£ BPORA 4
Cowial River Unit 3
foeket No. 50-302

June 26, 1992
3F0692-18

U. §. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control Desk
Washington, D. €. 20555

Subject: Change to Quality Program Description - Reactor Building Painting

References: A, FPC to NRC letter 3F1186-19, dated November 19, 1986
B. NRC to FPC letter 3NO287-15, dated February 9, 1987

Dear Sir:

In accordance with 10 CFR 50.54(a)(3), Florida Power Corporation (FPC) is
submitting for NRC approval a proposed change to the Crystal River Unit 3 (CR-3)
Quality Program Description (FSAR Section 1.7). FPC proposes to reduce the
Quality Program commitment to comply with Regulatory Guide 1.54, Revision 0 for
painting inside the Reactor Building (RB). The proposal was evaluated as
involving a reduction in commitment because some systems and components within
the RB will no longer be within the scope of the definition of Class I Service
Level. Areas that remain in the Class | Service Level scope will continue to be
painted in accordance with the existing program controlled by Requirement Outline
(RO) RO-3147, Painting and Protective Coatings. fPC is providing the background
for the proposed change, the methodology used to develop the revised program, and
Justification for its acceptability,

BACKGROUND

The present FSAR Clarification 1 to R.G. 1.54 on page 1-136 describes the
classification of Class I Service Level for CR-3 as "... those systems and
components which may be exposed to a LOCA atmosphere." FPC established this
definition in 1987 when the RB painting program for CR-3 was revised using
RO-3147, Revision 2 to control the program. This RO was submitted to the NRC in
Reference A and Reference B found that revised program acceptable.

FPC's objective is to improve the condition of the coatings within tha Reactor
Building for material preservation and appearance. The current FPC program tor
RB coatings is not effectively supporting this objective. This is primarily due
to the broad application of stringent requirements needed to assure coatings will
not fail when exposed to LOCA conditions. While all the areas of the RB can be
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expected to be exposed to the LOCA conditions, only those RB areas which can
communicate with the ECCS emergency sump are of concern for post-LOCA mitigation,
RB areas which can not communicate with the emergency sump should be permitted
to have coating requirements less stringent., Consequently, FPC proposes to
redefine where 8lass | Service Level will be applied. Class | Service Level will
apply to items in, or to be installed in portions of the RB that have been
determined to be either a “"near field" or a “"far field" area. These "fields"
have been established by FPC based upon an analysis of potentia! coatings
failures.

This change in Quality Program commitment will result in two levels of protective
coatings control for the RB. Both levels of control will be described in
Requirement Outline RO-3147, q_and Protective Coatings. The proposed
change in Class | Service Level provides a reasonable assurance that CR-3 can
continue to operate in a manner that protects the health and safety of the
public. FPC has reached this conclusion based upon the methodology used to
develop the "near field" and "far field" evaluation.

METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATION OF COATINGS FAILURE

To preclude the failure of an excess amount of protective coating during an
accident from blocking the ECCS emergency sump, FPC developed an analysis to
determine (1) the localized flow velocities within the RB as a result of worst
case ECCS and Reactor Building Spray (BS) System flows and (2) the flow
velocities necessary to transport failed protective coating particles. Also as
a part of the analytical effort, FPC quantified the total areas of failed
protective coatings which cov'd either free fall directly onto the emergency sump
mesh or be transported to the emergency sump resulting in ECCS sump blockage,

The portion of the RB where failed coatings could fall directly onto the sump are
identified as "near field." The "far field" are areas where the transport of the
failed coatings could result in the coating particles contributing to ECCS sump
blockage. The "near field" is only on the 95 ft elevation of the RB. The "far
field" consists of several areas on all elevations of the RB. Attachment 2
contains sketches which show the locations of the "fields." This analysis shows
that failure of protective coatings outside those areas regarded as the "near
field" and “"far field" is not a concern for CR-3 becaise the fluid flow
velocities are inadequate to transport the failed coatings to the ECCS sump.

The analysis is based on conservative assumptions which include:
1. All coating particles are the minimum size (%" x 4") which could
hlock the sump mesh. Larger particles would not be as easily
transported by the recirculation flow.

2. No overlap of the particles on the sump screen.
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FAR FIELD AREA [
i REACTOR BUILDING 119 FOOT ELEVATION

| NOTE: CROSS HATCHING INDICATES AREA EXCEEDING CRITICAL FLOW
| VELOCITIES FOR FAILED COATING.
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FAR FIELD AREA [ 0C X ]
REACTOR BUILDING 160 FOOT ELEVATION

NOTE: CROSS HATCHING INDICATES AREA EXCEEDING CRITICAL FLOW
VELOCITIES FOR FAILED COATING.



