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A flux map performed on September 16, 1992, revealed that heat flux hot
channel factor, F.(Z), had exceeded the 1imits contained in Technica)
Specification 3.2.2. by approximately 12%. As a result, power was
reduced to B8X per the technical specification action statement.
Similarly, the Pouar Ranne Nevtean T'o0 o Pioh Trip Satnaints were ales

R

The action statement also requires that the reactor be shutdown to at
Teast hot standby within 72 hours in order to reduce the Overpower al
Trip Setpoints. The action statement further requires identification
and correction of the cause of the out of limit condition before therma)
power can be increased. As a result a regional waiver of compliance is
requested to allow substitution of the figure enclosed in Attachment ?
for Figure 3.2-2 of the vechnical specifications. The figure in
Attachment 2 has been previously approved for use with the Unit |
vantage 5 reload. The Vantage § analysis is bounding with respect to
the LOPAR fuel currently in Farley Unit 1, Cycle 11. Therefore, there
ts no safety concern to granting this request. A response is requested
by 4:00 pm CDT on September 18, 1992, in order to preclude shuttine daun
Urnit 1 unnetessarily on Septomber 19, 1992, ot 8:10 pe.

A review of the Vantage 5 analysis has been conducted to ensure that use
of the revised Figure 3.2-2 with the current LOPAR core will not result
13 excneding any 1imits currently applicable to the LCPAR core.

The Plant Oneratinre Review Cammitter has reviewnd and anproved this
sibayttal
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Pespectfully submitted,
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fienificant Mezards Congidnvation

Ihe v, &t the 12.0 ft. elevation impacts only the smal! break LOCA
analysis. The following LOCA related analyses are not adversely
affected by an increased F, et the 2.0 ft. eleval: un: reactor
vess- | and loop LOCA blowdown forces, hot leg switchover to
preclude boron precipitation, rod ejection mass and ene

release, post LOCA long term core conling, and large break LOCA.
These aralyses are not affected since the increased F, at the 12.0
ft. elevation does not chan?e the safeguards systems actuations or
assumprions used in the analysis of the everts and since the
increase’ b, at 12.0 ft. does not create conditions more limiting
*han thote attnmed 4n the analveis of these ! UZIA eventx,

Ihe recently approved small break LOCA analysis of record covering
the t ansition from LOPAR fuel to a full core of Vantagr § fue)
wias parformed for Farley Units | and 2 using the NRC «, oved
NOTRUMP Evaluation Model. The analysis modeled Vantage S fuel, an
fo of 2.5, an enthalpy rise factor (FAM) of 1.70, and a core power
level of 7775 MWt and it was demonsirated that the limits of 10
CFR 50 46 wre met. (Farley Unit 2 is currently licensed and
operating with this analysis of record.) The current LOPAR
licensing basis analysis for Farley Unit 1, Cycle 11, assumed an
bo 00 2.32 and an FAH of 1.55 at a core power level of 2652 Mwt.
The ¥, 0f 2.32 and FOH of |.55 have remained the same for all
LOPAR analyses, including thore covered by the Vantage § reload
transition safety report. Sice the 12 or change in the thermal
hydraulic input paraveters d' e to the smaller optimized Vanta?e 5
fuel rod is a s1ight increase in core pressure dron, the sma)
break CCCS vesulis with Vantage 5 fuel with the associated higher
power level and peaking factors would bound a full core analysis
of LOPAR fuel at lower power level and core peaking factors. The
NOTRUMP Evaluation Model used to calculate the small break LOCA
has only one core flow channel and the core flow rate is
relatively lTow during the small break LOCA event, so enough time
is available to maintain flow equilibrium between vantage § and
LOPAR fuel assemblie. in a mixed core. Therefore, the Vantage 5
fuel small break LOCA analysis with ircreased power level and
pcnking factors will *~und both a mixed core of Vantage 5 fuel and
LOPAR fuel (Vantage 5 eload Transition Safety Report for Joseph
M. Farley Nuclear Plant - Units | and 2, May 1991) and also will
bound a complete core of LOPAR fuel with lower power level and
core peaking factors which is currently in Cycle 1] of Farley Unit
1. Therefore, 11 can be concluded that the current Va tage &
analysis with increased peaking faciors and power level is
bounding with resnart ta the 1OPYL el serrently in Farlev Urnit
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A conservative, top skewed power shape was selected for the small
break LOCA analysis for Vantage § fuel. For Vantage 5 analysis,
the K(?) curve which bounds the small break analysis has an f,
Timit of 2.33 at 12.0 ft. Applying Lo the LOPAR F,, the F, 1imit
is caleulated to be 2.16 at 12.0 ft. During Cycle 11 operation
the hest flux hot channel factor, F (7), has been calculated to be
approximately 1.1 at 12.0 ft. which exceeded Lhe fechnical
Specification 1imit, Since the recently approv:” small break LOLA
analysis of record shows significant F, margir o this valve, an
approximate F, of 1.1 at 12.0 f1. couia not result in the
acceptance criteria of 10 CFR 50,46 being exceeded. Thus
operation at full licensed power with the revised Figure 3.2-2 is
justified. Cycle 12 for Unit 1 will be covered by the appreved
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iherefore approval of this waiver will not involve a significant
increase in the probability er consequences of an accident
previously evaluated. The currently approved NOTRUMP analysis for
vaniage 5 1% haunding with reenect to the |OPAP fus) currently in
ek B &g T
Approval of this waiver will not create the possibility of a new
or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluited., No ~o-sical changes are being made to the g\ant and
the plant will o operated within the bounds of an analysis
peeperd e gen in tho aext rvzle and currently in use on Unit 2.
hoproval of this waiver will not involve a sig.ificant reduction
in a margin of safety since the plant will continue to be operate!
vithin the bounds of an analysis approved fer vee in the eext

e and currertly 30 use o8 Ut &
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Cubstitution of the revised Figure 3.2-2 will not involve any
significant change in the types of ef“luents that may be relcased
offsite and no significant increase in the individual or
cumulative occupational radirlion exposure. Therefore, this
waiver of compliance does not ‘xvalve any {rrevercible
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