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LaSalle County - Unit 1 i Cycle 5
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CORE QPERATING LIMITS REPORT
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Maximum Averaye Planar Linear Heat Ceneration Rate
(MA: LHGR) vs. Average Plapar Exposure, for
Fuel Type BPBCRB29SL.

Maximum Average Planar Linear Heat Generation Rate
(MAPLHGR) vs. Averuzge Planar Exposure for Fuel Type
BC301A.

Mazimum Average Planar Linear Heat Generation Rate
(MAPLHGR) vs. Average Planar Exposure for Ffuel Type
BC320B.

Maximum Average Planar Linear Heat Generation Rate
{(MAPLBGR) vs. Average Plamar Exposure for Fuel Type
NBCIOQ1G.

Maximuwn Average Planar Linear Heat Generation Rate
(MAPLHGR) vs. Average Planar Exposure for Fuel Type
NBCI25A.

Maximum Average Planar Linear Aeat Ceneration Rate
(MAPLHGR) vs. Average Planar Exposure for Fuel Type
PBCWB1I03-9G2.

Control Rod Withdrawal Block Instrumentation Setpoints.
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MAXIMUM AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT ENERATION RATE (MAFLLGOR) VS
AVERAGE PLANAR EXPOSUR® FOR FUEL TYPE BPBCRB2Y5L GETR-PRCRBI99-6C)

RATING LIMITS REPORT




Exposure (MWD/ST) Lattice Specific MAPLHGR (kw/ft)
PBCQLOY1 PBCQL31S FPICQLILS PECQLOT1
. NOG 8G1.0 204.0/6G3.0 . BGE
0 12.44 3327 11.32 12.44
200 12.3¢ - - 12.136
1000 12.18 - - 12.15
2000 d.0% 12.33 11.93 12.08
1000 12.08 - 12.24 12.08
4000 12.10 12:93 12.56 12.10
5000 - 12,22 12.90 -
10C00 12.25 13.45 13.40 12.2%
12500 - 13.47 13.45% -
15000 - 13.18 - -
25000 10.15% - - 10.1§
35000 8.60 10.71 10.69% 8.60
45000 - 8.82 8.79 -
45600 $.09 - - 5.09
50000 - 6.65 6.5% -
OMC LATTICE TYPE 10 11 12 13
LaSalle E b1 3] le §

MAXIMUM AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (MAPLHGR) VS§.
AVERAGE PLANAR EXPOSURE FOR FUEL TYPE BCIOL1A (GEBB-PACQRIO01-8G2Z)

CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT
TABLE 1.2-2

CMC BUNDLE TYPE 6



MAXIMUM AVERAGE PLANAP LINEAR HEAT GENTRATI(N RATE (MAPLHGR) VS,
AVERAGE PLANAR EXPOSURE FOR FUEL TYPE BCIO0B (GESB-PSCQBI20-9L )

CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT
TABLE 1.2-3

CMC BUNDLE TYPE 7

Exposure (MWD/ST) Lattice Specific MAPLHGR (kw/ft)
PACQLOT1 PBCQL340 PBCQLI4O PBCQLI4O P8CQLOT]
NG 704,20 __1G2.0 404.0/7G3.0 ___GE_
0 12.44 11,87 11.62 11.20 12.44
200 12.36 - - - 12,36
1000 33.1% - - - 12:.1%
2000 12.08 - - - 12.08
3000 l12.08 - 12.21 11.86 12.08
4000 12.10 12.23 12.41 12.09 12.10
6000 - 12,57 12.83 - -
7000 - - - 12.77 2
8000 - 12.94 13.06 13:90 -
10000 12.2% 13.11 - 13.08 12.25
12500 - 13.04 13.04 13.02 -
15000 - 12.72 12.73 - 3
25000 10.15 - - - 10.19
35000 8.60 10.22 10.23 10.22 8.60
45000 - 8.59 8.64 8.5% -
45600 5.09 - - - 5.09
$0000 - 6,08 6.13 6.04 -

OMC LATTICE TYPE 10 14 15 16 26




MAXIMUM AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (MAPLHGR) V.
AVERAGE PLANAR EXPOSURE FOR FUEL TYPE NBCIO1G (GESB-PRCWBIO1-1162)

CORZ OPERATING LIMITS REPORT
TABLE 1.2-4

CMC BUNDLE TYPE 8

Eapeause (MWD/ST) Lattice Specific MAPLHGE (kw/ft)
PECWLO71 PBCWLI23 PBCWLI2] PBOWL1YY PBCWLA3T  PBCWLNY]
L NOG = __9G1.0 £G4.0/402.0 204.0/9G3.0 _.9G3.0 —AlCE

0 12.74 12,11 12.08 10.93 11.3? 12.74
200 12.67 12.19 12:13 11.03 11.48 12.67
1000 12.4» 12,37 12.131 11.24 11,67 12.48
2000 12.42 12.69 12.57 11.54 11.86 12.42
3000 12.41 13:C32 12.87 11.86 12.26 12.41
4000 12.44 13.:39 13.18 12.21 12.59 12.44
$000 12.46 13.36 13.33 12,58 12.90 12,46
6000 12.49 13.32 13.4% 13.98 13.058 12.49
7000 13.51 13.44 13.5%7 13.10 13.18 12.5%1
8000 12,54 13.50 13:5% 1321 13,27 12,54
9000 1388 11.54 13.53 13.29 13.32 13,58
10000 12.5%7 13.57 13.54 33.35 13.38 1257
12500 12.41 13,59 13.57 13.30 13.31 12:481
15000 12.04 13.26 13,25 12.97 12.98 12.04
20000 11. 27 12.57 12.57 12.3) 12,34 11.27
25000 10.49 11.79 11.78 11.70 11.713 10.49
35000 B.95§ 10.33 10.32 10.¢1 10,42 8.95
45000 6.15 9.00 R.99 .02 9.04 6.15
46900 $.21 - - - - S.21

51200 - - - 5.90 - -

51300 - - - - 5.89 -

51900 - $.81 5.80 - - -
CMC LATTICE TYPE 1 3 4 S 9 7
LATTICE No. 733 841 240 842 841 844



MAXIMUM AVERAGE PLANAK LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (MAPLHGK) VS,
AVERAGE PLANAR EXPOSURE FOR FUEL TYPE NBCI2SA (GEOB-PBCWBIZS-12G2)

Exposure (MWD/ST)
PACWLOT]
— NOG
0 12.74
200 12.67
1200 12.48
2000 12.42
3000 12.41
4000  12.44
000  12.4%
6000 12.49
7000 12,81
8000 12.54
9000 12.5%
10000 12.57
12500 12.41
15000 12.04
20000 11,27
25000 10.49
35000 8.95
45000 6.15
46300 5,21
50300 -
50600 "
51700 -

CMC LATTICE TYPE 1

LATTICE No. 733

LaSalle County - Unit 1
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CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT

54
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6%
.83
06
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70
90
.07
23
42
49
14
46
80
55
.13

37

829

TABLE 1.2-5

CMC BUNDLE TYPE 9

Lattice Specific MAPLHGR (kw/ft)

PBCWLI6S
4G5.07
-1

11.11
11 17
11.30
11.46
11.67
11.85%
12.04
12.24
1237
12.82
12.70
12.92
13.06
12.80
12.18
31.53
10.22
8.85

18

830

PBOWLIGS
6G5.0/

. 004.0

10.

10

: § B

11

11.
11.
11,
11.

12

12,
12.
12.
13.
12.

12
11
10

8

78
86
00
.20
39
60
17
91
.05
23
-
74
01
7%
17
« 52
.21
. 54

.87

19

831

PBCWLI%0
4GS$.0/
—804.0

11.

11

11,
11,
12.
12,
12.

12

12.
13.
13.

13
13

13.

12
i1
10

9

5.

56
.60
69
88
12
33
4
13
86
03
26
.49
49
14
46
.80
.55
14

88

20

83z

PBCWLO71
—diGE

12.74
12.67
12.48
12.42
12.41
12.44
12.46
12.49
12,51
12.54
12.9%5
12.%7
12.41
12.04
11.27
10.49

8.9%

6.15

5.21

833



MAXIMUM AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (MAPLEGE)
ve. AVERAGE PLANAR EXPOSURE FOR FUEL TYPE PSCWH30).9G2

CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT
TABLE 1.2-6

OMC BUNDLE TYPE 10

Ezposure LATIICE SPECIFIC MAPLECR (kw/ft)
{MWa/8T)
PBCWLO71 PECWL327 PBCWL33S PBCWLI2T? PECYLOT]
~NOG -9G5.0 4G2.0/3C4.0 4G3.0/504.0 kiR
0.0 12.7¢ 11.6¢8 11.13% 12.01 12.74
200 12.67 12.08 11.39 12.08 12.67
1000 12.48 12.17 11.48 12.22 12.48
2000 12.42 12.37 11.67 12.43 12.42
3000 12.41 12.56 11.5%0 12.61 12.41
4000 12.44 12,69 12.16 12.78 12.44
5000 12,46 12.81 12.38 12.91 12.46
6000 12,49 12.92 12,56 12.03 12.49
7000 12.51 13.04 12.75 13.15 12.81
8000 12.54 13.16 12.94 13,27 12.54
9000 12.5% 13.29 13.13 13.3 12,58
10000 12.57 13.41 13.29 13.47 12.97
12500 12.41 13.49 13,33 13.81 12.41
15000 12.04 13.18 13.0% 13.20 12.04
20000 11.27 12.54 12.46 12.5% 11.27
25000 10.49 11.84 11.87 11.84 10.49
35000 8.95 10.35 10. 54 10.36 8.9%
45000 6.15 9.02 9.14 9.02 6.15
46900 5.21 - - - 5.21
51500 - - 5.90 - -
51800 - 5.82 - 5.81 -
CMC LATTICE TYPE 1 21 22 23 24
LATTICE No. 733 884 885 886 887

LaSalle - Unit 1 1-7 Cycle §



CORE QFEZRATING LIMIIS REPORT

2.0 MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIC (3/4.2.31
2.1 Tech Spec REFERINCE!
Tech Spec 13.2.1,
2.2 RESCRIPTION ¢
a. Siogle Recizcuiation Loop Qperatica

l
|
!
! LaSalle County

1"
nit

-

The MCPR limit when in Single Recirculation Loop
Operation js determined from Figure 2.2-1 plus 0.01,
times the Kf factor determined from Figure 2.2-2.

Twe Recirculation Loop Qperation

The MCPR limit when in Dual Recirculation Loop
Operation is determined from Figure 2.2-1 times the Kf
factor determined f. om Figure 2.2-2.

Ive Recirculation Logo Operation with Main Turbine
Bypass lnoperable

The MCPR limit when in Dual Recirculation Loop
Operation with the Muin Turbine Bypase Inoperable (per
Tech Spec 5.7,10) is determined from Figure 2.2-1
times the Kf factor determined from Figure 2.2-2,

Two Recirculation Loop Operatlom with End-of-Cycle
Recirculation Pump Trip System luoperable

The MCPR limit when in Dual Recirculation Loop
Operation with the End-of-Cycle Recirculation Pump
Trip System (RPT) Inoperable {per Tech Spec 3.3.4.2)
is determined from Figure 2.2-1 times the Kf factor
determined from Figure 2.2-2.



- |
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% Power Distribution Limits |
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. . . .
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CORE QPERATING LIMITS REPORI

3.0 LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (3/4.2.4)

3.

. 1

1

2

Tech Spec REFERENCE:

Tech Spec 3.2.4.

RESCRIPLICN !

a. The LHGR limit is 13.4 kw/ft for fuel
. BPRCRB2S3L

b. The LHGR limit is 14,4 kw/ft for fuel
1 BC3IO1A
P BC3208B

3., NBC301G

-

$

NBC325A
PBCWB303-9G2Z

type:

types:



CORE QPERAIING LIMITS REPORT

CONTROL ROD WITHDRAWAL BLOCK INSTRUMENTATION (3/4.3.8)
4.1 Zech Spec REFERENCE:
Tech Spec Table 3.).6-2,

RESCRIPTION!

a, The Rod Block Menitor Upscale Instrumentation Setpoints are
determined from the relaticanships shown in Table 4.2-1.

TABLE 4.2-1

CONTROL ROD WITHDRAWAL BLOCK IN' ‘el TATION _SETPOINTS

AR1IE _FUNCTION IRIP _ETPQINT ALLOWAELE VALUE
.0 ROR_BLOCE MONITOR
A, UPSCALE
3 Two Recirculation £ 0.66 W & 41 N** ¢ 0. 66 W + 44 A\
Loop Operation

2. Single Recir:ulation £ 0.866 W « 35,78%% ¢ 0,66 W + 18,700
Loop Operation

#% (Clamped, with an allowvable ¥alue not to exceed the allowable value for
recirculation loop flow *) of 100%.
Sa o e q4-1 , e £
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10 CFR $50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

Subject:  Equipment Out-of-Service in the Increased Core Flow Domain for LaSalle
County Station Units 1 and 2.

Descriotion of O

The proposed change is to provide specific cycle-independent values for ‘ae
Operating Limit Minimum Critical Power Ratio (OLMCPR), wne e plant is
rating in the Increased Core Flow (ICF) domain with either the Turbine Bypass
8 P) or end-of<cycle Recirculation Pump Trip (RPT) out of service. Further
LMCPR adjustments are defined for simultaneous operstion wiili finai feedwater

. m e ma e Ao wnl -
5‘mr‘-, B e ]

The referenced report, GE-NE-187-62-1191, provides results of an analysis in support
of the change. ¢ established values for OLMCPR will be fully documented in the
Core Operating Limits Report (COLR) for LaSalle 1 and 2.

Reason for Change

The proposed change was developed to offer increased operational flexibility by
allowing continued plant operation in the ICF domain with either the TBP or RPT
out of service. The change represents an extension of existing practice relatng to
the TBP and RPT systems,

s 3 3 . v
"

Does the procedure, design change, modification, test or cxperiment, 10 which this
review is applicable, represent any of the following:

1. A change to the plant as described in the SAR? Yes (), No (X)

The pioposed change does not invoive any modification or design change to the
plant.

2. A change to a procedure or an analytical model as descnbed in the SAR?
Yes { ), No (Xf

The proposed change provides new values of OLMCPR which have been shown
10 be commensurate with safe plant operation in the ICF domaia while aliowing
either the TBP or RPT system tc be out of service. The safety analysis
supporting this mode of operation used the analytical models and methods
described in the SAR for establishing all similar existing OLMCPR values. The
proposed change recguires no modification of procedures or analytical methods
as described in the SAR.

3. A change to a test or experiment as described in the SAR? Yes ( ), No (X)

The proposed change does not involve any test or experiment.



A g ‘?mm. major component, structure, test, expeniment or procedure which
coulc affect a wc’a-r:‘lm(d)mmon or result in a new plant operating
'] 0

No new system, major component, structure, test or experiment which could
affect a safety-related function or result in a new plant operating condition «
involved in the proposed change. However, procedures associated with the
change, while not affecting any safety-related function, could be considered (0
result in a new operating condition. This situation anses when allowing the
existing practice of TBP and RPT out of service 10 be extended to the ICF
domain and could be regarded as a new plant operating condition.

condition? Yes (

A change to the u:m‘x:f plant, but not covered bv questions 1 through 4 above,
which could affsct a safety-related function or resu't in a new plant operating
condition? Yes ( ), No (X)

As stated earlier, the proposed change does not involve any change to the
plant

A “Lange 10 the Technical Specifications? Yes ( ), No /X)

The new values of OLMCPR required by the propased cta‘?e are identified in
the COLR for each unit. The related Te-r Spo  3/4.2.3, Minimum Critical
Power gatio. references the COLR and hence no change to the Tech Specs is
required.

L nractauad Satan Pusssios f .

‘s a result of the affirmative response to question 4 of the Initial SAR and
i'ecknical Specification Review, it it necessary to make an Unreviewed Safety
Question Determination (USQD). This requires a response to the following
questions:

1.

Will the erobabﬂi of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be
increased? Yes (), No (X)

The evaluation of the design basis accidents in the SAR is unrelated 1o the
ormiond behavior of the transient events associat~d with the pro?oud

; ange. &quucnﬂy the change will not impact *»e probability of any design
asis accident.

Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be
ncreased? Yes (), No (X)

For the reason given in the response to question 1 ubove the comciuenm of
any de:ign basis accident evaluated in the SAR will not be increase

M.y the possibility of an accident which is different than uny already evaluated
i1 the SAR be created? Yes ( ), No (X)

.
L g*
*

R R R R RORRRRRZBCRwimie e
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The basis for the proposed change was established by the use of proven
caiculational methods applied to 2. unchanged plant design. The change iself
represents & minor extension of existing practice w the ICF domain. There is
clearly no evidence 10 sugg*st the possibility of an sccident other than those
already evaluated in the SAR being creml.

4 Will the probalility of a malfunction of a safety-related *tructure, system of
component previously evaluated in he SAR Le increased? Yes (), No (X)

By the same reasoming yivea in the response to ton 3 above, there s no

evidence 1o suggest that the probability of » on of sﬂ u!ermm»d
_structmi system Of component previously evaluated in the will
Increase

€ Will the consequences of a malfunction of a safety-related structure, ;rum ot
component oreviously evaluated in the SAR be increased? Yes ( ), No (X)

The evaluation made to support the proposed change is essentially the same as
that made previously in the SAR regarding the consequences of a malfunction
of safety-relaied structures, systems or components, For example, in:rcubm&
of one safety/relief valve (lowest opening ietpoint) is assumed in evaluating the
transients covered under the proposed change. re is no evidence to indicate
that the consequences of a malfunction of any otber safety-related structure,
system of coraponent previously evaluated in the SAR would be increased as a
result of the proposed change.

6.  May the possibility of ¢ walfunction of a safety-related structure, system of
‘%om;zor)xc?qt dit)!(e)rem than oy already evaluated in the SAR be created?
es ( ), No

The proposed change represents only a relatively minor departure from exsting
operating practice, namely an extension of that practice into the ICF domain.
In view of this it is inconceivable that the malfunction of any safetv-related
strumge. system or component not already evaluated i he SAR could be
created.

7. Will the margin of safety as deined in the basis to any Technical Specification
be reduced? Yes ( ), No (X)

For all anticipated operational occurrences evaluated for the proroscd change,
the OLMCPR is established such .hat the MCPR Safety Limit of 1.07 is not
exceeded. Consequently, the margin of safety defined in the associated
Technical Specification basis is preserved.

Conclusions
Peferences 1 and 2 contain all the essential data and information required to support
the proposed change. If the practice of including the appropriate information from

these reference documents in a composite Appendix to the is consistently
followed, tiere would be no further requirement to update the SAR.



The pro represents only a minor de from scrmal established

r:dnmdﬂﬂmw. it extends mtméprnmodwu and controls into the
ICF domain and provides the appropriate OLM limits. While no new syriem,
major component, structure, test or expenment which could affect a safety-related
function is iovolved, & new plant operating condition is identified. Co ently, it
was necessary 1o conduct an USQD. The results of this USQD indicate that no
USQ remains when the proposed change is implemented.
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REGULATORY ANL ANALYSIS SERVICES

San Jose CA

PLANT IMPROVEMENT ENGINEERING
28 Janvary 1992
TO: J. KUSKY - GE LASALLE STATION

FROM H. X. HOANG

SUBJECT. REVISION 1| TO LASALLE EQUIPMENT OOS IN ICF DOMAIN REPORT -
GE-NE-18762:1191

Attached are two copies of the revised subject report ( GE-NE-187:62-1191, Revision 1) supporting
LaSalle County Station operation with EOC Recirculation Pump Trip and Turbine Bypass
Out-of-Service in the Increased Core Flow domain. This . evised version includes comments from
CECo following their review of the original report and has been accepted by CECo as final.

One copy is for your file and plecse forward ihe other copy to Ed McVey (CECo) as soon 25
possible. | promised to Ed that a copy will be FedEx out to im a the site in parallel to the normal
distribution process through Oak Brook

Please call me if you have any questions and thanks for your help

—vl—-"u %8—"“‘

H X Hoang
MC 763, Ext. 51346




