Florida Power & Light Company, 215 8. Monroe 5t., Suite 810, Tallahassee, FL 32301
a Jessica Cano

Principal Attorney

Florida Power & Light Company
FPL 700 Universe Boulevard

Juno Beach, FL. 33408-0420
(561) 304-5226
(561) 691-7135 (Facsimile)
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April 8, 2011 =0
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VIAHAND DELIVERY — o
5 =
Ms. Ann Cole > -
Division of the Commission Clerk and =- piil (;1
Administrative Services o~

Florida Public Service Commission

Betty Easley Conference Center

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Room 110
Tallahassee, F1. 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 fifieen (15) copies of Revised Exhibit NJD-5 of Florida Power & Light Company
witness Nils Diaz.

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

Sincerely,

g, s Al

Jessica A. Cano

Enclosures
cc: Parties of Record (w/ enc.)
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Eloxlder Povssr & Light Compavy, 55531 5, Booan Bilva, Junsan Beach, FL3GEST,

Avgnst 13,2010

R, _ . 12010181
10 CER 50.90

1,8, Nusejear Rogulatory Cormnission

ATTN: Document Control Desk

Washington, DC 20555

Re: 5t Luolo Plant UnitNo, I
Dockst Np, 50835
Renewod Lloonss No, DER-67

dravwa] of Bxtended Power U

On Aptll 16, 2010, Florlda Power and Light Company (FPL) swbinlfted the 81, Lucle Unit
1 Extoudsd Power Uptate (BFU) Lioense Amendmont Requost (LARY via FPY letter L-
2010-078 fora proposed Heenge-amendingnt thet would Increase the Heonsed oore power
lovel from 2700 megnyvalts thermal (WD) to 3020 MWL OnJuly 23, 2010, the Nuolear
Rogalatory Commisslun (NREC) formally requosted FPL to provide supplemental
information ngoded for e acosptance soview of tho LAR, FPL provided responsos {o
{hie NR(s tequest for supplemental information via {etter L-2010-144 dated July 23,
2010 and ltettor L-2010-162 dated July 30, 2010,

Based on & conforenco call with the NRC staff on August 10, 2010, FPL has deolded to
withdraw the S, Lucls Unlt 1 BRU LAR submiited on April 16, 2010, FRL Is evalualing
fho siaft’s positions and may rosubmit & rovised application at 2 future time.

Showld you have any questlons regarding fito Information provided in this transimitial
plense contaot My, Chels Wastk at 772-467-7138,

Very tmly yours,

TRicherd Anderson .
8its Vioo Prosident

St Luclo Plant .

¢ Mr, Willlany Possolf, Rlorida Doparimont of Honlth

on FPL Groug company
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D,0. 206550001

August 13, 2010

Mr. Mano Nazar

Executive Vice Prestdent and
Chief Nutlear Officer

Florida Power and Light Company

P.C. Box 14000

Juno Beach, Florida 33408-0420

SUBJECT: ST, LUCIE PLANT UNIT NO. 1 -~ WITHDRAWAL OF REQUESTED LICENSING
ACTION REGARDING EXTENDED POWER UPRATE (TAC NO. ME3699)

Dear Mr. Nazar:

By letter dated April 18, 2010, Florida Power & Light Company subritied a license amendment
request for St, Lucle Unit 1 fora proposed amendment that would increase ths licensed core
power leve! from 2700 megawalt thermal (MW} 1o 3020 MWL The purpose of this [elter is to
provide the results of the U.S, Nuclear Regulalory Commission (NRG) staff's acceptance review
of this amendment request that was performed fo determine if there ie sufficlent technical
information in scope and depth to aliow the NRC sfaff to complete s defalled technical review.
The aceeptance review is aiso intended o identify whether the application has any readily
apparent Informafion insufficiencies in its characterization of the regutatory requirements or lhe
ficensing basis of the plant.

Congistent with Section 50,80 of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulefions {10 CFRY), an
amendment lo the license (Including the technical specifications) must fully describe the
changes requasted, and following as far as applicable, the form prescribed for original
applications, Seclion 50,34 of 10 CFR addresses the content of {echnical information required,
This section stipulafes that the submiital address the design and operating character[stics
unusual or nove! design features, and principal safety considerations.

By letter dated August 13, 2010, you requeated to withdraw the application from NRC review,
The NRC acknowledges your request {o withdraw the application. NRC staff activities on the
review have ceased and the associated Technical Assignment Control numbers have been
closed.

The NRE staff notes that Itz review to date has identified that your application did not provide
the following technical information in sufficient defail to enable the staff to complete its detalled
review, Therefore, If you declde to re-submil the request, it must include information listed in
the enclosure,

b e it et e =
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M. Nazar =Bc

if you have any questions, please contact the St. Lucle, Unit 1 extended power uprats Project
Manager, Tracy Orf, al (301) 415-2788.

Sincerely,

Lowgf 1

Tracy J. Orf, Project Manager

Flant Licensing Branch -2

Division of Operating Reactor Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reaclor Regulation

Docket No, 50-335

Enclosure:
Reasuits of NRC Review

oc: Distribution viz Listserv

[ —]
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RESULTS OF NRC REVIEW OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION PROVIDED
' AMENDMENT REQUEST
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

ST. LUCIE PLANT UNIT NO. 1
DOCKET NO, 50-335

The staffs acceptance review identified the following three areas where the application did not
provide sufficient technical infarmation in scope and depth to allow the NRC staff to complete Its
detalled lechnical review: contro! element assemply withdrawal at power, station bfackout, and
the spent fuel pool criticality analysis. The NRC provided FPL with questions in these areas on
May 28, 2010, June 14, 2010, and June 23, 2010, FFL provided supplements to its application
on July 23, 2010, and July 30, 2010, The supplemental information did not sufficlently address
the questions In the foliowing areas;

Spent Fue! Pool Criticality:

Questioh 8-2 requested a revised spent fuel pool criticality analysis in order 1o address the
depletion uncertainty value of the unborated cases for the pre-extended power uprate (EPU)
fuel as well as to revise the statistical freatment of the code blas uncertainty for the pre-EPU
gurrent licensing basls. Florlda Power & Light Company (FPL, the licensee) agread to submita
very conservative, cycle-limited, bounding document that would impose additional restrictions
and implernent additional administrative measures on the spent fuel pool (SFP) as an interim
measure until a revised criticallty analysls could be submitted that would address the EPU,
current feel condilions, and nonconservatisms,

1 The supplement provided Information on only one out of five storage configurations that '

the licensee has for the pre-extended power uprate (EPU) fuel (Case 4). The licenses
did not provide information on the other four storage configurations. Two more cases
were more limiting then the case used; thetefore, the case It did consldsr cannot be
considered bounding. The crificality increase caloulated In the response is not the most
conservalive.

2, The second issue Is tha choloe of 0.0150 Ak as the new depletion uncertalnty. This
. number is nonconservative with regard to the depletion uncertalnty used in the 2004
- [leanse amendment request (LAR) for the borated scenario, The number used in the
2004 1LAR was 0.0192 Ak. Even with the use of L0150 Ak, there are cases that will
excoed the fotal combined impect calctlated In the response. Using the 0.0182 Ak fram
the 2004 LAR would algnificantly Increase this impach

3. The third issue Is that the sugplement did not contaln any information or analysis in
regard fo the correlation between percent burnup and reactivity credit. Therefore, the
staff cannot determine if a 7-percent burnup penalty would be suffiglent to offset the
addifional Ak added using engineering judgment.

Enclosyre 1
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Control Rod Withdrawal at Power;

In the ficenses's July 23, 2010, supplement to Its ficenge amandment application, FPL provided
a statement that "The high power trip setpoint for St, Lucle Unit 1, as defined In the Technical
Specifications (TS Table 2.2-1, Item 2) Is & fixed value above the inillal operating power level
and Is not a funcliph of rate or power increass, which is the case for some W-NSSS
[Westinghouse Nuclear Steam Supply System] plants with a high flux sgle trip. The reactivity
Insertion rate, and the corresponding rete of power Increase, thus does not atfect the power
level at which the reactor wilt frip for 8t, Lucle Unit 1. .

On July 27, 2010, it was communicated to the licensee that this is not responsive fo the

U, 5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff's concern. The reactivity Insertion rafe has a
.direct sffect on the power ascansion, which will continue even after the trip signal Is recelved,
regardless of the Inftial power level, The system and fuel response Is dependent on the post-irip
characteristics of this translent. With a mora reactive core loading, the significance of this lssue
is magnified al uprate conditions. . -

FPL provided, as Attachment 3 to ifs July 30, 2010, supplement, a revised response fo the NRC
staff concem regarding part-power CEA withdrawal erjors.

4. Attachment 3 to the July 30, 2010, supplement provided information discussing analyses
" performed using the AREVA proprietary S-RELAPS coda that demonstrated that
part-power, erronsous CEA withdrawal cases produced more limiting results with
respect to reactor coolant system pressure than the hot full power case. Whereas the
hot full power case peak pressure was 2535 psia, another, part-power case predicled a
" peak pressura of 2605 psia.

The FPL basis for not analyzing pressure for the part-power cases was that the
pressurization consequentes of the control rod withdrawat error event were boundsd by
the loss of extemal Ioad (LOEL) event, the predicted peak pressute for which was 2708
psia, Although the hot full power confrol slement assembly withdrawal error event is
bounded by the LOEL event with 173 psl of margin, the supplement ldentified a more
iimiting case at part-power that ks only bounded with 103 psi of margin. The additional
analysis of several part-power control element assambly withdrawal error cases has
identified an approximately 40-percent rediction In safety margin.

The supplement did not contain a level of defafled discussion concerning these
additional analyses for the staff lo conclude that the most pressure-{imiting cases had
been ideniified, or that the cases were enalyzed in a sufficlently conservalive manner to
produce & bounding pressurfzation result. In particular, the analyses are not supported
by discussion identifying the following:

&) Time In oore fife and associated reactivity parameters

b) Methodology used to analyze transient and produce bounding results :

) Core design, whether EPU reference or first EPU transition cycle

d) Whether the cases identified are truly iimiting results, or whether a finer power
specirum requires analysls
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Station Blackout (SBO) Copng Analysis:

Because one of the review areas for exiended power uprates s the impact on SBO analyses,
the staff reviewed the information on the licensee's copling analysis,

5.

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

A reactor coolant system leakage rate of 80 gpm was assumed.In the revised analysls,
which Is half 6f the 120-gpm leak rate assumed in the orignal analysis of record. Also, a
10-gpm leak rate per reactor coolant pump was assumed compared fo the 26 gpm in
NRC guidance. The ficensee shoufd provide a basis for the differences.

The applicafion ofies NUMARC 87-00, Revision 1, "Guidslines and Technioal Bases for
NUMARG [nitiatives Addressing Station Blackout at Light Water Reactors®, dated
November, 1887 as an endorsed guidance by the NRC. Since the sieff has not
eir#orsed Revision 1 of NUMARC 87-00, the (lcensee must provide a basls for these
differences,

The supplement states that analysis has demonstrated that the core ramains covered
and fue! failure does not vocur, therefore conlainment isolation is notrequired. The
supplementa) information provided on July 30, 2010, did not provide supporting analysis
and basls for this assertion. The ficensee needs to address all open containment
isolation vaives and the power to shut such vaives duting the onset of an SBO,

The licensee evaluatad loss of ventlfafion to the control room by extrapolating the resulls
of the original 25-rminute analysls, Logarithmic extrapolation from 25 minutes to 1 hour
resulis in a maximum room temperature of approximaiely 116 degrees Fahrenheil,
Supplemenial information provided on July 30, 2014, dld not address whethsr the
operators are going to remain in the control room or abandon it. The licenses needs to
submil the heating ventilation and alr conditioning analysis for the 1-hour coping time per
NRC guidance.




