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SECTION 2

This section quantifies the number of thimbles per quadrant required tor Farley Unit | in order to mproye
the ability to distinguish between random and systematic thimble deletion events and 1o establish the hounds
of applicability of the incremental peaking factor uncentainties, The peaking factor measurement uncertaints
anulysis described in Section | makes the assumption that thimbles were randomly deleted trom the core 11
thimbles are somehow systematically de'eted from the core then the caleulated peaking factor measurement
uncertainties will not apply

The assumption of random deletion of thimbles is an imponant one.  If removal of instrumentation thimbles
in the core is completely random then each thimble in the core has an equal probability of being removed
from operation.  Therefore, if' S0 percent of the thimbles in the core were to be deleted randomly, a random
pattern of thimbles would result. On the other hand. if there were some function driving the removal of the
thimbles the result would not be a random pattern of thimbles.  This systematic deletion of thimbles could
conceivably result in large areas of the core being uninstrumented.

It less than 75% of the installed thimbles are used. the current Technical Specification requirement of a
minimem of 2 MD thimbles per core quadrant is not sufficient to distinguish between random and
systematic delet.on events with high confidence. To helo inzure that thimble deletion is random, a restnction
can be placed on the number of thimbles that must remain operable in each quadrant. By defining the
quadrant in such a manner as to essentially place a requirement on each | %th core, the ability 10 distinguish
between random and systematic events will be significantly enhanced.

If, for example, for S0% thimbles remaining, the requirement of 3 or more thimbles per quadrant is satistied,
then in all likelihood & random deletion occurred and incremental thimble deletion peaking factor
measurement uncertainties are appropriate. On the other hand, if there are less than three thimbles per
quadrant, then it is possible that a systemati® thimble deletion oceurred and that the impact on measured
quadran! peaking factors, may be larger than quanti fied i Section |.
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