and 29 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 2:
The RAI response provided time histories of changes in the hot channels and core-wide
parameters. The response did not contain comparisons for changes in the parameters for
operation at different statepoints (EPU, MELLLA, and MELLLA+) or different axial power
distribution, in order to gage changes in the severity of TVAP. However, as stated in RAI 1, the
effects of TVAP will be accounted for in the analysis methodology.

NRC RAI 3: [[

I]

See References 30 and 32 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 3:
Global Nuclear Fuels (GNF) [[

]] GNF response states that water rod modeling will
be included in future TRACG analyses. NRC staff finds this appropriate and acceptable.

The RAI also inquired about other codes, including ISCOR, PANACEA, ODYN, and TASC.
GNF states the following with respect to water rod modeling in these codes: [

Therefore, PANACEA and ODYN codes account for the appropriate water rod and bypass flows
and NRC staff finds this acceptable. TRACG is the preferred code to be used for peak cladding
temperature (PCT) calculations upon NRC approval of the code.

Limitation: (Anticipated Operational Occurrence (AOO) RAI 3)
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For EPU/MELLLA+ plant-specific applications, that use TRACG or any code that has the
capability to model in-channel water rod flow, the supporting analysis will use the actual flow
configuration.

NRC RAI 4: EFFECTS OF BYPASS VOIDING

See References 28 and 30 for RAI and responses.

Evaluation of RAI 4:
The NRC staff review of bypass voiding is covered in NEDC-33173P, which includes the
applicable limitations.

NRC RAI 5: BYPASS VOIDING FOR PLANTS D AND E

See References 28 and 30 for RAI and responses.

Evaluation of RAI 5:
The NRC staff review of bypass voiding is covered in NEDC-33173P, which includes the
applicable limitations. Table B-1 below shows the calculated bypass voiding at the LPRM D
level. The bypass voiding will be calculated on plant-specific bases.

Table B-1 D-level Bypass Void Fraction

I]

However, the licensee would calculate the potential for bypass voiding during steady state for
plants licensed with EPU/MELLLA+ operation. These analyses will be performed using
conservative models and code systems that do not underestimate the potential for bypass
voiding. In addition, the core and/or 4 bundles with bypass configuration used to simulate the
physical phenomena would be based on conservative operating conditions that bound the
expected core thermal-hydraulic conditions. Some of the key parameters or assumptions
necessary in order to ensure conservative assumptions, include the number of high powered
bundles in the 4 bundle with bypass configuration, the most limiting statepoint, and the most
limiting control rod pattern that would lead conservative power distribution.

NRC RAI 6: VOID FRACTIONS GREATER THAN 90 PERCENT

The Brown Ferry steady state TRACG analysis shows that the hot channel exit void fraction is
greater than 90 percent. This could potentially affect the validity of the exit conditions assumed
in the computational models used to perform the safety analyses. The audit documents indicate
that GEH had evaluated the effect of the high exit void fraction on the analytical models,
techniques and methods. However, the evaluations and the bases of the conclusions were not
discussed in the MELLLA+ LTR or submitted for NRC review as an amendment to GESTAR II.
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The following RAls address the effect of the high exit void fraction and quality on the
EPU/MELLLA operation.

a) Provide an evaluation of the analytical methods that are affected by the hot channel high
exit void fraction (>90 percent) and channel exit quality. Discuss the impact the active
channel exit void fraction would have on:

i. the steady-state nuclear methods (e.g., PANAC/ISCOR),
ii. the transient analyses methods (e.g., ODYN/TASC/ODSYS),
iii. the GEXL correlation, and
iv. the plant instrumentation and monitoring.

b) Evaluate whether the higher channel void fraction would affect any benchmarking or
separate effects testing performed to assess specific thermal-hydraulic and/or neutronic
phenomena.

c) Include in your evaluation, the effect of the high void fractions on the accuracy and
assessment of models used in all licensing codes that interface with and/or are used to
simulate the response of BWRs, during steady state, transient, and accident conditions.

d) Submit an amendment to the appropriate NRC-approved codes (e.g., TRACG for AOO,
ODYN/ISCOR/TASC, SAFER/GESTR/TASC, ODSYS) that updates and evaluates the
impact of the EPU/MELLLA+ operating conditions such as the high exit void fraction on
the computational modeling techniques and the applicability range.

e) Submit a supplement to the MELLLA+ LTR that addresses the impact of the
EPU/MELLLA+ core operating conditions, including high exit void fraction, on the
applicability of the currently approved licensing methods.

See References 19, 21, 22, 28, and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 6:

In response to this RAI, GEH submitted Enclosure 3, "Applicability of NRC Approved
Methodologies to MELLLA+," (MFN-04-026). Enclosure 3 referred to as the Methods LTR
technical evaluation of key technical models used within the NRC licensed methodologies and
justified the applicability of the extension of the GEH methodologies to MELLLA+ core
conditions. The Enclosure justified extension of the steady-state nuclear methods to high void
conditions. The accuracy of the neutronic methods affects all methods employed by GEH.
Enclosure also addressed several other methods topics that may be extended outside the
applicability ranges.

The NRC staff reviewed the Methods LTR and issued RAIs. GEH provided partial RAI
response. The NRC staff determined that the issues considered in the Enclosure were not
limited to MELLLA+ application, but were relevant to EPU core conditions. The NRC staff also
determined that the benchmarking of the extension of the neutronic methods to high void
conditions, provided in Enclosure 3 were not sufficient. In order to establish the bundle and pin
power uncertainties, validations against measurement data was necessary (e.g., gamma
scans). Subsequently, the methods topics were evaluated and resolved as an interim measure
for a plant-specific EPU application. GEH submitted NEDC-33173P, which paralleled the interim
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approach implemented in the plant-specific EPU application. The NRC staff reviewed and
approved NEDC-33173P and the associated limitation are provided in the associated NRC staff
SER.

GEH had committed to performing the gamma scans to benchmark the neutronic methods. The
topics and the associated RAI response to Enclosure 3, if not resolved under NEDC-33173P will
be incorporated in the review of the gamma scan data

NRC RAI 7: PLANTS D AND E - EFFECT OF VOID FRACTIONS GREATER THAN 90
PERCENT

a. Explain how the core averaged void fraction reported in the heat balance table is
computed. For example, the Plant D MELLLA+ application reports core averaged void
fractions in the range of 0.51 to 0.54 for different statepoints.

b. For the EPU/MELLLA+ core design, what is the hot channel exit void fraction for the
steady state operation at the EPU 120 percent power/99 percent CF, EPU/MELLLA+ 120
percent power/85 percent CF and the EPU/MELLLA+ 77.6 percent power/55 percent CF
statepoints? Use bounding conditions.

See References 28 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 7:
The RAI response provided that the active coolant average void fraction, excluding the
unheated and bypass regions.

VF~FlowArea,~
' 24 < FlowArea >

Total 24 f Bundles , where i is the ISCOR channel types and k is the axialTotal # of Bundles

nodes.

The core averaged void fraction generally reported in EPU applications as means to compare
with thermal-hydraulic conditions for the current licensed against the uprated condition.
Similarly, the Plant D EPU/MELLLA+ application reported the core averaged void fraction, which
did not give adequate indication of the void distribution for the high powered bundles. Therefore,
the exit void conditions for the high powered bundle would be a better indicator of the
EPU/MELLLA+ thermal-hydraulic conditions. Table B-2 provides the exit voids for Plant D at
MELLLA+ statepoints.

Table B-2 Plant D Exit Void Fraction

.1. L

4. L

4- ________

1]
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The NRC staff finds the response acceptable. The applicable limitation is provided below.

Limitation: (AOO RAI 7)
The EPU/MELLLA+ application would provide the exit void fraction of the high-powered bundles
in the comparison between the EPU/MELLLA+ and the pre-MELLLA+ conditions.

NRC RAI 8: ICF

Are the shutdown margins, standby liquid control system (SLCS) shutdown capability and
mislocated fuel bundle analyses performed at the rated conditions (100 percent EPU power/1 00
percent CF). If so, justify why these calculations are not performed for the non-rated conditions
such as the ICF condition. Provide supporting sensitivity analysis results for your conclusions or
update the GESTAR II licensing methodology, stating that these calculations would be
performed at the ICF statepoint.

See References 28 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 8:
The intent of the RAI was to determine how the calculation of peak reactivity, during the cycle
for the shutdown margin (SDM) and SLCS methods, account for operation at different
statepoints. For example, in identifying the cycle statepoint where the peak reactivity occurs, are
the plant-specific operating history considered or depletion at rated conditions assumed. For
MELLLA+, plants will be operating with spectral shift, operating at the reduced CF statepoints
and increasing flow as the core depletes. In addition, are the mislocated fuel bundle analysis
performed at rated conditions and why would this be considered to be the bounding statepoint?
The RAI response clarified that the SDM, SLCS capability to achieve cold shutdown condition
and the mislocated fuel bundle analysis are performed [[

Therefore, these analyses would be performed, accounting for the core configuration at the low

flow EPU/MELLLA+ condition.

NRC RAI 9: ICPR CALCULATED FROM OFF-RATED CONDITIONS

The hot channel void fraction increases with decreasing flow along the MELLLA+ upper
boundary. Therefore, the void fraction at the 55 percent CF and the 80 percent CF statepoints
are higher than the void fraction at 99 percent CF. Consequently, it is feasible that the initial
conditions of the hot channels could be higher at the minimum CF statepoints or at the off-rated
conditions.

a. Justify why the steady-state ICPR is assumed in determining the off-rated AOO
response, instead of the ICPR calculated from off-rated conditions.

b. For the most bounding conditions, compare the steady-state ICPR calculated based on
the actual conditions at the statepoints (rated, 80 percent CF, and 55 percent CF,or off-rated
lower power and flow conditions).

See References 28, 30, and 32 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 9:
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The objective of the RAI was to determine if the initial conditions assumed in the AOO analyses
for the high power/low flow conditions accurately reflect the limiting thermal-hydraulic conditions
at these statepoints, instead of assuming that the rated power conditions are most limiting in
terms of power distribution and the associated core thermal-hydraulic conditions.

[[]

The tables below show the ICPR associated with the results in Table 9-2 of the M+ LTR for the
rated power (at minimum and rated flow) and the off-rated power (55% CF) conditions. The
tables do show that higher operating limit MCPR (OLMCPR) is assumed for the off-rated
power/flow conditions (55% CF).

Table B-3 AOO Off-rated ICPR
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Table B-4 AOO Rated ICPR

[I

1]

NRC RAI 10: ISCOR/ODYN/TASC APPLICATION

The transient CPR and the peak cladding temperature (PCT) calculations are performed using
the ODYN/ISCOR/TASC combination. The NRC staff understands that ISCOR calculates the
initial steady-state thermal-hydraulic core calculations. ODYN (1-D code) provides the reactor
power, heat flux, CF conditions, and the axial power shapes of the hot bundle during the
transient. [[

]] The ISCOR/TASC
combination is also used to calculate the PCT for emergency core cooling system (ECCS)-loss-
of-cooling accident (LOCA) and Appendix R calculations. In addition, ISCOR/TGBLA/PANAC
code combinations are also used in core and fuel performance calculations.

a. ISCOR is widely used in many of the safety analyses, but the code was never reviewed
by the NRC. The use of a non-NRC-approved code in a combined code system
applications is problematic. Therefore, submit the ISCOR code for NRC review.

b. Although ISCOR is not an NRC-approved code, our audit review did not reveal specific
shortcomings. [[

]] Therefore,
include in the ISCOR submittal a description and evaluation of the ISCOR/ODYN or
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ISCOR/TGBLA/PANAC code combination discussed above. Provide sufficient
information in the submittal, including sensitivity analyses, to allow the NRC staff to
assess the adequacy of these combined applications.

c. During the MELLLA+ audit, the NRC staff discovered that GEH had internally evaluated
a potential non-conservatism that may result from the use of the flow-driven
ISOR/ODYN/TASC combination to calculate the transient ACPR. [[

I]

See References 30 and 32 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 10:
The RAI responses covered GEH's bases for concluding that the NRC-approved ODYN flow
driven method is acceptable in comparison to the more conservative ODYN pressure driven
method. [[

]] Figure B-4 below compares the
results from the two codes [[
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Figure B-4 0DYN/TASC versus TRACG Comparisons

1]
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The NRC staff concurs with GEH that for MELLLA+ most licensees may elect to transition to
TRACG for AQOs, considering that only TRACG can be used for the ATWS analysis. TRACG
is has more detailed modeling capabilities of the reactor conditions, thus representing better
modeling of the physical phenomena of boiling water reactors (BWRs). GEH/GNF had also
provided several references in which ISCORIODYN/TASC code combination had been covered
in the LTRs under NRC-approval. The NRC staff concludes that the use of TRACG as oppose
to ODYN is acceptable approach.

Although ISCOR was not explicitly approved, the ISCOR/ODYN/TASC code combination
approach was use in the GEH historical codes reviewed and approved in the past. The
references that describe the use of ISCOR in the GNF methodology follow.

1. General Electric Standard Application for Reactor Fuel, GESTAR II, NEDE-24011-P-A-
14, June 2000.

2. General Electric Standard Application for Reactor Fuel (Supplement for United States),
NEDE-2401 1-P-A-14-US, June 2000.

3. Steady State Nuclear Methods, NEDE-30130-P-A, April 1985.

4. TASC-03A Computer Program for Transient Analysis of a Single Channel,
NEDC-32084PA, July, 2002.

5. Qualification of the One-Dimensional Core Transient Model for Boiling Water Reactors.
NEDO-24154-A, Volume I, August 1986.

6. Qualification of the One-Dimensional Core Transient Model for Boiling Water Reactors.
NEDO-24154-A, Volume II, August 1986

7. Qualification of the One-Dimensional Core Transient Model for Boiling Water Reactors.
NEDE-24154-P-A, Volume III, August 1988

Based on the potential for GEH to transition to the TRACG for EPU/MELLLA+ application and
the reasons cited above, the NRC staff agrees that NRC review and approval of ISCOR is not
necessary for EPU/MELLLA+ applications. The NRC staff finds the response acceptable.

NRC RAI 11: PLUTONIUM BUILDUP

It is expected that a EPU/MELLLA+ core would produce more Pu(239). What are the
consequences of this increase from a neutronic and thermal-hydraulic standpoint during steady
state, transient, and accident conditions?

See References 28 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 11:
In the RAI Response, GNF stated the following.

The core simulator will properly capture any resulting increase of plutonium from high
void operation. Additionally, the cycle specific transient analyses consider variation on
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the burn strategy and Pu production by varying the degree at which the bottom of the
core is burned early in the cycle. Therefore, any changes in isotopic inventory because
of MELLLA+ operation will be explicitly modeled for the purposes of determining cycle
specific analyses including selection of rod patterns, safety evaluations (SDM), transient
evaluations, as well as others.

The NRC staff expected the RAI response would provide some explanation of changes in the
Pu production for EPU/MELLLA+ core would be different from the pre-uprate conditions.

However, the impact of spectral shift operation at EPU/MELLLA+ conditions were covered in the
review of LTR NEDC-33173P. In the RAI responses associated with Enclosure 3 (MNF 04-026),
the NRC staff had asked GEH to provide the isotopics generated for operation at different void
conditions expected bundles to deplete under at different elevations, The NRC staff also
generated lattice physics data that demonstrate the changes in the isotopics with voids.
Therefore, although the RAI response is inadequate, the related issues were reviewed and
resolved under NEDC-33173P.

NRC RAI 12: SPECTRUM HARDENING

How does the harder spectrum from the increased Pu affect surrounding core components such
as the shroud, vessel, and steam dryer?

See References 28 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 12:
GNF provided a discussion of the affect of the increased Pu on the surrounding core
components. The extent of the impact would be covered on plant-specific evaluation. The NRC
staff finds the response acceptable.

NRC RAI 13: THERMAL MARGINS UNDER EPU/MELLLA+ OPERATION

How do the thermal margins change as a function of flow and transients for a EPU/MELLLA+
cores?

See References 28 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 13:
GEH provided TRACG ACPR/ICPR for Plant D initiated from different power/flow conditions.
For the limiting pressurization transients, the low power/high flow cases result in higher thermal
margin changes. However, it is not clear if consistent ICPR were applied in order to make
comparisons of the actual ACPR change that will yield the most limiting OLMCPR value.
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Table B-5 AO0 ACPR/ICPR Results

[[________________________________________________I

NRC RAI 14: ROD WITHDRAWAL ERROR (RWE)

Demonstrate that the RWE for the EPU/MELLLA+ domain is less limiting than the
non-MELLLA+ domain throughout the cycle.

See References 28, 29, and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 14:

Table B-6 presents [[

]] Table B-7 provides similar confirmation
RWE analysis for Plant D performed at the EPU/MELLLA+ minimum CF statepoint and at rated
EPU conditions.

The RAI response states that RWE results show are no sensitivity to CF. Although the data
does not show trend with flow, it does show that [[

]] RWE analysis will be
performed to confirm the rod block monitor (RBM) setpoints. Section 9.1.1.2 of this SE provides
additional discussion and an associated limitation.

Table B-6 Generic ARTS RWE

[[]
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Table B-7 EPU/MELLLA+ RWE

[[___________________________ _____________________________I

NRC RAI 15: EFFECT OF AXIAL POWER SHAPE ON TRANSIENT RESPONSE

If the axial power profile is expected to be more pronounced (i.e., more limiting) for
EPU/MELLLA+ core, demonstrate and provide a quantitative and qualitative technical
justification of the effects of these more pronounced profiles on the normal and transient
behavior of the core.

See References 28 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 15:
GNF states that the Plant D EPU/MELLLA+ core power distribution does not indicate any
change in the transient response due to axial power profile. Since the plant-specific application
will provide thermal limits assessment, the response is acceptable.

NRC RAI 16: RELOAD ANALYSES

Since the startup and intermediate rod patterns are developed by the licensees and subject to
change during plant maneuvers, explain how you ensure that the core and fuel assessment
analyses performed during the reload are still applicable. For example, if the SLMCPR is
performed at different burn up conditions during the cycle, how do you ensure that the plant's
operating history does not invalidate the reload assumptions? How are the corrections or
adjustments made to the plant's core and fuel performance analyses to ensure the parameters
and conditions assumed during the reload analyses remain applicable during the operation. The
NRC staff's concern stems from the additional challenges that the EPU/MELLLA+ operation
poses in terms of core and fuel performance.

See References 29 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 16:
The RAI response described how it is ensured that any deviation from the planned cycle
operation does not inviolate the conditions assumed in the reload analysis. The NRC staff finds
the described process acceptable. However, the RAI response also states that the design rod
patterns represent a relatively detailed simulation of core operation at rated power using an
operational philosophy that incorporates any utility instructions (regarding how they intend to
operate). For EPU/MELLLA+ conditions, the NRC staff is concerned that the operation at the
120% power/85% CF or the 55% CF statepoints, the rod patterns assumed in these analyses
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may not be part of the process used to ensure that the plant is operated within the limiting rod
patterns assumed at the minimum CF or off-rated statepoint. This is of concern for
EPU/MELLLA+ conditions, because the all-rod-out condition near the end of cycle (EOC) may
no longer be the limiting condition.

The objective is to ensure that the plant is not operated with power distributions that would be
more limiting than assumed in the analyses. The conservatism of the assumed rod patterns for
the calculation of SLMCPR at minimum CF statepoint is important. While the rod patterns
assumed in the rated conditions were reviewed and accepted in the NRC staff review of NEDC-
32601 P-A and NEDC-32694P-A, for operation at minimum CF statepoint, the limiting control rod
patterns were not reviewed and approved. GEH had committed to submit updated SLMCPR
methodology. In the interim, the NRC staff reviews the bounding control rod patterns used on
plant-specific bases. The control rod patterns assumed in the transient analyses are addressed
in NEDC-33173P review.

NRC RAI 17: THERMAL LIMITS ASSESSMENT

a. SLMCPR. It is possible that the impact on the critical heat flux (CHF) phenomena may
be higher at the off-rated or minimum CF statepoints. Is the SLMCPR value provided in
the SLMCPR amendment requests and reported in the technical specification (TS)
based on the rated conditions? If so, justify why the SLMCPR is not calculated for
statepoints other than the rated conditions. Quantitatively demonstrate that the SLMCPR
calculated at the minimum 80 percent and 55 percent statepoints would be lower than
the SLMCPR calculated at the rated conditions. Use power profiles and core designs
that are representative of the EPU/MELLLA+ conditions. Discuss the assumptions made.
Include the Plant D EPU/MELLLA+ application in your sensitivity analyses.

b. SLMCPR at EPU/MELLLA+ Upper Boundary. The SLMCPR at the non-rated conditions
(EPU power/80 percent CF) could be potentially higher than the SLMCPR at rated
conditions, explain how "statepoint-dependent" SLMCPR would be developed and
implemented for operation at the EPU/MELLLA+ condition. Use the Plant D
EPU/MELLLA+ application to demonstrate the implementation of "statepoint-dependent"
SLMCPR.

c. Exposure-Dependent SLMCPR. Discuss the development of the exposure-dependent
SLMCPR calculation. State whether this is an NRC-approved method and refer to the
applicable GESTAR II amendment request.

See References 29, 30, 32, and 39 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 17:
In letter dated August 24, 2004, 04-081, "Part 21 Reportable Condition and 60-Day Interim
Report Notification: Non-conservative SLMCPR," (Reference 39), GEH states that the SLMCPR
at the minimum flow statepoint for the MELLLA operation may be bounding. Four operating
cycles were identified as affected. However, GNF also states that the Plant D EPU/MELLLA+
SLMCPR calculation indicates that the minimum CF statepoint and the 55% CF statepoint are
bounded by the rated condition. The current GNF methodology is silent on calculating the
SLMCPR on statepoint basis.
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The Part 21 evaluation stated that the power distribution, resulting from operation at the reduced
flow conditions, could yield SLMCPR values that bound the rated SLMCPR value.
Subsequently, GEH revised its SLMCPR methodology, including calculation of the SLMCPR at
minimum CF in the licensing process. The calculated SLMCPR at the minimum CF statepoint
(OLTP/75%F or 105%P/82%F) for several BWRs resulted in a higher SLMCPR value than at
the rated conditions. The current GEH SLMCPR applies higher off-rated CF uncertainty for
non-rated conditions. In the updated, MFN 07-041 (Reference 32), GEH proposes reducing the
CF uncertainty applied to the lower CF statepoints, which will result in reduced SLMCPR
response.

However, changes in the SLMCPR methodology for reduced flow statepoints including the MIP
criterion for operation at the MELLLA+ conditions, the conservatisms of the limiting control rod
patterns in relative to the patterns employed at the plants have not been reviewed or approved
generically. Currently for reduced CFs, these assumptions are addressed on plant-specific
bases. In addition, GEH is evaluating gamma scan data that will benchmark the bundle and pin
power distribution uncertainties. These uncertainties factor into the SLMCPR methodology. The
NRC staff had requested that GEH submitted updated SLMCPR LTRs for the current and
proposed operating strategies. Therefore, any reduced CF uncertainties currently applied to the
SLMCPR calculations for operation at the minimum CF statepoints will be reviewed under the
revised SLMCPR methodology. As discussed in Section 2.2.1.1 of this SE, the higher off-rated
CF uncertainty will be applied to the SLMCPR at the minimum and 55% CF statepoint, until
such time the GEH submits the revised SLMCPR methodology.

Therefore the NRC staff concludes that for MELLLA+ core, cycle specific SLMCPR analysis
must account for the potentially limiting statepoints, covering lower flow conditions.
Section 2.2.1.1 of this SE provides additional discussion and an associated limitation.

NRC RAI 18: GEXL-PLUS CORRELATION

Confirm that the GEXL-PLUS correlation is still valid over the range of power and flow
conditions of the EPU/MELLLA+ operations.

See References 28 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 18:
Section 1.1.4 of this SE provides additional discussion and an associated limitation.
Additionally, this topic is covered in the NRC staff SE of LTR NEDC-33173P.

NRC RAI 19: USING ATWS-RECIRCULATION PUMP TRIP (RPT) FOR AOOS

GEH licensing methodology allows using anticipatory ATWS-RPT in some AOO transients to
decrease the power and pressure response. Therefore, the anticipatory RPT is used in some
plants to minimize the impact of the pressurization transient on the ACPR response. For the
EPU/MELLLA+ operation, RPT may subject the plant to instability. Evaluate the runbacks
associated with the AOOs and demonstrate that the scram and the RPT timings would not lead
to an AOO transient resulting in an instability.

See References 28 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 19:
GNF stated that [[
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]]
The NRC staff agrees with GNF that if the scram occurs within 2 seconds, then there is less of

concern that the RPT feature would increase the potential for instability event.

NRC RAI 20: MECHANICAL OVERPOWER (MOP) AND THERMAL OVERPOWER (TOP)

Are the fuel-specific mechanical and thermal overpower limits determined based on the generic
fuel design or for each plant-specific bundle lattice design? How is it confirmed that the generic
MOP and TOP limits for GE14 fuel bounds the plant-specific GE14 lattice designs intended to
meet the cycle energy needs at the EPU/MELLLA+ conditions?

See References 28 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 20:
The RAI response stated that [[

]] This topic is covered in detail in NEDC-33173P NRC staff evaluation. The NRC
staff finds the response acceptable.

NRC RAI 21: PLANT D AOO

The Plant D Units 1 and 2 are the first plants to apply TRACG for performing the reload
analyses.

a. Compare the Plant D EPU and the EPU/MELLLA+ core designs and performance.
b. State what the benefit of using TRACG instead of ODYN is for the EPU/MELLLA+ reload

analyses.
c. Provide a comparison of the TRACG and ODYN AOO analyses results based on the

EPU/MELLLA+ core design.

See References 28 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 21:

The RAI response stated that [[

The RAI response did provide comparisons of TRACG MCPR Operating Limits and ODYN
stating that the TRACG OLMCPR is [[ ]] than the corresponding ODYN limits.
GEH states that this difference is considered to be a significant thermal margin benefits. Figure
B-5 through Figure B-9 compare calculations of key parameters such as neutron flux, CF,
vessel pressure and steam flow using TRACG and ODYN. The figures show that ODYN is not
significantly more conservative in all instances for the duration of the event. However, the RAI
response did not provide the hot bundle conditions, which may have significant differences
since ODYN models average bundle conditions. Overall, the two codes are consistent in terms
of core wide response parameters except for neutron flux and to a lower degree vessel
pressure.
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Figure B-5 Neutron Flux comparison
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Figure B-6 CF Comparisons
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Figure B-7 Steam Flow Comparisons
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Figure B-8 Vessel Dome Pressure CF Comparisons

B-25



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

Figure B-9 SRV Flow Comparisons
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NRC RAI 22: PLANT D AOO DATA REQUEST

See References 17, 23, 28 and 30 for RAI responses and data.

Evaluation of RAI 22:
The requested data was provided.

NRC RAI 23: SEPARATE EFFECTS, MIXED VENDOR CORES AND RELATED NRC STAFF
LIMITATIONS

Separate effects: revise Section 1.0, "Introduction," of the MELLLA+ LTR and remove the list of
"separate effects" changes. The MELLLA+ LTR lists plant-specific operating condition changes
that could be implemented concurrently with the EPU/MELLLA+, but would be evaluated in a
separate submittal. All of these lists of changes would affect the safety analyses that
demonstrate the impact of EPU/MELLLA+ on the plant's response during steady-state,
transients, accidents, and special events. The plant-specific EPU/MELLLA+ application must
demonstrate how the plant would be operated during the implementation of MELLLA+. In
addition, the EPU/MELLLA+ reduces the available plant margins. Therefore, the NRC staff
cannot make its safety finding based on assumed plant operating conditions that are neither
bounding nor conservative relative to the actual plant operating conditions. Revise the
MELLLA+ LTR and delete the paragraphs that propose evaluating additional operating condition
changes in a separate submittal while the EPU/MELLLA+ application assumes that these
changes would not be implemented.

Add the following statements in the MELLLA+ LTR to address NRC staff limitations including:
(1) the implementation of additional changes concurrent with EPU/MELLLA+, (2) the
applicability of the generic analyses supporting the EPU/MELLLA+ operation, and (3) the
approach used to support new fuel designs or mixed vendor cores.

The plant-specific analyses supporting the EPU/MELLLA+ operation will include all planned
operating condition changes that would be implemented at the plant. Operating condition
changes include but are not limited to increase in the dome pressure, maximum CF, increase in
the fuel cycle length, or any changes in the currently licensed operation enhancements. For
example, with increase in the dome pressure, the ATWS analysis, the American Society of
Mechanical Engineers (ASME) overpressure analyses, the transient analyses, and the
ECCS-LOCA analysis must be reanalyzed based on the increased dome pressure. Any
changes to the safety system settings or actuation setpoint changes necessary to operate with
the increased dome pressure should be included in the evaluations (e.g., safety relief valve
setpoints).

For all of the principal topics that are reduced in scope or generically dispositioned in the
MELLLA+ LTR, the plant-specific application will provide supporting analyses and evaluations
that demonstrate the cumulative effect of EPU/MELLLA+ and any additional changes planned to
be implemented at the plant. For example, if the dome pressure would be increased, the ECCS
performance needs to be evaluated on a plant-specific basis.

1. Any generic sensitivity analyses provide in the MELLLA+ LTR will be evaluated to ensure
that the key input parameters and assumptions used are still applicable and bounding. If the
additional operating condition changes affects these generic sensitivity analyses, a
bounding generic sensitivity analyses will be provided. For example, with increase in the
dome pressure, the TRACG ATWS sensitivity analyses that model the operator actions
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(e.g., depressurization if the heat capacity temperature limit is reached) needs to be
reanalyzed, using the bounding dome pressure condition.

2. If a new GE fuel or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant, the generic sensitivity
analyses supporting the EPU/MELLLA+ condition will be reanalyzed. For example, the
ATWS instability analyses supporting the EPU/MELLLA+ condition are based on the GE14
fuel response. New analyses that demonstrate the ATWS stability performance of the new
GE fuel or legacy fuel for the EPU/MELLLA+ operation needs to be provided. The new
ATWS instability analyses can be provided as supplement to the MLTR or as an Appendix
to the plant-specific application.

3. If a new GE fuel or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant, analyses supporting the
EPU/MELLLA+ application will be based on core specific configuration or bounding core
conditions. In addition, any principle topics that are generically dispositioned or reduced in
scope will be demonstrated to be applicable or new analyses based on the transition core
conditions or bounding conditions would be provided.

4. If a new GE fuel or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant, the plant-specific application
will reference the fuel-specific stability detect and suppress method supporting the
EPU/MELLLA+ operation. The plant-specific application will demonstrate that the analyses
and evaluation supporting the stability detect and suppress method are applicable to the fuel
loaded in the core.

5. For EPU/MELLLA+ operation, instability is possible in the event of transient or plant
maneuvers that place the reactor at high power/low flow condition. Therefore, plants
operating at the EPU/MELLLA+ condition must have an NRC reviewed and approved
instability detect and suppress method operable. In the event the stability protection method
is inoperable, the applicant must employ NRC reviewed and approved backup stability
method or must operate the reactor at a condition in which instability is not possible in the
event of transient. The licensee will provide technical specification changes that specify the
instability method operability requirements for EPU/MELLLA+ operation.

See Reference 30 for RAI response.

Evaluation of RAI 23:
In the RAI response GEH stated the following.

Per the RAI request, Section 1 of the MELLLA+ LTR will be modified as shown below.
Portions of the suggested content of the RAI have been changed to provide consistency
with the MELLLA+ LTR and implementation process. For example, each instance of
EPU/MELLLA+ contained in the suggested content of the RAI has been changed to
MELLLA+. The MELLLA+ LTR is supported by analyses at power levels up to 120%
OLTP. However, the LTR is based on the premise that there is no change in power level
with the MELLLA+ application. Therefore, the power level for a plant specific application
will be the plant's CLTP, which may not be at the 120% OLTP (EPU) power level.

The RAI response provided the revised introduction Section 1. Revision 2 of the MELLLA+ LTR
incorporated the changes.
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NRC RAI 24: REACTOR SAFETY PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS

From the AOO audit, the NRC staff determined that (1) GEH did not provide statistically
adequate sensitivity studies that demonstrate the impact of EPU/MELLLA+ operation, (2) [[

]] (3)
the generic anticipatory reactor trip system (ARTS) response may not be applicable for all BWR
applications, and (4) the EPU/MELLLA+ impact was not insignificant. The NRC staff also finds
that it is not acceptable to make safety findings on two major changes (20 percent uprate based
on the CPPU approach and MELLLA+) without reviewing the plant-specific results. Therefore,
the NRC staff does not accept GEH's proposal to [[

]] EPU/MELLLA+ applications must provide plant-specific fuel thermal
margin and AOO evaluations and results. The following discussion summarizes the NRC staff's
bases for concluding that the plant-specific EPU/MELLLA+ application must provide a
plant-specific thermal limits assessment and plant-specific transient analyses results.

a. EPU/MELLLA+ Core Design. Operation in the MELLLA+ domain will require significant
changes to the BWR core design. Expected changes include (1) adjustments to the
pin-wise enrichment distribution to flatten the local power distribution, reduce the r-factor,
and increase CPR margin; (2) increased gadolinium (Gd) loading in the bottom of the
fuel bundle to reduce the axial power peaking resulting from increased coolant voiding,
and (3) changes in the core depletion due to the sequential rod withdrawal/flow increase
maneuvers expected during operation in the MELLLA+ flow window. [[

]] However, the model used for these AOO calculations is
not based on a MELLLA+ core, which has been designed for reduced flow at up rated
power. Therefore, none of the sensitivity analyses supporting MELLLA+ operation have
been performed for a core which includes the unique features of a MELLLA+ core
design. Consequently, the effect of MELLLA+ on AOO ACPR has not been adequately
quantified.

b. Reload-Specific Evaluation of the AOO Fuel Thermal Margin. [[

c. Off-rated Limits. The NRC staff determined that the off-rated limits (including along the
MELLLA+ upper boundary) CPR response may be more limiting than transients initiated
from rated conditions. Therefore, AOO results from EPU applications cannot be used as
sufficient bases to justify not providing the core and fuel performance results for the plant
specific MELLLA+ applications. Moreover, it has not been demonstrated that the generic
ARTS limits are applicable and will bound the plant- and core-specific off-rated transient
response for all of the BWR fleet. Therefore, off-rated transient analyses must be
performed to demonstrate the plant's ACPR response.
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d. Mixed Core. Many of the BWRs seeking to implement the EPU/MELLLA+ operating
domain may have mixed vendor cores. GEH's limited (MELLLA+) sensitivity analyses
were based on GE14 fuel response of two BWR plants. Additional supporting analyses
and a larger MELLLA+ operating experience database will be required before generic
conclusions can be reached about the impact of MELLLA+ on core and fuel
performance. Specifically, there is no operating experience or corresponding database
available for assessing the performance of mixed vendor cores designed for
EPU/MELLLA+ operation. As such, plants specific fuel and core performance results
must be submitted until a sufficient operating experience and analyses data base is
available. In addition, new fuel designs in the future may change the core and fuel
performance for the operation at the EPU/MELLLA+ operation. Therefore, the NRC
staff's EPU/MELLLA+ safety finding must be based on plant-specific core and fuel
performance.

e. For the CPPU applications, the core and fuel performance assessments are deferred to
the reload. Therefore, MELLLA+ LTR proposes that the NRC staff approve an
EPU/MELLLA+ application without reviewing the plant's response for two major
operating condition changes. This approach would not meet the agency's safety goals.

See References 18, 28, and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 24:
GNF stated that the plant-specific EPU/MELLLA+ application will provide plant-specific thermal
limits assessment and transient analyses results. The NRC staff accepts this approach.

NRC RAI 25: LARGE BREAK ECCS-LOCA

a. Mixed Core. For a plant-specific EPU/MELLLA+ application, state if equilibrium
ECCS-LOCA analyses of each type would be performed or core configuration specific
ECCS-LOCA analyses would be performed. If a core configuration specific ECCS-LOCA
analyses will be performed, state which NRC-approved codes or methods would be
used.

b. Reporting Limitinq ECCS-LOCA Results. The MELLLA+ audit indicated that the rated
ECCS-LOCA results are reported although it may not be for the most limiting results. For
the EPU/MELLLA+ operation, the most limiting ECCS-LOCA result is at the MELLLA+
statepoint of 55 percent CF. Revise the MELLLA+ LTR to state that the ECCS-LOCA
result at rated condition, minimum CF at EPU power level and at the 55 percent CF
statepoint will be reported. In addition, revise the applicable documents that specify the
GEH licensing methods to state that the ECCS-LOCA result corresponding to the rated
and the most limiting statepoint will be provided. Report in the supplemental reload
licensing report (SRLR), the ECCS-LOCA results at the rated and the most limiting
statepoints. Confirm that the steady-state initial conditions (e.g., operating limit maximum
CPR [OLMCPR]) assumed in the ECCS-LOCA analyses will be reported in the SRLR.

c. Adder Approach. Was the licensing bases PCT calculated by incorporating a delta PCT
adder to the Appendix K PCT? If this is the method used, please justify why the 10 CFR
50.44 insignificant change criteria is acceptable.

See References 20, 29, and 30 for RAI responses.
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Evaluation of RAI 25:
RAI 25-a response states that based on the NRC-approved methodology, [[

]] The NRC staff concurs
that this is NRC-approved methodology. The codes being used do not model 3D core
configuration and therefore the code capabilities do not lend itself for modeling of mixed fuel
design ECCS-LOCA core calculation.

The revised RAI 25-b in MFN 05-081 proposes:

1. Calculating the Appendix K and nominal PCT at rated EPU power/flow, rated EPU power
and MELLLA+ minimum CF, and the 55% CF MELLLA+ statepoint.

2. Since the MELLLA+ 55% CF would be limiting ECCS-LOCA statepoint for the large break
LOCA, the RAI proposes applying off-rated limits at or above the 55% CF statepoint on the
MELLLA+ upper boundary. The statepoint above the 55% CF (Point E) statepoint is referred
to as E'.

3. The analysis at the minimum CF statepoint (Point D) and E' will be initialized at the rated
power linear heat generation rate (LHGR) and the Maximum Average Planar Linear Heat
Generation Rate (MAPLHGR) limits. However, for point E', the initial MCPR will include
application of the power dependent MCPR multiplier to the rated MCPR.

4. Since credit is taken for the multiplier for those off-rated limits, the plant will be required to
apply these limits during the core monitoring systems.

5. These changes will be incorporated in the GEH licensing methodologies and SRLR as
follows:

a) The SAFER/GESTR report will provide the Licensing Basis PCT considering all
calculated statepoints. The Licensing Basis PCT will be calculated either using the
previous Licensing Basis PCT plant variable uncertainty (e.g., NEDE-23875-1-PA,
Section 3.1.3) or with a plant variable uncertainty specific to the calculated statepoint
with the highest Appendix K PCT. Only one Licensing Basis PCT will be reported
because it is the single PCT, which considers all required licensing conservatism.

b) Only SRLRs, for both MELLLA+ plants and non-MELLLA+ plants, which report these
future SAFER/GESTR analyses will report the Licensing Basis PCT considering all
calculated statepoints as described above. No change will be made in SRLR reporting of
previous SAFER/GESTR analyses.

c) Section 6 of NEDC-32950P will be revised to include determining the Licensing Basis
PCT considering all calculated statepoints as described above. No other documents that
specify the GEH licensing methods will be revised.

d) The Initial MCPR assumed in the ECCS/LOCA analyses is reported in the SRLR.

In general, the LOCA analyses are performed during implementation of operating changes (e.g.,
operating domains and EPUs) and during fuel introduction, the analyses are performed using
bounding conditions so that cycle-specific LOCA analyses during the reload is not necessary.
However, in order to allow operation at the MELLLA+ for plants that are MAPLHGR limited, the
RAI proposes the application of the off-rated limits. The NRC staff finds this acceptable provided
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the core bundles are monitored based on these multipliers. This will assure that the bundle
powers will not be allowed to operate above specific powers that will permit compliance with the
off-rated power dependent MCPR limits. In addition, the cycle-specific reload process needs to
include confirmation that the ECCS-LOCA off-rated limits are adhered to or it is recalculated if
the off-rated limits or the assumed OLMCPR changes. Therefore, the NRC staff accepts the
proposal to apply off-rated limits as proposed.

Design-Basis Accident - LOCA

The NRC staff concurs with GEH's proposal. Section 4.3.1 of this SE provides additional
discussion and an associated limitation.

Reporting Limiting PCT

Item 5 above addresses the reporting of the limiting ECCS-LOCA PCT response calculated at
different statepoints. The approach provided in items are acceptable, with the following changes
(1) Both the Licensing and Appendix K PCTs should be reported for all of the calculated
statepoints; and (2) The plant-variable and uncertainties currently applied will be used, unless
the NRC staff specifically approves a different plant variable uncertainty methods for application
to the non-rated statepoints. Section 4.3.1 of this SE provides additional discussion and an
associated limitation.

Based on the above discussion, the NRC staff accepts the RAI response. Both this SE and the
SE of LTR NEDC-33173P include additional limitations and discussions on the axial power
shapes assumed in the ECCS-LOCA analysis and other considerations.

NRC RAI 26: SMALL BREAK ECCS-LOCA RESPONSE

I]
assuming high pressure coolant injection (HPCI) failure and automatic depressurization system
depressurization. At the 55 percent CF statepoint (Point M), the hot bundle may be at a more
limiting initial condition in terms of initial void content and the automatic depressurization system
(ADS) would depressurize the reactor leading to core uncovery as well. Provide a sensitivity
ECCS-LOCA analysis, using the bounding initial condition. Provide a small break LOCA
analysis at point M (77.6 percent Power/55 percent CF), based on the bounding initial condition,
worst case small break scenario and placing the hot bundle at the most limiting conditions
(peaking factors). Use initial SLMCPR and OLMCPR condition that is bounding for operation at
80 percent CF or 55 percent CF statepoint.

See References 29 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 26:
The revised RAI 26 response in MFN 05-081 stated:

1. [[
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2.

3.

4.

]] of thelimiting large break LOCA PCT response, the MELLLA+ plant submittals will include
calculations of the limiting small break at rated power/rated CF and rated
power/MELLLA+ boundary (point D of Figure 1-1). Discussion of small and large break
ECCS-LOCA PCT sensitivity analyses follow:

Small break LOCA

The small break LOCA results provided do show PCT difference of less than [[
between small break LOCA performed at rated and minimum flow MELLLA+ statepoint. The
differences between the DBA and the small break LOCA are also less than [[ ]] for small
break limited Plant B. However, the RAI response results do not indicate if the reported PCTs
are based on Appendix K, the licensing PCT or are nominal. The [[ ]]screening criteria
are acceptable if the plant has sufficient margins to the PCT limit of 2200° F. However, for
those plants that are LOCA limited, a PCT difference of 20' F can make the difference.
Therefore, the margins available need to be included in the screening criteria.

The NRC staff concludes that small break LOCA analysis will be performed for the MELLLA+
minimum CF statepoint for those plants that: (1) are small break LOCA limited for analysis
performed at rated EPU conditions; and (2) have margins less or equal to [[ ]]for the
Appendix K or the Licensing Basis PCT. For all other plants, the NRC staff accepts GEH's
proposed [[ ]]screening criteria. Section 4.3.2.4 of this SE provides additional discussion
and an associated limitation.
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Table B-8 DBA Limited LOCA PCT

Table B-9 Small Break LOCA Limited

I]

NRC RAI 27: SMALL BREAK CONTAINMENT RESPONSE

Using the most limiting small break LOCA, in terms of containment response (possibly at rated
condition if limiting), demonstrate whether the suppression pool temperature response to a
design basis accident is limiting. Wouldn't a small break LOCA (e.g., assuming HPCI failure and
depressurization of the reactor) be more limiting in terms of suppression pool response? Base
your evaluations on the Plant D and Plant E applications.

See References 28 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 27:
The intent of the RAI is to establish why small break LOCA which adds energy in the
suppression pool yields lower suppression pool temperature relative to DBA, in which break
inventory flows into the containment (heat sink).

GEH stated that the peak suppression pool temperature for the small break accident (SBA) with
vessel depressurization is not expected to exceed the peak suppression pool temperature for
the DBA-LOCA. The RAI response explains the reasons why a DBA will yield higher
suppression pool temperature as follows:

1. The key energy sources that affect the peak suppression pool temperature are the
vessel decay energy and the initial vessel sensible energy. The decay energy is
determined by the decay power time-history and the initial power level. These
parameters are the same for both events.

2. For a DBA-LOCA, the initial vessel sensible liquid energy is rapidly transferred to the
suppression pool during the initial vessel blowdown period. The liquid break flow from
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the vessel during the blowdown period partially flashes in the drywell, resulting in a
homogeneous mixture of steam and liquid in the drywell. This mixture is forced rapidly
from the drywell, through the vent system, to the suppression pool. The vessel is
depressurized to the ambient drywell pressure within a few minutes of the start of the
event. This effectively transfers the initial vessel liquid sensible energy to the pool within
minutes of the start of the event. [[

]] After the vessel blowdown period, relatively cold ECCS liquid
from the suppression pool enters the vessel. The ECCS flow floods the vessel to the
break elevation and delivers a stream of liquid from the vessel to the drywell. [[

3.

J] After vessel depressurization is completed for the SBA,
decay energy continues to produce steam in the vessel. This decay energy is transferred
to the suppression pool via intermittent SRV discharges to the suppression pool, which
maintains the vessel at low pressure.

4. This process produces a slow heat up of the suppression pool. As with the DBA-LOCA,
the peak pool temperature occurs when the energy removal rate by the residual heat
removal (RHR) system equals the energy addition rate to the suppression pool. [[

In the RAI response, GEH also performed sensitivity analysis to confirm that the higher PCT is
associated with DBA relative to small break LOCA.

The Plant D EPU small break LOCA sensitivity analyses assumed HPCI failure and vessel
depressurization. The analyses were performed with: (1) the vessel depressurized with ADS
and (2) the SRVs manually controlled and actuated during the vessel. With ADS blowdown, the
suppression pool temperature was 204.40 F. The peak suppression pool temperature for the
controlled vessel depressurization was 206.90 F. For DBA-LOCA the suppression pool
temperature was 207.70 F. The RAI response concludes that for Plant D, the peak small break
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LOCA suppression pool temperatures were similar to but not higher than the peak suppression
pool temperature for the DBA-LOCA.

The RAI response also cites a SBA analysis performed for the BWR/6-218 plant, assuming
manually controlled vessel depressurization. The peak suppression pool temperature obtained
from the SBA analysis was slightly higher than the peak DBA-LOCA suppression pool
temperature but only by 0.80 F.

GEH concludes that these results confirm that the SBA event does not produce more limiting
conditions with respect to peak suppression pool temperature.

Considering that GEH's methodology assumption that the DBA-LOCA always produces the
limiting suppression pool, these sensitivity analyses demonstrate that the DBA-LOCA does not
necessarily always yield the highest suppression pool temperature. However, the fact that
results are close requires consideration. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the current
methodology is acceptable unless the suppression pool temperature is limiting in terms of
containment, equipment performance, environmental equipment qualification or design bases
structural analyses (torus attached piping).

NRC RAI 28: ASSUMED AXIAL POWER PROFILE FOR ECCS-LOCA

]] Base your discussion on the predicted response in terms of dry out
times. In addition, explain what the axial power peaking would be if the fuel is placed at the
LHGR limit at rated conditions, 80 percent CF and 55 percent CF condition. If the axial power
peaking would be higher for the non-rated flow conditions, state what axial power peaking were
used in the ECCS-LOCA sensitivity analyses reported in MELLLA+ LTR for the 80 percent and
55 percent CF statepoints.

See References 28, 30, and 44 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 28:

Table B-10 Early Dryout Times for Top and Mid-Peaked Power Profiles

The above table provides the axial peaking factors used in the analyses supporting the
MELLLA+ LTR. [[
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The RAI response also provided the corresponding PCT values as shown in Table B-1 1. The
top-peaked power shape results in slightly higher PCT. The RAI response cites conservative
assumptions and concludes that differences are insignificant. The NRC staff confirmatory EPU
calculations confirm that the top-peaked power shape is more limiting in the order of 1000 F, as
would be expected. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that ECCS-LOCA calculation will be
performed with top-peaked power shapes. The NRC staff SE of LTR NEDC-33173P provides
additional discussion and an associated limitation.

Table B-11 PCT for Top and Mid-peaked Power Profiles

NRC RAI 29: POWER/FLOW MAP

The MELLLA+ LTR states that the slope of the linear upper boundary was derived primarily
from reactor operating data. Expand on this statement. Explain what operating data was used.
Were all plant types represented? Was the line developed as a bounding line or as a fit to the
referred reactor operating data?

See References 28 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 29:
The NRC staff finds the response acceptable.

NRC RAI 30: POWER/FLOW MAP

The MELLLA+ minimum statepoint for rated EPU power was limited to 80 percent CF. Explain
what the limitations were in establishing the minimum CF statepoint. Similarly, discuss the
limitations considered in establishing the 55 percent core statepoint. Discuss why the feedwater
heater out-of-service and single loop operation is also not allowed for the EPU/MELLLA+
operation.

See References 28 and 30 for RAI responses.

Evaluation of RAI 30:

The RAI response discussed the predominant factors that influenced establishing the MELLLA+
boundaries. In addition, the RAI response explained why the operational flexibilities such as the
FWHOOS or the SLO are prohibited for operation in the MELLLA+ domain.
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The NRC staff finds the RAI response acceptable, except that that NRC staff needs more
clarification on what is meant by, "Finally, it should also be noted that operation in FWHOOS is
considered only a contingency option, for temporary feedwater heater equipment deficiency
therefore, this limitation is not expected to impose a significant limitation to plant availability."
Since the NRC staff review and approval of NEDC-33006P is based on the FWHOOS not
allowed due to the higher sub cooling and its impact on stability, any plant-specific application
intending to operate with FWHOOS needs to provide the bases in the plant-specific application.
Section 9.3.1.3 of this SE provides additional discussion and an associated limitation.
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APPENDIX C NRC STAFF EVALUATION OF PLANT D RAI RESPONSES

Plant D is a BWR/4 that implemented an extended power uprate (EPU), using the ELTR1/2
methodology with deviation on specific topics. Plant D represents a maximum extended load
line limit analysis plus (MELLLA+) pilot plant. The requests for additional information (RAIs) and
the associated responses serve as plant-specific examples intended to demonstrate the impact
of MELLLA+ operation. They are available in the Agencywide Document Access and
Management System in package Accession No. ML072320165. The Appendix C RAI response
evaluations also bring specificity to the principal topics of review and highlight the specific areas
that the plant-specific MELLLA+ applications should address and focus on.

RAI 1.1: BORON SOLUTION MIXING AND TRANSPORT TIME

The boron mixing and remixing correlations used in ODYN are only a function of mass flow
through the jet pumps. Specifically, the boron mixing correlations used in ODYN and TRACG
are based on the Vallecitos and Santa Barbara test data. The Plant D ODYN calculations
assumed that the SLCS solution injected into the core is at 1400 F (enthalpy of 108 BTU/Ibm).
However, the licensee removed the technical specification (TS) heat-tracing requirement.
Therefore, the temperature of the standby liquid control (SLC) solution injected into the core
could be as low as 550 F during the winter months.

(1) Evaluate the boron mixing test data and state if the lower solution temperature of 550 F
would make the test data inapplicable. A lower boron solution temperature could result in higher
stratification of the boron solution in the lower plenum and affect the boron mixing. Explain
whether the colder solution temperature would make the boron mixing less effective.
(2) The Plant D ODYN analysis used a boron solution transport time of 30 seconds. A shorter
transport time would affect the Plant D anticipated transient without scram (ATWS) response in
a non-conservative direction. Explain the basis for the solution transport time used in the
Plant D calculation. Include in your discussion the transport time proposed in the NRC-approved
ODYN LTR.

Evaluation of RAI 1.1(1):
The NRC staff concurs with the licensee's evaluation. The density of boron solution changes
from 65.3 lb/ft3 at 1400 F to 64.4 lb/ft3 at 550 F. At nominal conditions, the vessel water density
is 47.5 lb/ft3. Thus, the change in density of the SLC solution at 550 F is negligible and should
not affect the boron mixing efficiency assumed in either ODYN or TRACG.
Evaluation of RAI 1.1(2):
The licensee has evaluated the time delay for SLC injection and concluded that it is -13
seconds for a single pump injection, and -6.5 seconds for dual pump injection. Thus, the NRC
staff agrees with the licensee's evaluation that the 30-second delay assumed in the ODYN
analysis is conservative.

RAI 1.2: STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM (SLCS)

For probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) purposes the licensee-adopted single-pump,
single-squib valve success criteria. Operators would continue to initiate both SLC pumps;
however, the SLC solution boron-10 enrichment would be such that a single-pump would be
able to provide the ATWS shutdown requirement. Plant D single pump squib valve SLC
single-pump success criteria assumes a single SLC pump injecting at 43 gpm of boron with a
weight-percent concentration of 8.5 and 47 atom percent Boron-10. The MELLLA+ ATWS
analyses assume that the hot shutdown boron weight would be injected in less than 20.06
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minutes. In addition, the MELLLA+ ATWS analysis assumed two SLC pumps are running, with
an injection rate of 66 gpm, using the equivalency values (19.8% natural boron enrichment at13% concentration).

(a) The MELLLA+ Plant D ATWS Task Report states that the suppression pool temperature andpressure results are bounding as long as the hot shutdown boron weight injection time is less
than 20.06 minutes for the chosen SLCS option. Demonstrate that based on the single-pump
squib valve criteria and key system parameters, the hot shutdown boron weight can be injected
in less than 20.06 minutes.

Evaluation of RAI 1.2:
Hot shutdown boron weight (HSBW) is achieved in -10.1 minutes if two SLC pumps are
available, and in -19.4 minutes if only one pump/squib valve combination is successful. Thus,
the NRC staff concurs that the 20.06 minutes assumption to inject the hot shutdown boron
weight.

RAI 1.3: SUPPRESSION POOL TEMPERATURE LIMIT

Identify the [emergency core cooling system - loss-of-offsite accident] ECCS-LOCA
containment analysis that is the basis for the 207.7°F ECCS-LOCA suppression pool
temperature limit. If this analysis was not based on the MELLLA+ operating conditions, justify
why the suppression pool temperature limit of 207.7 F is still applicable. For example, show thatthe energy deposited into the suppression pool based on the EPU conditions is equivalent orbounding in comparison with the energy deposited into the suppression pool for EPU/MELLLA+
core and operating condition.

Evaluation of RAI 1.3:
The NRC staff agrees that 207.70 F is the Plant D design basis analysis (DBA)-LOCA
Suppression Pool Temperature Limit that guarantees containment integrity.
However, the ODYN ATWS calculations have both conservative and non-conservative
assumptions, and bear little resemblance to the real ATWS transient. Comparison with sampleTRACG best estimate ATWS calculations appears to indicate that the conservative assumptions
compensate the non-conservative assumption and the overall ODYN result is likely to be
conservative (i.e., yield a larger suppression pool temperature. However, the NRC staff finds ithard to justify the use of the low-fidelity ODYN calculations to make relative comparison
between original licensed thermal power (OLTP), EPU, and MELLLA+ ATWS results becausemany of the most relevant physical effects (e.g., emergency depressurization and the later
re-criticality) are not even considered. Thus, the NRC staff does not agree with the licensee's
conclusion that "the long-term suppression pool temperature response does not change with
MELLLA+ relative to EPU conditions."

Conclusion:

Therefore, Plant D best-estimate TRACG ATWS calculations are required to evaluate the effect
of MELLLA+ operation on suppression pool temperature, vessel overpressure, and peak
cladding temperature (PCT). These calculations must include at least main steam isolationvalve closure (MSIVC), pressure regulator failed open (PRFO), and loss of offisite power
(LOOP) using the values in the plant-specific emergency operating procedures (EOPs),
including expected operator actions such as manual safety relief valve (SRV) locking (see
response to NRC RAI 2.2). The result of the calculations must at a minimum include the
following:

1. Vessel overpressure value
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2. Peak PCT for both the early overpressure transient, and during the de-pressurization
3. Peak suppression pool temperature at the point when residual heat removal (RHR) capacity

is greater than the core heat generation.

RAI 1.4: SMALL BREAK LOCA AND THE ECCS-LOCA SUPPRESSION POOL
TEMPERATURE LIMIT

The generic MELLLA+ topical report proposes [[
]] In addition, the MLTR

also states that the sensible and decay heat do not change with the MELLLA+ operating domain
and [[ ]] dispositions the long-term ECCS-LOCA suppression pool heatup
evaluation.

(1) Explain why the [[
]] to establish the suppression pool temperature response. Wouldn't the

]] be more limiting in terms of the suppression pool response
for the EPU/MELLLA+ condition? Demonstrate quantitatively based on the EPU/MELLLA+
conditions that the suppression pool heatup for the large break LOCA bounds the suppression
pool heatup resulting from a small or intermediate break LOCA with the reactor is
depressurized. The evaluation should be based on the MELLLA+ conditions including no
[automatic depressurization system (ADS) out-of-service] ADSOOS.

(2) The previous EPU GE14 small-break ECCS-LOCA analysis assumed two ADSOOS
(1ADSOOS and 1 ADS single failure). However, footnote to 1 ADSOOS in Section 1.2.4,
"Operational Enhancement," states that one ADSOOS applies to "logic only-SRV function must
still be available." Explain if this means all ADS valves must be available for the EPU/MELLLA
operation. Since two ADSOOS are no longer allowed, explain the effect of all ADS in-service
would have on the EPU/MELLLA+ suppression pool heatup.

Evaluation of RAI 1.4(1):
The licensee performed a plant-specific small-break LOCA calculation with ADS for EPU
conditions. This calculation shows that the suppression pool only reaches 2040 F, as opposed
to the 207.70 F for the DBA-LOCA. The MELLLA+ LTR RAI 27 covers the same topic. Note
that the 204° F suppression pool temperature is based on ADS blowdown as oppose to manual
control of the blowdown. As discussed in the NRC staff's evaluation of RAI 27 (see Appendix B
of this SE), the small break LOCA suppression pool temperature can be slightly higher than
DBA-LOCA suppression pool temperature. The NRC staff agrees that for LOCA calculations,
where the reactor scrams immediately and only decay and coolant sensible heat are of
relevance, EPU and MELLLA+ have similar effects on suppression pool temperature; thus the
EPU calculation is applicable.

Conclusion:

Both small break and large break could result in consistent or close suppression pool
temperature; RAI 27 (Appendix B) provides additional discussion of the impact of small break
LOCA and DBA-LOCA on the suppression pool temperature.

Evaluation of RAI 1.4(2):
The licensee makes a distinction between the SRVs being "operable," so they open when the
pressure exceeds their setpoint, and having an "inoperable logic," which would prevent manual
operation from the control room. On plant-specific bases, the limitation of having 11 SRVs
operable is necessary for this application in order to mitigate the peak overpressure early on in
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the MSIV isolation event where only automated operation is involved. Thus, the NRC staff
agrees with the licensee evaluation. In addition, the licensee has provided a small break LOCA
calculation with two SRVs out of service and it resulted in the same suppression pool
temperature as with all SRVs in-service, showing that there is no significant effect on the
suppression pool.

Conclusion:

The plant-specific application needs to have all 11 SRVs to be operable (i.e., capable of
opening due to pressure) for operation within the MELLLA+ operating domain.

RAI 1.5: SUPPRESSION POOL COOLING CAPABILITY

(1) Confirm that the maximum service water temperature is not above 920 F, which was
assumed in the ATWS analysis.

(2) RHR TS Operability: The reported Plant D peak suppression pool temperature is based on
ODYN and STEMP. The ODYN analysis assumes the water level is maintained at [top of active
fuel] TAF+5 and the reactor is not depressurized when the [heat capacity temperature limit]
HCTL is reached. The STEMP code is used to calculate the suppression pool temperature.
Using the Plant D ODYN SRV flows, the NRC staff finds that the suppression pool temperature
is higher than the reported value. This calculation is based on two RHR loops operating. In
addition, the evaluation also shows sensitivity to the number of heat exchangers in operation.
With one RHR loop in operation, the peak suppression pool temperature is higher than the
reported value of 197 0F. State whether one RHR loop or two RHR loops in operation are
assumed in the ATWS analyses. If two RHR loops are assumed to be operating in the
suppression pool cooling mode, then discuss the adequacy of the Plant D TS operability
requirement for the RHR system.

(3) The suppression pool cooling capability is important for the ATWS event. The peak
suppression pool temperature could be reached after the hot shutdown boron weight is injected
into the reactor. The suppression pool temperature could rise until the sensible and decay heat
generated is within the RHR suppression pool cooling capability. However, the Plant D
long-term ODYN analysis ends when the hot shutdown condition is reached. Please
demonstrate why the peak suppression pool temperature would not be reached later in the
event (e.g., after the hot shutdown weight is injected.)

(4) Evaluate the RHR system and demonstrate that the high suppression pool temperature
would not result in loss of [net positive suction head] NPSH. Include in your evaluation any other
design limits that apply to qualification of the RHR system.

Evaluation of RAI 1.5(1):
At Plant D, the service water is supplied from the estuary, which historical has never reached
the 920 F limit. The NRC staff accepts the licensee's evaluation.

Evaluation of RAI 1.5(2):
Plant D Technical Specification (TS) 3.6.2.3, "Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Suppression Pool
Cooling," requires two RHR suppression pool cooling subsystems operable when in Modes 1, 2,
and 3. Thus, the NRC staff agrees with the licensee's evaluation that the two RHR loops need
to be operable in order to meet the analysis assumption.

Conclusion:

The TS operability requirement for the RHR system must be consistent with the analysis
assumptions, such that two loops of RHR will be required to be operable for implementation of
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MELLLA+ if the analysis assumed two operable RHR loops. The plant-specific application
should include discussion of the RHR coolant temperature and the number of operable RHR
loops assumed operable in the suppression pool temperature analysis. The plant-specific
application shall also include the applicable TS changes.

Evaluation of RAI 1.5(3):
The NRC staff disagrees with the licensee evaluation. The licensee states that: (a) "The
initiation of emergency blow down effectively achieves hot shutdown of the core. The reactor will
remain in a hot shutdown condition until sufficient boron is [injected] to achieve cold shutdown,"
and (b) "At this point, the RHR heat removal rate would be higher than the heat addition rate
and the suppression pool temperature would be decreasing. Hence, the ODYN calculated peak
suppression pool temperature without depressurization bounds that from the best estimated
TRACG code with depressurization."

With respect to statement (a) above, recent TRACG and NRC confirmatory TRACE
calculations, both indicate that the reactor recovers a critical configuration at the end of the
emergency depressurization. When re-criticality occurs, occasionally large power spikes
(>100% nominal) are observed in some cases. In all cases, the reactor re-pressurizes to an
intermediate pressure and remains at significant power for minutes. Since the SRVs remain
open, several cycles of de- and re-pressurization are observed for several minutes. Therefore,
the reactor does not remain on a hot shutdown condition after emergency de-pressurization as
claimed in Plant D. This physical process is not modeled or estimated by the ODYN calculation.
For this reason, a limitation is applicable to all plant-specific applications requiring TRACG
analysis.

Evaluation of RAI 1.5(4):
The licensee states that "The NPSH limit for non-accident events (e.g., ATWS) is based on
availability of containment overpressure. [[

]] More overpressure credit may be needed for MELLLA+ because of the
operation at the higher rodline and the corresponding higher heat load. The suppression pool
temperature would be higher relative to the RHR capacity and suppression pool size and
capacity.

Conclusion:

As long as the suppression pool remains well below boiling conditions, containment
overpressure is minimal. However, many large pumps require significant NPSH to operate.
The NRC staff had requested Plant D to evaluate and provide the actual NPSH values for the
RHR pumps.

RAI 1.6: LIMITING ATWS STATEPOINT

Evaluation of RAI 1.6:
These review topics were resolved under the generic ATWS analysis RAIs and the content of
Revision 2 of the MELLLA+ LTR, NEDC-33006P.

RAI 1.7: Feedwater (FW) Reduction

When the time the FW flow is reduced affects the ATWS and the ATWS instability responses. In
general, the ATWS analyses [[
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]] Discuss the FW system operation and
actuations timing, during the ATWS event. What are the bases for the [[

]]? At what actuation setpoints or core conditions do the EOPs instruct
the operators to reduce the trip or reduce the FW or/and all high pressure systems?

Evaluation of RAI 1.7:
The FW pumps in Plant D are tripped automatically by lack of supply steam. Note: other plant
types have a combination of steam and motor operator feedwater pumps, so the pump trip
would not necessarily be automatic.

Plant D has turbine driven FW pumps. Following the isolation, the turbines are assumed to
continue to operate for [[

I]

The NRC staff concurs with the licensee's evaluation. The time delays used in the calculations
represent the best available approximation of the automated actions of the plant.

RAI 1.8: CONFIRMATION OF ATWS/ATWS INSTABILITY

Section 9.3.3 states that the evaluation of the Plant D ATWS with instability is confirmed to be [[
]] However, no supporting analysis or evaluation is

provided to support this position. Discuss how confirmation was established.

Evaluation of RAI 1.8:
The initial core power-to-flow ratio for Plant D is 51.4 MW/Mlb/hr, which is bounded by the [

]] assumed in the generic MELLLA+ LTR. The NRC staff concurs with
the licensee that the applicability checklist for generic ATWS/Stability disposition is satisfied for
Plant D.

Conclusion:

For plant-specific EPU/MELLLA+ applications, the licensees will evaluate and confirm that the [[
]] analyses in NEDC-33006P are still applicable. The predominant

parameters for the confirmation include any changes in plant design or operation that will result
in significantly lower stability margins, such as (1) fuel design changes beyond GE14, (2) the
maximum power-flow ratio in the allowed operating domain should not be greater than [[

]] and (3) any changes in plant design or operation that will increase significantly
the subcooling during ATWS events.

RAI 1.9: SRV TOLERANCE AND SUPPRESSION POOL TEMPERATURE

The audit documents indicate that 10 SRVs lift at the TS upper tolerance and one low setpoint
SRV lifts at 10% above the nominal lift setpoint. For PRFO at [end of cycle] EOC, assuming one
SRVOOS, the limiting Plant D unit reaches a peak ATWS vessel pressure of 1534 psig.
Assuming all SRVs are in service, the peak vessel pressure is 1457 psig. However, the
integrated SRV flows used to calculate the suppression pool temperatures for all the events are
based on an [[ ]]
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(1) Explain why a [[ ]] is used for the suppression pool
temperature calculations and why a reduced SRV tolerance is used for the peak pressure
calculations. The calculated peak suppression pool temperature is 197.70 F, with a proposed
suppression pool temperature limit of 207.70 F. In addition, instead of opening and maintaining
the SRVs open, the valves are analytically assumed to cycle. Analytically, this assumption could
result in an increased the boron mixing and slower suppression pool heatup. Please provide
justification for these assumptions. Provide an evaluation of the effects of these assumptions in
the calculated suppression pool temperature.

(2) The Plant D audit ATWS calculations show the relief valves' opening duration to be [[
]] In addition, the relief valve system

capacity was determined based on the percent steam flow at 1080 psig. These parameters
affect the actual plant ATWS response in terms of pressure relief capability. Explain the basis
for these assumed values. Justify why a relief valve capacity based on 1080 psig reactor
pressure would be more conservative for peak pressure and suppression pool calculations.

Evaluation of RAI 1.9(1):
The licensee explains that, for ODYN or TRACG analysis, the boron mixing and re-mixing
efficiency is determined by an average core flow rate with a [[ ]]
Therefore, fast flow oscillations induced by the possibly improper modeling of SRV cycling are
averaged out and do not influence the boron mixing efficiency. The licensee states that the 3%
Tech Spec tolerance on setpoint drift was used to calculate the initial overpressure transient.
The NRC staff agrees with the licensee's evaluation.

Evaluation of RAI 1.9(2):
The valve characteristics used are based on the generic Target-Rock SRV. The RAI response
states that SRV capacity used is the standard nameplate capacity. From previous EPU audits,
90-95% of the valve capacity was used in the analysis. Therefore, it is not clear if the
assumption of using the standard nameplate is a change or not. For plant-specific applications,
the valve capacities used is flagged as a audit item..

RAI 1.10: HBSW

According to the standard GE methods, ATWS calculations are only performed when new fuel
types are introduced. However, the EPGs / SAGS define a procedure to calculate the hot
shutdown boron concentration (HSBC), which appears to be cycle-dependent. The calculations
specified in the EPG-SAGS procedure include specific control rod patterns and cycle-specific
void reactivity coefficients

(1) Calculate the cycle-specific HSBC for the first MELLLA+ cycle at Plant D.

(2) Show that the HSBC value used in the [[ ]] is indeed
conservative and applicable to Plant D.

(3) Provide a comparison of the suppression pool temperature response, using the
cycle-specific HSBC value and the generic value.

Evaluation of RAI 1.10:

]] In addition, the calculation for HSBW is conservative because
it prescribes a no-void conditions. Even under shutdown conditions, decay heat is expected to
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provide some level of voiding.
core.

Cycle 17 is representative of an equilibrium GE 14 MELLLA+

Table C-1 Plant D HSBW Results

The assumed HSBW is used to determine the timing for the operator to raise the water level to
promote boron mixing for lower plenum injection plants. Assuming a higher HSBW delays the
time for water level increase and may result in more limiting peak suppression pool temperature.
In the reference case, [[

Conclusion:

The NRC staff is not entirely convinced that [[
]]appropriate for all lower plenum injection plants with MELLLA+ core designs. The acceptability
of the [[ ]] shall be evaluated on a plant-specific basis.

RAI 2.1: MAXIMUM PRESSURE FOR HEAT CAPACITY TEMPERATURE LIMIT

Section 10.9 of the MELLLA+ topical report states the plant's EOPs will be reviewed for any
effects of MELLLA+. The EOPs will be updated, as necessary. Please provide a critical review
of the Plant D EOPs for the EPU/MELLLA+ operation. Determine the applicability of the
variables, definitions, and calculations specified in the EOP to the EPU/MELLA+ operating
condition. The following questions provide some examples of the areas of the ATWS EOP that
may need further evaluation and updates in order to determine the limiting values applicable to
EPU/MELLLA+ operation.

Maximum Pressure for HCTL Plot (Section 17.5): Section 17.5 defines the procedure for
calculating the HCTL. In the example plots (Figs. B-17-5 and B-17-6), a maximum pressure of
1100 psig is used. However, TRACG calculations show that the pressure during MSIV ATWS is
consistently above 1100 psig. Please explain whether or not the EPG/SAGs should be modified
for EPU/MELLA+ operation to require calculation of the HCTL at the expected higher pressures,
and provide the basis.
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Evaluation of RAI 2.1:
The NRC staff does not agree with the licensee's statement "the maximum expected reactor
pressure is 1130 psig; which is lowest SRV setpoint." While at power, the reactor consistently
reaches pressures significantly higher than the SRV lifting pressure. The pressure only
decreases to close to 1130 psig when the power is significantly reduced, by either flow
reduction, boron injection, or water level reduction. Nevertheless, the NRC staff concurs with
the essence of the licensee's evaluation that suppression temperatures that violate HCTL are
not likely to occur at pressures greater than 1100 psig, because the reactor power should have
been reduced significantly by then. Therefore, HCTL extrapolation at pressures higher than
1100 psig is not required.

RAI 2.2: HSBW

Evaluation of RAI 2.2:
This topic is evaluated in RAI 1.10 above.

RAI 2.3: BIIT

The BIIT is defined as the suppression pool temperature that will allow for injection of the HSBW
without reaching the suppression pool HCTL. Please explain whether or not the BIIT curve
should be modified for EPU/MELLLA+ operation.

Evaluation of RAI 2.3:
The BIIT temperature is capped at 1000 F, independent of HCTL value. Thus, any changes to
HCTL (that are not lower than 1000 F) will not affect the BIIT temperature. The NRC staff
concurs with the licensee's evaluation.

RAI 2.4: MINIMUM NUMBER OF SRVS REQUIRED FOR DECAY HEAT REMOVAL

For EPU/MELLLA+, the expected decay heat levels should be higher. Please explain whether
or not the minimum number of required SRVs should be changed. Please explain if there are
any other variables that would be affected by changing the number of required SRVs.

Evaluation of RAI 2.4:
The minimum number of SRVs required for decay heat removal is based upon the 10-minute
decay heat. Operation in the MELLLA+ region will not have a significant effect on the decay
heat loading and will not impact the minimum number of SRVs required. The NRC staff concurs
with the licensee's evaluation.

RAI 2.5: MINIMUM NUMBER OF SRVS REQUIRED FOR EMERGENCY
DEPRESSU RIZATION

With EPU/MELLLA+, the expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Please explain
whether or not the minimum number of required SRVs should be changed. Explain if there is an
effect on any other variables.

Evaluation of RAI 2.5:

The minimum number of SRVs required for emergency depressurization with reactor not
shutdown is based on the amount of steam flow through fuel bundles which is required to
maintain temperature less than 1500 degrees F. This is a function of the fuel type and not
MELLLA+ operation. The NRC staff concurs with the licensee's evaluation.
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RAI 2.6: MINIMUM STEAM COOLING PRESSURE

With EPU/MELLLA+, the expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Please explain if the
minimum steam cooling pressure would change. Please explain if there is an effect on any other
variables.

Evaluation of RAI 2.6:

The minimum steam cooling pressure is based on the steam flow through the fuel bundle which
is required to maintain temperature less than 1500 degrees F. This is a function of the fuel type
and not MELLLA+ operation. The NRC staff concurs with the licensee's evaluation.

RAI 2.7: MINIMUM STEAM COOLING RPV WATER LEVEL

With EPU/MELLLA+, the expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Please explain if the
minimum RPV water level would change. Please explain if there is an effect on any other
variables.

Evaluation of RAI 2.7:

The minimum steam cooling RPV water level is based upon the fuel type and not expected
ATWS power levels. The NRC staff concurs with the licensee's evaluation.

RAI 2.8: MINIMUM ZERO-INJECTION RPV WATER LEVEL

With EPU/MELLLA+, the expected ATWS power levels should be higher. Please explain if the
minimum zero-injection RPV water level would change. Please explain if there is an effect on
any other variables.

Evaluation of RAI 2.8:

The minimum zero injection RPV water level is based upon the fuel type and not on expected
ATWS power levels. This parameter is not used in an ATWS strategy. It is used for steam
cooling without injection with the reactor shutdown. The NRC staff concurs with the licensee's
evaluation.

RAI 3.1: EQUIPEMENT OOS

Evaluation of RAI 3.1:
This topic was satisfactorily covered in MELLLA+ LTR and the associated NRC staff safety
evaluation and limitations.

RAI 3.2: POWER/FLOW MAP

The principal scoping evaluations, the supporting safety analyses, and the justifications are all
based on operation within the MELLLA+ domain, as defined by the power-to-flow equation
given in Section 1.2.1 of NEDC-33006P. Any operation outside the MELLLA+ boundary would
place the plants in an unanalyzed condition. The following questions focus on the operator
training, planned implementation testing, and the TS and operational controls that could provide
assurance that the plants could not be inadvertently operated outside the MELLLA+ boundary.

(1) Justify why the MELLLA+ power flow map that specifies the licensed operating domain
should not be placed in the TS as specified in 10 CFR 50.36.
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(2) Identify the relevant plant operational procedures, training, and software and plant
configuration management procedures that need to be updated to implement the MELLLA+
boundary.

(3) Describe any planned testing or surveillance that could be conducted before and during the
initial MELLLA+ implementation to ensure that the MELLLA+ boundary is well defined and the
units could operate within the MELLLA+ boundary.

(4) Will any planned operator training focus on the challenges of MELLLA+ operation? For
example, describe or refer to operator training modules that would cover instability performance,
ATWS, and the bases for the MELLLA+ restrictions (e.g., FWHOOS, FFWTR, SLO, 1ADSOOS,
1 SRVOOS) or the potential instability performance in the event of an RPT or turbine trip.

(5) Describe the updates that would be made to the online monitoring system, including the
process computer and core monitoring packages such as 3D MONICORE and Powerplex. The
NRC staff is interested in how the MELLLA+ operating domain will be defined in the process
computer and in the core monitoring programs used to predict the plant performance before any
plant evolution.

(6) There is a potential that plant maneuvers from within the licensed domain may cause the
reactor to operate outside the MELLLA+ operating domain. Since EPU/MELLLA+ conditions
have reduced the plant s available margin in the safety analyses, operation outside the
MELLLA+ boundary is not permissible.

1. Describe the steps that will be taken or the tools will be used to analytically predict
where the plant's response will be during power maneuvers, accounting for the rod
patterns and specific core conditions?

2. Define the cycle-specific 100% loadline.

3. The NRC staff understands that the actual plant operating loadline varies within a
cycle and from cycle to cycle. For example, the cycle-specific load can change
depending on the change in the feedwater temperature as a function of power. Discuss
how and why the actual plant-specific loadline is expected to vary throughout the cycle
and from cycle to cycle. Explain how it will be assured that the plant's cycle-specific
100% rodline will not exceed the MELLLA+ domain. What reportable requirements will
be in place to inform the Commission if the plant is operated outside the MELLLA+
domain, including operation outside the domain at the off-rated power levels.

Evaluation of RAI 3.2:

The RAI response provided the requested discussion and evaluation; and is therefore
acceptable.

RAI 4.1: ECCS COOLING PERFORMANCE AND SMALL BREAK LOCA RESPONSE

Evaluation of RAI 4.1:
This topic was satisfactorily covered in a similar generic RAI response and the associated staff
evaluations and limitations.

RAI 4.2: LARGE BREAK LOCA

Evaluation of RAI 4.2:

This topic was satisfactorily covered in a similar generic RAI response and the associated staff
evaluations and limitations.
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RAI 4.3: MAPLHGR AND MCPR MULTIPLIERS

Evaluation of RAI 4.3:

This topic was satisfactorily covered in the MELLLA+ LTR and the associated staff safety
evaluation and limitations.

RAI 5.1: STABILITY BACKUP STABILITY PROTECTION

Evaluation of RAI 5.1:

This topic was satisfactorily covered in the MELLLA+ and DSS-CD LTRs and the associated
NRC staff safety evaluations and limitations.

RAI 5.2: DSS-CD TECH SPEC CHANGES

Evaluation of RAI 5.2:

This topic was satisfactorily covered in the MELLLA+ and DSS-CD LTRs and the associated
NRC staff safety evaluations and limitations.

RAI 6.1: HPCI AND RCIC PERFORMANCE

Provide the HPCI and RCIC maximum design pressures and explain if these systems can inject
into the reactor throughout the transient event. For example, with the reactor still pressurized,
can the HPCI and RCIC systems inject and maintain the EOP-defined ATWS water level?

Evaluation of RAI 6.11:
The licensee reviewed the performance of HPCI and RCIC during the 105% power uprate,
where the SRV setpoints were increased by 25%. They found the performance adequate as
long as the pressure stayed below 1164 psig, the SRV lifting pressure. TRACG simulations
indicate that, except for a short period of time early in the transient, the vessel pressure remains
at or below -8 Mpa (-1175 psig). Thus, the NRC staff concurs with the licensee evaluation that
HPCI and RCIC provide sufficient pressure for water injection during ATWS events.

RAI 6.2: HPCI WATER SOURCES

Although the CST is the preferred water source, the suppression pool is the safety water source
system. Will HPCI system automatically switch to take suction from the suppression pool, when
the suppression pool water level high condition is reached? If so, explain whether the
suppression pool heatup during an ATWS event would affect the HPCI and RCIC operability
and qualification.

Evaluation of RAI 6.2:

The licensee states that HPCI is designed for continuous operation at a temperature of 140'F or
lower. Operators are instructed to switch HPCI source to CST if the suppression pool
temperature reaches this limit. CST is a non-safety grade source of water, but is expected to
have sufficient inventory to ride an ATWS event - it provides for approximately one hour of HPCI
inventory at hot shutdown. The licensee states that the use of a non-safety grade source of
water for HPCI is acceptable during ATWS.
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For this stand-pipe injection plant, the NRC staff concurs that the use of non-safety grade CST
water is acceptable for ATWS event, if suppression pool temperature is high and NPSH head
credit is not a solution. Specially, the HPCI NSPH is limited to 140°F, because of pump oil
system. Therefore, containment overpressure does not appear as a solution, since at issue is
not the pump cavitation protection only. For suppression pool temperature greater than 140 IF,
the HPCI operability appears to be tied to the duration that the CST water inventory would last.

In general, the acceptability of HPCI water sources, during ATWS shall be evaluated on a
plant-specific basis.

RAI 6.3: NPSH LIMITS DURING ATWS

Similarly, when increasing the water level after depressurization of the reactor, does the Plant D
ATWS EOP provide actions to take when the suppression pool temperature is high in terms of
NPSH? Please provide a discussion to demonstrate that the systems would be able to provide
the core cooling and coverage throughout an ATWS event in terms of the NPSH of the high and
low pressure systems.

Evaluation of RAI 6.3:
The licensee states that the plant-specific HCTL is between 160 OF and 168 OF for the
conditions expected. HPCI can operate with suction water up to 170 OF for short periods of
time.

Therefore, HPCI will be available prior to emergency depressurization with source water from
either suppression pool or CST. Following depressurization, low-pressure systems can be used
to restore level.

The RAI response did not cover why the high suppression pool temperature will not affect the
NSPH requirements for the low pressure ECCS systems. From the plant-specific evaluations,
the NRC staff finds that plants will be limited by the availability and operability of the safety
system.

As discussed in RAI 6.2, the water level control before and during the depressurization phase
will depend on the suppression pool temperature remaining below 140 OF, which is a limit that
applies to the HPCI pump irrespective of the available overpressure. The CST water inventory
may not be enough to ensure HCPI operability for the duration required.

The NRC staff finds detail integrated system evaluations need to be performed to ensure that all
the systems will be available, when required and assumed, considering the suppression pool
temperature with time in the duration of the event, and the CST water level inventory. As
discussed in the MELLLA+ SE, early hot shutdown through high B-10 concentration would
support reducing the suppression pool temperature and ensuring system availability.

In general, the acceptability of water sources for high and low pressure systems, during an
ATWS shall be evaluated on a plant-specific basis.

RAI 7.1: SPENT FUEL CRITICALITY

There is no spent fuel criticality evaluation in the EPU/MELLLA+ application. For the
EPU/MELLLA+ operation, fuel with higher plutonium content and larger batch fractions may be
placed in the core. Provide an evaluation that demonstrates that the spent fuel criticality
analysis-of-record will be applicable and bounding for spent fuel loading patterns and conditions
expected to exist at the pool with continued operation under the EPU/MELLLA+ condition.
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Evaluation of RAI 7.1:
The RAI response explained the requirements and process that ensures the spent fuel criticality
is mitigated and the TS requirements are met. The spent fuel pool criticality acceptability is
determined prior to the fuel order. The RAI response did not specifically address the impact of
increased Pu content or how changes in how the fuel is operated are included in the spent fuel
criticality analysis. In addition, since EPU core designs involve high batch fraction (-40% or
higher, the impact of higher discharge bundles per cycle on the spent fuel pool capacity also
needs to be assessed.

Assuming that the burnup effects corresponding to the projected M+ operation is properly
accounted for, the NRC staff finds the response acceptable. However, the plant-specific
application should include confirmation or discussion on how the spent fuel criticality
requirement can be met for bundles that operated at MELLLA+ conditions.

RAI 8.1: ODYN CALCULATION WITH ALL SRVS IN SERVICE

GE provided the Plant D ODYN run with one SRVOOS. Provide the Plant D ODYN run with all
SRVs in service. This is important, because: (1) the ODYN run stops after hot shutdown boron
weight is injected, and (2) the SRV flow would be higher with all SRVs in service.

Evaluation of RAI 8.1:
The data was not provided. The licensee states that the number of SRVs in service does not
significantly affect the final suppression pool temperature because SRV cycling does not
enhance boron mixing in the ODYN model. In additional the ultimate energy deposited into the
containment is dependent on reactor power. A plant-specific evaluation of this equipment
option will be performed.

RAI 8.2: PEAK SUPPRESSION POOL TEMPERATURE

The peak suppression pool temperature can occur after the hot shutdown weight is injected into
the reactor. Decay and stored energy would continue to be added into the reactor until the heat
rejected into the suppression pool is within the capability of the RHR suppression pool cooling
capability. Therefore, provide ODYN SRV flows data and STEMP suppression pool temperature
calculations that extend the analyses until the suppression pool temperature reaches
equilibrium condition or is decreasing.

Evaluation of RAI 8.2:
The requested information was provided and is acceptable to the NRC staff.

RAI 8.3: TRACG Analysis Detailed Data

The preliminary TRACG analysis the NRC staff reviewed during the audit did not include peak
suppression pool temperature calculation. Instead, GE compared the integrated SRV flows
between the ODYN analysis (based on TAF+5) and the TRACG results (based on TAF+5 and
TAF). The TRACG sensitivity analyses modeled reactor depressurization. However, during the
audit the TRACG cases were experiencing problems after the water level is raised. In addition,
the audit TRACG results showed significant difference between the PCT after depressurization
and the reported ODYN PCT. The reported ODYN PCT is the PCT during the pressurization
phase, since ODYN does not model depressurization. In subsequent discussion, GE stated that
the TRACG analyses problems were resolved and the TRACG cases can simulate plant
response throughout the ATWS event. In addition, GE reported that by modeling in the radiation
heat transfer, the TRACG depressurization PCT is within the reported ODYN pressurization
PCT results. Using the TRACG depressurization sensitivity analyses,
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(1) Provide the SRV flow data. Extend the ATWS analysis until the suppression pool
temperature reaches equilibrium or is decreasing. State if one or two RHR loop are assume to
be in operation. Include the results from the comparative TAF+5 ODYN results.

(2) Provide STEMP suppression pool temperature results and the comparative ODYN TAF+5
STEMP results.

(3) Provide the TRACG ATWS input files. Provide the TRACG sensitivity analyses output files.

(4) Please provide documentation of all of the changes made to the audit TRACG analyses that
reduced the PCT values after the depressurization (e.g., including radiation heat transfer).
Provide a brief description of how the code problems associated with increasing the water level
after depressurization were resolved. Note that the code is not approved for modeling of all of
the ATWS events.

(5) For the TRACG sensitivity analyses, determine if the mitigating system (e.g., HPCI) can
perform the analytical assumed function, considering the suppression pool temperature. If the
suppression pool condition during the event is beyond the system operability requirement, justify
the bases for the analysis assumption.

Evaluation of RAI 8.3:
The licensee states that for ATWS evaluations, all equipment not involved in the event initiation
is assumed to be operational except for the control rod insertion. Thus, both RHR loops are
active for this analysis. The long term RHR efficiency is determined by the STEMP code, not
ODYN. STEMP has a built in decay heat model that is input to the suppression pool heat up
rate; therefore once ODYN reaches hot shutdown, STEMP continues the calculation.

The RAI response provided summary of the TRACG changes and is acceptable to the NRC
staff.
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RESOLUTION OF COMMENTS
ON DRAFT SAFETY EVALUATION

FOR TOPICAL REPORT (TR) NEDE-33006P, REVISION 2,
"MAXIMUM EXTENDED LOAD LINE LIMIT ANALYSIS PLUS"

By letter dated May 4, 2007, General Electric Hitachi Nuclear Energy (GHNE) provided comments on the draft SE for TR
NEDE-33006P, Revision 2, "Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis Plus." The following are the NRC staff's resolution of these
comments.

Location in Draft SE Text GHNE Comment and Basis NRC Staff Resolution
Draft SE

1 Page 100 The plant-specific application will confirm that for operation Delete. Not accepted - limitation was not
Section 12.1 within the boundary defined by the MELLLA+ upper GE currently implements this process and the deleted.

boundary and maximum CF range, the GEXL-PLUS scope is not the subject of a limitation.
Also experimental database covers the thermal-hydraulic
Section 1.1.4 conditions the fuel bundles will experience, including, bundle
on page 4 power, mass flux, void fraction, pressure, and subcooling. If

the GEXL-PLUS experimental database does not. cover the
within bundle thermal-hydraulic conditions, during steady
state, transient conditions, and design-bases accident
(DBA) conditions, GENE will inform the NRC and obtain the
necessary data before submittal of the plant-specific
MELLLA+ application.
In addition, the plant-specific application will confirm that the
experimental pressure drop database covers the ranges of
pressures the fuel bundles will experience for operation
within the MELLLA+ domain.
With subsequent fuel designs, the plant-specific applications
will confirm that the database supporting the critical power
ratio (CPR) correlations covers the powers, flows and void
fractions BWR bundles will experience for operation at and
within the MELLLA+ domain, during steady state, transient,
and DBA conditions. The plant-specific submittal will also
confirm that the NRC staff reviewed and approved the
associated CPR correlation. Similarly, the plant-specific
application will confirm that the experimental pressure drop
database does cover the range of pressures the fuel
bundles will experience for operation within the MELLLA+
domain.

2 Page 100 This limitation does not apply to modifications that may be Delete. Not accepted - limitation was not
Section 12.2a licensed and implemented following MELLLA+ This is not a Limitation. 10CFR50.59 addresses deleted.

implementation. If there is a cumulative effect, the changes to a plants licensing and design basis.
subsequent modification or operational change will confirm
that there is no adverse impact to MELLLA+ operation.

Attachment



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

2

#. Location~in 'R Stf Resolution,Loc Drafti in . "Draft SE Text GHNE Comment and Basis - NRC staff Resolution
Draft SE

3 Page 101 The plant-specific application shall provide the plant-specific Delete. Not accepted - limitation was not
12.3 thermal limits assessment and transient analysis results. This is addressed in the Methods LTR, which is deleted.

Considering the timing requirements to support the reload, required to implement M+. Further, the second
the fuel- and cycle-dependent analyses including the plant- sentence is practically not possible. The schedule In MFN04-026, RAI 24 response, GE
specific thermal limits assessment may be submitted by will not support it, particularly since M+ SE's will states that "the plant specific
supplementing the initial M+SAR. The SRLR for the initial probably have ACRS reviews EPU/MELLLA+ application will
MELLLA+ implementation cycle shall be submitted for NRC provide plant-specific thermal limits
staff confirmation. assessment and transient analysis

results." The basis for this response
is covered in staff RAI 24.

4 Page 102 Manual operator actions are not adequate to control the Delete. Not accepted - limitation was not
Section 12.5 consequences of instabilities when operating in the This Limitation is unnecessary since Limitation deleted.

MELLLA+ domain. A non-manual NRC-approved backup 12.2g requires an NRC-approved DSS and the
Also protection system must be provided, or the reactor core NRC approval for the use of manual backs should

must be operated below the MELLLA+ domain if the primary be addressed in those applications. Further, the
Page 25 stability protection system is declared inoperable, plant-specific analysis for DSS-CD, which is
Section 2.4.1 approved by the NRC, may have a manual BSP

boundary that extends into the M+ region, although
only slightly.

5 Page 102 Power uprate applicants must identify all other than Delete. Limitation was reworded as follows:
Section 12.7 Category "A" materials, as defined in NUREG-0313, M+ is not a power uprate. MELLLA+ applicants must identify all

Revision 2, that exist in its RCPB piping, and discuss the other than Category "A" materials, as
And Reactor adequacy of the augmented inspection programs in light of defined in NUREG-0313, Revision 2,
Coolant the power uprate on a plant-specific basis. that exist in its RCPB piping, and
Pressure discuss the adequacy of the
Boundary augmented inspection programs in
Limitation in light of the MELLLA+ operation on a
Section 3.5 on plant-specific basis.
page 36

6 Page 102 The plant-specific application will provide the Appendix K Delete or reword: Limitation reworded as follows:
Section 12.8a and the licensing bases PCT calculated at... The plant-specific application will provide the The plant-specific application will

Appendix K PCT and the licnsing bMAcc provide the 10 CFR Part 50,
Also calculated at... Appendix K, and the nominal PCTs
Section 4.3.1 Because already addressed in Methods LTR. calculated at ...

7 Page 102 The M+SAR will justify why the transition statepoint ECCS- Delete. Not accepted - limitation was not
Section 12.8a LOCA response bounds the 55 percent CF statepoint. The Already addressed in Methods LTR. deleted.

M+SAR will provide discussion on what power/flow
combination scoping calculations were performed to identify
the limiting statepoints in terms of DBA-LOCA PCT
response for the operation within the MELLLA+ boundary

8 Page 102 (1) Both the licensing bases and Appendix K PCTs should Delete or reword: Limitation reworded as follows:
Section 12.9b be reported ... (1) Both the licncisng b9scc and Appendix K PCTs Both the nominal and Appendix K

should be reported ... PCTs should be reported for all of the
Also Already addressed in Methods LTR. calculated statepoints, and ...

Section 4.3.1 1
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Location in Draft SE Text GHNE Comment and Basis NRC Staff Resolution
Draft SE

9 Page 13 Plant-specific MELLLA+ applications shall identify where in Delete. Not accepted - limitation was not
Section 12.12 the MELLLA+ upper boundary the bypass voiding greater Addressed by Methods LTR, SE Limitation 9.18 deleted.

than 5 percent will occur above the D-level. The licensee
Also shall provide in the plant-specific submittal the operating

actions and procedures that will mitigate the impact of the
Page 70 bypass voiding on the TIPs and the core simulator used to
Section 9.1.1.2 monitor the fuel performance. The plant-specific submittal

shall also provide discussion on what impact the bypass
voiding greater than 5 percent will have on the NMS as
defined in Section 5.1.1.5 of this SE.

10 Page 104 Plant-specific MELLLA+ implementations must perform For plants that do not achieve hot shutdown prior to Limitation was reworded, see Section
Limitation 12.15 best-estimate TRACG calculations on plant-specific basis, reaching the HCTL, plant-specific MELLLA+ 12.18 of Final SE.

which account for all plant parameters, including water-level implementations must perform best-estimate
control strategy and all plant-specific EOP actions. If TRACG calculations on plant-specific basis, which
technical specifications allow for equipment out of service, account for all plant parameters, including water-
this configuration must be used for these calculations. The level control strategy and all plant-specific EOP
licensee must ensure that all operability requirements (e.g., actions. If technical specifications allow for
NPSH) by equipment assumed operable in the calculations equipment out of service, this configuration must
are met. be used for these calculations. The licensee must

ensure that all operability requirements (e.g.,
PCT for both phases of the transient (initial over pressure NPSH) by equipment assumed operable in the
and emergency depressurization) must be evaluated on a calculations are met.
plant-specific basis with the TRACG ATWS calculation.

PCT for both phases of the transient (initial over
pressure and emergency depressurization) must
be evaluated on a plant-specific basis with the
TRACG ATWS calculation if the TRACG
calculation is required.

Clarify TRACG requirement, consistent with LTR,
Section 9.3.1
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# Location in Draft SE Text GHNE Comment and Basis NRC Staff Resolution
Draft SE

11 Page 104 Plant-specific MELLLA+ implementations must perform Only applies to plants that do depressurize, plant- (see Item 10 above)
Section 12.15 best-estimate TRACG calculations on plant-specific basis, specific MELLLA+ implementations must perform

which account for all plant parameters, including water-level best-estimate TRACG calculations on plant-specific
control strategy and all plant-specific EOP actions. If TSs basis, which account for all plant parameters,
allow for EOOS, this configuration must be used for these including water-level control strategy and all plant-
calculations. The licensee must ensure that all operability specific EOP actions. If TSc all.c4 for EQOS, this
requirements (e.g., NPSH) by equipment assumed operable configurati muct be used for these . alc. ilations
in the calculations are met. The licensee must ensure that all operability

requirements (e.g., NPSH) by equipment assumed
operable in the calculations are met.
Basis:
Clarification consistent with Section 9.3.1 of the M+
LTR.

ATWS analysis do not use design basis accident
analysis assumptions and nominal equipment
availability is acceptable, consistent with NRC
appro

12 Page 104 Licensee's that submit an EPU application that includes Licensee's that submit an EPU application that Limitation was reworded as follows:
Section 12.17 implementation of MELLLA+ should address the plant- includes implementation oA MELLLA+ application Licensees that submit a MELLLA+

specific risk impacts, including those associated with should address the plant-specific risk impacts7 application should address the plant-
MELLLA+ implementation, within their EPU application icluding these associated with MELLLA+ specific risk impacts associated with
consistent with approved guidance documents (e.g., NEDC- implementation, %'Aithin th.i. EPU.... appli=ation MELLLA+ implementation, consistent
32424P-A, NEDC-32523P-A, and NEDC-33004P-A) and the consistent with approved guidance documents with approved guidance documents
Matrix 13 of RS-001. Likewise, licensees that have already (e.g., NEDC-32424P-A, NEDC-32523P-A, and (e.g., NEDC-32424P-A, NEDC-
been granted an EPU, who subsequently submit an NEDC-33004P-A) and the Matrix 13 of RS-001. 32523P-A, and NEDC-33004P-A)
application requesting to implement MELLLA+, should re- Likewise, • icn,,,c that havA Already boan grantd• and the Matrix 13 of RS-001 and re
address the plant-specific risk impacts consistent with the an FP•U, who subsequently cubmit an application address the plant-specific risk
approved guidance documents that was used in their roqu.cting tc implement MELLLR'I+, sheoul and re- impacts consistent with the approved
approved EPU application and Matrix 13 of RS-001. address the plant-specific risk impacts consistent guidance documents that were used

with the approved guidance documents that was in their approved EPU application
used in their approved EPU application and Matrix and Matrix 13 of RS-001. If an EPU
13 of RS-001. and MELLLA+ application come to
Basis: the NRC in parallel, the expectation
EPUs and M+ applications are separate is that the EPU submittal will have
applications. The M+ LTR and associated SE do incorporated the MELLLA+ impacts.
not address EPU applications.

13 Page 105 The allowed SRVOOS in the TS should be consistent with Delete. Not accepted - limitation was not
12.19.1 the number of SRVs assumed to be OOS in the ATWS Basis: deleted.

analysis. For those plants that credit all SRVs in meeting Inconsistent with the STS. ATWS is not addressed Limitation was reworded; see Section
the ATWS peak pressure acceptance criteria, the TS SRV in the Technical Specfications. 12.22.1 of Final SE.
LCO should reflect this assumption and the plant cannot
operate at the MELLLA+ operating domain with any If NRC desire to add ATWS to the STS should
SRVOOS. address on an industry wide basis.
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14 Page 105 The plant-specific ODYN and TRACG calculations must be Delete. Not accepted - limitation was not
Section 12.19.2 verified to ensure that all plant-specific automatic settings Unnecessary. Any analysis performed by GE must deleted.

are modeled properly, ensure it properly models or addresses the plant Limitation was renumbered as
specific design and licensing basis of the 12.22.2 in the Final SE.
applicable plant.

15 Page 105 Verification that reactor operation will be maintained below Delete. Not accepted - limitation was not
Section 12.19.5 this analysis limit must be performed for all plant-specific The first sentence is an adequate Limitation. deleted.

applications Conformance with Limitations is addressed in plant Limitation was reworded; see Section
applications. 12.22.5 of Final SE.

16 Limitation LTR NEDC-33006P would be supplemented with bounding Delete. Not accepted - limitation was not
12.19.6 ATWS Instability analysis for future fuel designs including Limitation 12.2d addressses the matter. Further, deleted.

other vendor's fuel. an LTR is application on a generic scale and a Limitation was reworded; see Section
revision for limited use of fuel types may not be 12.22.6 of Final SE.
appropriate use of GE/NRC resources.

17 Limitation Special attention must be given to crucial safety systems Special attention must be given to crucial safety Limitation was reworded; see Section
12.19.9 like HPCI, and physical limitations like NPSH and back- systems like HPCI, and physical limitations like 12.22.9 of Final SE.

pressure. NPSH and back prccssUr.

What is the back-pressure limitation?
18 Limitation The plant-specific applications must justify the use of Delete. (see Item 10 above)

12.19.11 plant-specific suppression pool temperature limits for the The ODYN calculations are routinely over the
ODYN and TRACG calculations that are higher than the HCTL. These are performed conservatively.
HCTL limit for emergency depressurization.

19 Page 106 Perform cycle specific SLMCPR calculations in addition to Delete. Limitation 12.4 was reworded and
Section 12.20.3 the rated power and flow conditions at: 1) rated power and Limitation 12.4 already addresses the matter renumbered as 12.6. Limitation

minimum CF conditions (e.g., 120 percent OLTP/85 percent 12.20.3 was renumbered as 12.23.3
rated CF) and 2) limiting off-rated conditions at 55 percent and refers to Limitation 12.6 of the
rated CF and corresponding MELLLA+ power level. Final SE.

20 Page 107 The plant-specific application will provide TS changes that Delete. Limitation 12.20.4 was renumbered
Section 12.20.4 will ensure that the operating flexibilities not allowed under Proposed Technical Specifications are consistent as 12.23.4 and refers to reworded

the MELLLA+ conditions would be restricted in the TS. with the scope of the STS. Revisions to the STS 12.18.
For the best-estimate TRACG ATWS calculations, Plant-D should be addressed on an industry-wide basis.
must use a conservative plant-specific HSBW value.

Further, as stated for 12.19.2, the needed to model
conservatively is unnecessary for a Limitation. Any
analysis performed by GE must ensure it properly
models or bounds plant-specific design and
licensing basis.

21 Page xii, last The ATWS MSIVC data shown in Figure 9-12 is based on The ATWS MSIVC data shown in Figure 9-12 is Figure numbers were incorrect.
sentence of the ODYN calculations. based on QDYN TRACG calculations. Sentence now reads:
1 st paragraph, Figure 9-12 is based on TRACG results. The ATWS MSIVC data shown in

Figure 9-3 and Figure 9-11 is based
on ODYN calculations.
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22 Page xii, The NRC staff concluded that the plant-specific applications The NRC staff concluded that the plant-specific Limitation 12.18 language clearly
3 d sentence of will include ATWS sensitivity analyses simulating the ATWS applications will include ATWS sensitivity analyses specifies when the TRACG
the 3 d scenario consistent with the plant-specific ATVVS EOPs, simulating the ATWS scenario consistent with the calculation is required. This
paragraph including the water level strategies employed at the plant, plant-specific ATWS EOPs, including the water clarification to the executive

the depressurization if the HCTL is reached and the level strategies employed at the plant, the summary text is not required.
associated operator actions and systems actuations. depressurization if the HCTL is reached and the

associated operator actions and systems
actuations. TRACG analyses are performed for
those Plants that depressurize prior to achieving
hot shutdown.
Basis:
Clarify when TRACG calculation is needed,
consistent with Section 9.3.1 of the M+ LTR.

23 Page xii, 4m The plant-specific applications will include TRACG The plant-specific applications will include TRACG Limitation 12.18 language clearly
paragraph simulation following the EOPs, including depressurization if simulation following the EOPs, including specifies when the TRACG

the HCTL is reached depressurization if the HCTL is reached before the calculation is required. This
reactor is shut down. clarification to the executive
Basis: summary text is not required.
Clarify when TRACG calculation is needed,
consistent with Section 9.3.1 of the M+ LTR.

24 Executive Operation at the minimum CF at EPU power levels (120 Operation at the minimum CF at EPU power levels Comment incorporated.
Summary, percent OLTP, 80 percent CF) results in a significantly (120 percent OLTP, 80 percent CF) results in a
ATWS higher power following a 2RPT than when operating at significantly higher power following a 2RPT than
Instability OLTP. P when operating at MELLLA at OLTP or EPU.

Clarification. Rod line is the same for OLTP and
EPU in MELLLA

25 Summary Table 1-5 compiles the limitations in Section 12 and the Delete. Sentence has been deleted.
Section limitations associated with relevant LTRs to the MELLLA+. There is no Table 1-5.
Page xiv operation
Conclusion of
Impact of
MELLLA+

26 Section 1.1.5 so that a flow reduction or a recirculation pump trip ..... so that a flow reduction or a recirculation Comment incorporated.
2 nd paragraph would revert to the pre-OLTP operation statepoints pump trip would revert approximately to the pre-
3 rd sentence OLTP operation statepoints.

Basis:
MELLLA boundary is only an approximation of a
rod line
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# Location in Draft SE Text GHNE Comment and Basis NRC Staff Resolution
Draft SE

27 Section 1.1.5 Control rod movements are typically performed a few times Control rod movements are typically performed a Comment incorporated.
3rd paragraph, during the cycle to accomplish larger reactivity increases few times during the cycle to accomplish larger
41h sentence and the desired burn-up profiles. Because of the strong reactivity iRGFAeee changes and the desired burn-
page 6 local power peaking that may result from control rod motion up profiles. Because of the strong local power

and its local effect on the fuel, control rod movements must peaking change that may result from control rod
be performed very slowly and at a reduced power level; motion and its local effect on the fuel, control rod
otherwise, fuel clad failures may occur. movements must should be performed very slowly

and at a reduced power level; otherwise, fuel clad
failures may occur.
Basis:
Clarification
Reactivity changes can be either positive or
negative.

Reducing power when moving blades it is a
prudent precaution.

28 Section 1.1.5 Therefore, reactor operators are forced to either move Therefore, reactor operators are forced to either Comment incorporated.
5 th paragraph control rods very often or allow power reductions as burn-up move control rods very often or allow power
2 nd sentence takes place. redugtieri changes as burn-up takes place.

page 6 Basis:
Clarification.
Prior to the peak hot excess point in cycle power
must be increased to shim reactivity.

29 Page 10 However, the NRC staff notes that the SRLR is not Delete or reword: Comment not incorporated. The staff
Section submitted unless the NRC staff specifically requests it in The results of the applicable reload fuel dependent statement is accurate. The SRLR is
1.2.2.1.4 request for additional information (RAI). analysese are provided to the NRC in the Core only provided upon request. The

operating Limits Report. COLR does not contain the analysis
Basis: results presented in the SRLR
The NRC receives the COLR.

30 Page 10 Therefore, MELLLA+ LTR proposes that the NRC staff Delete. Comment not incorporated. The SE
Section approve an EPU/MELLLA+ application without reviewing the The M+ application does not ask for NRC approval Section 1.2.2.3.2 places this issue in
1.2.2.1.4 plant's response for two significant operational changes. of two operational changes. The M+SAR context.

The NRC staff finds that the proposed disposition of the addresses only the M+ change.
fuel- and cycle-dependent analyses to the standard reload
process would not meet the agency's safety goals.

31 Page 10 For the CPPU applications, the core and fuel performance Delete or reword: Sentence reworded as proposed.
Section assessments are deferred to the reload. For the CPPU applications, the core and fuel
1.2.2.1.4 performance assessments are performed on a

representative core and the actual core and fuel
performance assessments deferred to the reload.
Basis:
Deletion since the core assessments for the CPPU
application has nothing do with the M+ application

The M+ application addresses only the M+ change.
And an ELTR plant may license M+.
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# Locatinin Draft SE Text GHNE Comment and Basis NRC Staff Resolution
Draft SE

32 Page 10 Moreover, the current disposition to the reload is based on Moreover, the current disposition to the reload is Paragraph in Section 1.2.2.3.2
Section the assessment that the plants core and fuel response to based on the assessment that the plants core and reworded, but not as proposed. See
1.2.2.1.4 the MELLLA+ conditions would not be significantly different fuel response to the MELLLA+ conditions weilP4-Ret also disposition to Item 3 above.

from responses during EPU operation. be significantly diff...rt from ro.ponco.. duwrin
EPU eperatien-are performed durinq standard
reload licensing process.
Basis:
The disposition to the reload is because that is
when the analysis is performed. For assessments
of reload analyzes (e.g., Section 2.2.3), the M+
LTR does not close the issue with an assessment
based on a EPU comparison.

33 Page 101 The plant-specific application shall provide the plant-specific Delete or reword: Comment not incorporated. Similar
12.3 thermal limits assessment and transient analysis results. The plant-specific application shall provide the to Item 3 above.

Considering the timing requirements to support the reload, plant-specific thermal limits assessment and
Also, the fuel- and cycle-dependent analyses including the plant- transient analysis results. CGnSidcin•g the ti
Page 11 specific thermal limits assessment may be submitted by r.qui.F.mnt. to .uppo.. the Fol•ad, the fuel and

supplementing the initial M+SAR. The SRLR for the initial cy.. d8PGnd.. t analysos inluding the plant
MELLLA+ implementation cycle shall be submitted for NRC ..epifiG thormal limits ac...mc.nt may be
staff confirmation. i,,bmitt• d by .upplmn•..tin th initial M+S A•R

The SRLR for the initial MELLLA+ implementation
cycle shall be submitted for NRC staff confirmation.
provided with the SRLR or COLR, or it will be
reported directly to the NRC as an attachment to
the SRLR or COLR.
Basis:
Delete since it is a duplicate of the Methods
Limitation
Not practical due to the schedule.
Reporting revised to be consistent with the
Methods LTR

34 Section 1.3.1 (2) the higher bundle power-to-flow ratio will necessitate (2) the higher bundle power-to-flow ratio Comment incorporated.
page 13 more restrictive off-rated flow biased thermal limits which nccccitata mQro r octrictiv- off ratcd flaw biascd
3 paragraph will restrict the operating bundle power required to meet the thpr.m.al limits which will reduce margin to the limit

thermal limits; and and will restrict the operating bundle power
required to meet the thermal limits; and
Basis:
The offrated limit is not more severe, but the
margin to the limit may decrease

35 Section 1.3.3, LTR NEDC-33006P states that single loop operation (SLO) Delete the 3rd paragraph Comment not incorporated. The SE
3rd and 4th in the MELLLA+ region is not proposed; however the language is consistent with the fact
paragraphes available operating range for SLO in the MELLLA+ region The M+SAR will identify the applicable plant- that SLO is not allowed under

may be considered on plant-specific basis ... specific operational flexibilities allowed for MELLLA+.
operation at the MELLLA+ domain. The

The M+SAR will identify the applicable plant-specific acceptability of any proposed S..O opration will be
operational flexibilities allowed for operation at the evaluated on plant p, . ifi.. hba...
MELLLA+ domain. The acceptability of any proposed SLO Basis:
operation will be evaluated on plant-specific bases. M+ LTR excludes SLO in M+ domain.
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36 Section 2.2.1.1 The control rod density would be higher resulting in different The control rod density would be hiher-lower Comment not incorporated. See item
1 st paragraph axial power resulting in different axial power. 37 below.
2nd & 3r Clarification

sentences
37 2.2.1.1 The control rod density would be higher resulting in different The control rod density would be W94ef different Comment incorporated.

axial power distribution than the EPU statepoint. resulting in different axial power distribution than
the EPU statepoint.
Clarification

38 Section 2.2.1.2 The OLMCPR is calculated by adding the change in the The OLMCPR is calculated by adding the change Comment incorporated.
MCPR, due to the limiting AOO event, to the SLMCPR. in the MCPR, due to the limiting AOO event, to the

SLMCPR for non-TRACG methods.
Basis: TRACG uses a different method where the
change in CPR is not simply added to the
SLMCPR.

39 Page 26 The BSP methodology is an integral part of DSS-CD, which The BSP methodology is an integral part of DSS- Comment incorporated.
Section 2.4.1.1 requires a non-manual backup option for operation in the CD, which requires a non manua backup option for
2nd to last MELLLA+ domain if the DSS-CD option is declared operation in the MELLLA+ domain if the DSS-CD
paragraph inoperable, option is declared inoperable.

Basis: The NRC approval for the use of manual
backs should be addressed in the DSS
applications. Further, the plant-specific analysis for
DSS-CD may have a manual BSP boundary that
extends into the M+ region, only slightly. The use
of a manual BSP is approved in DSS-CD.

40 Page 35 However, EPU applicants must identify all other than Delete. P.Ma-MrFahWlr ee i
Section 3.5 Category "A" materials that exist in its RCPB piping and M+ LTR and associated SE is not applicable to N e- See Section 3.5.1 of the
1st paragraph discuss the adequacy of the augmented inspection EPU applications Final SE.

programs in light of the EPU on a plant-specific basis. This
NRC staff requirement is based on the fact that many BWR
plants have other than type "A" materials installed in their
RCPB piping and in some cases service induced flaws are
present in the RCPB piping. The presence of service flaws
induced flaws in RCPB piping does not meet the original
construction Code criteria, and therefore a plant-specific
evaluation is required.

41 Page 45 ...(1) both the licensing and 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix K, (1) both the icons.ing and 10 CFR Part 50, Reworded as follows:
Section 4.3.1, PCTs should be reported for all of the calculated Appendix K, PCTs should be reported for all of the (1) both the nominal and Appendix K
ECCS-LOCA statepoints; and (2)... calculated statepoints; and (2)... PCTs should be reported for all of the
PCT Reporting, Basis: calculated statepoints
Paragraph 3 Revise to be consistent with the Methods LTR SE.
and
Section 4.3.1,
ECCS-LOCA
Reporting
Limitation, (1)
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42 Section 12.8 The plant-specific application will provide the Appendix K The plant-specific application will provide the Reworded as follows:
ECCS-LOCA and the licensing bases PCT calculated at... Appendix K and tho licznsing bascsPCT The plant-specific application will
Off-Rated calculated at... provide the 10 CFR Part 50,
Multiplier Basis: Appendix K, and the nominal PCTs
Limitation (from Revise to be consistent with the Methods LTR SE calculated ...
Section 4.3.1)
Subsection a)

43 Section 12.9, (1) Both the licensing bases and Appendix K PCTs should (1) Both the licensing bases and Appendix K PCTs Reworded as follows:
ECCS-LOCA be reported ... should be reported ... Both the nominal and Appendix K
Reporting Basis: PCTs should be reported ...
Limitation (from Revise to be consistent with the Methods LTR SE
Section 4.3.1),
Para 1

44 Section 5.1.1.4 ..... because the control rod drop accident consequence is ..... because the control rod drop accident Comment not incorporated.
2 "d paragraph minimized and the SAFDLs are protected in the event of a consequence is minimized at low power and the The staff disagrees with the basis;

reactivity initiated event SAFDLs are protected at high power in the event of SAFDLs apply at all powers. If the
a reactivity initiated event reactivity-initiated event is more
Basis: limiting at low power, then SAFDL
Clarify that SAFDLs apply only at high power. limit at that power.

45 5.1.1.5.1 By limiting the bypass voiding in the LPRMs to less than 5 The instrumentation specification design basis Comment incorporated.
Steady State percent during steady state ensures the accuracy and limits the presence of bypass voiding to 5% (LRPM
Bypass Voiding reliability of the NMS during the sustained normal operation. levels). Limiting the bypass voiding to less than
Paragraph 2 5% for long-term steady operation ensures that

instrumentation is operated within the specification.
For EPU and MELLLA+ operation, the bypass
voiding will be evaluated on a cycle-specific basis
to confirm that the void fraction remains below 5
percent at all LPRM levels when operating at
steady-state conditions within the MELLLA+ upper
boundary. The highest calculated bypass voiding
at any LPRM level will be provided with the plant-
specific SRLR.
Basis: Same as IMLTR SE.

46 Page 57 Bypass Voiding Above the D-level Limitation Delete section. Comment not incorporated. This
Section 5.1.1.5 LPRM calibration from the TIP is of interest. section explains the rationale for the
Bypass Voiding EPU/M+ have no bearing on this concern as it bypass voiding limitation as well as
Above the D- exists in unrelated parts of the power/flow map for the impact on thermal TIPs and
level Limitation BWRs today. power distribution uncertainties. This

topic was not covered by the LTR
and will be justified in plant-specific
basis.
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47 Page 57
Section 5.1.1.5
Impact of
Bypass Voiding
Greater than 5
Percent and
Power

In addition, the gamma scan benchmarking data will not
represent operation at the lower flow statepoints earlier in
the cycle. Therefore, the power distribution uncertainties
applied at the MELLLA+ boundary between the 80 percent
and the 50 percent CF statepoints where the voids will be
highest cannot be validated by gamma scan data,
specifically for the different uncertainty components (e.g.,
upeak and ubundle) as applied to the SLMCPR. The same
power distribution uncertainties applied at the rated
conditions are applied at the reduced CF statepoints, and
GENE did not propose an alternative approach.

In additien, the gammFa scan bonchmnarking data
will nRt .. pres.nt Operation at the lower fla.
.tatop.i- tS . a.. ior in the cycle. Tho. ofo. . , th.

p.w.. dist•ribution; ... R...tainticc applied At the
MELLLA+ baundary between the 80 percent and
the 50 percent F. .tatepin.ts where th. .. ci. will
be highest cannot be validated by gamma scan
data, p.....ally for the diff.r. nt un.ertaint.
ceMPOenetS (e.g., cupaak and Gbundlo) as applied
to the Si• C...P.R. The samo pOWor distributio, n
uWncortaintios applied at the Fated coniditionm aro
applied at the Frducotd- GCF s~tatcPoint6, and GENE
did REA propose an altoRnative approach.

The gamma scan benchmarking data will not
directly characterize operation at the MELLLA+
boundary. However, such benchmarking will
characterize the cumulative effects of higher power
(EPU) and/or lower flow statepoints (MELLLA+)
earlier in the cycle as they affect isotope production
and any effects on the core monitoring
instrumentation.
Basis:
The gamma scan benchmarking confirming
sigmaPAL is performed with adaption to TIPs to
imitate core monitoring as closely as possible. If
additional noise in the instrumentation exists as a
result of bypass voiding, the effects are included in
the benchmark and resulting uncertainty. Similarly,
the isotopics are a direct result of operation at
EPU/MELLLA+ and the core operation strategy.
Therefore, gamma scans are sufficient to validate
the SLMCPR power distribution uncertainties and
remove the SLMCPR limitations for EPU and
MELLLA+.

Comment not incorporated. The staff
agrees that operation with higher
power lower flow condition affects the
isotopic composition and the gamma
scan results. However, it only
captures the specific power
distribution at the latter part of the
cycle (approximately the last 60
days).
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48 5.1.1.5 Impact
of Bypass
Voiding Greater
than 5 Percent
and Power
ý' paragraph
4 th sentence

The SLMCPR calculation shows sensitivity to CF
uncertainties; the CF uncertainty increases with decreasing
CF (See Figure 2-6 of this SE). The higher CF uncertainty
applied to the non-rated conditions should be high enough
to compensate for the difficulties associated with
benchmarking the reduced CF conditions. Therefore, the
NRC staff concludes that for the 55 percent CF statepoint
and along the MELLLA+ upper boundary up to the minimum
CF statepoint, the highest reduced CF uncertainty will be
applied. This is consistent with the CF uncertainty applied
to the SLO operation. The NRC staff finds with the
increased CF uncertainty applied consistently at the
MELLLA+ upper boundary statepoints, the application of the
rated power distribution uncertainty for the specific
components are acceptable.

The SLMCPR calculation shows sensitivity to CF
and FWF uncertainties; the CF and FWF
uncertainties increase with decreasing CF and
FWF (See Figure 2-6 of this SE). The higher CF
and FWF uncertainties must be applied to the non-
rated conditions should be high enough to
cOMpencatc fer the difficutiec asccociatod with
benchmorking the reduced CF ccnditionc.
SLMCPR calculation required to be performed as
noted in section 2.2.1.1. However, the power
distribution is more skewed and thus less limiting at
off-rated conditions and this has been shown to
mitigate the SLMCPR requirement. Therefore, the
NRC staff concludes that for the 55 percent CF
statepoint and along the MELLLA+ upper boundary
up to the minimum CF statepoint, the
corresponding CF and FWF uncertainties will be
applied along with the consistent power
distributions, and the limitinq SLMCPR value must
be used in settinq the OLMCPR. The NRC staff
finds with the increased CF and FWF uncertainties
applied consistently at the MELLLA+ upper
boundary statepoints, the application of the rated
power distribution uncertainty for the specific
components are acceptable.
Basis:
The SLMCPR value is based on the most limiting
result in the operating region considering
consistent inputs at each condition. Therefore, it is
not reasonable to apply the CF uncertainty at 55
percent flow when the limiting power distribution
ocurrs at rated power, where the largest number of
fuel rods are near the limiting one.

Comment partially incorporated.
The staff disagrees with the basis.
GE Part 21 report (MFN04-081) that
the power distribution uncertainty at
the low flow conditions can result in
higher SLMCPR values. The
SLMCPR methodology for operation
at lower core flow conditions needs
to be updated.

The first sentence was reworded as
proposed:
The SLMCPR calculation shows
sensitivity to CF and FWF
uncertainties; the CF and FWF
uncertainties increase with
decreasing CF and FWF (See Figure
2-6 of this SE). The higher CF and
FWF uncertainties must be applied to
the non-rated conditions, and should
be high enough to compensate for
the difficulties associated with
benchmarking the reduced CF
conditions..
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49 5.1.1.5 Impat However, this does not exclude confirmation that ap4b is Ho';-e-or, thic dors not oxc!-d confi..mtion thIt Comment not incorporated. The SE

of Bypass applicable where bypass voiding above the D-level is not Gp.b iS applicabic ,.,hor bypass v.iding above the evaluation remains valid. The
Voiding Greater present, such as the minimum CF statepoint. In addition, D ..... is not p...nt• , .uch as the Minimum CF= comment does not provide an
than 5 Percent the NRC staff assessment is based on the SLMCPR statopoint. In addition, the NRC staff assessmont alternative solution to the thermal TIP
and Power calculational methodology in which the base thermal- is b-s-d on tho SLMCPR calsulational uncertainty above the D level.

paragraph hydraulic condition at the minimum CF and the 55 percent methedelegy in which the b-ase thormal hydrauic
5 th sentence to CF statepoints are determined and perturbed according to condition at the mi imum CF AndA tho 55 p.....t
end of the associated uncertainty components. Section 2.2.1.1, CF. ctatoepOiRt aro 4dtrminod and p,.,ubd
paragraph "SLMCPR," of this SE also contains discussion on the CF aGccrding to the assoc t-d A.c.rta..nty

uncertainties. cm.pon.... Soe. on -:2.22.14, "SLICPIR ,, of th
SE a'ls contains discuAssion an tho CF

The plant-specific application will provide confirmation of the '.e.t.ainties
impact of bypass voiding on the reliability of the NMSs as
discussed above. Based on the conditions noted and the The plant .p..ifiG applicatiOn Will P....idA
assessment covered in this section, the NRC staff accepts onfirmation of the im•pat of bypass voiding on the
the adequacy of the NMS for operation at MELLLA+ . .liability of the NI ..S.s as dishusseod abev• . Based
condition. on the conditions noted and the assessment

covered in this section, the NRC staff accepts the
adequacy of the NMS for operation at MELLLA+
condition.
Basis:
The adequacy of the calculation with voids is
addressed in the IM qualification LTR.

GE has committed to demonstrating that the voids
will be 5% or less, such that the effects on the NMS
are not significant, then the adequacy of the NMS
is concluded to be acceptable.

50 Table 6-2 SLCS cold SDM SLCS GGe4 SDM. Comment incorporated.
1 st row, 1 st
column Clarification to be consistent with Section 2.3 of the

M+ LTR.

See next comment

51 Table 6-2 Hot shutdown boron weigh Delete or Comment incorporated.
2nd row

Potential increase in boron requirements. Reflected in ,yle-Plant Specific
cycle-specific EOPs Clarification to be consistent with Section 2.3 of the

Cycle Specific M+ LTR

52 6.5.1.1, 1t The required reactor boron concentration for cold and hot The required reactor boron concentration for core Comment incorporated.
sentence SDM depends on the fuel design and core loading, and the ce4d and het SDM depends on the fuel design and

boron requirements will be evaluated for each fuel reload core loading, and the boron requirements will be
evaluated for each fuel reload.
Basis: Clarification consistent with M+ LTR Section

1 6.5.1.1. I'm
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53 Section 9.1.1.1, Transients performed during the reload are not limited to the Transients performed during the reload are not Comment partially incorporated.
second above listed transients. Fuel Loading Errors (FLE) are also limited to the above listed transients. Fuel Loading Section rewritten as follows:
paragrah evaluated as an AOO, during reload analysis in accordance Errors (FLE) are also evaluated as an AOO, during GESTAR Amendment 28 was

with GESTAR II licensing methodology, reload analysis in accordance with GESTAR II recently approved which re
licensing methodology. GESTAR amendment 28 categorized the FLE as an accident
was just approved that re-categorized the FLE as and may no longer be considered an
an accident and may no longer be considered an AOO. The NRC staff will follow up
AOO. on this issue on plant-specific basis.
Basis:
FLE may now be evaluated as an infrequent event.

54 Section 9.1.1.3, In addition, for evaluation of margins available in the fuel The plant-specific applications will provide Comment incorporated. Section
5 th paragraph design limits at off-rated conditions, plant-specific prediction of key parameters for cycle exposures revised as proposed for consistency

applications shall provide a quarter core map (assuming for operation at EPU and MELLLA+. The plant- in lieu of deletion, because statement
core symmetry) showing the following parameters at the specific prediction of these key parameters will be is relevant to the MELLLA+ SE.
limiting off-rated conditions: bundle power, bundle operating .... pared-.ploled against the EPU referenced plant
LHGR, and MCPR for BOC, MOC, and EOC. experience base and MELLLA+ operating

experience, if available. For evaluation of the
margins available in the fuel design limits, plant-
specific applications will also provide quarter core
map (assuming core symmetry) showing bundle
power, bundle operating LHGR, and MCPR for
BOC, MOC, and EOC. Since the minimum
margins to specific limits may occur at exposures
other than the traditional BOC, MOC, and EOC, the
data will be provided at these exposures
Basis:
Revise consistent Methods. Seems a reference to
the Methods LTR would be adequate without the
repetition.

55 Section 9.1.1.5, Operation at MELLLA+ will result in a more limiting transient Delete sentence or reword as follows: Not applicable. Text in comment
TM limits response since the steam flow increases but the pressure Operation at MELLLA+ wil4 may result in a more does not exist in Section 9.1.1.5 of

relief capacity remains fixed limiting transient response cRnco the cteafAlow the Draft SE.
incrorasos but the preccuro relief Gapacity romnain~s

Basis: MELLLA+ does not necessarily result in a
more limiting response and the steam flow does
not increase with M+.
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56 9.3.1.1, Figure Operation in the MELLLA+ domain is detrimental to the Operation in the MELLLA+ domain is detrimental to Comment not incorporated. Figure
9-1, 1lt ATWS performance of the reactor. One of the first safety the ATWS performance of the reactor. One of the 9-1 is an illustration, which shows
paragraph actions taken in an ATWS is a 2RPT. When operating in first safety actions taken in an ATWS is a 2RPT. graphically that the power following

the MELLLA+ corner, the final power after a 2RPT is When operating in the MELLLA+ corner, the final an RPT is higher at MELLLA+ than at
significantly higher than when operating at OLTP. This is power after a 2RPT is significantly higher than OLTP at nominal CF.
illustrated in Figure 9-1 of this SE. This higher power when operating at OLTP. This is illustrated in
following the 2RPT results in a higher integrated heat load Figure 9-1 of this SE. This higher power following
to the containment, which is detrimental to safety the 2RPT results in a higher integrated heat load to
performance. the containment, which is detrimental to safety

performance. The OLTP corner represents the
nominal operating conditions, which are not the
maximum rod lines used in all the licensing basis
analysis.
Basis:
The OLTP condition in Figure 9-1 is consistent with
a nominal rod line. Therefore, the power/flow
conditions after 2RPT for the M+ corner involves
the operation mode changes from nominal to
ELLLA to MELLLA to M+. The actual licensing
reference point should be OLTP/MELLLA, which
will show a less drastic change.

57 9.3.1.1, 2d However, as a first order approximation, one could However, as a first order approximation, one could Comment not incorporated. The staff
paragraph extrapolate the containment relative heat load as being extrapolate the containment relative heat load as disagrees with GE's basis. The long

proportional to the steady state power-to-flow ratio. For being proportional to the steady state power ratio. term heat load to containment is
example, operating in the corner of MELLLA+ domain (120 For example, operating in the corner of MELLLA+ proportional to the core-average void
percent OLTP, 80 percent CF) results in approximately 150 domain (120 percent OLTP, 80 percent CF) results fraction required to maintain the
percent higher containment heat load than at the OLTP at in approximately 4-50 125 percent higher reactor critical. This void fraction is
rated CF. containment heat load than at the OLTP at the determined by the initial power/flow

latest licensing maximum rod lines, which is ratio. In MELLLA+, the rod line is
typically MELLLA, or 121 percent rod lines, higher.
Basis: This logic of containment heat load is
proportional to the power/flow ratio is not valid. The comparison of MELLLA+ rod line
The static ratio of power/flow conditions cannot be with OLTP at rated CF conditions is
maintained over the range of dynamic reactor valid and representative of early
system response through the ATWS events. The reactor operation representative of
impact of the M+ operating domain is most ATWS analyses in which the ATWS
prominent during the initial stage of the flow coast rule is based.
down following 2RPT. However, the initiation of
reactor vessel level control and boron injection will
achieve a new quasi-steady state operating
condition before the water level is restored to the
nominal setpoint. This quasi-steady state is largely
independent of the initial operating domain. The
sensitivity study presented in Figure 9-4 amply
demonstrates that the heat load injected to the
wetwell/containment for the M+ conditions is not
_much higher than the OLTP conditions.
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58 9.3.1.1, page The MELLLA+ operation may increase the containment heat The MELLLA+ operation may increase the Comment not incorporated. The
75 6, load by up to 150 percent (compared to OLTP operation at containment heat load by up to 4-5 125 percent increase in Boron concentration is
paragraph 100 percent flow); thus making the event even more (compared to OLTP operation 10-pe eet. low at intended to maintain the heat load to

challenging. An option that the NRC staff strongly the current licensed maximum rod line); thus containment constant. To maintain
encourages is to increase the boron concentration for the making the event even more challenging. An the heat load constant, the time to
SLCS so that the integrated heat load to containment option that the NRC staff strongly encourages is to inject the hot shutdown boron weight
remains constant. For example, if the power density is increase the boron concentration for the SLCS so cannot remain constant, it must be
increased by 10 percent, the boron injection time must be that the integrated heat load to containment reduced.
reduced by 10 percent so the integrated heat load remains remains constant. For example, if the pewe
constant. eBRs*Lrod line is increased by 10 percent, the

boron injection time must be reduced by 10 percent
so the intogratod heat clad time to inect hot
shutdown boron weight remains constant.
See above basis

59 Section 9.3.1.1, BWR ATWS events tend to challenge the suppression pool BWR ATWS e'-ents tend to ch3allnge the Comment not incorporated.
6 th paragraph temperature and peak containment pressure limits, because suppr.s.IO. pool t.mperatur. and peak Limitation 12.18 language clearly

the SLCS is relatively slow and takes up to 2400 seconds to containment pressure limits, because the SLCS ic specifies when the TRACG
inject the HSBW. The MELLLA+ operation may increase relatively cl9w and takes up to 2100 soAconds. to calculation is required. This
the containment heat load by up to 150 percent (compared ,,not the HSBW. Because of the larger power-to- clarification to the SE text is not
to OLTP operation at 100 percent flow); thus making the flow ratio when operating at the MELLLA+ corner, required.
event even more challenging. An option that the NRC staff which results in approximately 150 percent
strongly encourages is to increase the boron concentration containment higher heat load, one could expect
for the SLCS so that the integrated heat load to containment that the HCTL will be reached in approximately 80
remains constant. For example, if the power density is percent (or 120(MELLLA analyses are based on
increased by 10 percent, the boron injection time must be 121% rod line)M150) of the time that it would take to
reduced by 10 percent so the integrated heat load remains reach HCTL when operating at OLTP. The
constant. MELLLA+ operation may increase the containment

heat load by up to 4--5-125 percent (compared to
OLTP operation at 400-75 percent flow); thus
making the event even more challenging.
An option that the NRC staff strongly encourages is
to increase the boron concentration for the SLCS
so that the integrated heat load to containment
remains constant. For example, if the power
doncity is inrGeasod by 10 percent, the bo~ro
injoction timc muLSt be roduco~d by 10 porcont-6o
the integrated heot load rmnaiAc constant This
makes the impact of M+ on the suppression pool
negligible and TRACG calculation is not required.
Basis: Comparison should be between
EPU/MELLLA, not the original rated rod line.
Also, If the boron injection time decreased to make
the pool response consistent with EPU, then
TRACG calculation should not be required.



NEDO-33006-A, Revision 3
Non-proprietary Version

17

Location in Draft SE Text GHNE Comment and Basis NRC Staff ResolutionDraft SE

60 Section 9.3.1.1, BWR ATWS events tend to challenge the suppression pool BWR ATWS events tend to challenge the Comment not incorporated. The
sixth paragraph temperature and peak containment pressure limits, because suppression pool temperature limit aid4peak suppression pool temperature limit is

the SLCS is relatively slow and takes up to 2400 seconds to Gontainment proccuro limits, because the SLCS is set based on containment pressure
inject the HSBW. relatively slow and takes up to 2400 seconds to criteria. If the suppression pool

inject the HSBW. temperature limit is challenged, the
Basis: containment pressure limit is
Pressure limits are not challenged for ATWS. challenged as well.

61 9.3.1.1, page Figure 9-3 shows that operation at MELLLA+ conditions Figure 9-3 shows that operation at MELLLA+ Comment partially incorporated.
75, 9 'h result in a significantly increased pressure peak following conditions result in a significantly increased The paragraph has been reworded to
paragraph containment isolation, which is caused by the increase in pressure peak following containment reactor vessel mention the RPT effectiveness as

steam flow. isolation, which is caused by the increase in steam one of the contributing factors.
flow and less effective flow coast down following The reduced effectiveness of the
2RPT to reduce power at a higher rod line. RPT is explained in other sections of
Basis: Clarification the SE. However, the main
The other cause of higher peak vessel pressure is difference between the two lines
the less effective power reduction mechanism after drawn in Figure 9-3 is the increased
2RPT at a higher rod line. steam flow between OLTP and EPU.

In addition, the OLTP case
corresponds to 75% flow; therefore,
the effectiveness of the RPT is lower
for the OLTP case in Figure 9-3 than
for the MELLLA+ case in Figure 9-3.

62 Section 9.3.1.1, Figure 9-3 shows that operation at MELLLA+ conditions Figure 9-3 shows that operation at MELLLA+ This comment is a repetition of the
8th paragraph result in a significantly increased pressure peak following results in a significantly increased pressure peak above one, only with a different

containment isolation, which is caused by the increase in following containment isolation, which is caused by recommended solution. See
steam flow. the ncroAc -in tgtam flow less effective RPT at the resolution above.

higher operating rod line with MELLLA+.
Basis:
Steam flow in not increased with MELLLA+. The
high pressure is caused by less effective RPT at
the high rod line.

63 Section 9.3.1.1, Note that the rod lines depicted in this figure are not the Note that the rod lines depicted in this figure are Comment not incorporated. Figure
10 th paragraph rated rod lines, so they do not represent a valid comparison not the rated rod lines, so they do not represent a 9-4 compares suppression pool

between OLTP and MELLLA+. valid comparison between OLTP and MELLLA+. temperatures between 100%P/75%
However, this is a valid MELLLA to MELLLA+ and 100%P/85%F. It compares the
comparison, which is the significant change. worst possible MELLLA power/flow
Basis: ratio versus a particular non-limiting
The M+ applications assess the change from an implementation of MELLLA+. The
EPU condition to a M+ condition Therefore, the LTR requests staff approval for
comparison should be between M+ and MELLLA. operation down to 80% flow. This

reinforces the staff position that the
ATWS event must be evaluated on a
plant-specific basis with each
particular plant settings.
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64 9.3.1.2.1, 2"d During transient events, the preferred source of cold water Delete. Comment not incorporated. The SE
paragraph is the condenser; however, the condenser is not a safety The current assumption for ATWS analysis is that statement is correct. The SE does

source of water, and it may not be available for some there is no additional failure other than the AOO not require any changes in the ATWS
events. The safety source of water for most ESFs is the events leading to ATWS and the failure of control analyses assumptions. It simply
suppression pool. As the suppression pool heats up, so rod scram, plus other TS equipment COS. All states what safety-grade sources of
does the cooling water available for the ESF systems like other systems are assumed to function as water are available.
the ECCS. designed. The high pressure makeup flow is

drawn from condensate storage tank and this
assumption is valid and consistent with NRC
guidance for ATWS.

65 Section For example, in some plants, the RHR system is not For example, in some plants, the RHR system Comment incorporated.
9.3.1.2.2 available without off-site power, resulting in a higher operates at a reduced capacity without off-site
1s' paragraph suppression pool temperature. power, resulting in a higher suppression pool

temperature.
Basis:
Emergency diesel generators will provide the
power source for the RHR system if off-site power
is not available. They may not be able to power
the whole complement of the RHR pumps, but it
will enable the RHR operating at a reduced
capacity.

66 9.3.1.2.3, 3 r During the depressurization phase, the operator is During the depressurization phase, the operator is Comment incorporated.
paragraph instructed to stop all sources of coolant injection into the instructed to stop all sources of coolant injection

vessel (except the SLCS) to prevent overflowing of the into the vessel (except the SLCS, CRD and RCIC)
vessel caused by the flashing. to prevent overflowing of the vessel caused by the

flashing.
Basis: EPG/SAG Step C5-5.1

67 9.3.1.2.3, 3TO Figure 9-6 of this SE shows the peak fuel clad temperature Figure 9-6 of this SE shows the peak fuel clad Comment not incorporated. EPG
paragraph for three different strategies: TAF+5', TAF, and TAF-2' temperature for two different strategies: TAF+5' implementations allow control

and TAF. The TAF-2' corresponds to the minimum between the MSCWL and 2 feet
Also steam cooling water level and is provided as the below the sparger. While the staff
9.3.1.2.4, end worst-case scenario, recognizes that controlling water
of 2 d Basis: EPG/SAG Step C5-5.1 level at MSCWL would be difficult
paragraph and not a recommended strategy, the

SE statement is accurate as a
9.3.1.2.4, 2 nd postulated (though not
last paragraph recommended) strategy.

68 9.3.1.2.3, last The red and green lines show the suppression pool The red and black lines show the suppression pool Comment incorporated.
paragraph temperature calculated by the licensing code ODYN with temperature calculated by the licensing code

and without RHR ODYN with and %Athout RHR CONTAIN and
STEMP pool heating codes. Both codes include
the function of RHR pool cooling.
Basis: STEMP code also models the RHR pool
cooling function.
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# Location in Draft SE Text GHNE Comment and Basis NRC Staff Resolution
Draft SE

69 9.3.1.3, last Plants operating at or below MELLLA may experience the Plants operating at or belew-above MELLLA may Comment incorporated.paragraph need to depressurize reactor if the suppression pool experience the need to depressurize reactor if the
reaches the HCTL, even if these plants meet the specific set suppression pool reaches the HCTL, even if these
of requirements stipulated in 10 CFR 50.62. Thus, the NRC plants meet the specific set of requirements
staff recommends the use of ODYN licensing calculations, stipulated in 10 CFR 50.62. Thus, the NRC staff
to be supplemented by TRACG best-estimate confirmatory recommends the use of ODYN licensing
calculations that include all operator actions. calculations, to be supplemented by TRACG best-

estimate confirmatory calculations that include all
operator actions for M+ implementation.
Basis: The M+ LTR and associated SE are not
applicable to EPU operation.

70 Section 9.3.1.3 Plant-specific MELLLA+ implementations must perform Plant-specific MELLLA+ implementations must Comment not incorporated.
Limitation a) best-estimate TRACG calculations on plant-specific basis, perform best-estimate TRACG calculations on Limitation 12.18.a language clearlywhich account for all plant parameters, including water-level plant-specific basis if hot shutdown does not occur specifies when the TRACG

control strategy and all plant-specific EOP actions, before depressurization, which account for all plant calculation is required. This
parameters, including water-level control strategy clarification to the SE text is not
and all plant-specific EOP actions, required.
Basis: Clarification on TRACG requirement

72 Section 9.3.1.3 The PCT for both phases of the transient (initial over PCT for both phases of the transient (initial over Comment not incorporated.Limitation c. pressure and emergencydepressurization) must be pressure and emergency depressurization) must Limitation 12.18.c language clearly
evaluated on a plant-specific basis with the TRACG ATWS be evaluated on a plant-specific basis with-the if specifies when the TRACG
calculation. the TRACG ATWS calculations are required for the calculation is required. This

plant, clarification to the SE text is not
Basis: Clarification on TRACG requirement required.

72 Section 9.3.1.4 Therefore, the NRC staff requires best-estimate ATWS Therefore, for plants that do not achieve hot Comment not incorporated.
TRACG calculations on plant-specific basis, which account shutdown prior to reaching the HCTL, the NRC Limitation 12.18 language clearly
for all plant parameters, including water-level control staff requires best-estimate ATWS TRACG specifies when the TRACGstrategy, all plant-specific EOP actions, and equipment out calculations on plant-specific basis, which account calculation is required. This
of service allowed by technical specifications, to for all plant parameters, including water-level clarification to the SE text is not
demonstrate compliance with the requirements of 10 CFR control strategy, all plant-specific EOP actions, and required.
50.62. equipment out of service allowed by technical

specifications, to demonstrate compliance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.62,
Basis: Clarify TRACG requirement, consistent with
LTR, Section 9.3.1

73 Section 9.3.1.4 For example, if the power density is increased by 10 For example, if the power density is increased by Comment not incorporated.
percent, the boron injection time must be reduced by 10 10 percent, the boron injection time must be Limitation 12.18 language clearlypercent so the integrated heat load remains constant. reduced by 10 percent so the integrated heat load specifies when the TRACG

remains constant. This implementation keeps calculation is required. This
ATWS results approximately unchanged and clarification to the SER text is not
ODYN results are used to demonstrate this. required.
Basis: Clarification on how to demonstrate
recommendation.
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SLocation.in DraftSE Tx GHNE Commet and B NRC Staff Resolution

74 Section 5.1 The IRM system provides neutron flux information during The IRM system provides neutron flux information Comment incorporated.
2nd paragraph startup and heat-up operation. The IRMs generate trip during startup and heat-up operation. The IRMson page 55 signal to mitigate conditions that can result in local fuel generate trip signal to mitigate conditions that can

damage. There are typically eight (8) IRM detectors in the result in local fuel damage. There are typically
BWR/3 - BWR/6 cores. eight (8) IRM detectors in the BWR/3 -BWR/6

cores. Some BWR/4s have 6 IRMs.
Basis: 8 IRMs is the proper number for BWR/3 and
BWR/6. The number of IRMs for BWR/4 is 6

75 Section 5,1.1.1 Since there is no change in the maximum core power for the Since there is no change in the maximum core Comment not incorporated. Section
3 Id & 4th implementation of the MELLLA+ operating domain, the power for the implementation of the MELLLA+ 5.1.1.1 of the LTR states "Thesentences APRMs are not calibrated and are unaffected. Because the operating domain, the APRMs are not re-calibrated MELLLA+ operating range expansionpage 55 overlap occurs at lower power levels, the MELLLA+ and are unaffected. P, ccauso tho ovarlap occurs at has no effect on the Intermediateexpanded domain operation has no effect on the IRM IoW-r power levels The MELLLA+ expanded Range Monitors (IRMs) overlap withoverlap with the SRM and APRM. domain operation has no effect on the IRM overlap the Source Range Monitors (SRMs)

with the SRM and APRM. and APRMs, because overlap occurs
Basis: The overlap does not change because the at a lower power level than the
power is not changed MELLLA+ region."

76 Section 5.1.1.4 The RCIS rod withdrawal limiter prevents excessive control The RCIS rod withdrawal limiter prevents Comment incorporated.rod withdrawal after reactor power has reached an excessive control rod withdrawal after reactor
appropriate level. power has reached an appropriate level, The

region in which the RWM and RCIS are active is
unaffected by MELLLA+ operation.
Basis: For clarification

77 Section This reduction in detector response is due to a decrease in This reduction in detector response is due to a Comment incorporated.5.1.1.5.2 the moderation caused by the presence of high in-channel decrease in the moderation caused by theStability voids in the upper part of the fuel bundle and in the bypass presence of high in-channel and bypass voids in
Setpoint the upper part of the fuel bundle anid n the bypass.Setdown Basis: For clarification

78 Section The LTR NEDC-33173P (Reference 2) limitation restricts The LTR NEDC-33173P (Reference 2) limitation Comment incorporated.5.1.1.5.3 the bypass voiding at the LPRM D-level to 5 percent during restricts the bypass voiding at the hot channel
Page 57 steady state operation. However, for operation at the high LPRM D-level to 5 percent during steady stateSteady State power/low-flow MELLLA+ 55 percent CF statepoint, the operation. Howeve If, for operation at the highTIP Reading bypass voiding at the D-level can potentially be higher than power/low-flow MELLLA+ 55 percent CF statepoint,
Above the the 5 percent specification limit. This has impact on both the bypass voiding at the D-level GaRipterlf"ally-be
LPRM D-Level the thermal and gamma TIPs affecting the calibration of the is higher than the 5 percent specification limit.-Thie

LPRMs, and also on the core simulator axial power has *ipact on both the ther•al and gamma, then
distribution adaption. there could be an impact on the thermal ari

gamma TIPs affecting the calibration of the
LPRMs, and also on the core simulator axial power
distribution adaption.
Basis: Gamma TIPs are insensitive to bypass voids
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This document presents the processes and scope of work required for expansion of the core flow
operating range of GE Boiling Water Reactor (BWR) plants. The expanded operating range is
designed to enable plants that have increased their licensed power level above the original
licensed thermal power (OLTP) to be operated much more effectively. The proposed changes
expand the operating range in the region of operation with less than rated core flow, but do not
increase the licensed power level or the maximum core flow.

The expanded operating range is identified as Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis
Plus (MELLLA+). MELLLA+ extends the GE BWR licensed operating ranges identified as
Extended Load Line Limit Analysis (ELLLA), Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis
(MELLLA), and Maximum Extended Operating Domain (MEOD), which includes MELLLA
with increased core flow (ICF). The MELLLA/MEOD operating range boundary is
characterized by the statepoint of 100% OLTP at 75% of rated core flow. Uprated GE BWRs
have restricted their operation consistent with the MELLLA boundary, which reduces the core
flow range available for operation at uprated power. For plants that are uprated to 120% OLTP,
the MELLLA boundary restricts the core flow to 99% of rated core flow at full power operation.

BWR plants, licensed at uprated power levels, have demonstrated the satisfactory capability of
the safety systems and components for operation at the uprate power level with core flow within
the MELLLA operating range. Improvements in analytical techniques, plant performance
experience, and the latest fuel designs have resulted in availability of operational margins. This
available margin, combined with the as-built equipment, system and component capability,
provides the potential for expanding the operating range as proposed. No significant Nuclear
Steam Supply System (NSSS) or Balance of Plant (BOP) hardware modifications are expected.
Setpoint changes for the flow-biased alarm and trip functions will be required.
The MELLLA+ operating range expansion will be applied as an incremental change to
previously approved licensed power uprates. This document supports operation up to 120%
OLTP with core flow as low as 80% of rated. Changes other than the increase in core flow range
are minimized. Section 1.0 includes various limitations and restrictions that must be addressed
by Licensees referencing this Licensing Topical Report (LTR) for a MELLLA+ operating range
expansion.
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REVISIONS

NEDC-33006P, Revision 1 replaces NEDC-33006P, Revision 0 which was submitted for NRC
review on January 15, 2002. Revision 1 replaces Revision 0 in its entirety and should be the sole
basis for NRC review and approval.

The following notes summarize the key changes. Editorial and clarification changes are also
included.

1. The discussion regarding the constraints that are applicable to the MELLLA+ LTR has
been clarified in the Executive Summary and Chapter 1.0.

2. Section 1.2.1, Power / Flow Map, has been updated to expand the basis for the
boundaries of the MELLLA+ operating region.

3. Section 2.4, Stability, has been updated to reference the Detect And Suppress Solution-
Confirmation Density Licensing Topical Report, NEDC-33075P, Revision 1, August
2002.

4. Section 3.1, Nuclear System Pressure Relief and Overpressure Protection, provides
additional discussion regarding the potential effect of the ATWS pressure analysis on the
safety/relief valves. Additional support for the maximum overpressure event analysis
was also included.

5. Section 3.3.1, Reactor Internal Pressure Differences, is expanded to clarify the inclusion
of fuel assembly and control rod guide tube lift forces in the evaluation.

6. Section 4.1.1, Short Term Temperature and Pressure Response, is changed from a generic
to plant specific disposition, including the associated discussion.

7. Section 4.3, Emergency Core Cooling System Performance, has been greatly expanded to
provide additional basis for the ECCS-LOCA behavior in the MELLLA+ operating
region.

8. Section 9.1.1, Fuel Thermal Margin Events, has been expanded to include additional
results demonstrating the sensitivity of operation in the MELLLA+ operating region.

9. Section 9.3.3, ATWS with Core Instability, has been expanded to include additional
analysis results to support the generic disposition for the MELLLA+ operating region.

The technical content of NEDC-33006P, Revision 1, August 2003 is identical to Revision 1,
August 2002. Only the affidavit and proprietary markings have been changed.
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NEDC-33006P, Revision 2 replaces Revision 1 in its entirety and should be the sole basis for
NRC review and approval. The changes to Revision 1 are delimited by revision bars in the fight
margin. The following table summarizes the key changes.

Subject Comments

Section 1. Re-Write per AOO RAI 23. Modified Executive Summary as well.
NRC Staff Restrictions

Section 1.1.3 Added statement of GEXL acceptability based on AOO RAI 6
GEXL Acceptability Enclosure 3 Section 4.

Section 2.1 Per the AOO RAI 5.d response commit to a check on bypass voiding in Plant Specific
Fuel Design and Operation M+SAR.

Section 2.5 and 2.5.1 Modifications to 2.5 consistent with changing the disposition of ASME Overpressure
Reactivity Control to Plant Specific.

Section 3.1 A part of AOO RAI 24 general commitment to include Plant Specific AOOs. Re-
ASME Over Pressure write to be plant specific and to commit to look at the comers of the P-F map at the

EPU level.

Section 3.2.1 Re-write to include the Methods upgrade as discussed.
Fluence Added References 8 and 9.

Section 4.3 PCT evaluations and reporting re-write per AOO RAI 25 response provided.
Licensing Basis PCT Added commitment to do small break if PCT is within 50 F of limiting Appendix K
and SB LOCA PCT PCT per AOO RAI 26 response.

Section 8.1 Slight changes to text, not related to NRC RAI.
Liquid and Solid Waste

Section 9.1 9. 1.1 - AOO RAI 24 Re-write to be plant specific.
AOO Plant Specific AOO RAI 14 regarding RWE is also covered by Plant Specific commitment to

perform limiting events.
9.1.2 - Made Section 9.1.2 Plant Specific per RAI 24.

Section 9.1.1 Changed the discussion of the FLE to be consistent with the expected GESTAR
Fuel Loading Error Amendment 28 acceptance.

Table 9-1 Modified consistent with changes in 3.1 and 9.1.

Section 9.3.1 Re-written per negotiated commitments.
ATWS

Section 9.3.3 Expanded information on Table 9-5 and Figure Titles per RAI response.
ATWS Instability Added restrictions per RAI response.

Section 10.6 Re-Write with guidance from Brunswick RAI response.
Human Factors Also, added operator action basis requirements in Section 9.3.1 and Section 10.5.3.

Section 12 Change Revision for CLTR and DSS-CD references.
References Added Reference to Methods LTR and Added Fluence methodology references.
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NEDC-33006P, Revision 3 replaces Revision 2 in its entirety. Revision bars in the right margin
delineate the changes to Revision 3. The following table summarizes the key changes.

Section Summary of Revision
Created 'A' version Added the NRC's SE and the GEH responses to NRC Requests

for Additional Information [See Appendix A].

Acknowledgements Deleted the acknowledgements

Abbreviations/Acronyms Updated title and added 'RAI' to listing.

Introduction Deleted the last sentence in item 1 of the first page regarding
plant changes after MELLLA+ implementation consistent with
the commitment in MFN 07-241. Deleted the proprietary
markings on Page 1-1.

1.2.2 Consistent with Reference 22, changed the word, 'lower,' to
'higher.'

1.2.3 Consistent with Reference 22, added a statement regarding the
need to confirm the generic assessments or provide a plants-
specific evaluation if FWHOOS operational enhancement is not
included.

8.0 Added requirement to document the plant specific assessment in
the application if the plant's licensing basis is affected,
consistent with Reference 22

9.1.2. Consistent with MFN 07-041, RAI 17, added that a comparison
of the 55% flow point on the MELLLA+ rod line SLMCPR
with rated core power SLMCPR results will be provided in the
plant-specific EPU/MELLLA+ application.

9.3.1 Consistent with Reference 22, the number, '100' was corrected
to '1100.'

References Updated the References 5 and 6 to reflected latest issued LTRs.
Added recent references 22 through 92.
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ABBREVIATIONS/ACRONYMS

Term Definition

AC Alternating Current

ADS Automatic Depressurization System

ANSI American National Standards Institute

AOO Anticipated Operational Occurrence

AOP Abnormal Operating Procedure

AP Annulus Pressurization

APRM Average Power Range Monitor

ARO All Rods Out

ART Adjusted Reference Temperature

ARTS Average Power Range Monitor, Rod Block Monitor, Technical Specifications
Improvement Program

ASME American Society Of Mechanical Engineers

ATWS Anticipated Transient Without Scram

AV Allowable Value

BOP Balance Of Plant

BWR Boiling Water Reactor

BWROG BWR Owners Group

CDF Core Damage Frequency

CFR Code Of Federal Regulations

CLTP Current Licensed Thermal Power

CLTR NEDC-33004P (Reference 3)

CO Condensation Oscillation

COLR Core Operating Limits Report

CPPU Constant Pressure Power Uprate

CPR Critical Power Ratio

ACPR Change in Critical Power Ratio

CRD Control Rod Drive

CRDA Control Rod Drop Accident

CRGT Control Rod Guide Tube

CS Core Spray

CS/LPCS Core Spray or Low Pressure Core Spray

CSC Containment Spray Cooling

CSS Core Support Structure

DBA Design Basis Accident

DC Direct Current

DSS-CD Detect And Suppress Solution-Confirmation Density

ECCS Emergency Core Cooling System
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Term Definition

ELLLA Extended Load Line Limit Analysis

ELTRI NEDC-32424P-A (Reference 1)

ELTR2 NEDC-32523P-A (Reference 2)

EOC End Of Cycle

EOOS Equipment Out-Of-Service

EOP Emergency Operating Procedure

EPU Extended Power Uprate

EQ Environmental Qualification

FAC Flow Accelerated Corrosion

FCV Flow Control Valve

FFWTR Final Feedwater Temperature Reduction

FHA Fuel Handling Accident

FIV Flow-Induced Vibration

FPCC Fuel Pool Cooling And Cleanup

FW Feedwater

FWCF Feedwater Controller Failure

FWHOOS Feedwater Heater(s) Out-Of-Service

FWT Feedwater Temperature

GE General Electric Company

HELB High Energy Line Break

HPCI High Pressure Coolant Injection

HPCS High Pressure Core Spray

HVAC Heating, Ventilation And Air Conditioning

IASCC Irradiation Assisted Stress Corrosion Cracking

IC Isolation Condenser

ICF Increased Core Flow

IEEE Institute Of Electrical And Electronics Engineers

ILBA Instrument Line Break Accident

IORV Inadvertent Opening Of Relief Valve

IRM Intermediate Range Monitor

ITS Improved Technical Specification

LERF Large Early Release Frequency

LHGR Linear Heat Generation Rate

LTR Licensing Topical Report

LOCA Loss Of Coolant Accident

LOOP Loss Of Offsite Power

LPCI Low Pressure Coolant Injection

LPCS Low Pressure Core Spray
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Term Definition

LPRM Local Power Range Monitor

MAPLHGR Maximum Average Planar Linear Heat Generation Rate

MCPR Minimum Critical Power Ratio

MCPRf Flow-dependent Minimum Critical Power Ratio

MCPRp Power-dependent Minimum Critical Power Ratio

MELB Moderate Energy Line Break

MELLLA Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis

MELLLA+ Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis Plus

M+SAR MELLLA+ Safety Analysis Report (Plant Specific Safety Analysis Report)

MEOD Maximum Extended Operating Domain (MELLLA and ICF)

Mlb Millions Of Pounds

MOV Motor Operated Valve

MS Main Steam

MSIV Main Steam Isolation Valve

MSIVC Main Steam Isolation Valve Closure

MSIVF Main Steam Isolation Valve Closure With Scram On High Neutron Flux

MSLBA Main Steam Line Break Accident

MWt Megawatt-Thermal

NEMA National Electric Manufacturing Association

NPSH Net Positive Suction Head

NRC Nuclear Regulatory Commission

NSSS Nuclear Steam Supply System

NTSP Nominal Trip Setpoint

OLMCPR Operating Limit Minimum Critical Power Ratio

OLTP Original Licensed Thermal Power

OPRM Oscillation Power Range Monitor

P/T Pressure-Temperature

PCT Peak Cladding Temperature

PRA Probabilistic Risk Assessment

PRFO Pressure Regulator Failure Open

psi Pounds Per Square Inch

psia Pounds Per Square Inch - Absolute

psig Pounds Per Square Inch - Gauge

RAI NRC Request for Additional Information

RBM Rod Block Monitor

RCIC Reactor Core Isolation Cooling

RCIS Rod Control And Information System

RCPB Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary
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Term Definition

RHR Residual Heat Removal

RIPD Reactor Internal Pressure Difference

RPS Reactor Protection System

RPT Recirculation Pump Trip

RPV Reactor Pressure Vessel

RRS Reactor Recirculation System

RSLB Recirculation Suction Line Break

RWCU Reactor Water Cleanup

RWE Rod Withdrawal Error

RWM Rod Worth Minimizer

SAR Safety Analysis Report

SBO Station Blackout

SDC Shutdown Cooling

SER Safety Evaluation Report

SGTS Standby Gas Treatment System

SLCS Standby Liquid Control System

SLMCPR Safety Limit Minimum Critical Power Ratio

SLO Single (Recirculation) Loop Operation

SPC Suppression Pool Cooling

SRLR Supplemental Reload Licensing Report

SRM Source Range Monitor

SRP Standard Review Plan

SRV Safety Relief Valve

SRVDL Safety Relief Valve Discharge Line

SW Service Water

TAF Top Of Active Fuel

TIP Traversing In-Core Probe

TLO Two (Recirculation) Loop Operation

TS Technical Specification

TSV Turbine Stop Valve

UFSAR Updated Final Safety Analysis Report

UHS Ultimate Heat Sink

USAR Updated Safety Analysis Report

USE Upper Shelf Energy
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Power uprates in GE Boiling Water Reactors (BWRs) of up to 120% of original licensed thermal
power (OLTP) have been based on the guidelines and approach provided in References 1 and 2
(ELTR1 and ELTR2). A number of extended power uprate (EPU) submittals have been based
on these reports. The approach in ELTRI and ELTR2 allows an increase in the maximum
operating reactor pressure, when the reactor power is uprated. Subsequent to the approval of
ELTRI and ELTR2, GE developed an approach to uprate reactor power while maintaining the
current reactor maximum operating reactor vessel dome pressure. The power uprate option with
no dome pressure increase has been used at several plants, and is expected to be used for most
future uprate applications. An improved approach for a Constant Pressure Power Uprate (CPPU)
has been submitted in Reference 3 (CLTR).

This Licensing Topical Report (LTR) defines the approach and provides the basis for an
expansion of the operating range for plants that have uprated power, either with or without a
change in the operating pressure. This core flow rate operating range expansion does not change
the current plant vessel dome operating pressure. The improvement in the operating range is
identified as Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis Plus (MELLLA+). The current
Maximum Extended Load Line Limit Analysis (MELLLA) operating range is characterized by
the operating statepoint of reactor thermal power of 100% of OLTP at 75% of rated core flow.
Some plants currently combine the MELLLA operating region with Increased Core Flow (ICF)
resulting in an operating map called Maximum Extended Operating Domain (MEOD). Uprating
to 120% OLTP using the MELLLA or MEOD boundary, restricts the core flow to 99% of rated
at full power operation. This results in a reduced core flow range available for flexible operation
at the uprated power. This report addresses an expansion of the operating boundary that would
permit operation up to 120% OLTP with core flow as low as 80% of rated. Individual plants
may choose a smaller expansion of the range depending on needs and equipment capability. The
following limitations and restrictions must be addressed by Licensees referencing this LTR to
obtain a license for a MELLLA+ operating range expansion.

1. The plant-specific analyses supporting MELLLA+ operation will include all operating
condition changes that are implemented at the plant at the time of MELLLA+
implementation. Operating condition changes include, but are not limited to, an increase in
the dome pressure, maximum core flow, or fuel cycle length, or any changes in the licensed
operational enhancements. For example, with an increase in dome pressure, the ATWS
analysis, the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) overpressure analyses, the
transient analyses, and the ECCS-LOCA analysis will be reanalyzed based on the increased
dome pressure. Any changes to the safety system settings or actuation setpoint changes
necessary to operate with the increased dome pressure will be included in the evaluations
(e.g., safety relief valve setpoints).

2. For all topics in the MELLLA+ LTR that are reduced in scope or generically dispositioned,
the plant-specific application will provide justification that the reduced scope or generic
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disposition is applicable to the plant. If changes that invalidate the LTR dispositions are to
be implemented at the time of MELLLA+ implementation, the plant-specific application will
provide analyses and evaluations that demonstrate the cumulative effect with MELLLA+.
For example, if the dome pressure is increased, the ECCS performance will be evaluated on a
plant-specific basis.

3. Any generic bounding sensitivity analyses provided in the MELLLA+ LTR will be evaluated
to ensure that the key plant specific input parameters and assumptions are applicable and
bounded. If these generic sensitivity analyses are not applicable or additional operating
condition changes affect the generic sensitivity analyses, a plant-specific evaluation will be
provided. For example, with an increase in the dome pressure, the ATWS sensitivity
analyses that model the operator actions (e.g., depressurization if the heat capacity
temperature limit is reached) needs to be reanalyzed, using the bounding dome pressure
condition.

4. If a new GE fuel product line or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant, the applicability
of any generic sensitivity analyses supporting the MELLLA+ application will be justified in
the plant-specific application. If the generic sensitivity analyses cannot be demonstrated to
be applicable, the analyses will be performed including the new fuel. For example, the
ATWS instability analyses supporting the MELLLA+ condition are based on the GE14 fuel
response. New analyses that demonstrate the ATWS instability performance of the new GE
fuel or other vendor's fuel for MELLLA+ operation will be provided to support the plant-
specific application.

5. If a new GE fuel product line or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant prior to a
MELLLA+ application, the analyses supporting the plant-specific MELLLA+ application
will be based on a specific core configuration or bounding core conditions. Any topics that
are generically dispositioned or reduced in scope in the MELLLA+ LTR will be
demonstrated to be applicable, or new analyses based on the specific core configuration or
bounding core conditions will be provided.

6. If a new GE fuel product line or another vendor's fuel is loaded at the plant prior to a
MELLLA+ application, the plant-specific application will reference an NRC approved
stability method supporting MELLLA+ operation, or provide sufficient plant-specific
information to allow the NRC to review and approve the stability method supporting
MELLLA+ operation. The plant-specific application will demonstrate that the analyses and
evaluations supporting the stability method are applicable to the fuel loaded in the core.

7. For MELLLA+ operation, a core instability is possible in the event a transient or plant
maneuver places the reactor at a high power/low flow condition. Therefore, plants operating
at MELLLA+ conditions must have an NRC reviewed and approved instability protection
method. In the event the instability protection method is inoperable, the applicant must
employ an NRC reviewed and approved backup instability method. The licensee will
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provide technical specification changes that specify the instability method operability
requirements for MELLLA+ operation, including any backup stability protection methods.

The effects of the MELLLA+ operating range expansion on plant safety evaluations and system
assessments are addressed in this LTR. Many systems and evaluations that are part of a power
uprate may be dispositioned as unaffected by the MELLLA+ changes. For example, the portions
of the plant involved in power generation and electrical distribution experience no changes due
to the introduction of the MELLLA+ operating range for the reactor.

1.1 REPORT APPROACH

The evaluations provided in this document demonstrate that the MELLLA+ operating range
expansion can be accomplished within the applicable plant safety design criteria. Because the
maximum thermal power and maximum core flow rate do not change for MELLLA+, the effects
are limited to the NSSS, and primarily within the evaluation of core and reactor internals
performance during postulated transient and accident events. In addition, many of the safety
evaluations and equipment assessments that have been previously performed for power uprate
are unaffected.

The plant specific MELLLA+ safety analysis report (M+SAR) will follow the same content
structure as this document, which is based on the content structure established for the generic
power uprate CLTR (Reference 3).

Similar to the CLTR, two dispositions of the evaluation topics are used to characterize the
MELLLA+ evaluation scope:

" Generic, and

" Plant Specific.

These two dispositions are discussed in detail below.

1.1.1 Generic Assessments

Generic assessments are those safety evaluations that can be dispositioned by:

* Providing or referencing a bounding analysis for the limiting conditions,

* Demonstrating that there is a negligible effect due to MELLLA+,

" Identifying the portions of the plant that are unaffected by the MELLLA+ power-flow
map operating range expansion, or

" Demonstrating that the sensitivity to MELLLA+ is small enough that the required plant
cycle specific reload analysis process is sufficient and appropriate for establishing the
MELLLA+ licensing basis (as defined in GESTAR, Reference 4).

A phenomenological discussion of the effect of MELLLA+ on the evaluation results is provided
in each section of this LTR along with the applicable experience base and references to
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supporting information. The applicability of the generic assessments for a specific plant
application will be evaluated in the plant specific M+SAR. The M+SAR will document
confirmation of the generic assessment or provide a plant specific evaluation.

The four different types of generic assessments are discussed further in the following paragraphs.

Bounding Analysis

Bounding analyses may be based upon:

* Demonstration that uprate assessments in CLTR, ELTRI, or ELTR2 are bounding,

* Specific MELLLA+ generic studies provided in this document, or

" Previous studies in generic or plant specific safety analysis report submittals.

Negligible Effect

For those MELLLA+ assessments having a negligible effect, the evaluation of current experience
and/or analyses is provided with a discussion of the basis for the assessment. CLTR, ELTRI, or
ELTR2 may be referenced if the information in these reports supports the conclusion of negligible
effect. Any plant system design that falls outside of the current basis for a "negligible effect" will
be addressed in the plant specific submittal.

Unaffected

The MELLLA+ operating range expansion directly affects the core and some aspects of the
NSSS. It does not change the thermal power, normal operating pressure, steam flow, feedwater
flow, or feedwater temperature. The Power Conversion Systems, Section 7.0, and Electrical
Power and Auxiliary Systems, Section 6.0, are examples of subjects where there is no change
resulting from the MELLLA+ operating range expansion.

Reload Dependent

Some of the MELLLA+ operating range expansion safety evaluations are fuel operating cycle
(reload) dependent. The reload dependent evaluation process requires that the reload fuel design,
core loading pattern, and operational plan be established so that analyses can be performed to
establish operating limits for the cycle-specific core configuration. The reload analysis process
is required to demonstrate that the core design, including the operating limits in the MELLLA+

operating range, will meet all of the applicable NRC evaluation criteria and limits documented in
Reference 4. [[
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]] The MELLLA+ operating range expansion cannot be implemented unless the
appropriate reload core analysis is performed, the core and fuel operating limits are appropriately

established, and the criteria and limits in Reference 4 are satisfied. Based upon current
requirements, the reload analysis results are documented in the Supplemental Reload Licensing
Report (SRLR), and the applicable core operating limits are documented in the plant specific
Core Operating Limits Report (COLR).

If the generic assessment is fuel design dependent, this assessment is applicable only to GE/GNF
fuel designs through GE14, analyzed with GE methodology. The effect of MELLLA+ on future
GE/GNF fuel designs will be addressed during the assessment of the new fuel design consistent
with the requirements of Reference 4. If another vendor's fuel design is considered as part of the
MELLLA+ operating range expansion, fuel design dependent assessments must be separately
evaluated and justified on a plant and fuel specific basis.

1.1.2 Plant Specific Evaluation

All safety evaluations not categorized as Generic will require a plant specific evaluation to be
documented in the plant-unique M+SAR submittal. The expected relative effect of MELLLA+
on the plant and the methods used for the performance of the plant specific evaluations are
provided in this report. Where applicable, the approved assessment methodology in References
1-4 are referenced rather than redefining the process.

The plant specific evaluations will be reported in the plant specific M+SAR consistent with the
contents, structure, and level of detail indicated in this report.

1.1.3 Computer Codes and Methods

NRC-approved or industry-accepted computer codes and calculational techniques are used in the
safety analyses for the MELLLA+ operating range. The application range of the methods,
models, and computer codes currently used by GE has been reviewed and found adequate for
application in the MELLLA+ operating domain. The Methods LTR NEDC-33173P (Reference
5) documents all analyses supporting the conclusions in this section that the application ranges of
GE codes and methods are adequate in the MELLLA+ operating domain. The range of mass
fluxes and power/flow ratio in the GEXL database covers the intended MELLLA+ operating
range. The database includes low flow, high qualities, and void fractions, although the void
fraction is not measured in the test facility. Therefore, there are no restrictions on the application
of the GEXL-PLUS correlation in the MELLLA+ operating domain. GE continues to develop
and license improved computer codes and techniques. The updated methodology, when
approved by the NRC, (for example, future uses of TRACG) may be used in future plant specific
M+SAR submittals. The computer codes used for each plant evaluation will be listed in the
plant specific M+SAR submittal.
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1.1.4 Scope of Evaluations

Sections 2.0 through 11.0 provide evaluations of MELLLA+ on the respective topics. This
document defines all of the required evaluations for a plant specific application. The scope of
the evaluations is summarized in the following sections:

* Section 2.0 Reactor Core and Fuel Performance: Core and fuel performance
parameters are confirmed for each fuel cycle, and will be evaluated and documented in
the Supplemental Reload Licensing Report (SRLR) and Core Operating Limit Report
(COLR) for each fuel cycle that implements MELLLA+. Typical MELLLA+ core
thermal hydraulic parameters are presented in this section.

* Section 3.0 Reactor Coolant and Connected Systems: Evaluations of the NSSS
components and systems are performed at the MELLLA+ statepoint conditions. Because
the reactor operating pressure and the core flow are not increased by MELLLA+, the
effects on the Reactor Coolant and Connected Systems are minor. These evaluations
confirm the acceptability of the MELLLA+ changes in process variables in the NSSS.

" Section 4.0 Engineered Safety Features: The effects of MELLLA+ changes on the
containment, ECCS, Standby Gas Treatment, and other Engineered Safety Features
(ESF) are evaluated. The operating pressure for ESF equipment is not increased because
operating pressure and safety/relief valve setpoints are unchanged by MELLLA+.

* Section 5.0 Instrumentation and Control: The instrumentation and control signal
ranges and analytical limits for setpoints are evaluated to establish the effects of
MELLLA+ changes in process parameters. The scope of the MELLLA+ effects on
controls and setpoints is limited because the MELLLA+ parameter variations are limited
to the core.

* Section 6.0 Electrical Power and Auxiliary Systems: Because the power level is not
changed by MELLLA+, the electrical power and distribution systems are not affected.
The auxiliary systems have been previously evaluated to ensure that they are capable of
supporting safe plant operation at the Current Licensed Thermal Power (CLTP). The
Standby Liquid Control System (SLCS) is the only auxiliary system that may be affected
by MELLLA+.

* Section 7.0 Power Conversion Systems: Because the pressure, steam flow, and
feedwater flow do not change with MELLLA+, the power conversion systems are not
affected by MELLLA+.

" Section 8.0 Radwaste Systems and Radiation Sources: The liquid and gaseous waste
management systems are not affected by the MELLLA+ operating range changes.
However, slightly higher loading of the condensate demineralizers is possible if the
moisture carryover in the reactor steam increases. The radiological consequences are
evaluated to show that applicable regulations are met.

* Section 9.0 Reactor Safety Performance Evaluations: The Updated Safety Analysis
Report (USAR) Anticipated Operational Occurrence (AOO) events are reviewed as part
of the MELLLA+ evaluation. This section identifies the events that require evaluation in
the MELLLA+ operating range.
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" Section 10.0 Other Evaluations: High energy line break and environmental
qualification evaluations for the MELLLA+ range are confirmed to show the continued
operability of plant equipment at MELLLA+ conditions. The effects of MELLLA+ on
the plant Individual Plant Evaluation (IPE) are evaluated to demonstrate that there is no
change on the plant's vulnerability to severe accidents.

* Section 11.0 Licensing Evaluations: General information is included to support utility
changes to the Technical Specifications, Environmental Assessment, and Significant
Hazards Assessment.

1.1.5 Product Line Applicability

The processes, evaluations, and dispositions in this document are applicable to GE BWR/3
through BWR/6 product lines. Where there are differences in the design or characteristics of the
product line, the items specific to certain product lines are defined in each section.

1.2 OPERATING CONDITIONS AND CONSTRAINTS

1.2.1 Power / Flow Map

The MELLLA+ operating range expansion is shown in Figure 1-1. The MELLLA+ operating
domain is defined above the current MELLLA boundary. The MELLLA upper boundary core
power, P (% rated), as a function of core flow, WT (% rated), is defined as follows:

[[
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]]

The MELLLA+ region extends down to 55% core flow. Normal core performance
characteristics for plant power/flow maneuvers at near full power can be accomplished above
55% core flow. Operation at high power and low core flow can be difficult due to stability
considerations. Therefore, the MELLLA+ region was not extended below 55% core flow. If the
reactor operating conditions following an unplanned event stabilize at a power/flow point outside
the allowed operating domain, applying current plant procedures the operator must maneuver the
plant back into the allowed operating domain.

All lines on the power/flow map in Figure 1-1, other than those associated with the MELLLA+
operating range expansion are unchanged by MELLLA+.

1.2.2 Reactor Heat Balance

The changes in the reactor heat balance resulting from the MELLLA+ operating range expansion
are only those that are a result of the decrease in recirculation pump heat and the decrease in core
inlet enthalpy as result of the lower operating core flow.

1.2.3 Core and Reactor Conditions

As mentioned previously, the changes resulting from the MELLLA+ operating range expansion
are related to the core and reactor. There are no temperature changes in the steam and feedwater
piping. The small temperature decrease in the recirculation loops (relative to the CLTP,
maximum core flow condition) is within current MELLLA ranges.

Table 1-1 compares MELLLA and MELLLA+ thermal-hydraulic operating conditions for a
BWR/6 plant. The differences shown in Table 1-1 are typical for other plants, and the core
operating conditions listed in Table 1-1 represent the maximum allowed power to flow ratio.
The core void fractions are not significantly changed from previous MELLLA conditions. The
reduced feedwater temperature (FWT) heat balance for the MELLLA condition, which is based
on a feedwater reduction of 50'F, demonstrates that the MELLLA core inlet subcooling is higher
than the MELLLA+ value at 120% OLTP and normal feedwater temperature.
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The decay heat is principally a function of the reactor power level and the irradiation time.
MELLLA+ does not alter either of these two parameters, and therefore there is no first order
affect on decay heat. Additional parameters that have a second order impact on decay heat
include: enrichment, exposure, void fraction, power history, cycle length, and refueling batch
fraction. [[

1.2.4 Operational Enhancements

The following table presents performance improvement and/or equipment out-of-service features
that are not allowed in the MELLLA+ operating range expansion at this time.

Operational Enhancements Not Allowed in MELLLA+ Operating Region

Feedwater Heater Out-of-Service (FWHOOS)

Single Loop Operation (SLO)

Er

Single loop operation (SLO) in the MELLLA+ region is not proposed. The present licensing
basis for SLO will remain available up to the current licensed SLO power level. The available
operating range for SLO in the MELLLA+ region may be considered on a plant specific basis.

The M+SAR will identify applicable existing plant specific operational enhancements for each
plant and will provide the basis for their acceptability in the MELLLA+ operating range.

1.3 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The plant M+SAR will use the guidelines of this document to demonstrate that the MELLLA+
range expansion can be accommodated without a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated, without creating the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated, and without exceeding any
existing regulatory limits or design allowable limits applicable to the plant which might cause a
reduction in a margin of safety.
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Table 1-1 Comparison of Thermal-Hydraulic Parameters

MELLLA MELLLA MELLLA+ MELLLA+
Parameter 120% OLTP, 120% OLTP, 120% OLTP, 97% OLTP,

99% Core Flow 99% Core Flow 80% Core Flow 55% Core Flow
Normal FWT Reduced FWT Normal FWT Normal FWT

Thermal Power (MWt) 3473 3473 3473 2807

Steam Flow rate (MIb/Hr) 15.15 14.18 15.15 11.83

Dome Pressure (psia) 1040 1040 1040 1004

Feedwater Temperature ('F) 430 380 430 406

Core Flow (Mlb/Hr) 83.7 83.7 67.6 46.5

Core Inlet Enthalpy (Btu/Lb) 525.2 517.8 519.0 504.1

Core Pressure Drop (psi) 26.1 25.4 19.3 11.2

Core Average Void Fraction 0.52 0.49 0.55 0.56

Average Core Exit Void Fraction 0.73 0.71 0.77 0.78
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2.0 REACTOR CORE AND FUEL PERFORMANCE

This section addresses the evaluations in Regulatory Guide 1.70 Chapter 4 documented in the
CLTR. The major evaluations and summary disposition of these evaluations are as follows:

Section Title Generic Plant Specific

2.1 Fuel Design and Operation

2.2 Thermal Limit Assessment

2.3 Reactivity Characteristics

2.4 Stability

2.5 Reactivity Control

The detailed assessment dispositions as outlined in Section 1.1 are provided in the applicable
sections. The plant sl3ecific evaluations will be reported in the plant specific submittal consistent
with the format and level of detail indicated below. The applicability of the generic assessments
for a specific plant application will be evaluated. The plant specific submittal will document the
confirmation of the generic assessment or provide a plant specific evaluation.

2.1 FUEL DESIGN AND OPERATION

The fuel design limits are established for all new fuel product line designs as a part of the fuel
introduction. In general, no additional evaluations are required for MELLLA+. The topics
addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Fuel product line design None

Core design No Change in average power density
Axial and radial power distribution in the
core may change slightly.

Fuel thermal margin monitoring threshold No Change in average power density

]] The
range of void fraction, power shape, and rod positions may change in the MELLLA+ range. The
M+SAR will confirm that the predicted bypass void fraction is less than the [[ ]] design
requirement. MELLLA+ does not change the average bundle power or the maximum allowable
peak bundle power. The axial and radial power distribution in the core may change slightly as a
result of the design for MELLLA+. Because there is no change to the average power density,
there is no change to the fuel thermal margin monitoring threshold.

2.2 THERMAL LIMITS ASSESSMENT

The effect of MELLLA+ on the MCPR safety and operating limits, MAPLHGR, and LHGR
limits is addressed below. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:
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Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Safety Limit MCPR Flatter radial power distribution

Operating Limit MCPR Insignificant effect (Section 9.1)

MAPLHGR Limit Insignificant or no effect (Section 4.3)

LHGR Limit No effect

2.2.1 Safety Limit Minimum Critical Power Ratio

Er

]] The SLMCPR analysis reflects the actual plant core loading pattern and is performed
for each reload core. Using the methods defined in Reference 4, the cycle specific SLMCPR will
be determined and a Technical Specification change will be requested if the current Technical
Specification value is not bounding.

2.2.2 Operating Limit Minimum Critical Power Ratio

The Operating Limit Minimum Critical Power Ratio (OLMCPR) is calculated by adding the
change in MCPR due to the limiting Anticipated Operational Occurrence (AOO) event to the
SLMCPR. The OLMCPR is determined on a cycle-specific basis from the results of the reload
transient analysis, as described in Reference 4. The cycle specific analysis results are documented
in the Supplemental Reload Safety Report (SRLR) and included in the COLR. The MELLLA+
operating conditions do not change the methods used to determine this limit. E[

]]

2.2.3 MAPLHGR and Linear Heat Generation Rate Operating Limits

The Maximum Average Planar Linear Heat Generation Rate (MAPLHGR) limits ensure that the
plant does not exceed regulatory limits established in 10CFR50.46. Section 4.3, Emergency
Core Cooling System Performance presents the evaluation included in the plant specific M+SAR
to demonstrate that the plant will meet the regulatory limits in the MELLLA+ operating domain.
[[

The Linear Heat Generation Rate (LHGR) limits ensure that the plant does not exceed the fuel
thermal-mechanical design limits. The LHGR limit is determined by the fuel rod thermal-
mechanical design and is not affected by MELLLA+. [[
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2.3 REACTIVITY CHARACTERISTICS

The effect of MELLLA+ on strong rod out (SRO) shutdown margin, standby liquid control
system (SLCS) shutdown margin, and hot excess reactivity is described below. The topics
addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Hot Excess Reactivity Hot excess reactivity may change U

SRO Shutdown Margin SRO shutdown margin may change

SLCS Shutdown Margin SLCS shutdown margin may change

Operation in the MELLLA+ core flow range may change the hot excess reactivity during the
cycle. This change in reactivity does not affect safety, and is not expected to significantly affect
the ability to manage the power distribution through the cycle to achieve the target power level.
Through fuel cycle redesign, sufficient excess reactivity can be obtained to match the desired cycle
length.

Higher core average void fraction, higher plutonium production, increased hot reactivity later in the
operational cycle, decreased hot-to-cold reactivity differences, and smaller cold shutdown margins
may result from cores designed for operation with the MELLLA+ operating range expansion.
However, this potential loss in margin can be accommodated through core design within current
design and TS cold shutdown margin requirements.

All minimum SRO shutdown margin requirements apply to cold most reactive conditions, and
are maintained without change. In order to account for reactivity uncertainties, including the
effects of temperature and analysis methods, margin well in excess of the Technical
Specifications (TS) limits are included in the design requirements.

All minimum SLCS shutdown margin requirements apply to most reactive SLCS condition, and
are maintained without change. In order to account for reactivity uncertainties, including the
effects of temperature and analysis methods margin well in excess of the Technical
Specifications (TS) limits are included in the design requirements.

1]

2.4 STABILITY

Four stability long-term solution (LTS) options: Enhanced Option I-A, Option I-D, Option II,
and Option III currently apply to various GE BWRs. Information on these, or other viable,
stability options may be provided to supplement this report. The information will be provided on
a timely basis to support plant applications for MELLLA+.
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Plants implementing MELLLA+ with a detect and suppress type LTS may use the Detect and
Suppress Solution-Confirmation Density (DSS-CD) solution (Reference 6), or other NRC
approved stability long term solution. The DSS-CD consists of hardware and software for the
automatic detection and suppression of stability related power oscillations and represents an
evolutionary step from the Option III LTS (Reference 7).

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

DSS-CD Setpoints None.

Armed Region MELLLA+ generic region.

Backup Stability A generic BSP methodology applicable toBactity MELLLA+. A cycle specific evaluation is
Protection (BSP) required to confirm the BSP regions.

The DSS-CD solution uses the Confirmation Density Algorithm to detect the inception of power
oscillations and generate a power suppression trip signal prior to significant oscillation amplitude
growth and MCPR degradation. The DSS-CD LTR provides a generic basis, including the DSS-
CD setpoints, for BWR/3-6 product lines, GEl4 and earlier GE fuel designs, and operating
domains including EPU and MELLLA+.

The trip-enabled region is termed the Armed Region. In the DSS-CD LTR, the Armed Region
boundaries are specified to conservatively envelope power and flow conditions potentially
susceptible to power oscillation. The trip function is enabled below a specified core flow and
above a specified core power. The DSS-CD LTR generically specifies the Armed Region for
MELLLA+ operation below 75% rated core flow and above 25% OLTP. For power uprate, the
setpoint in %CLTP is scaled to maintain the same power level in MWt.

A Backup Stability Protection (BSP) may be used when the OPRM system is temporarily
inoperable. The definition of the base BSP regions and associated operator actions and the plant
specific confirmation process are established on a generic basis. The BSP regions are confirmed
on a cycle-specific basis to demonstrate adequacy to the reload cycle design.

2.5 REACTIVITY CONTROL

The Control Rod Drive (CRD) System is used to control core reactivity by positioning neutron
absorbing control rods within the reactor and to scram the reactor by rapidly inserting control
rods into the core. No change is made to the control rods or drive system due to MELLLA+.
The topics addressed in this evaluation are:
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Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Scram Time Response (pre BWR/6) None

Scram Time Response (BWR/6) Potential for change in pressure vs.
time response to event.

CRD Integrity None

2.5.1 Control Rod Scram

For pre-BWR/6 plants at normal operating conditions, the Hydraulic Control Unit accumulators
supply the initial scram pressure and, as the scram continues, the reactor becomes the primary
source of pressure to complete the scram. [[

For BWR/6 plants at normal operating conditions, the Hydraulic Control Unit accumulators
supply all of the pressure to complete the scram. Because the dome pressure for MELLLA+

does not change, BWR/6 plants will retain their current technical specification scram
requirements. [[

2.5.2 Control Rod Drive Positioning and Cooling

]] the CRD positioning and cooling
functions are not affected by MELLLA+.

2.5.3 Control Rod Drive Integrity Assessment

The postulated abnormal operating conditions for the CRD design assume a failure of the CRD
system pressure-regulating valve that applies the maximum pump discharge pressure to the CRD
mechanism internal components. This postulated abnormal pressure bounds the ASME reactor
overpressure limit. [[
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3.0 REACTOR COOLANT AND CONNECTED SYSTEMS

This section addresses the evaluations in Regulatory Guide 1.70, Chapter 5 and part of Chapter
3, documented in the CLTR. These reactor coolant and connected systems evaluations include:

Section Title Generic Plant Specific

3.1 Nuclear System Pressure Relief/Overpressure Protection

3.2 Reactor Vessel

3.3 Reactor Internals

3.4 Flow-Induced Vibration

3.5 Piping Evaluation

3.6 Reactor Recirculation System

3.7 Main Steam Line Flow Restrictors

3.8 Main Steam Line Isolation Valves

3.9 Reactor Core Isolation Cooling

3.10 Residual Heat Removal System

3.11 Reactor Water Cleanup System

The detailed assessment dispositions as outlined in Section 1. 1 are provided in the applicable
sections. The plant specific evaluations will be reported in the plant specific submittal consistent
with the format and level of detail indicated below. The applicability of the generic assessments
for a specific plant application will be evaluated. The plant specific submittal will document the
confirmation of the generic assessment or provide a plant specific evaluation.

3.1 NUCLEAR SYSTEM PRESSURE RELIEF AND OVERPRESSURE PROTECTION

The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Flow-Induced Vibration None

Overpressure Relief Capacity None

Because there is no change in the maximum main steam line flow for the MELLLA+ operating
range expansion, there is no affect on the flow-induced vibration of the piping and safety/relief
valves during normal operation. [[

The pressure relief system prevents overpressurization of the nuclear system during abnormal
operational transients, the plant ASME Upset overpressure protection event, and postulated
ATWS events. The plant safety relief valves (SRVs) along with other functions provide this
protection. Section 9.3.1 presents the ATWS evaluation performed for the MELLLA+ operating
range expansion.
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No changes in the pressure relief system or SRV setpoints are expected for MELLLA+. The
SRV setpoint tolerance is independent of the MELLLA+ operating range expansion. MELLLA+
evaluations are performed using the existing SRV setpoint tolerance.

3.2 REACTOR VESSEL

The Reactor Pressure Vessel (RPV) structure and support components form a pressure boundary
to contain reactor coolant and form a boundary against leakage of radioactive materials into the
drywell. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Fracture Toughness Minor increase in flux at the vessel wall

Reactor Vessel None
Structural Evaluation

3.2.1 Fracture Toughness

The increased void fraction in the MELLLA+ core effects the flux distribution near the top of the
core and beyond. [[

11
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It is expected that most MELLLA+ applications will have previously implemented the
methodology for the neutron flux calculations in the Licensing Topical Report NEDC-32983P-A,
December 2001 (Reference 8) or other comparable NRC approved methodology. The
methodology in NEDC-32983P-A adheres to the guidance in Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.190
(Reference 9) for neutron flux evaluation. Applications that have not implemented this type of
methodology will do so and provide the analysis with the M+SAR or by reference to a separate
report.

An increase in fluence will result in an increase in the RPV adjusted reference temperature
(ART) and a decrease in upper shelf energy (USE). In the case where the beltline pressure-
temperature (P/T) curves are limiting, an increase in ART will also require a revision to the P/T
curves. If the fluence increases, then the increase in the ART and decrease in USE will be
evaluated according to Regulatory Guide 1.99, Revision 2 (Reference 10).

The USE at end of life must remain greater than the 50 ft-lb criterion of 1OCFR50 Appendix G
(Reference 11). If the material does not meet the 50 ft-lb criterion, or if the available data is
insufficient to determine the USE, then an equivalent margin analysis (EMA) can be performed
in accordance with 1OCFR50 Appendix G. GE has performed a generic evaluation to
demonstrate equivalent margins for BWR material USE (Reference 12). The NRC approved the
GE generic EMA evaluation by an NRC SER (Reference 13). A plant specific evaluation is
required to demonstrate that the materials meet the limits required for the EMA.

If the P/T curves are beltline limited and the ART increases, then new P/T curves will be
required. 1OCFR50 Appendix G specifies fracture toughness requirements to provide adequate
margins of safety during operation. Appendix G of Section XI of the ASME Code (Reference
14) forms part of the basis for the requirements of 10CFR50 Appendix G. A change to the P/T
curves will require a change to the Technical Specification.

[[I

3.2.2 Reactor Vessel Structural Evaluation

There are no changes in reactor operating pressure, feedwater flow or steam flow rate for the
MELLLA+ operating range expansion. Other applicable mechanical loads do not increase for
the MELLLA+ operating range expansion. Consequently, there is no change in stress or fatigue
for the reactor vessel components.

3.3 REACTOR INTERNALS

The reactor internals include core support structure (CSS) and non-core support structure (non-
CSS) components. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:
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Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Reactor Internals Pressure None [[
Differences for Normal, Upset, and
Emergency Conditions

Reactor Internals Pressure Possible small increase for some components
Differences for Faulted Conditions

Reactor Internals Structural None
Evaluation for Normal, Upset, and
Emergency Conditions

Reactor Internals Structural Possible small increase in acoustic and flow induced
Evaluation for Faulted Conditions loads due to recirculation line break

Steam Dryer Separator Possible increase in steam moisture content and
Performance separator carryunder

3.3.1 Reactor Internal Pressure Differences

The reactor internal pressure differences (RIPDs) and fuel bundle and Control Rod Guide Tube
(CRGT) lift forces are calculated for Normal (steady-state operation), Upset, Emergency, and
Faulted conditions, consistent with the existing plant design basis. The process used for
calculating the RIPDs for the MELLLA+ operating range is the same as for the power uprate
process described in Section 5.5.1.1 of ELTR1.

The core exit steam flow, operating pressure, and feedwater flow and steam flow at the CLTP,
80% core flow MELLLA+ statepoint are all the same as at the CLTP, 100% core flow statepoint.

The faulted acoustic and flow induced loads in the RPV annulus resulting from the recirculation
line break LOCA are considered in the evaluation. EE

]]

3.3.2 Reactor Internals Structural Evaluation

The structural integrity evaluations supporting the MELLLA+ operating range expansion are
performed consistent with the available, existing design basis of the components. The following
typical loads and their dispositions are considered in the MELLLA+ structural evaluation.
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Load Category MELLLA+ Effect

Dead Weight

RIPDs

Seismic

Hydrodynamic Containment
Dynamic Loads
(LOCA and SRV)

Annulus Pressurization (AP)

Jet Reaction

Thermal Effects

Flow

Acoustic and Flow-Induced Loads
Due To Recirculation Line Break

Fuel Assembly and CRGT Lift

The effects on the above loads as a result of the thermal-hydraulic changes due to MELLLA+ are
evaluated for the reactor internals. Applicable loads, load combinations, and service conditions
are considered consistent with the plant design basis for each component.

Er

The loads for the MELLLA+ conditions are compared to those in the existing design basis
analysis. In cases where permanent structural modifications or repairs have been made to the
internals, the modified configuration and the corresponding documentation will form the design
basis. If the load conditions do not increase due to MELLLA+, then the existing analysis results
are bounding, and no further evaluation is required. If the loads increase due to MELLLA+, a
reconciliation of the load increase will be performed to confirm that the combined stresses and
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other stress resultants remain within the allowables for the various service conditions.
Quantitative or qualitative assessment will be performed consistent with the existing design basis
and the load change.

The evaluation of irradiation-assisted stress corrosion cracking (IASCC) and flow-induced
vibration (FIV) are covered in Sections 10.7 and 3.4.2.

3.3.3 Steam Separator and Dryer Performance

The performance of the steam separators and dryer are evaluated to determine the quality of the
steam leaving the reactor pressure vessel. Compared to the uprated 100% CLTP, 100% (or ICF)
core flow statepoint, the average separator inlet flow decreases and the average separator inlet
quality increases at MELLLA+ conditions. The MELLLA+ flow and quality conditions may
result in an increase in the moisture content of the steam leaving the RPV. Therefore, the plant
specific M+SAR will include a discussion of the steam separator and dryer performance
evaluation.

3.4 FLOW INDUCED VIBRATION

The flow-induced vibration (FIV) evaluation addresses the influence of the MELLLA+ operating
range expansion on reactor coolant pressure boundary (RCPB) piping, RCPB piping components
and RPV internals. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Piping FIV Evaluation

Recirculation Piping None

Main Steam and Feedwater Piping None

Safety Related Thermowells and Probes None

RPV Internals FIV Evaluation None

3.4.1 FIV Influence on Piping

The main steam (MS), feedwater (FW), and the reactor recirculation piping within the
containment were evaluated. Applicable structures include the piping and suspension for each of
these piping systems. Branch lines attached to the MS or FW piping were also considered.
[[

I]]
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3.4.2 FIV Influence on Reactor Internals

The process for the reactor vessel internals vibration assessment in the MELLLA+ operating
region is the same as that described in Section 5.5.1.3 of ELTRI. [[

]] The following table presents the effect on the reactor internals
components for the MELLLA+ operating range expansion.

Component(s) MELLLA+ Effect

Shroud
Shroud Head and Separator
Steam Dryer

Core Spray Line
LPCI Coupling
Control Rod Guide Tube
In-Core Guide Tubes

Fuel Channel
LPRM/IRM Tubes

Jet Pumps

Jet Pump Sensing Lines

Feedwater Sparger

Er

]] The MELLLA+ range results in a decreased
core and recirculation flow and the steam and feedwater flow is equal to the flow at CLTP.
ER

3.5 PIPING EVALUATION

3.5.1 Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary Piping

The Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary (RCPB) piping systems evaluation consists of a number
of safety related piping subsystems that move fluid through the reactor and other safety systems.
The topics addressed in this evaluation are:
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Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition
Main Steam and Feedwater (Inside Containment) None

Recirculation and Control Rod Drive None

Reactor Core Isolation Cooling (RCIC) None
High Pressure Core Spray (HPCS)
High Pressure Coolant Injection (HPCI)
Reactor Water Cleanup (RWCU)
Low Pressure Core Spray (LPCS)
Standby Liquid Control (SLC)
Residual Heat Removal (RHR)
RPV Head Vent line
SRV discharge line (SRVDL)
Safety related thermowells

The piping systems are required to comply with the structural requirements of the ASME Boiler
and Pressure Vessel Code (or an equivalent Code) applicable at the time of construction or the
governing code used in the stress analysis for a modified component.

Main Steam and Feedwater Inside Containment - For MELLLA+, the system temperatures,
pressure, and flows are within the range of rated operating parameters for the MS and FW piping
system (inside containment). [[

For MELLLA+, there is no change in the main steam flow rate or temperature, and the feedwater
flow rate and temperature. The moisture carryover may increase (Section 3.3.3) in the MS lines,
which may slightly increase the erosion/corrosion rates for a small period of time during the
cycle when the plant is operating at or near the MELLLA+ minimum core flow rate. The
change in erosion/corrosion rates will not require changes in the existing programs discussed in
Section 10.7. There is no change in the characteristics of erosion/corrosion in the FW and
attached piping.

Reactor Recirculation and Control Rod Drive - For MELLLA+, there is no change in the
maximum operating pressure, temperature and flow rate for the recirculation piping system and
attached RHR piping system. [[

]] This
conclusion is also applicable for the Control Rod Drive System.

Other RCPB Piping - [[
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Safety related thermowells are [[

MELLLA+ does not change the operating pressure or flow rate of any of these systems and
slightly decreases the inlet temperature to the RWCU system. Therefore, the susceptibility of
these systems to erosion/corrosion does not change as a result of the MELLLA+ operating range
expansion.

3.5.2 Balance of Plant Piping

The Balance-of-Plant (BOP) piping evaluation consists of a number of piping subsystems that
move fluid through systems outside the RCPB. The topics considered in this section are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Main Steam and Feedwater None [R
(Outside Containment)

Reactor Core Isolation Cooling (RCIC) None
High Pressure Core Spray (HPCS)
High Pressure Coolant Injection (HPCI)
Low Pressure Core Spray (LPCS)
Residual Heat Removal (RHR)
Off Gas System None
Containment Air Monitoring
Neutron Monitoring System.

Main Steam and Feedwater Outside Containment - For all MS and FW piping systems,
including the associated branch piping, the flow, pressure, temperature, and mechanical loads
will not increase due to the MELLLA+ operating range expansion. [[

11 The
susceptibility of these piping systems to erosion/corrosion as a result of the MELLLA+ operating
range expansion is discussed above in Section 3.5.1.

Other BOP Piping - For some BOP piping, the loads and temperatures used in the analyses
depend on the containment hydrodynamic loads and temperature evaluation results (Section 4.1).
[I
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]] The design basis LOCA dynamic loads including the pool swell loads,
vent thrust loads, condensation oscillation (CO) loads, and chugging loads have been defined and
evaluated for the CLTP, which may include consideration of feedwater temperature reduction.
The pool temperatures due to a design basis LOCA were also defined for the CLTP. The
M+SAR will confirm that the plant specific values for the MELLLA+ operating range remain
within these bounding values. [[

]]

3.6 REACTOR RECIRCULATION SYSTEM

The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

System evaluation None [[

NPSH None

Flow mismatch None

Single loop operation Not Allowed in MELLLA+ Operating Range

All of the Reactor Recirculation System (RRS) operating conditions for
the MELLLA RRS operating range. [[

MELLLA+ are within

]] Single loop operation is not allowed in the
MELLLA+ operating range.

11
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The affect on the TS for Recirculation Flow Mismatch Requirements is included in Section 4.3.

3.7 MAIN STEAM LINE FLOW RESTRICTORS

The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Structural integrity None [[ ]]

There is no increase in steam flow rate for the MELLLA+ operating range expansion.E[

3.8 MAIN STEAM ISOLATION VALVES

The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Isolation performance None R

Valve pressure drop None

There is no increase in pressure, steam flow rate, and pressure drop
range expansion. [[

]]I

for the MELLLA+ operating

3.9 REACTOR CORE ISOLATION COOLING/ISOLATION CONDENSER

The Reactor Core Isolation Cooling (RCIC) System provides inventory makeup to the reactor
vessel when the vessel is isolated from the normal high pressure makeup systems. For BWRJ3
systems that include an isolation condenser (IC), this equipment removes decay heat from the
reactor vessel while maintaining the vessel liquid inventory when the vessel is isolated from the
normal heat sink and high pressure makeup systems. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

System hardware None R

System initiation (RCIC and IC) None

Net positive suction head None

Inventory makeup (RCIC) level margin to TAF See Section 9.1.3

Heat removal capability (IC) None 1 ]]
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The RCIC System, used in all BWR/4, 5 and 6 and some BWR/3 plants, is required to maintain
sufficient water inventory in the reactor to permit adequate core cooling following a reactor
vessel isolation event accompanied by loss of coolant flow from the Feedwater System. The
system design injection rate must be sufficient for compliance with the system limiting criteria to
maintain the reactor water level above TAF at the MELLLA+ conditions. The RCIC System is
designed to pump water into the reactor vessel over a wide range of operating pressures.

An operational requirement is that the RCIC System can restore the reactor water level while
avoiding Automatic Depressurization System (ADS) timer initiation and MSIV closure
activation functions associated with the low-low-low reactor water level setpoint (Level 1). This
requirement is intended to avoid unnecessary initiations of safety systems. Many plants have
elected to elevate the nominal ECCS/ADS initiation level setpoint to compensate for indicated
instrument level errors resulting from drywell heating effects during a LOCA. Compliance with
this operational objective does not change for the MELLLA+ operating range. Any operator
action to inhibit ADS actuation following transient events will remain the same for MELLLA+.

For the MELLLA+ operating range expansion, there is no change to the normal reactor operating
pressure, decay heat, and the SRV setpoints remain the same. [[

The NPSH available for the RCIC pump [[

]] For
Anticipated Transients without Scram (Section 9.3.1) and Fire Protection (Section 6.7), operation
of the RCIC System at suppression pool temperatures greater than the operational limit may be
accomplished by using the dedicated Condensate Storage Tank volume as the source of water.
Therefore, the specified operational temperature limit for the process water does not change with
MELLLA+. The NPSH required by the RCIC pump [[

]]

The Isolation Condenser (IC) System, used on some BWR/3 plants, provides the equivalent
decay heat removal function as the RCIC for isolation events and must satisfy the same
requirements. The IC System removes decay heat from the vessel by condensing the steam
generated by the decay heat and returning the condensate to the vessel. For MELLLA+, there is
no change to the normal reactor operating pressure and the SRV setpoints remain the same.
1[
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3.10 RESIDUAL HEAT REMOVAL SYSTEM

The Residual Heat Removal (RHR) System is designed to restore and maintain the reactor
coolant inventory following a LOCA and remove reactor decay heat following reactor shutdown
for both normal, transient, and accident conditions. The primary design parameters for the RHR
System are the decay heat in the core and the amount of reactor heat discharged into the
containment during a LOCA. The RHR System operates in various modes, depending on plant
operating modes as assumed in accident analyses. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Low Pressure Coolant Injection mode None

Suppression pool and containment spray None
cooling modes

Shutdown Cooling mode None

Steam Condensing mode None

Fuel pool cooling assist None

The Low Pressure Coolant Injection (LPCI) mode, as it supports the LOCA response, is
discussed in Section 4.2.4, Low Pressure Coolant Injection.

The Suppression Pool Cooling (SPC) mode is manually initiated to maintain the containment
pressure and suppression pool temperature within design limits following isolation transients or a
postulated LOCA. [[

The Shutdown Cooling (SDC) mode is designed to remove the sensible and decay heat from the
reactor primary system during a normal reactor shutdown. This non-safety related mode allows
the reactor to be cooled down within a certain time, so that the SDC mode of operation will not
become a critical path during refueling operations. [[

The Steam Condensing (SC) mode is designed to maintain the reactor at a hot shutdown
condition without depressurizing during reactor isolation, while the equipment failure that caused
the isolation can be repaired. The SC mode, which is not safety related, has been disabled at
many BWRs. [[
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The Fuel Pool Cooling Assist mode, using existing RHR heat removal capacity, provides
supplemental fuel pool cooling in the event that the fuel pool heat load exceeds the heat removal
capability of the Fuel Pool Cooling and Cleanup System. [[

3.11 REACTOR WATER CLEANUP SYSTEM

The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

System performance None [[

Containment isolation None

The MELLLA+ operating range expansion does not change the pressure or fluid thermal
conditions experienced by the Reactor Water Cleanup (RWCU) System. Operation in the
MELLLA+ operating range will not change the quantity of fission products, corrosion products,
and other soluble and insoluble impurities in the reactor water. Reactor water chemistry is
typically well within fuel warranty and Technical Specification limits on effluent conductivity
and particulate concentration, and thus, no changes will be made in water quality requirements.
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4.0 ENGINEERED SAFETY FEATURES

This section addresses the evaluations in Regulatory Guide 1.70; Chapter 6 documented in the
CLTR. These engineered safety feature evaluations incluide:

Section Title Generic Plant Specific

4.1 Containment System Performance

4.2 Emergency Core Cooling Systems

4.3 Emergency Core Cooling Systems Performance

4.4 Main Control Room Atmosphere Control System

4.5 Standby Gas Treatment System

4.6 Main Steam Isolation Valve Leakage Control System

4.7 Post-LOCA Combustible Gas Control

The detailed assessment dispositions as outlined in Section 1.1 are provided in the applicable
sections. The plant specific evaluations will be reported in the plant specific submittal consistent
with the format and level of detail indicated below. The applicability of the generic assessments
for a specific plant application will be evaluated. The plant specific submittal will document the
confirmation of the generic assessment or provide a plant specific evaluation.

4.1 CONTAINMENT SYSTEM PERFORMANCE

The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Short Term Pressure and Temperature Change in break flow and energy due
Response to the differences in thermal hydraulic

conditions.

Long-Term Suppression Pool None
Temperature Response

Containment Dynamic Loads

Loss of Coolant Accident Loads Change in break flow and energy due
Subcompartment Pressurization to the differences in thermal hydraulic

conditions.

Containment Dynamic Loads

Safety-Relief Valve Loads None

Containment Isolation None

Generic Letter 89-10 None

Generic Letter 89-16 None

Generic Letter 95-07 None

Generic Letter 96-06 None
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4u

4.1.1 Short Term Temperature and Pressure Response

Operation in the MELLLA+ range may change the break energy for the design basis accident
(DBA) recirculation suction line break (RSLB). The break energy is derived from the break flow
rate and enthalpy. [[

]] The following
typical Mark I and the peak drywell-to-wetwelltable shows the peak drywell pressure for the

pressure for a typical Mark III.

Mark I Mark III

Plant Condition Peak Drywell Peak Drywell-to
Pressure -Wetwell Pressure

(psig) (psid)

Er

4.1.2 Containment Dynamic Loads

Results from the short-term containment response evaluation are used to evaluate the impact of
MELLLA+ on the LOCA containment dynamic loads.

4.1.3 Containment Isolation

Er

]] containment isolation systems evaluations will be performed and reported in the plant
specific M+SAR.
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4.1.4 Generic Letter 89-10

Er

]] an evaluation of the GL 89-10 program will be performed and
reported in the plant specific M+SAR.

4.1.5 Generic Letter 89-16

In response to Generic Letter 89-16, some plants have installed a hardened wetwell vent system.
One of the design requirements for the hardened wetwell vent is the ability to exhaust energy
equivalent to 1% CLTP. [[

4.1.6 Generic Letter 95-07

]] an evaluation of the
GL 95-07 program will be performed and reported in the plant specific M+SAR.

4.1.7 Generic Letter 96-06

]] an
evaluation of the GL 96-06 program will be performed and reported in the plant specific
M+SAR.

4.2 EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEMS

The emergency core cooling systems (ECCS) include the high pressure system (either High
Pressure Coolant Injection (HPCI) or High Pressure Core Spray (HPCS)), the Core Spray (CS)
or Low Pressure Core Spray (LPCS) system, the Low Pressure Coolant Injection (LPCI) mode of
the RHR System, and the Automatic Depressurization System (ADS). The topics addressed in
this evaluation are:
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Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

High Pressure Coolant Injection None

High Pressure Core Spray None

Core Spray or Low Pressure Core Spray None

Low Pressure Coolant Injection Mode of None
the RHR System

Automatic Depressurization None

ECCS Net Positive Suction Head None

4.2.1 High Pressure Coolant Injection

The HPCI System, used in all BWR/4 and some BWR/3 plants, is a turbine driven system
designed to pump water into the reactor vessel over a wide range of operating pressures. The
primary purpose of the HPCI is to maintain reactor vessel coolant inventory in the event of a
small break LOCA that does not depressurize the reactor vessel. In this event, the HPCI System
maintains reactor water level and helps depressurize the reactor vessel. In addition, the HPCI
System serves as a backup to the RCIC System to provide makeup water in the event of a loss of

feedwater flow transient.

Er

4.2.2 High Pressure Core Spray

The HPCS System, used in BWR/5 and 6 plants, is designed to spray water into the reactor
vessel over a wide range of operating pressures. The HPCS System provides reactor vessel
coolant inventory makeup in the event of a small break LOCA that does not immediately
depressurize the reactor vessel. In this event, the HPCS System maintains reactor water level
and helps depressurize the reactor vessel. This system also provides spray cooling for long-term
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core cooling after a LOCA. In addition, the HPCS System serves as a backup to the RCIC
System to provide makeup water in the event of a loss of feedwater flow transient.

Er

4.2.3 Core Spray or Low Pressure Core Spray

The Core Spray or Low Pressure Core Spray (CS/LPCS) System is automatically initiated in the
event of a LOCA. The primary purpose of the CS/LPCS System is to provide reactor coolant
makeup for a large break LOCA and for any small break LOCA after the reactor vessel has
depressurized. It also provides spray cooling for long-term core cooling in the event of a LOCA.

[[

4.2.4 Low Pressure Coolant Injection

The LPCI mode of the RHR System is automatically initiated in the event of a LOCA. The
primary purpose of the LPCI mode is to provide reactor coolant makeup for a large break LOCA
and for any small break LOCA after the reactor vessel has depressurized.

Er

4.2.5 Automatic Depressurization System

The ADS uses relief or safety/relief valves to reduce the reactor pressure following a small break
LOCA, when it is assumed that the high pressure systems have failed. This allows the CS/LPCS
and LPCI to inject coolant into the reactor vessel. [[
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4.2.6 ECCS Net Positive Suction Head

The MELLLA+ operating range expansion does not result in an increase in the heat addition to
the suppression pool following a LOCA, Station Blackout, and Appendix R event. [[

]]

4.3 EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM PERFORMANCE

The Emergency Core Cooling System (ECCS) is designed to provide protection against
postulated LOCAs caused by ruptures in the primary system piping. ECCS analyses have been
performed for a typical BWR/3, BWR/4, and BWR/6 plants to demonstrate that the lOCFR50.46
requirements are met when LOCAs are initiated from MELLLA+ power and flow conditions.
The ECCS performance characteristics do not change for the MELLLA+ operating range
expansion. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Large Break Peak Clad Temperature Small Effect

Small Break Peak Clad Temperature Negligible Effect

Local Cladding Oxidation Negligible Effect

Core Wide Metal Water Reaction Negligible Effect

Coolable Geometry None

Long-Term Cooling None

Flow Mismatch Limits None

Break Spectrum Response -

]] The break spectrum response is determined by the
ECCS network design and is common to all BWRs. SAFER evaluation experience shows that the
basic break spectrum response is not affected by changes in core flow. [

Large Break Peak Clad Temperature - The effect of MELLLA+ on the LOCA performance is
similar to that observed with the approved ELLLA and MELLLA low core flow regions. The
peak cladding temperature response following a large recirculation line break has two peaks.
The first peak is determined by boiling transition during core flow coastdown early in the event.
The second peak is determined by the core uncovery and reflooding. MELLLA+ has two effects
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on the boiling transition and first peak PCT. First, the reduced core flow causes the boiling
transition to occur earlier and possibly lower in the bundle. Second, the reduced core flow
causes the initial subcooling in the downcomer to be higher so that the break flow is greater in
the early phase of the LOCA event. At any given power level, the early boiling transition times
(boiling transitions that occur before jet pump uncovery) occur earlier in the event and may
penetrate lower in the fuel bundle as the core* flow is reduced, but the impact of the earlier
boiling transition on the LOCA PCT depends on the particular conditions. [[

Generic LOCA analyses were performed for typical BWR/3, BWR/4, and BWR/6 plants over
the MELLLA+ operating domain shown in Figure 1-1.

The results of the generic LOCA analyses are shown in Table 4-1. The results for power/flow
points at rated core flow and in the current MELLLA region are included to illustrate the trends
due to changes in power and core flow. Table 4-2 shows the MELLLA+ LOCA results for
several plants, along with the EPU and MELLLA results for those plants. [[

1]

Small Break Peak Clad Temperature - [[
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While the effect of MELLLA+ is expected to be negligible, the MELLLA+ plant specific SAR
will include calculations for the limiting small break at rated power/rated core flow and rated

power/MELLLA+ boundary, if the small break PCT at rated power/rated core flow is within

[[ ]] of the limiting Appendix K PCT.

Single Failure Evaluation -

]]

10CFR50.46 Acceptance Criteria - The PCT change due to MELLLA+ will be calculated on a
plant-specific basis for the limiting large break LOCA to demonstrate compliance with the
2200'F acceptance criterion of 10CFR50.46. [[

Recirculation Drive Flow Mismatch Limits - Limits have been placed on recirculation drive
flow mismatch over a range of core flow. For most plants, the limits on flow mismatch are more
relaxed at lower core flow rates. The drive flow mismatch affects the core flow coastdown
following the break. The effect of the drive flow mismatch on the LOCA evaluation is similar to
a small change in the initial core flow. [[
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Plant-Specific MELLLA+ Submittal - [[

]] The Licensing Basis PCT
considering all calculated statepoints will be reported in the M+SAR. These PCTs will be used
to demonstrate continued compliance with the 22007F acceptance criterion of lOCFR50.46 and
the requirements of the NRC SERs approving the SAFER/GESTR-LOCA application
methodology. If the small break PCT is within [[ ]] of the limiting Appendix K PCT, the
M+SAR will include calculations for the limiting small break at rated power/rated core flow and
rated power/MELLLA+ boundary. [[

4.4 MAIN CONTROL ROOM ATMOSPHERE CONTROL SYSTEM

The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Iodine intake None [[ ]]

The MELLLA+ operating range expansion does not result in a change in the source terms or the
release rates (Section 8.0). [[

4.5 STANDBY GAS TREATMENT SYSTEM

The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Flow capacity None

Iodine removal capability None

The Standby Gas Treatment System (SGTS) is designed to maintain secondary containment at a
negative pressure and to filter the exhaust air for removal of fission products potentially present
during abnormal conditions. By limiting the release of airborne particulates and halogens, the

SGTS limits off-site dose following a postulated design basis accident.
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4.6 MAIN STEAM ISOLATION VALVE LEAKAGE CONTROL SYSTEM

Most BWR plants do not have a MSIV Leakage Control system. Therefore, there is no need to
evaluate the MSIV Leakage Control System. A plant specific evaluation will be provided for
those plants that have this system.

4.7 POST-LOCA COMBUSTIBLE GAS CONTROL SYSTEM

The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

System initiation time None

Recombiner operating temperature None

Nitrogen makeup None

The Combustible Gas Control System is designed to maintain the post-LOCA concentration of
oxygen or hydrogen in the containment atmosphere below the lower flammability limit. [[
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Table 4-1 Typical LOCA Analysis Results for MELLLA+

Power/Flow Point' 100P/100F 1 OOP/80F 120P/100F 120P/80F 100P/55F

(Rated) (MELLLA) (EPU) (MELLLA+) (MELLLA+)

Peak Cladding Temperature
2

1 St / nd 1 St /2 nd 1 St / nd 1 St / nd 1 St / nd

Peak, 'F Peak, *F Peak, 'F Peak, 'F Peak, 'F

Nominal
BWRJ3

Appendix K

Nominal
BWR/4

Appendix K

Nominal
BWR/6 Appendix K

(1) Power level shown is percent of original licensed thermal power

[[

Table 4-2 Plant-Specific LOCA Analysis Results for MELLLA+

Power/Flow Point1  Rated MELLLA EPU MELLLA+ MELLLA+

Peak Cladding Temperature
2

P St /2 nd 1 St / nd I St / nd 1 st / nd 1 St / nd
Plant

Peak, 'F Peak, 'F Peak, 'F Peak, 'F Peak, *F

Power/Flow
218 Nominal

BWR/4
Appendix K

Power/Flow
251251 NominalBWR/4

Appendix K

Power/Flow
218 Nominal

BWRI6
Appendix K

(1) Power level shown is percent of original licensed thermal power
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5.0 INSTRUMENTATION AND CONTROL

This section addresses the evaluations in Regulatory Guide 1.70, Chapter 7, which are

documented in the CLTR. The principal instrumentation and control evaluations and summary
disposition of these evaluations are as follows:

Section Title Generic Plant Specific

5.1 NSSS Monitoring and Control

5.2 BOP Monitoring and Control

5.3 Technical Specification Instrument Setpoints

The detailed assessment dispositions as outlined in Section 1.1 are provided in the applicable

sections. The plant specific evaluations will be reported in the plant specific submittal consistent
with the format and level of detail indicated below. The applicability of the generic assessments

for a specific plant application will be evaluated. The plant specific submittal will document the
confirmation of the generic assessment or provide a plant specific evaluation.

5.1 NSSS MONITORING AND CONTROL

Changes in process parameters resulting from the MELLLA+ operating range expansion and
their effects on instrument performance and setpoints are evaluated in the following sections.
Technical Specifications address those instrument allowable values and setpoints for those
parameters that initiate protective actions. The effect of the MELLLA+ operating range
expansion on Technical Specifications is addressed in Section 11.1 and effect on the setpoints is
addressed in Section 5.3. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Average Power Range, None
Intermediate Range, and
Source Range Monitors

Local Power Range Monitors None

Rod Block Monitor None

Rod Worth Minimizer / Rod None
Control and Information System

5.1.1 Neutron Monitoring System

Because the maximum power does not increase, the effects on the performance of the Neutron
Monitoring System (NMS) are limited. The following evaluations of the NMS are applicable to
GE or Reuter Stokes supplied monitoring equipment, or other equipment that meets GE
specifications.
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5.1.1.1 Average Power Range, Intermediate Range, and Source Range Monitors

The Average Power Range Monitor (APRM) output signals are calibrated to read 100% at the
CLTP. [[

]] Using normal plant surveillance procedures, the IRMs may be adjusted to ensure
adequate overlap with the SRMs and APRMs.

5.1.1.2 Local Power Range Monitors

There is no change in the neutron flux experienced by the LPRMs and traversing incore probes
(TIPs) resulting from the MELLLA+ operating range expansion. [[

5.1.1.3 Rod Block Monitor

The Rod Block Monitor (RBM) uses LPRM instrumentation inputs that are combined and
referenced to an APRM channel. [[

5.1.2 Rod Worth Minimizer and Rod Control and Information System

The Rod Worth Minimizer (RWM) and Rod Control and Information System (RCIS) are normal
operating systems that do not perform a safety related function. The function of the RWM and
RCIS Rod Pattern Controller is to support the operator by enforcing rod patterns until reactor
power has reached appropriate levels. The RCIS also provides rod position information to the
operator. The RCIS Rod Withdrawal Limiter prevents excessive control rod withdrawal after
reactor power has reached an appropriate level. [[

]]

5.2 BOP MONITORING AND CONTROL

Operation of the plant in the MELLLA+ region has no effect on the Balance-of-Plant (BOP)
System instrumentation and control devices. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Pressure Control System None

Turbine Steam Bypass System (Normal Operation) None

Turbine Steam Bypass System (Safety Analysis) None
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Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Feedwater Control System (Normal Operation) None

Feedwater Control System (Safety Analysis) None

Leak Detection System None

5I

5.3 TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION INSTRUMENT SETPOINTS

Technical Specifications instrument allowable values and setpoints are those sensed variables,
which initiate protective actions and are generally associated with the safety analysis. The
determination of allowable values (AV) and setpoints includes consideration of measurement
uncertainties and is derived from the analytical limits (AL) used in specific licensing or safety
evaluations. The settings are selected with sufficient margin to minimize inadvertent initiation of
the protective action, while assuring that adequate operating margin is maintained between the
system settings and the actual limits. There is typically substantial margin in the safety analysis
process that should be considered in establishing the setpoint process used to establish the
Technical Specification allowable values and setpoints.

The MELLLA+ operating range expansion results in changes to some setpoints. [

The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

APRM Flow-Biased Scram Changed consistent with MELLLA+
operating boundary

Rod Block Monitor No change in ALs or trip settings due
to MELLLA+. (Section 5.3.2).

5.3.1 APRM Flow-Biased Scram

The MELLLA+ APRM flow-biased scram AL line is established to [[
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]] MELLLA+ does not apply to single loop operation (SLO), so
the SLO setpoints are unchanged.

5.3.2 Rod Block Monitor

The RBM setpoints are established to mitigate Rod Withdrawal Error (RWE) during power
operation.

For plants with flow-biased RBM systems, [[

For plants with ARTS RBM systems, [[
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6.0 ELECTRICAL POWER AND AUXILIARY SYSTEMS

This section addresses the evaluations in Regulatory Guide 1.70, Chapters 8 and 9, that are
documented in the CLTR. [[

]] The principal
electrical power and auxiliary systems evaluations and summary disposition of these evaluations
are as follows:

Section Title Generic Plant Specific

6.1 AC Power

6.2 DC Power

6.3 Fuel Pool

6.4 Water Systems

6.5 Standby Liquid Control

6.6 Power Dependent HVAC

6.7 Fire Protection

6.8 Other Systems Affected

The detailed assessment dispositions as outlined in Section 1.1 are provided in the applicable
sections. The plant specific evaluations will be reported in the plant specific submittal consistent
with the format and level of detail indicated below. The applicability of the generic assessments
for a specific plant application will be evaluated. The plant specific submittal wili document the
confirmation of the generic assessment or provide a plant specific evaluation.

6.1 AC POWER

The alternating current (AC) power supply includes both off-site and on-site power. The on-site
power distribution system consists of transformers, buses, and switchgear. AC power to the
distribution system is provided from the transmission system or from onsite Diesel Generators. The
topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

AC Power
(normal or degraded voltage)

There is no change in the thermal power from the reactor or the electrical output from the station
that results from the MELLLA+ operating range expansion. [[
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6.2 DC POWER

The direct current (DC) power distribution system provides control and motive power for various
systems/components within the plant. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

DC Power None [[ ]]

The MELLLA+ operating range expansion does not change system requirements for control or
motive power loads. [

6.3 FUEL POOL

The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Fuel Pool Cooling None

Crud Activity and Corrosion None
Products

Radiation Levels None

Fuel Racks None

Fuel Pool Cooling: The MELLLA+ operating range expansion does not increase the core power
level. [[

Crud Activity and Corrosion Products: [[

Radiation Levels: Er

Fuel Racks: EE
6R

6.4 WATER SYSTEMS

The water systems are designed to provide a reliable supply of cooling water for normal
operation and design basis accident conditions. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Water Systems None [[ ]]
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The performance of the safety related Service Water System during and following the most
limiting design basis event, the LOCA, is not affected by the MELLLA+ operating range
expansion. [[

6.5 STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM

The Standby Liquid Control System (SLCS) pumps a sodium pentaborate solution into the vessel
to provide neutron absorption and achieve a subcritical reactor condition in the situation where
none of the control rods can be inserted. The SLCS is typically a manually operated system, but
a few BWRs have automatic actuation. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Shutdown margin Addressed in Section 2.3, Reactivity Characteristics
Potential increase in boron requirements

System hardware Potential increase in reactor pressure for system
operation

ATWS requirements Potential increase in the boron injection rate
requirements

]] An increase in the reactor boron concentration may be achieved
by increasing, either individually or collectively, (1) the minimum solution volume, (2) the
minimum specified solution concentration, or (3) the isotopic enrichment of the Bl° in the stored
neutron absorber solution.

The SLCS is typically designed for injection at a maximum reactor pressure equal to the upper
analytical setpoint for the lowest group of SRVs operating in the relief mode. [[

11

The ATWS analysis for MELLLA+ operating range conditions (Section 9.3.1) may impose new
boron injection rate requirements. An increase in the reactor boron injection rate may be
achieved by increasing, either individually or collectively, (1) the pump capacity, (2) the
minimum specified solution concentration, or (3) the isotopic enrichment of the B1° in the stored
neutron absorber solution. [[

6-3



NEDO-33006-A REVISION 3
NON-PROPRIETARY VERSION

6.6 HEATING, VENTILATION AND AIR CONDITIONING

The Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) systems consist mainly of heating,
cooling supply, exhaust and recirculation units in the turbine building, reactor building and the
drywell, which support normal plant operation. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Heating, Ventilation And None ]
Air Conditioning

The process temperatures and heat load from motors and cables do not change due to
MELLLA+. [[

6.7 FIRE PROTECTION

This section addresses the effect of MELLLA+ on the fire protection program, fire suppression
and detection systems, safe shutdown system responses to postulated 10 CFR 50 Appendix R fire
events. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Fire Protection None

Because the decay heat does not change for the MELLLA+ operating range expansion, there are
no changes in vessel water level response, operator response time, peak cladding temperature,
and peak suppression pool temperature and containment pressure. [

]]

6.8 OTHER SYSTEMS AFFECTED

The systems typically found in a BWR power plant have been evaluated to establish those
systems that are affected by the MELLLA+ operating range expansion. The topics addressed in
this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Other systems None or not significant [[ ]]

Those systems that are significantly affected by the MELLLA+ operating range expansion are
addressed in this report. Other systems not addressed by this report are not significantly affected
by the MELLLA+ operating range expansion.
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7.0 POWER CONVERSION SYSTEMS

This section addresses the evaluations in Regulatory Guide 1.70, Chapter 10 that are documented
in the CLTR. The MELLLA+ core operating range expansion does not affect the power
conversion systems. The pressure, steam and feedwater flow rate, and fluid temperature ranges
do not change. The following table illustrates the MELLLA+ effect on each power conversion
system topic.

Section Title Generic Plant Specific

7.1 Turbine-Generator

7.2 Condenser and Steam Jet Air Ejectors

7.3 Turbine Steam Bypass

7.4 Feedwater and Condensate

The detailed assessment dispositions as outlined in Section 1.1 are provided in the applicable
sections. The plant specific evaluations will be reported in the plant specific submittal consistent
with the format and level of detail indicated below. The applicability of the generic assessments
for a specific plant application will be evaluated. The plant specific submittal will document the
confirmation of the generic assessment or provide a plant specific evaluation.

7.1 TURBINE-GENERATOR

The turbine-generator converts the thermal energy in the steam into electrical energy. The topics
addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Turbine-Generator None [[ 1

The MELLLA+ operating range expansion does not change the pressure, thermal energy, and
steam flow from the reactor. Likewise, there is no change in the electrical output of the
generator. There is no change in the previous missile avoidance and protection analysis.

7.2 CONDENSER AND STEAM JET AIR EJECTORS

The condenser removes heat from the steam discharged from the turbine and provides the liquid
for the condensate and feedwater systems. The steam jet air ejectors remove non-condensable
gases from the condenser to improve thermal performance. The topics addressed in this evaluation
are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Condenser And Steam Jet Air Ejectors None [[ ]]
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The MELLLA+ operating range expansion does not change the steam flow rate or power level.

7.3 TURBINE STEAM BYPASS

The Turbine Steam Bypass System provides a means of accommodating excess steam generated
during normal plant maneuvers and transients. The Turbine Steam Bypass System is required for
normal plant maneuvering and transients, and is not safety related. The turbine bypass system
capacity is used as an input to the cycle specific reload analysis. The topics addressed in this
evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Turbine Steam Bypass None [[ ]]

There is no change in the power level, pressure or steam flow for the MELLLA+ operating range
expansion.

7.4 FEEDWATER AND CONDENSATE SYSTEMS

The Feedwater and Condensate Systems provide the source of makeup water to the reactor to
support normal plant operation. The Feedwater and Condensate Systems are not safety related.
The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Feedwater And Condensate Systems None [[ ]]

There is no change in the feedwater pressure, temperature, or flow for the MELLLA+ operating
range expansion. The performance requirements for the Feedwater and Condensate Systems are
not changed by MELLLA+.
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8.0 RADWASTE SYSTEMS AND RADIATION SOURCES

This section addresses the evaluations in Regulatory Guide 1.70, Chapter 11, which are
documented in the CLTR. The radwaste and radiation source evaluations include:

Section Title Generic Plant Specific

8.1 Liquid And Solid Waste Management

8.2 Gaseous Waste Management

8.3 Radiation Sources in the Reactor Core

8.4 Radiation Sources in the Reactor Coolant

8.5 Radiation Levels

8.6 Normal Operation Off-Site Doses

The detailed assessment dispositions as outlined in Section 1.1 are provided in the applicable
sections. The plant specific evaluations will be reported in the plant specific submittal consistent
with the format and level of detail indicated below. The applicability of the generic assessments
for a specific plant application will be evaluated. The plant specific submittal will document the
confirmation of the generic assessment or provide a plant specific evaluation. GE will provide
the assessment to the plant for their review, and the results of the plant-specific submittal will
reflect the plant's review if the plant-specific licensing bases is affected.

8.1 LIQUID AND SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT

The Liquid Radwaste System collects, monitors, processes, stores and returns processed
radioactive waste to the plant for reuse or discharge. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Coolant fission and corrosion product levels See Section 8.4

Waste Volumes None

Because the power level, feedwater flow, and steam flow do not change for the MELLLA+
operating range expansion, the volume of liquid radwaste and the coolant concentrations of
fission and corrosion products will be unchanged. The largest source of liquid and wet solid
waste is from the backwash of condensate demineralizers. Although the volume of waste
generated is not expected to increase, potentially higher moisture carryover in the reactor steam
could result in slightly higher loading on the condensate demineralizers. Because the higher
moisture contents will occur infrequently, MELLLA+ will not cause the condensate
demineralizer or the reactor water cleanup filter demineralizer backwash frequency to change
significantly. [[

1]
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8.2 GASEOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

The primary function of the Gaseous Waste Management (Offgas) System is to process and
control the release of gaseous radioactive effluents to the site environs so that the total radiation
exposure of persons in offsite areas is as low as reasonably achievable and does not exceed
applicable guidelines. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Offsite release rate None

Recombiner performance None

The radiological release rate is administratively controlled to remain within existing limits, and is
a function of fuel cladding performance, main condenser air inleakage, charcoal adsorber inlet
dew point, and charcoal adsorber temperature. [[

8.3 RADIATION SOURCES IN THE REACTOR CORE

During power operation, the radiation sources in the core are directly related to the fission rate.
These sources include radiation from the fission process, accumulated fission products, and
neutron activation reactions. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Post operational radiation None
sources for radiological and
shielding analysis

The post-operation radiation sources in the core are primarily the result of accumulated fission
products. [[

8.4 RADIATION SOURCES IN REACTOR COOLANT

Radiation sources in the reactor coolant include activation products, activation corrosion
products, and fission products. An assessment is provided for each of these sources. The topics
addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Coolant Activation Products None

Fission and Activated Corrosion Potential increase in moisture carryover
Products result in lower levels in reactor water

and higher levels in steam
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Coolant Activation Products: During reactor operation, the coolant passing through the core
region becomes radioactive as a result of nuclear reactions. The coolant activation process is the
dominant source resulting in the production of short-lived radionuclides of N-16 and other
activation products, which result in the primary source of radiation in the turbines during
operation.

Fission and Activated Corrosion Products: The reactor coolant contains activated corrosion
products, which are the result of metallic materials entering the water and being activated in the
reactor region. For the MELLLA+ operating range there is no change in the feedwater flow,
steam flow, or power.

The fission products in the reactor coolant are separable into the products in the steam and the
products in the reactor water. The activity in the steam consists of noble gases released from the
core plus carryover activity from the reactor water. The noble gases released during plant
operation result from the escape of minute fractions of the fission products from the fuel rods.
The fission product activity in the reactor water, like the activity in the steam, is the result of mmute
releases from the fuel rods. The core power level and fuel thermal limits are not changed for the
MELLLA+ operating range expansion.

11

8.5 RADIATION LEVELS

Radiation levels during operation are derived from coolant sources. The topics addressed in this
evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Normal operational radiation levels Vary directly with reactor coolant
radiation levels (Section 8.4)

Post-shutdown radiation levels Vary directly with reactor coolant
radiation levels (Section 8.4)

Post-accident radiation levels No significant effect except plant
specific analyses may be required by
Section 9.2

Plant radiation levels for normal and post-shutdown operation are directly dependent upon
radiation levels and radionuclide species in the reactor coolant (steam and water) except where
the core is directly involved. [[
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The post-accident radiation levels depend primarily upon the core inventory of fission products
and technical specification levels of radionuclides in the coolant. [[

]] Section 9.2 discusses
off-site doses for post-accident calculations.

8.6 NORMAL OPERATION OFF-SITE DOSES

The primary source of normal operation offsite doses is (1) airborne releases from the Offgas
System and (2) gamma shine from the plant turbines. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Plant gaseous emissions None

Gamma shine from the turbine None

For the MELLLA+ operating range expansion, there is no change in the core power and the
steam flow rate. [[
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9.0 REACTOR SAFETY PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS

This section addresses the evaluations in Regulatory Guide 1.70, Chapter 15, which are
documented in the CLTR. These reactor safety performance evaluations include:

Section Title Generic Plant Specific

9.1 Anticipated Operational Occurrences

9.2 Design Basis Accidents

9.3 Special Events

The detailed assessment dispositions as outlined in Section 1.1 are provided in the applicable
sections. The plant specific evaluations will be reported in the plant specific submittal consistent
with the format and level of detail indicated below. The applicability of the generic assessments
for a specific plant application will be evaluated. The plant specific submittal will document the
confirmation of the generic assessment or provide a plant specific evaluation.

9.1 ANTICIPATED OPERATIONAL OCCURRENCES

The UFSAR for each plant defines the licensing basis AGOs. Table 9-1 provides an assessment
of the effect of the MELLLA+ operating range expansion for each of the Reference 4 limiting
UFSAR AOO and key non-limiting events that could be affected by MELLLA+. Table 9-1
includes fuel thermal margin, overpressure, and loss of water level events. The overpressure
protection analysis is addressed in Section 3.1. The fuel thermal margin events determine the
fuel operating limit MCPR (OLMCPR). The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Fuel Thermal Margins Events Small effect of increased void fraction
and flatter power distribution

Small effect of increased void fractionPower and Flow Dependent Limits adfatrpwrdsrbto
and flatter power distribution

Non-Limiting Events See Table 9-1

9.1.1 Fuel Thermal Margin Events

]] The limiting thermal margin events defined in Reference 4 include:

1. Generator Load Rejection Without Bypass Or Turbine Trip Without Bypass,

2. Loss Of Feedwater Heating Or Inadvertent HPCI Startup,

3. Control Rod Withdrawal Error,

4. Feedwater Controller Failure (Maximum Demand), and

5. Pressure Regulator Downscale Failure (BWR/6 Only).
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The fuel loading error is analyzed as an Infrequent Incident. However, should the applicant not
meet the requirements in Reference 4, the fuel loading error events are also analyzed as AOOs.

Er

Er]
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9.1.2 Power and Flow Dependent Limits

The operating MCPR, LHGR, and/or MAPLHGR thermal limits are modified by a flow factor
when the plant is operating at less than 100% core flow. The MCPR flow factor (MCPRf) is
primarily based upon an evaluation of the slow recirculation increase event. [[

]]

Similarly, the thermal limits are modified by a power factor (MCPRp) when the plant is operating
at less than 100% power. This factor was generically developed for all plants and is referenced
to the power level used in the reload transient analysis. [[

]] A comparison of the 55% flow point on the MELLLA+ rod line SLMCPR with rated
core power SLMCPR results will be provided in the plant-specific MELLLA+ SAR.

9.1.3 Non-Limiting Events

Table 9-1 provides an assessment of the effect of the MELLLA+ operating range expansion for
each of the Reference 4 limiting AOO events and key non-limiting events.

9.2 DESIGN BASIS ACCIDENTS

This section addresses the radiological
topics addressed in this evaluation are:

consequences of a Design Basis Accident (DBA). The

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Control Rod Drop Accident (CRDA) None [[

Instrument Line Break Accident (ILBA) None

Main Steam Line Break None
Accident (MSLBA) (Outside Containment)

Loss of Coolant Accident (LOCA) None
(Inside Containment)

Large Line Break None
(Feedwater or Reactor Water Cleanup)

Liquid Radwaste Tank Failure Possible increase in moisture content
may cause the radionuclide carryover
of the steam to the condensate
demineralizer to increase

Fuel Handling Accident (FHA) None

Offgas System Failure None

9-3



NEDO-33006-A REVISION 3
NON-PROPRIETARY VERSION

ICask Drop INone 1 ]]

The radiological consequences of a DBA are evaluated to determine offsite doses as well as
control room operator doses. DBA calculations are generally based upon core inventory sources
or technical specification source terms, [[

Table 9-4 provides a detailed evaluation of each of the above events. [[

Other plant specific analyses that are incorporated into the UFSAR will be reviewed on a plant
specific basis. The plant specific evaluations will be provided in the M+SAR.

9.3 SPECIAL EVENTS

This section considers three special events: Anticipated Transients without Scram (ATWS),
Station Blackout, and ATWS with Core Instability. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition
Anticipated Transient Without Scram Less effective power reduction from RPT
(Overpressure)

Anticipated Transient Without Scram Less effective power reduction from RPT
(Suppression Pool Temperature and
Containment Pressure)

Anticipated Transient Without Scram Insignificant change because same initial thermal
(Peak Cladding Temperature and margin (ICPR) and maximum linear heat generation
Oxidation) rate are used for all power/flow conditions
Station Blackout None

ATWS with Core Instability The time of initiation of divergent oscillations and
the magnitude of oscillations change slightly.

9.3.1 Anticipated Transients without Scram

There is no change in core power, decay heat, pressure, or steam flow as a result of the
MELLLA+ operating range expansion. [[

]] acceptance criteria are to:
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* Maintain reactor vessel integrity (i.e., peak vessel bottom pressure less than the ASME
service level C limit of 1500 psig).

* Maintain containment integrity (i.e., maximum containment pressure lower than the
design pressure of the containment structure and maximum suppression pool temperature
lower than the pool temperature limit).

" Maintain coolable core geometry.

The ATWS evaluation will be performed using the approved ODYN methodology documented
in Section 5.3.4 of ELTR1. The ATWS analysis using the ODYN methodology will remain as
the plant's licensing basis; however, a best estimate TRACG analysis will be performed to
support NRC review for those plants that have Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs)
requiring depressurization prior to the plant achieving hot shutdown. The TRACG analysis is
performed consistent with the assumed operator actions, including depressurization, for ATWS
with isolation scenarios. The operators actions would be consistent with the NRC approved
Emergency Procedure Guidelines and Emergency Operating Procedures and the basis for
operator action assumptions will be described in the M+SAR. The transient duration of the
TRACG modeling the depressurization scenario will continue until the power is effectively
suppressed by boron injection.

[[l
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]] The PCT for ATWS events is calculated using the methodology described in
Section 3.7 of ELTR2. For ATWS events analyzed with depressurization, the PCT will be
calculated with TRACG.

A coolable core geometry is assured by meeting the 2200'F peak cladding temperature (PCT)
and 17% local cladding oxidation acceptance criteria of 1OCFR50.46. [[

11

The plant specific M+SAR will include comparisons of the MELLLA+ analysis results with the
CLTP results for the peak vessel pressure, PCT, peak containment pressure, and peak
suppression pool temperature.

9.3.2 Station Blackout

There is no change in core power, decay heat, pressure, or steam flow as a result of the
MELLLA+ operating range expansion. [[

9.3.3 ATWS with Core Instability

The NRC has reviewed and accepted GE's disposition of the impact of large coupled thermal-
hydraulic/neutronic core oscillations during a postulated ATWS event, presented in NEDO-
32047-A, "ATWS Rule Issues Relative to BWR Core Thermal-Hydraulic Stability" (Reference
17). The companion report, NEDO-32164, "Mitigation of BWR Core Thermal-Hydraulic
Instabilities in ATWS," (Reference 18) was approved by the same SER. The NRC review
concluded that the GE TRACG code is an adequate tool to estimate the behavior of operating
reactors during transients that may result in large power oscillations. The review also concluded
that despite the severity of the event, the ATWS criteria are met. The ATWS criteria are
established as:

1. Radiological consequences must be maintained within 1OCFRlOO guidelines;

2. Primary system integrity to be maintained;

3. Fuel damage limited so as not to significantly distort the core, impede core cooling, or
prevent safe shutdown;

4. Containment integrity to be maintained; and

5. Long-term shutdown and cooling capability to be maintained.
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Furthermore, the review concluded that the specified operator actions are sufficient to mitigate
the consequences of an ATWS event with large core power oscillations. [[

'I]]
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Table 9-1 Assessment of AGOs for MELLLA+ Operating Range

Event Discussion

Fuel Thermal Margin Events

Generator Load Rejection with [[
Bypass Failure
(Reference 4 limiting AOO)

Turbine Trip with Bypass Failure
(Reference 4 limiting AOO)

Feedwater Controller Failure-Max.
Demand
(Reference 4 limiting AOO)

Pressure Regulator Downscale
Failure
(Reference 4 limiting AOO)

Loss of Feedwater Heater
(Reference 4 limiting AOO)

Inadvertent HPCI Start
(If not bounded by Loss of FW
Heater) (Reference 4 limiting AOO)

Rod Withdrawal Error
(Reference 4 limiting AOO)

Slow Recirculation Increase
(Kf, MCPRf) (Reference 4 event -
bounds recirculation event AOOs)

Fast Recirculation Increase

Generator Load Rejection
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Assessment of AOOs for MELLLA+ Operating Range (Continued)

Event Discussion

Main Steam Isolation Valve Closure,
All Valves

Main Steam Isolation Valve Closure,
One Valve

]]

Limiting Transient Overpressure Events

Main Steam Isolation Valve Closure
with Scram on High Flux
(Failure of Direct Scram)
(Reference 4 limiting overpressure
event)

Turbine Trip, Bypass Failure, with
Scram on High Flux
(Failure of Direct Scram)

Limiting Loss of Water Level Transient Events

Loss of Feedwater Flow
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Table 9-2 Typical AOO Event Results Summary

Event Parameter Unit 12%OT 10%LP
ICF Core Flow 85% Core FlowEr_______________________________[___________

4 -I

-I I I t

-I I 4

+ ± t 4

i + i i

+ + 4 4

Table 9-3 Summary of TRACG AOO ACPRIICPR Results from NEDC-32906P

105% OLTP 105% OLTP 105% OLTP
110% Core Flow 100% Core Flow 75% Core Flow

Er

Acronym Notes:

[r
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Table 9-4 Discussion of MELLLA+ Effect on Design Basis Accidents

Accident MELLLA+ Effect

Control Rod
Drop Accident

Instrument Line
Break Accident

Main Steam Line
Break Accident
(Outside
Containment)

Loss of Coolant
Accident (Inside
Containment)

Large Line
Break

Liquid Radwaste
Tank Failure

Fuel Handling
Accident

Offgas System

Failure

Cask Drop

9-12



NEDO-33006-A REVISION 3
NON-PROPRIETARY VERSION

Table 9-5 Non-Mitigated ATWS Instability Limiting Fuel Conditions
for Bounding Turbine Trip with Full Bypass Event 1

Initial Maximum
Operating Initial Core Maxike
Statepoint Power to Oscillation Power Spike

Fuel Type (%OLTP, % Flow Ratio Mode PCT (DK10F) Energy
Rated Core (MW/Mlb/hr) Deposition

Flow) (cal/g)

[[l___________ _________ ______________________ ___________

t t -I- +

t t -I- +
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Figure 9-1 [[

[['
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Figure 9-2 [[

[[l
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Figure 9-3 [[
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Figure 9-4 [[

[[l
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Figure 9-5 [[

[[
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Figure 9-6 [[

[[
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Figure 9-7 [[
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Figure 9-8 [[

1[
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Figure 9-9 [[

Er
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Figure 9-10 [[

Er
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Figure 9-11 [[
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10.0 OTHER EVALUATIONS

This section addresses the evaluations in Section 10 and certain items from Section 11 of the
CLTR. The major evaluations and their disposition are summarized as follows:

Section Title Generic Plant Specific

10.1 High Energy Line Break

10.2 Moderate Energy Line Break

10.3 Environmental Qualification

10.4 Testing

10.5 Individual Plant Evaluation

10.6 Operator Training and Human Factors

10.7 Plant Life

10.8 NRC and Industry Communications

10.9 Emergency Operating Procedures

The detailed assessment dispositions as outlined in Section 1.1 are provided in the applicable
sections. The plant specific evaluations will be reported in the plant specific submittal consistent
with the format and level of detail indicated below. The applicability of the generic assessments

for a specific plant application will be evaluated. The plant specific submittal will document the
confirmation of the generic assessment or provide a plant specific evaluation.

10.1 HIGH ENERGY LINE BREAK

High energy line breaks (HELBs) are evaluated for their effects on equipment qualification. The
topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Steam Lines None

Balance of Plant Liquid Lines None

Other Liquid Lines None

MELLLA+ has no effect on the steam pressure or enthalpy at the postulated steam or feedwater
line break locations. [[

]] The scope of these

evaluations includes MELLLA+ effects on subcompartment pressures and temperatures, pipe whip
and jet impingement and flooding, consistent with the plant licensing basis.
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10.2 MODERATE ENERGY LINE BREAK

Moderate energy line breaks (MELBs) are evaluated for their effects on equipment qualification.

The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Flooding None

Environmental Qualification None ]

[[

10.3 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION

Safety related components are required to be qualified for the environment in which they are

required to operate. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Electrical Equipment None

Mechanical Equipment with Non- None
Metallic Components

Mechanical Component Design None
Qualification

10.3.1 Electrical Equipment

There is no change in core power, radiation levels, decay heat, pressure, steam flow, or feedwater
flow as a result of the MELLLA+ operating range expansion. [[

10.3.2 Mechanical Equipment With Non-Metallic Components

Operation in the MELLLA+ operating range does not increase any of the normal process
temperatures. [[
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10.3.3 Mechanical Component Design Qualification

Operation in the MELLLA+ operating range does not increase any of the normal process
temperatures, pressures, or flow rates. [[

]]

The change in fluid induced loads on safety-related components is discussed in Section 3.2.2,

3.5, and 4.1.2. [[

10.4 TESTING

When the MELLLA+ operating range expansion is implemented, testing is recommended to
confirm operational performance and control aspects of the MELLLA+ changes. The topics

addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Steam Separator-Dryer Performance Possible increase in moisture
carryover

APRM Calibration None

Core Performance None

Pressure Regulator None

Water Level Setpoint Changes None

Neutron Flux Noise Surveillance None

The above list bounds the testing needs for the MELLLA+ operating range expansion. While

some of the tests may be performed for every plant, not all of the tests may be required for a
particular plant. The needs and type of testing can be expected to change as operating
experience with the affects of MELLLA+ is accumulated. Unless they have been replaced by
updated criteria, the same performance criteria will be used as in the original power ascension tests.

Steam Separator-Dryer Performance: The performance of the steam separator-dryer (i.e.,
moisture carryover) is determined by a test similar to that performed in the original startup test
program. Testing will be performed near the CLTP, MELLLA+ minimum core flow statepoint

and other statepoints that may be deemed valuable for the purpose of defining the moisture

carryover magnitude and trend. This test does not involve safety related considerations.

Average Power Range Monitor (APRM) Calibration: The APRM system is calibrated and
functionally tested. The APRM flow-biased scram and rod block setpoints will be calibrated
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with the MELLLA+ setpoints and APRM trips and alarms tested. This test will confirm that the
required APRM trips, alarms, and rod blocks perform as intended in the MELLLA+ region.

Core Performance: This test will evaluate the core thermal power, fuel thermal margin, and
core flow performance to ensure a monitored approach to CLTP in the MELLLA+ region.
Measurements of reactor parameters are taken in the MELLLA+ region. Core thermal power
and fuel thermal margin are calculated using accepted methods. After steady-state conditions are
established, measurements will be taken, core thermal power and fuel thermal margin calculated,
and evaluated against projected values and operational limits.

Pressure Regulator: This test will confirm that the pressure control system settings established
for operation with the current power/flow upper boundary at CLTP are adequate in the
MELLLA+ region. The pressure regulator should not require any changes from the settings
established for the CLTP. The pressure control system response to pressure setpoint changes is
determined by making a down setpoint step change and, after conditions stabilize, an upward
setpoint step change. When testing is completed for one pressure regulator, the other pressure
regulator is selected and the pressure setpoint step tests are repeated.

Water Level Setpoint Changes: This test verifies that the feedwater control system can provide
acceptable reactor water level control in the MELLLA+ region. Reactor water level setpoint step

changes are introduced into the feedwater control system, while the plant response is monitored.

Neutron Flux Noise Surveillance: This test verifies that the neutron flux noise level in the
reactor is within expectations in the MELLLA+ region. The noise will be recorded by
monitoring the LPRMs and APRMs at steady state conditions in the MELLLA+ region.

10.5 INDIVIDUAL PLANT EVALUATION

This section provides an assessment of the risk increase, including Core Damage Frequency
(CDF) and Large Early Release Frequency (LERF), associated with operation in the MELLLA+
range. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Initiating Event Categories and Frequency None

Component Reliability None

Operator Response None

Success Criteria None

External Events None

Shutdown Risk None

PRA Quality None

As noted in the preceding table, there are no significant effects of MELLLA+ on the risk topics.
Analysis for plants that have uprated to power levels up to 120% of OLTP indicates that the
incremental risk increase due to MELLLA+ operating range expansion will be negligible relative
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to the risk increase associated with EPU. The key inputs to the plant specific risk that support
the Generic disposition will be confirmed in the M+SAR. Factors to be considered in such an
assessment are discussed below.

10.5.1 Initiating Event Categories and Frequency

The MELLLA+ core operating range expansion involves changes to the operating power/core
flow map and a small number of setpoints and alarms. There is no change in the operating
pressure, power, steam flow rate, and feedwater flow rate. MELLLA+ implementation does not
include changes to plant hardware or operating procedures that would create additional event
categories or have a significant effect on initiating event frequencies.

Er

]] As noted in Section 2.4, the Backup Stability Protection (BSP), which is
considered a part of the DSS-CD stability solution, may be used when the OPRM system is
temporarily inoperable. [[

Er]

10.5.2 Component and System Reliability

ER
]] There is no change in the operating pressure, power, steam flow

rate, and feedwater flow rate. The MELLLA+ core operating range expansion does not require
major plant hardware modifications. [[

]] The Technical Specifications (TS) ensure that plant and
system performance parameters are maintained within the values assumed in the safety analyses.
The improved Standard Technical Specifications that could be affected by the MELLLA+
operating range expansion are listed in Table 11-1. The TS setpoints, allowable values, operating
limits, and the like are selected such that the equipment parameter values are equal to or more
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conservative than the values used in the safety analyses. [[

10.5.3 Operator Response

The operator responses to anticipated occurrences; accidents and special events for EPU with
MELLLA+ conditions are basically the same as for EPU conditions. [[

Because decay heat is unchanged, the time for boil-off is unchanged. Therefore, long term core
cooling is not effected by the MELLLA+ operating range expansion.

[[

]] The minimum
operator action time to initiate SLC is 2 minutes and the minimum operator action time to inhibit
ADS and start water level reduction (if necessary, i.e., motor-driven feedwater pump plants) is
90 seconds in ATWS analyses (Section 9.3.1). The plant specific M+SAR will provide the bases
for the specified operator action times and the consequences of completing the actions outside of
the stated time requirements.

[[

10.5.4 Success Criteria

Systems success criteria credited in a PRA to perform the critical safety functions were analyzed
based on MELLLA+. The critical safety functions are as follows:

1) Reactivity Control
2) Overpressure Control
3) Vessel Depressurization
4) Reactor Coolant Makeup
5) Containment Heat Removal

The operating range expansion involves changes to the operating power/core flow map and a
small number of setpoints and alarms. There is no change in the operating pressure, power,
steam flow rate, and feedwater flow rate. The MELLLA+ operating range expansion does not
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impose any additional requirements on any of the safety, balance-of-plant, electrical, or auxiliary
systems. Adequate SRV capacity is provided to ensure that the ATWS overpressure requirement
for MELLLA+ is satisfied. [[

10.5.5 External Events

The operating range expansion is not expected to affect the elements of an internal event PRA, as
discussed in Sections 10.5.1 to 10.5.4. Therefore, there is no effect on the external events PRA.

10.5.6 Shutdown Risks

The operating range expansion does not change the shutdown conditions; therefore, it has no
affect on the plant PRA shutdown risks.

10.5.7 PRA Quality

MELLLA+ is not expected to have a significant effect on any PRA elements. Therefore, the
most likely response to this topic will be the confirmation of the acceptability of the PRA for
MELLLA+ application. However, if a plant specific PRA submittal becomes necessary, the
PRA should be of adequate quality to evaluate the impact of MELLLA+. The plant specific
submittal, if required, will address the adequacy of the plant's PRA models to reflect the as-
designed, as-operated plant. The plant specific submittal will also state how any weaknesses in
the PRA quality identified in the staff SERs on the IPE and IPEEE submittals and any
independent/peer/certification reviews, are addressed for MELLLA+.

10.6 OPERATOR TRAINING AND HUMAN FACTORS

Some additional training is required to prepare for plant operation in the MELLLA+ region. The
topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect

Operator training and human factors Changes in procedures, control room
displays, alarms, etc

Disposition

]]

The operator training program and plant simulator will be evaluated to determine the specific
changes required. The selection of training topics, operator training, the control room
modifications, and simulator modifications are within the scope of the Licensee. Required
changes are part of the MELLLA+ implementation plan and will be made consistent with the
Licensee's plant training program requirements. These changes will be made consistent with
similar changes made for other plant modifications and include any changes to Technical
Specifications, EOPs, and plant systems.

In order to determine the training content and setting, the Licensee analyzes applicable materials
to determine new or revised tasks and the supporting knowledge. The related objectives are
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revised and new objectives may be added to support the changes. Classroom instruction,
required reading, simulator training, job performance measures, or any other combination of
these instructional methods may be used to cover such items. The criteria considered when
selecting objectives for training may include: (1) whether the objective supports a task selected
for continuing training, (2) whether the objective was taught the last time the lesson was
presented, (3) Licensee commitments, (4) identified weaknesses, (5) recent plant/industry events,
and (6) input from operations or training management, or other appropriate resources.

In the M+SAR, the Licensee will:

" Identify control room changes that will be necessary to support MELLLA+.

* Define the schedule for the changes in control room displays, controls, and alarms to be
implemented in preparation for MELLLA+ operation.

* Explain how operators will be trained in the use of these instruments.

[[

Training required to operate the plant following the MELLLA+ operating range expansion will
be conducted prior to operation of the unit in the MELLLA+ region. Data obtained during
operation in the MELLLA+ region will be incorporated into additional training as needed. The
classroom training will cover various aspects of MELLLA+, including changes to the
power/flow map, changes to important setpoints, plant procedures, and startup test procedures.
The classroom training may be combined with simulator training for operational sequences that
are unique to MELLLA+. Because the plant dynamics will not change substantially for
operation in the MELLLA+ region, simulator training on transients is not anticipated.

Simulator changes and fidelity validation will be performed in accordance with applicable ANSI
standards currently being used at the training simulator. Section 10.9 addresses the MELLLA+
effects on the Emergency Operating Procedures.

10.7 PLANT LIFE

The plant life evaluation identifies degradation mechanisms influenced by increases in fluence
and flow. The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Irradiated Assisted Stress Corrosion Cracking (IASCC) Slight Increase in peak fluence

Flow Accelerated Corrosion (FAC) None
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The longevity of most equipment is not affected by the MELLLA+ operating range expansion.
The peak fluence experienced by the reactor internals may increase representing a minor increase
in the potential for IASCC. Therefore, the current inspection strategy for the reactor internal
components is adequate to manage any potential effects of MELLLA+. A summary of the plant
specific IASCC assessments for MELLLA+ will be reported in the M+SAR.

For MELLLA+, there is no change in the main steam flow rate or temperature, and the feedwater
flow rate and temperature. The moisture carryover may increase (Section 3.3.3) in the MS lines.
If this occurs, it may slightly increase the FAC rates for a small period of time during the cycle
when the plant is operating at or near the MELLLA+ minimum core flow. [[

]] The Maintenance Rule
also provides oversight for the other mechanical and electrical components, important to plant
safety, to guard against age-related degradation.

10.8 NRC AND INDUSTRY COMMUNICATIONS

The topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Plant disposition of NRC and Industry communications Nothing required

NRC and industry communications could affect the plant design and safety analyses. As
discussed in Section 1.0, the MELLLA+ operating range expansion has a limited effect on the
safety evaluations and system assessments. Because the maximum thermal power and core flow
rate do not change for MELLLA+, the effect of the changes is limited to the NSSS and primarily
within the core. Many systems and evaluations that are part of a power uprate may be dismissed
as unaffected by the MELLLA+ changes. The evaluations and calculations included in this
report, and those that will be provided in the M+SAR, demonstrate that the MELLLA+ operating
range expansion can be accomplished within the applicable design criteria.

The evaluation of plant design and safety analyses affected by NRC and industry
communications are inherently included in these assessments. Therefore, it is not necessary to
review prior communications and no additional information is required in this area.

10.9 EMERGENCY AND ABNORMAL OPERATING PROCEDURES

Emergency and abnormal operating procedures (EOP, AOP) can be affected by MELLLA+. The
topics addressed in this evaluation are:

Topic MELLLA+ Effect Disposition

Emergency Operating Procedures Values for variables and limits

Abnormal Operating Procedures Operator actions
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EOPs include variables and limit curves, which define conditions where operator actions are
indicated. The plant EOPs will be reviewed for any effects of MELLLA+, and the EOPs
updated, as necessary. Utility support documentation and the safety parameter display system
will be updated accordingly.

AOPs include event based operator actions. No new operator actions are expected and it is
unlikely that changes will be necessary because of the MELLLA+ operating range expansion.
However, The plant AOPs will be reviewed for any effects of the MELLLA+ operating range
expansion and will be updated as necessary.
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11.0 LICENSING EVALUATIONS

The licensing evaluations addressed in this section include:
* Effect on Technical Specifications

* Environmental Assessment

" Significant Hazards Consideration Assessment

11.1 EFFECT ON TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

A generic list of Technical Specifications (TS) that could be affected by a MELLLA+ operating
range expansion is provided in Table 11-1. In contrast to a power uprate, the CLTP, both in
relative (%) terms and absolute terms (MWt), does not change. Therefore, the implementation of
MELLLA+ requires revision of a limited number of the TS. Each TS item in this list is based
upon the content of the improved Standard Technical Specifications (References 20 and 21) and
identifies: (1) the potential for requiring any change, (2) a description of each item, and (3) the
disposition of the change, including a reference to sections in the report that support the change.
This list will be used as guidance for the development of the plant unique TS changes to be
requested by a utility. However, additional TS changes may be identified based on a review of
the plant specific TS and related changes requested on a plant unique basis.

11.2 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Each license amendment request will have its own environmental assessment. The following is
generic input to this assessment for MELLLA+. Plant specific assessments, which will
accompany the plant specific submittal, may reference all or a part of the following.

The environmental effects of MELLLA+ will be controlled at the same limits as for the current
analyses. Normally, none of the present limits for plant environmental releases will be increased
as a consequence of MELLLA+. MELLLA+ has no effect on the non-radiological elements of
concern, and the plant will be operated in an environmentally acceptable manner as established
by the Final Environmental Statement. Existing Federal, State and local regulatory permits
presently in effect will usually accommodate MELLLA+ without modification. The makeup
water sources requirements are not increased beyond the present Environmental Protection Plan.
Effects to air, water, and land resources are nonexistent.

The evaluation of effects of MELLLA+ on radiological effluents or offsite doses is included in
Section 8.0. There will be no change in the radionuclides released to the environment through
gaseous and liquid effluents due to the MELLLA+ operating range expansion. This will be
confirmed in the plant specific submittal. The quantity of spent fuel will not be affected by
MELLLA+. The short-term radioactivity level will not change. The normal effluents and doses
will remain well within 1OCFR20 and lOCFR50, Appendix I limits.
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The MELLLA+ operating range expansion does not require a change to the Environmental
Protection Plan or constitute an unreviewed environmental question because it does not involve:

* A significant increase in any adverse environmental effect previously evaluated in the
final statement, environmental effect appraisals, or in any decisions of the Atomic Safety
and Licensing Board; or

* A significant change in effluents; or

* A matter not previously reviewed and evaluated in the documents specified above which
may have a significant adverse environmental effect.

The evaluations also establish that MELLLA+ qualifies for a categorical exclusion not requiring
an environmental review in accordance with 1 OCFR51.22(c)(9) because it does not:

* Involve a significant hazard, or

* Result in a significant increase in the amounts of any effluents that may be released
offsite; or

" Result in a significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation
exposure.

11.3 SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION ASSESSMENT

Each license amendment request will have its own significant hazards consideration assessment.
The following is generic input to this significant hazards assessment for MELLLA+. Plant
specific assessments, which will accompany the plant specific submittal, may reference all or a
part of the following.

Increasing the operating range that is available to a nuclear power plant at CLTP can be done
safely within plant specific limits, and is a highly cost effective way to provide needed flexibility
in the generating capacity. The M+SAR will provide the safety analyses and evaluations to
justify expanding the core flow rate operating range.

11.3.1 Modification Summary

The MELLLA+ core operating range expansion does not require major plant hardware
modifications. The core operating range expansion involves changes to the operating power/core
flow map and a small number of setpoints and alarms. Because there is no change in the
operating pressure, power, steam flow rate, and feedwater flow rate, there are no effects on the
plant, outside of the core. The MELLLA+ operating range expansion does not cause additional
requirements to be imposed on any of the safety, balance-of-plant, electrical, or auxiliary
systems.
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11.3.2 Discussions of Issues Being Evaluated

Plant performance and responses to hypothetical accidents and transients have been analyzed for
a MELLLA+ operating range expansion license amendment. This section summarizes the plant
reactions to events analyzed for licensing the plant, and the potential effects on various margins
of safety, and thereby concludes that no significant hazards consideration will be involved.

11.3.2.1 MELLLA+ Analysis Basis

The MELLLA+ safety analyses are based on a Regulatory Guide 1.49 power factor times the
rated power level, except for some analyses that are performed at nominal rated power, either
because the Regulatory Guide 1.49 power factor is already accounted for in the analysis methods
or Regulatory Guide 1.49 does not apply (e.g., ATWS and SBO events).

11.3.2.2 Fuel Thermal Limits

No change is required in the mechanical fuel design to meet the plant licensing limits while
operating in the MELLLA+ region. No increase in allowable peak bundle power is needed and
fuel thermal design limits will be met in the MELLLA+ region. The analyses for each fuel
reload are required to meet the criteria accepted by the NRC as specified in Reference 4 or
otherwise approved in the Technical Specification amendment request. In addition, future fuel
designs will meet acceptance criteria approved by the NRC.

11.3.2.3 Makeup Water Sources

The BWR design concept includes a variety of ways to pump water into the reactor vessel to deal
with all types of events. There are numerous safety related and non-safety related cooling water
sources. The safety related cooling water sources alone maintain core integrity by providing
adequate cooling water. There are high and low pressure, high and low volume, safety and non-
safety grade means of delivering water to the vessel. These means include at least:

" Feedwater and condensate system pumps

• Low pressure emergency core cooling system (LPCI & CS/LPCS) pumps

• High pressure emergency core cooling system (HPCI or HPCS) pump

* Reactor core isolation cooling (RCIC) pump

" Standby liquid control (SLC) pumps

" Control rod drive (CRD) pumps.

Many of these diverse water supply means are redundant in both equipment and systems.

The MELLLA+ operating range expansion does not result in an increase or decrease in the
available water sources, nor does it change the selection of those assumed to function in the
safety analyses. NRC-approved methods were used to evaluate the performance of the
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Emergency Core Cooling Systems (ECCS) during postulated Loss Of Coolant Accidents
(LOCA).

11.3.2.4 Design Basis Accidents

Design Basis Accidents (DBAs) are very low probability hypothetical events whose
characteristics and consequences are used in the design of the plant, so that the plant can mitigate
their consequences to within acceptable regulatory limits. For BWR licensing evaluations,
capability is demonstrated for coping with the range of hypothetical pipe break sizes in the
largest recirculation, steam, and feedwater lines, a postulated break in one of the ECCS lines, and
the most limiting small lines. This break range bounds the full spectrum of large and small, high
and low energy line breaks; and demonstrates the ability of plant systems to mitigate the
accidents while accommodating a single active equipment failure in addition to the postulated
LOCA. Several of the significant licensing assessments are based on the LOCA and include:

" Challenges to Fuel (ECCS Performance Analyses) (Regulatory Guide 1.70 and SAR
Section 6.3) in accordance with the rules and criteria of IOCFR50.46 and Appendix K
where the limiting criterion is the fuel Peak Clad Temperature (PCT).

" Challenges to the Containment (Regulatory Guide 1.70 and SAR Section 6.2) wherein the
primary criteria of merit are the maximum containment pressure calculated during the
course of the LOCA and maximum suppression (cooling) pool temperature for long-term
cooling in accordance with 10CFR50 Appendix A Criterion 38.

* DBA Radiological Consequences (Regulatory Guide 1.70 and SAR Section 15)
calculated and compared to the criteria of 1OCFR100.

11.3.2.5 Challenges to Fuel

Emergency Core Cooling Systems are described in Section 6.3 of the plant Updated Final Safety
Analysis Report (UFSAR). MELLLA+ will have a minor effect on the PCT consequences of a
LOCA. The ECCS performance evaluation demonstrates conformance to criteria of
10CFR50.46. The licensing safety margin is not affected by MELLLA+. The PCT changes for
MELLLA+ are insignificant compared to the amount by which the results are below the
regulatory criteria. Therefore, the ECCS safety margin is not significantly affected by
MELLLA+.

11.3.2.6 Challenges to the Containment

The peak values for containment pressure and temperature for events initiated in the MELLLA+
region meet regulatory requirements and, confirm the suitability of the plant for operation in the
MELLLA+ region. The containment dynamic loads for events initiated in the MELLLA+ region
also meet regulatory requirements. When the structural loads change in the MELLLA+ region,
the structure is evaluated to ensure that the safety criteria are met. The change in short-term
containment response is negligible and, because there is no change in decay heat, there is no
change in the long-term response. The containment pressure and temperature remains below the
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design limits following any DBA. Therefore, the containment and its cooling systems are
satisfactory for operation in the MELLLA+ region.

11.3.2.7 Design Basis Accident Radiological Consequences

The magnitude of the potential radiological consequences depends on the quantity of fission
products released to the environment, the atmospheric dispersion factors, and the dose exposure
pathways. The atmospheric dispersion factors and the dose exposure pathways do not change.
The quantity of activity released to the environment is a product of the activity released from the
core and the transport mechanisms between the core and the effluent release point. The
radiological releases for events initiated in the MELLLA+ region are not expected to increase.

The radiological consequences of LOCA inside containment, Main Steam Line Break Accident
(MSLBA) outside containment, Instrument Line Break Accident (ILBA), Control Rod Drop
Accident (CRDA) and Fuel Handling Accident (FHA) are bounded by the evaluation at the
current licensed thermal power maximum core flow rate statepoint and need not be reevaluated
for the MELLLA+ region. The radiological results for all accidents remain below the applicable
regulatory limits for the plant, assuring that all radiological safety margins are maintained.

11.3.2.8 Anticipated Operational Occurrence Analyses

Anticipated Operational Occurrences (AOOs) are evaluated to demonstrate consequences that
meet the Safety Limit Minimum Critical Power Ratio (SLMCPR). The SLMCPR is determined
using NRC-approved methods. The limiting transients are core specific and are analyzed for
each reload fuel cycle to meet the licensing acceptance criteria (Section 2.2.1). Therefore, the
margin of safety to the SLMCPR is not affected by operation in the MELLLA+ region.

11.3.2.9 Combined Effects

DBAs are postulated using deterministic regulatory criteria to evaluate challenges to the fuel,
containment, and off-site radiation dose limits. The off-site dose evaluation performed in
accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.3 and SRP-15.6.5 calculates more severe radiological
consequences than the combined effects of bounding DBAs that produce the greatest challenge
to the fuel and containment. In contrast, the DBA that produces the highest PCT does not result
in damage to the fuel equivalent to the assumptions used in the off-site dose evaluation, and the
DBA that produces the maximum containment pressure, does not result in leak rates to the
atmosphere equivalent to the assumptions used in the off-site dose evaluation. Thus, the off-site
doses calculated in conformance with Regulatory Guide 1.3 and SRP-15.6.5 are conservative
compared to the combined effect of the bounding DBA evaluations.
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11.3.2.10 Non-LOCA Radiological Release Accidents

All of the other radiological releases discussed in Regulatory Guide 1.70 and UFSAR Chapters
11 and 15 are either unchanged or continue to demonstrate significant margin to the applicable
criteria.

11.3.2.11 Equipment Qualification

Plant equipment and instrumentation have been evaluated against the applicable criteria. In most
cases, the qualification envelope does not change due to the MELLLA+ operating range
expansion or is bounded by the maximum core flow rate statepoint. When the qualification
envelope changes, the equipment will be evaluated to assure acceptability for the new
environment.

11.3.2.12 Balance-of-Plant

Because the power, pressure, steam and feedwater flow rate, and feedwater temperature do not
change for MELLLA+, there are no changes to the Balance-Of-Plant (BOP) systems/equipment.

11.3.2.13 Environmental Consequences

For operation in the MELLLA+ region, the environmental effects will be controlled to the same
limits as for the current operating power/flow map. None of the present environmental release
limits are increased as a result of MELLLA+. A management procedure will be in place for all
environmental limits with which the plant is presently required to comply and the environmental
release margins are maintained.

11.3.2.14 Technical Specifications Changes

The Technical Specifications (TS) ensure that plant and system performance parameters are
maintained within the values assumed in the safety analyses. The TS setpoints, allowable values,
operating limits, and the like are selected such that the equipment parameter values are equal to
or more conservative than the values used in the safety analyses. The improved Standard
Technical Specifications that could be affected by the MELLLA+ operating range expansion are
listed in Table 11-1. Plant specific TS changes are provided with the plant specific M+SAR
submittal. Proper account is taken for inaccuracies introduced by instrument drift, instrument
accuracy, and calibration accuracy. This ensures that the actual plant responses at uprated
condition are less severe than those represented by the safety analysis.

The TS also address equipment operability (availability) and put limits on equipment out-of-
service (not available for use) times such that the plant can be expected to have the complement
of equipment available to mitigate abnormal plant events assumed in the safety analyses.
Because the safety analyses for MELLLA+ show that the results are within regulatory limits,
there is no undue risk to public health and safety. TS changes are made in accordance with
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methodology approved for the plant, and provide a level of protection comparable to previously
issued TS.

11.3.3 Assessment of 10CFR50.92 Criteria

1OCFR50.91(a) states "At the time a licensee requests an amendment, it must provide to the
Commission its analysis about the issue of no significant hazards consideration using the
standards in §50.92." The following provides this analysis for the MELLLA+ operating range to
a minimum core flow rate of (plant specific)% of rated with (plant specific)% of the original
licensed thermal power.

1) Will the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The expansion of the core operating range discussed herein will not significantly increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The probability (frequency of occurrence) of a DBA occurring is not affected by the operating
range expansion, because the plant continues to comply with the regulatory and design basis
criteria established for plant equipment (ASME code, IEEE standards, NEMA standards,
Regulatory Guides, etc.). An evaluation of the probabilistic safety assessments concludes that
the calculated core damage frequencies do not significantly change due to the MELLLA+
operating range expansion. Scram setpoints (equipment settings that initiate automatic plant
shutdowns) are established such that there is no significant increase in scram frequency due to
the MELLLA+ operating range expansion. No new challenge to safety related equipment results
from the MELLLA+ operating range expansion.

The changes in consequences of hypothetical accidents, which occur from operation in the
MELLLA+ region, are in all cases insignificant. The MELLLA+ accident evaluations do not
exceed any NRC-approved acceptance limits. The spectrum of hypothetical accidents and
abnormal operational occurrences has been investigated, and are shown to meet the plant's
currently licensed regulatory criteria. In the area of core design, for example, the fuel operating
limits such as Maximum Average Planar Linear Heat Generation Rate (MAPLHGR) and Safety
Limit Minimum Critical Power Ratio (SLMCPR) are met, and fuel reload analyses will show
plant transients meet the criteria accepted by the NRC as specified in Reference 4. Challenges to
fuel (ECCS performance) are evaluated, and shown to still meet the criteria of 1OCFR50.46 and
Appendix K, and Regulatory Guide 1.70 SAR Section 6.3. Challenges to the containment have
been evaluated, and the containment and its associated cooling systems meet 1OCFR50
Appendix A Criterion 38, Long Term Cooling, and Criterion 50, Containment. Radiological
release events (accidents) have been evaluated, and meet the guidelines of 10CFR100 Regulatory
Guide 1.70 SAR Chapter 15 or plant specific acceptance limits.
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2) Will the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The MELLLA+ operating range expansion will not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated. Equipment that could be affected by
MELLLA+ has been evaluated and no new operating mode, safety related equipment lineup,
accident scenario, or equipment failure mode was identified. The full spectrum of accident
considerations, defined in Regulatory Guide 1.70, has been evaluated, and no new or different
kind of accident has been identified. The MELLLA+ operating range expansion uses fully
developed technology, and applies it within the capabilities of existing plant equipment. The
technology includes NRC approved codes, standards and methods applied in accordance with
existing regulatory criteria.

3) Will the change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The MELLLA+ operating range expansion will not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety. The calculated loads on all affected structures, systems and components have been
shown to remain within design allowables for all design basis event categories. No NRC
acceptance criterion is exceeded. The margins of safety currently included in the design of the
plant are not affected by the MELLLA+ operating range expansion. Because the plant
configuration and response to transients and hypothetical accidents do not result in exceeding the
presently approved NRC acceptance limits, operation in the MELLLA+ region does not involve
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

Conclusions

A MELLLA+ operating range expansion to a minimum core flow rate of (plant specific)% of
rated with (plant specific)% of original licensed thermal power has been investigated. The plant
licensing challenges have been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that this MELLLA+
operating range expansion can be accommodated:

* without a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated,

* without creating the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated, and

* without exceeding any presently existing regulatory limits or acceptance criteria
applicable to the plant, which might cause a reduction in a margin of safety.

Having made negative declarations regarding the 1OCFR50.92 criteria, this assessment concludes
that an operating range expansion to a minimum core flow rate of (plant specific)% of rated with
(plant specific)% of original licensed thermal power does not involve a Significant Hazards
Consideration.
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Table 11-1 Potential Technical Specification Changes

Potentially Affected
ITS Section Description Disposition

(Ref. 20 &21)
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