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In accordance with 10 CFR 50.46(a)(3)(ii), a report is required to be submitted within 30 
days of discovery of a significant change or error in an Emergency Core Cooling 
(ECCS) analysis. The purpose of this letter is to report a significant change in the 
calculated peak cladding temperature (PCT) values as a result of an error iri the 
Palisades large break loss of coolant accident (LBLOCA) ECCS evaluation model. 

On January 15, 1998, per 10 CFR Part 21, the NRC was informed of a deviation in the 
Seimans Power Corporation (SPC) EXEM/PWR LBLOCA evaluation model related to 
RELAP4 excessive variability. During a presentation to the NRC on March 10, 1998, 
Palisades agreed to report the results of the evaluation of this deviation based on the 
corrected model for both fuel Cycles 13 and 14. That report is provided in the 
attachment. 

Based on the currently approved and the corrected LBLOCA evaluation model, the 
change in the PCT during Cycle 14 from that during Cycle 13 is not significant. 
However, the evaluation of the corrected model has shown that a significant (per 
10 CFR 50.46) change in the PCT values for both fuel Cycles 13 and 14 will result from.··.·-_;::; v') 
the error correction. . / 
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SUMMARY OF COMMITMENTS 

This letter contains no new commitments and no revisions to existing commitments. 

Nathan L. Haskell 
Director, Licensing 

t 
CC Administrator, Region Ill, USNRC 

Project Manager, NRR, USNRC 
NRC Resident Inspector - Palisades 
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BACKGROUND . 

In a letter dated January 15, 1998, NRC was informed of a deviation in the SPC 
EXEM/PWR LBLOCA evaluation model related to RELAP4 excessive variability 
(Reference 1 ). The nature of the deviation was that small changes in the iriput to 
RELAP4 can result i~ large changes in the calculated peak cladding temperature during 
a LBLOCA. At that time, SPC informed Consumers Energy that there was no indication 
that the RELAP4 excessive variability problem, after correction, would result in a PCT 
that would violate 10 CFR 50.46 limits for the Palisades LBLOCA analysis. 

On March 10, 1998, SPC made a presentation to the NRC regarding the status of the 
RELAP4 excessive variability evaluation. In response to a request by NRC, SPC 
provided a summary of the meeting presentation and documented the future actions 
proposed (Reference 2). It was agreed that SPC would continue to use the currently 
approved EXEM/PWR LBLOCA model, modified by the interim fuel cooling testing \ 
facility (FCTF) correlation, to perform plant analyses in the near term. In the longer 
term, SPC would correct the current model for excessive variability and submit a topical 
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report to NRC for review. Additionally, in an effort to ensure that Palisades LBLOCA 
calculations based on the current RELAP4 model continue to be conservative with 
respect to the excessive variability, SPC agreed to perform confirmatory calculations 
with a corrected model for comparison purposes. Palisades agreed to report the results 
of the 10 CFR Part 21 evaluation based on the corrected model for both fuel Cycles 13 
and 14. 

A modification to the original (Reference 1) 10 CFR Part 21 evaluation schedule was 
transmitted to NRC by SPC on April 1, 1998, (Reference 3), indicating that th_e 
evaluation would be completed on May 1, 1998, rather than April 3, 1998. In a letter 
dated May 1, 1998, (Reference 4), SPC transmitted the results of their 10 CFR Part 21 
evaluation. A summary of the evaluation results, with respect to the Palisades LBLOCA 
analyses follows. 

IMPACT OF RELAP4 EXCESSIVE VARIABILITY ON PALISADES CYCLE 13 LBLOCA 
ANALYSIS 

In letters dated April 30, 1997, and November 26, 1997, (References 5 & 6), 
·Consumers Energy reported that the PCT predicted by the LBLOCA analysis for fuel 
Cyde 13 was 1892 ° F. The Cycle 13 analysis and resultant PCT were based on the 
currently approved SPC RELAP4 LBLOCA model. The results of confirmatory 
calculations indicate that when the RELAP4 model is corrected for excessive variability, 
the predicted PCT will be lower by about 113 ° F. Therefore, the deviation identified in 
Reference 1 and further identified as a reportable error in Reference 4 is sign_ificant per 
10 CFR 50.46. This deviation is considered conservative for the Palisades Cycle 13 
LBLOCA analysis. 

IMPACT OF RELAP4 EXCESSIVE VARIABILITY ON PALISADES CYCLE 14 LBLOCA 
ANALYSIS 

Re-analysis of the LBLOCA event based on the current RELAP4 model has recently 
been completed by SPC for Palisades fuel Cycle 14, resulting in a PCT of 1869°F. 
This result constitutes a 23°F drop in calculated PCT from fuel cycle 13 to fuel cycle 14. 
The change in PCT between Cycle 13 and Cycle 14 was due primarily to revised core 

. fuel design (pellet diameter and clad thickness) and neutronics values (radial peaking 
factors) which were used to reflect the Cycle 14 core design and reload "R" fuel. The 
change in PCT between Cycle 13 and Cycle 14 does not constitute a significant change 
per 10 CFR 50.46. , 
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The results of confirmatory calculations for Cycle 14 indicate that when the RELAP4 
model is corrected for excessive variability, the predicted PCT will be lower by about 
70°F. Therefore, the deviation identified in Reference 1 and further identified as a 
reportable error in Reference 4 is significant per 10 CFR 50.46. This deviation is 
considered conservative for the Palisades Cycle 14 LBL9CA analysis. 

CONCLUSION 

The Palisades Cycle 13 and 14 LBLOCA analyses demonstrate that the acceptance 
criteria of 1 O CFR 50.46 continue to be satisfied based on calculations performed with 
both the currently approved EXEM/PWR LBLOCA model, modified by the interim FCTF 
correlation, and the EXEM/PWR LBLOCA model corrected for excessive variability. 
Confirmatory calculations performed indicate that PCT will drop by greater than 50°F 
when the current model is corrected for excessive variability, which constitutes a 
significant change per 10 CFR 50.46. However, the resulting changes in the PCT for 
fuel Cycles 13 and 14 will be in the conservative direction. · · 

3 




