lorida
Power

Coywta' Fivar Linkt 3
Dewket Mo 80 208

February 5, 1993
3F0293-03

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control Desk
Washington, D. C. 20555

Subject: Reactor Building Paint - Supplemental Information

Reference: A. FPC to NRC letter, dated June 26, 1992 {3F0692-18)
B. NRC to FPC letter, dated February 9, 1987 (3NO287-15)

Dear Sir:

Florida Power Corporation (FPC) is submitting this letter to provide responses
to four questions raised by the NRC Staff in an October 20, 1992 telecon between
the NRC (Mr. H. Silver, et al) and FPC (Mr. J.W. Tunstill, et al), These
questions deal with the 10 CFR §0.54(a)(3) request for the reactor building
painting program discussed in Reference A. We have repeated each question with
our response in the attachment to this letter,

The proposed change in the Crystal River Unit 3 (CR-3) painting program inside
the Reactor Building (RB) 1s necessary because some quality control requirements
for paint gnn%i;;;ign are too stringent for use in the entire RB. The quality
requirements for the paint itself remain vnchange!. Presently, the RB coatings
meet the same application requirements no matter where in the RB the paint is
appiied. FPC is proposing that CR-3 have two levels of protective coatings
control for the RB.
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For purposes of the fundamental analysis, the RB will be composed of Lhree areas:
"near field," "far field," and "outside field." The “near field" are areas of
the RB where failed coatings could fall directly onto the sump. The “far field"
are areas where the transport of the failed coatings via localized, post-LOCA,
ECCS flow velocities could result in the coating particles contributing to sump
blockage. The "outside field" is any area not designated as being in the other
two areas. Failure of coatings in the "outside field" cannot affect post-LOCA
ECCS performance.

The highest level of quality control for protective coatings will be applied to
those areas of the RB which will be designated as being in either a “near field"
or a "far field." These controls are described in Requirement Outline RO-3147,
E.Iimm.A?LEﬁﬂh' which is FPC's existing program for these areas.
A reduced level of quality control will be ap:lied to protective coatings in the
“outside field." Following NRC approval of this proposed change, both levels of
control will be described in RO-3147,

The existin? RB painting program and RO-3147 were the subject of a specific NRC
inspection in 1986. The program was found to be acceptable in Reference B. This
program will continue to be applicable to those areas which affect post-LOCA ECCS
performance.

Sincerely,

A Beacd

P, M. Beard, Jr.
Senfor Vice Fresident
Nuclear Operations

PMB/IWT
Attachment
x¢: Regional Administrator, Region Il

Senior Resident Inspector
NRR Project Mai.ager
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NRC QUESTION 1

Did the licensee consider the effect caused by the particles of
paint smaller than those considered in the analysis (4" x §")?
These particles could be transported to the containment sump, pass
through its screen and under certain circumstances could affect the
performance of the containment spray by blocking its nozzles,
interfere with the ECCS, or cause fouling of the reactor core heat
transfer surfaces.

EPC_RESPONSE

FPC has evaluated the effect of smaller paint particles in the
Reactor Building (RB) Emergency Sump. FPC concludes that blockage
will not occur within the reactor core or any reactor auxiliary
system component. Three reactor auxlliar{ systems take suction from
the RB Emergency Sump during a LOCA following switchover from the
Borated Water Storage Tank (BWST). The systems are Building Spray
{Bg S Low Pressure Injection (LPI), and High Pressure Injection
HPI).

The components within the BS system which might be adversely
affected by large pieces of coating are the BS punps and the BS
spray header nozzles. FSAR Section 6.2.2.1 discusses the design
basis of the BS system and the adequacy of the 4" x %" mesh in the
RB Emergency Sump. Specifically, the text (Page 6-17) states that
the size of the mesh is consistent with (i.e. less than) the %"
diameter opening of the BS nozzles, Later in the same FSAR Section,
FPC states that particles which are not retained by the sump mesh
will flow through the LPI System and the BS System.

To reconfirm these statements, FPC reviewed vendor drawings for

pumps BSP-1A, BSP-1B, DHP-1A, and DHP-1B to determine minimum

clearances 1in the pumps. We also contacted Dresser “ump

representatives to confirm that minimum clearances between the
:mgel]ar and volute casing for these pumps are on the order of one
1) inch.

FPC also evaluated the internal clearances within the HPI pumus.
Each HPI pump is identical with nine (9) stages. Our review of
vendor drawings showed that clearances between the pump casing and
the impellers ranged from approximately 0.26 inches to 0.4 inches on
the sides and the end of the individual volute casings,
respectively.

Bated on these evaluations, FPC concludes that no blockage will
occur for any component which takes suction from the RB Emergency
Sump due to paint particles less than 4" x 4",
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NRC_QUESTION 4

What would be the amount of hydrogen generated from the
non-qualified organic coatings exposed to the post-LOCA conditions?
Will it affect current safety analyses for the plant?

EPC_RESPONSE

FPC's revised RB coatings grogram will not chan?o the type of paint
to be applied inside the RB. The paint currently being used in the
RB meets the standards for paint exposed %o a LOCA environment.
Since the same paint will continue to be used in all RB areas,
regardleys of location, no additional hydrogen grneration concerns
.’f(f’t{ dmd the existing safety analyses for the plant are not
affected.



