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FPL 

Florida Power & light Company. 215 S. Monroe St., Suite 810, Tallahassee. FL 32301 
Jessicn Cano 
Principal Attorney 
Florida Power & Light Company 
700 Universe Boulevard 
Juna Bach, FL 33408-0420 
(561) 304-5226 
(561) 691-7135 (Facsimile) 

April 8,201 1 

VIAHAND DELIVERY 

Ms. Ann Cole 
Division of the Commission Clerk and 
Administrative Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Betty Easley Conference Center 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Room 110 
Tallahassee. FL 32399-0850 

Re: Docket No. 110009-EI; Nuclear Power Plant Cost Recovery Clause 

Dear Ms. Cole: 

Enclosed for filing on behalf of Florida Power & Light Company ("FPL") are an 
original and fifteen (15) copies of Revised Exhibit NJD-5 of Florida Power & Light Company 
witness Nils Diu. 

Please contact me if you or your Staff has any questions regarding this filing. 

Sincerely, 

Jessica A. Can0 

Enclosures 
cc: Parties of Record (w/ enc.) 
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I UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
WASHINOION, D.C. ZOSW4001 

August 13,2010 

Mt. Mano Nazar 
Executive Vice heskient and 

Florida Power and Light Company 
P.O. Box 140000 
&no Beach, Florida 33408-0420 

Chief Nuclear ORicet 

SUBJECT: ST. LUCIE PLANT UNIT NO, 1 - WIMORAWAL OF REQUESTED LICENSING 
ACTION REGARDING EXTENDED POWER UPRATE FAC NO. ME3699) 

Dear Mr. Nazar: 

By letter dated Aprn 16,2010, Florida Power & Light Company submltted a llcense amendment 
request for St. Lucie Unit 1 fora proposed amendment thatwould increase the licensed core 
power level from 2700 megawatt thermal (Wt) to 3020 MWt. The purpose of this letter is to 
provide the results of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff's acceptance review 
of this amendment request that was perfumed to detetmln8 If there is SuMClent technical 
Informetion In SWpe and depth toailow the NRC staff to complete its deialled technical review. 
The a,cceptance review is also intended to Identify whether the application has any readily 
apparent Information insufficiencies In its characterization of the regulatory requirements or the 
licenslng bash ofthe plant. 

Consistent wlth Section 50.80 of Tltle 10 of the Code of Federal RegulatiWrs (10 CFR), an 
amendment to the license (including ihe technical spedflmtlons) must fully describe the 
changes requested, and following as fat as applicable, the form prescribed fororlglnal 
applications. Section 60.34 of 10 CFR addresses the content of technical infomatioh required. 
This secb'on stipulates that the submiltai address the deslgn and operating characteristics. 
unusual OF novel design features, and principal safety considerations. 

By letter dated August 13, 2010, you requested to withdraw the epplicatlon from NRC review, 
The NPC acknowledges your request to withdraw the application. NRC staff acttvities on the 
review have ceased and the associated Technlcal Assignment COntml numbers have been 
closed. 

The NRC staff notes that Its review to date has Identified that your application did not provide 
the following technical Information in sufficient defall to enable the staff fo complete its detailed 
review. Therefore, if you declde to resubmit the request, It must inciude Information listed in 
the enclosure. 

i 
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M. Nazai -2- 

If you have any questions, please contact the St. Lucie. Unit 1 extended power upmfe Project 
Manager, Tracy Orf, at (301) 41 52788. 

S!ncerel y, 

Tracy J. 01% Prcject Manager 
Plant Llcensing Brand 11-2 
Division of Operating Reactor kensing 
OfAce of Nuclear Reador Regulation 

Docket No. 50-335 

Enclosure: 
Results of NRC Review 

cc: Distribution vla Listserv 
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RESULTS OF NRC REVIEW OF niE SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION PROVIDED 

AMENDMENT REQUEST 

FLORIDA POWER & LlQHT COMPANY 

sf. LUClE PLANT UNIT NO. 2. 
m-3 

The staffs acceptance review identifled the following three areas where the application did not 
provide suffiolent technical information in scope and depth to allow the NRC staff to complete its 
detalled technical review cOnlroi elament essemblywithdmwal at power, station blackoui, and 
the spent fuet pwi criticality anaiysfs. The NRC provided FPL with questions in these areas on 
May 28,2010, June 14,2010, and June 23,2010. FPL provided supplementsto its application 
on July 23, 2010, and July 30, 2010. The suppbmental Information da not sufficiently address 
the questions In the foliowing areas: 

Spent Fuel Pool Criticslity: 

Question 8-2 requested a revised spent fuel pool cfftieality analysis In order lo address the 
depletion uncertainty value of the unborated oases for the pre-extended power uprate (EPU) 
fuel a8 well as to revb the sratistfcaifreatment of the code bias uncerta'htyforthe pre-EPU 
current licensing bask. Florida Power & Ught Company (FPL. the iicemee) agreed to submit a 
vary conservative, cycle-limifed, bounding document that would impose addltfonal restrictions 
and Implement additionai adminislrathre meamres M the spentfuei pool (SFP) as an interim 
measure until a revlsed criticallty analysis could be submitted that would address the EPU, 
current fuel conditions. and nonconsewatisms. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The supplement provided Information on only one out of five storage wnnguratfons that 
the licensee has for the pre-extended power uprate (EPU) fuel (Case 4). The licensee 
did not provide irIform8tiOR on the other four storage configurations. Two more cases 
were more limiting than the case used; therefore, the case it dld conslder csnnot be 
consldered boundlng. The cfitlcality increase calculated In the response Is not the most 
cM1seNBiive. 

The second issue is the choice of 0.0160 Ak as the new depletion uncertalnty. This 
number is nonwnsewetive with regard to the depletion uncerfelnty ussd in the 2004 
ilwnse amendment request (LAR) for the borated scenario. The number used in the 
2004 LAR was 0.0192 bk. Even with the use of0.0150 Ak, there are cases that wlli 
exceed the total combined impact calculated in the response, Using the 0.0192 Ak from 
the 2004 LAR would slgniflcantiy Increase this impact. 

The third Issue Is thetthe supplement did not mntaln any Information or analysls in 
regard to the correlation between percent bumup and reactlvify oredlt. Therefare, the 
staff cannot determine If a 7-percent burnup penalty would be sufficient to offset the 
additional Ak added using engineering judgment. 

Enclosure 1 
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Control Rod Withdrml at Power: 

In the licensee's July23.2010, supplement to its license amendment appllcatlon, FPL provided 
a statement that '?he high power t i p  setpoint for St. Lucie Unit I$ as defined in theTechnica1 
Speciflcations U S  Table 2.2-1, Item 2) Is a fixed value above the lnitlal operating power level 
and Is not a fundion of rate or power increase, whlch is the case for some W-NSSS 
vestinghouse Nuclear Steam Supply System] plants wlth a hlsh f l u x ~ ~ k  trip. The reactivity 
insertion rate, and the corresponding rate of power Increase, thus does not affect the power 
ievei at whlch the reactor wlll Mp for St. Lucle Unit 7." 

On Juiy27,2010. It was communicated to the licensee that this is not responsive to the 
U. 5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) StaWs concern. The reactivity insertion rate has a 
,direct effect on the power ascension, Whlch will continue even after the trip signal Is received, 
regardless ofthe hitial power level. The system and fuel response Is dependent on the post-trip 
characteristlcs of thls transient. With a mors readive core loading, the slgniflcancG of thls Issue 
is magnified at uprate conditions. 

FPL provided, as Attachment 3 to Ih July 30,2010, supplement, e revised response lo the NRC 
staff concern regarding part-power CEA withdrawal wrors. 

, 

4. Attachment 3 to the July 30,2010, supplement provided information discussing analyses 
performed using the AREVA proprietary S-RELAPS code that demonstrated that 
part-power, erroneous CEAwithdrawal cas- produced more limiting resuits with 
respect to reactor coolant system pressure than the hot full power caw. Whereas the 
hot full power case peak pressure was 2535 psia, ar;other. part-power m e  predicfed a 
peak pressure of 2605 psla. 

The FPL bas3s for not analydng pressure for the part-power cases was that the 
pressutizath consequences of the control rod wllhdrawal arror event were bounded by 
the loss of external load (LOEL) event, Ule predicted peak pressure for whlch was 2708 
psia. Allhough the hot full power control element assembly withdrawal error event is 
bounded by the LOEL event with 173 psi of margin, the supplenlenl ldentlfied a more 
llrnlting case at part-power that is only bounded with 103 psi of margln. The additbnal 
analysis of several part-power control element aseembly witndrawal error cases has 
identifled an approximately @-percent reduction In safely margin. 

The supplement dld not contain a level of detal!ed discussion concerning these 
additional analyses lor the stafl to conclude that tile most pressure-limiting MSS had 
been Identifled, OT that the cases were analyzed in a sufliclently conservative manner to 
proddm a boundhg pressurialion result. In particular, the analyses are not strpporteo 
by discussion identitying the following: 

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 

Time in cwe lffe and associated readviiry pararnclers 
Methodology used to analyze transient and produce boundlng resllits 
Core design, whelher EPU reference or first EPU trans:tlon cycle 
Wnether the cases identifled are truly Ilrnidng rcsuits, or whether a liner power 
spactrm requires atialysls 

i 
! 
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Station Blackout (SBO) Caphg Analysis: 

Because one of the review areas for exlended power uprates 18 the impact on SBO analyses, 
the staff reviewed the information on thelloensee's coping analysis. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

The supplemental Jnformatlon provided on July 30,2010, did not contain analysis that 
demonstrates that there is adequate candensate inventory for the flrsl hour of an SBO. 

A reactor coolant system leakage rate of BO gprn was assumed In the revised anah'sls, 
which is half of the 120-gpm leak rate assumed in the orighal analysis of record. Also, a 
tO-gpm leak rate per reactor caofant pump w s  assumed compared to ih8 25 gpm in 
NKC guidance. The licensee should provide a basis for the differences. 

The appUcaflon o%es NUMAKC 87-0C. Revision 1, "Guidelines and Technloal Bases for 
NUMARC Initiatives Addressing Station Blackout at tight Water Reactors", dated 
November, 1987 as  an endorsed guidance by the NRC. Since the staff has not 
endorsed Revislon 1 of NUMARC 87-00. the llcensee must provlde a basts for lhese 
differences. 

The supplement states that analysts has demoostrated that the core remains covered 
and fuel failure does not occur, therefore containment isolation is no1 required. The 
supplemental lnformatlon provided on July 30, 2010, did not provlde supporting analysis 
and bask for thls assertion. The license needs to addrass ali open containment 
isolation valves end the power to shut such valves duting the onset of an SBO. 

The licensee ewluated 1068 of ventflation to the control room by extrapolating the resulls 
of the original 25-minute analysis. Logsrrithmic extrapolation from 25 minutes to 1 hour 
results in a maximum room temperature of approximately 1 IS degrees FahrenheH. 
Supplerr6ntal information provided on July 30, 2010, dld not address whether the 
operators are going to remain in the oontml room or abandon it The licensee needs to 
submil Ihe heating ventilation and air wndifionlng analysis for the 1-hour coping time per 
NRC guidance. 

i 
L 


