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AFETY UATION BY THE OFF OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULAT!

SUPPORTING AMENDMENT NO, '23 10 FACILITY OPERAYING LICENSE NO. DPR-72
FLORIDA OWER CORPOFATION, ET AL,
CRYSTAL RIVER UNIT NO. 3 NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANY
DOCKET NO. $0-302

INTRODUCTION

By letter dated August 9, 1989, Florida Power Corporation (FPC or the licensee)
requested an anendment to the fochnica! Specifications (7S) appended to
Facility OperctinY License No. DPR-72 for the Crystal River Unit No. 3 Nuclear
Generating Plant (CR-3)., The proposed amendment would extend, on & cne-time
basis, the surveillance interval for the diese) generator full load test until
the Cycle VII reload. The surveillance interval, as it stands now, ends on
October 21, 1989, and Cycle VI reload is scheduled for March 1990.

EVALUAT ION

CR-3 has two Emergency Diese) Cenerators ‘EDG). The continuous

rating of each unit is 2750kW, the 2000-hour rating is 2750kW to 3000k, and

the 30-minute rating is 3000kW to 3300kW. The full load test includes operation
for 5 minutes in the 30-ninute rating and for 55 minutes in the 2000 hour
reting, Allowable operation in the 20-minute rating, in which the maximum
engineerec sofeguards auto-start load for EDC 1A presently falls, is cumulative,

Currently, 75 4.8.1.1.2.0.4 ana 4,8,1,2.2.0.4 require that a full lca0 test be
pertormed ever: 18 months, The TS5 currently allow an extension not to exceed 25%
¢f the surveillence interval,

Due to en unplanned outage to repeir a reactor coolant pump, the surveillance
interval, with maximum extension, runs out befure the end of the current fuel
tycle. The licensee's proposed changes would allow operation until the end of
the current fuel cycle without conducting the full-load test. This wwld
effectively extend the surveillarce interval for 5 to 6 months,

The full luad tests were last perfurmed on Soth EDG on December 7, 1987, Since
then, EDG 1A has been operated for less than 200 hours, and EDG 1B for less than
170 hours, at &n everage load of approxinetely 2500kw, EDG 1B has alsv been
operated for 2 hours at 2900kW. [t is expected that each EDG will accumulate
€0~/0 additiona) hours of operation between nuw and the end of the current fuel
cycle.

In March of 1909, the licensee performed an inspection of both EDG in accordance
with the manufacturer's recomnendations, Eased on the results of this inspection,
it is expected thet the EDG will remain capable of supplying the required



losds until Reload V11, The run time since the lest load test enc the expected
additional run time are small &nd the probability of ¢ wear failure in the
requested extension period 15 low,

In ecdition, other EDG tests have been eno will continue to be performed as
specified in the 18,

The staff has revieweo the licensee's proposa) and, based on the sbove, concludes
that there is little chance of feilure of the EDG o carry the required load in
the event of & postulated accident during the requested extension perivd, In
o001t un, the proposed amendient would increase the Lime the EDG would be
aveilable to carry the maximum engineered sefeguards loed by elimineting

rutning of the EDG in the 30-minute ruting. At the next vutége, the system

will be modiTred s0 that the test 1060 will be reduced to below the 30-minute
rating., we find, therefore, thet the licensee's propossl 1s acceptable,

EXICENT CIRCUMSTANCES

In conformence with 10 CFR 50,91, the Commission issued @ “Notice cf Consideration
of Issuence of Amendment to Facility Opersting License and Propusec No Signifécant
Hazards Consiceration Determination end Opportunity for Hearing" which was
published in the Federal Register on September 29, 1989 (54 FR 40:21),

As discussed above, the present TS requirements are such thet the full load
test must be performed by Uctober 21, 1989 or the plent must be shut down, If
the test were to be conducted, the portion of the test at & power level within
the 30-minute rating would reduce the time that the EDG would be available

to carry the maxinum engineered safeguaras load. Therefore, we conclude that
exigent circumstances exist and thet the amendment should be issuec promptly,

There were no public comments in response to the federal Register notice.
FINAL NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION RMINAT !

The Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 50,92 state that the Commission may ne ke

¢ fina) deternination that a license amendment involves no significent hazarads
consicderations if operation of the facility in accordance with the amendment
would not: (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consecuences
of an accident previously evaluated; or (2) create the possibility cf a new or
Jifferent kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated; or (3) iawvolve
¢ significant reduction in a2 margin of sefety.

Operation of the facility in accordance with the proposed amendnent would not
involve & significant increase n the prubability or consequences of an
accident previvusly eveluated because the EDGS are expected to be cepable of
performing their intended functiun for the remeinder of the present fuel cycle.

Operation of the fecility in accordance with the proposed anendnent would not
create the possibility of & new or different kind of accicent Yrom &ny accident
previcusly evalueted because the proposed change introduces no new mode of
plant cperetion nur Goes 1t require any physical modifications to the plant.
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Operation of the facility in accercence with the proposed stendment would not
wvolve 8 significant reduction in & mergin of setely because previous tests

and inspections end the low run time since leed us to conclude that the EDGs are
$xpected 1o be copeble of carrying the required load in the event of 2 postulated
sccident, In scdition, not performing the full load test would increase the
hergin of safety since 1t would increase the length of time the EDG would be
evailable to cerry the maximum engineered safeguerds lvad 11 the event of 8
pustulated eccident,

Based on the above, the staff cuncludes that the amendment meets the three criteria
of 10 CFR 50,92, Therefore, the staff has made & fina) determination that the
proposed amenament does not involve significant hazards considerations,

ENVIRONMENTAL CONS IDERATION

This anendnent 1uvolves @ change in a surveillence requiremens. We have
Oelermined that the amenarent involves no significant increase in the amounts,
and no significant change in the types, of any effluents that may be released
offsite, and thet there is A¢ significant increase in individuel or cumulative
occupational radiation exposure, The Conmission has previously issued @ o
proposed finding that this amendment involves no significant hazards consideration
and there has been n¢ public comment on such finding, Accordingly, this
amendment meets the eligibility criteria for categorical exclusior set forth in
10 CFR 81,22(c)(9), Pursvant to 10 CFR £1,22(b), no environnenta) impact
statement or environmental assessment need be preparec in connection with the
issuance of this amendment,

CONCLUSION

We have concluded, based on the consigerations discussed above, thet

(1) because the requested changes do not involve a sionificant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated, do not create
the possibility of an accident of o type ¢ifferent from any cvc‘uatoa previously,
and do net involve & significant reduction in & margin of safety, the amendments
ov not involve a significant hezards consideration, (2) there is reasonable
essurance that the health and sefety of the public will not be endangered by
opgration in the proposed manner, and (3) such activities will be conducted in
complience with the Commission's regulations and the i1ssuance of this amendment
will not be inimica) to the commun defense and security ur to the health and
safety of the public.
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