

















FSAR SECTION 5.4.5.5 - SEISMIC EVALUATION

No, the utilization of the earthquake experience database, and the SQUG
methodology for seismic adequacy evaluation of commercial grade replacement
items, used in nuclear safety related applications, is endorsed by the NRC
in NUREG-1211. Hence if a commercial grade replacement is determined to
meet the SQUG acceptability requirements, it is considered seismically
adequate, and the probability of an occurrence of a maifunction or
equipment is not increased.

No, if a commercial grade replacement item is determined to be seismically
acceptable based on the earthquake experience, then the item is seismically
acceptable for nuclear plant usage. The possibility for a different type
of malfunction due to seismic adequacy is not created.

No, the Technical Specifications do not address the method by which a
commercial grade replacement ditem is to be determined seismically
acceptable. The margin of safety is not reduced.

FSAR SECTION 6.3.1 - RB EMERGENCY COOLING SVSTEM

No, the revised text clarifies the FSAR by stating that all of the listed
combinations of RB spray systems and RB cooling units are capable of
maintaining the RB below the design pressure of 55 psig and the design
temperature of 281°F. A minimum of one spray train and one cooling unit is
required to accomplish both heat removael and iodine reduction during the
long term accident recovery. The text clarification will have not effect
on the operation of the plant or any system within the plant.

No, the clarificatior wiil have no effect on the cperation of the plant.
Therefore, the possibility of an accident or malfunction of a different
type than previously evaluated in the FSAR will not be created.
No, the equipment operation is not being changed by this clarification and
Technical Specification equipment is not affected by this change.

FSAR SECTION 14B.4.3 - POST ACCIDENT HYDROGEN GENERATION

No, this change is only making a editorial change. The setpoints and alarm
points do not changc,

No, the control point of 3.5 Vol% and the lower flammability limit of 4.1
Vol% do not change.

No, the total safety margin value of 0.6 Vol% hydrogen did not change.
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FSAR CHAPTERS 7 & 8 - ELECTRICAL SEPARATION

No, the purpose of the electrical separation criteria for Crystal River
Unit 3 is to establish and document the minimum separation distances
between raceways and cables of redundant trains for different types of
possible configurations in the plant. The intent of the minimum separation
requirements is to assure that a sin?le credible event will not prevent the
associated safety function due to electrical conductor damage.

The revised electrical separation criteria provides the criteria for
achieving the circuit independence by physical separation and electr?cal
isolation of circuits and equipment which are redundant. The revised
criteria does not change or address the determination of what is to be
considered redundant.

The electrical separation requirements are not part of the FSAR Chapter 14
Safety Analysis; however, the analyses assume redundant systems are
independent and satisfy the single failure. The separation requirements
for the redundant systems at CR-3 are governed by the design input
documents which are basad on common engineering and industry practices.
Therefore, the systems requiring redundancy to mitigate the Design Basis

Accident (DBA) as previously evaluated in the FSAR Chapter 14 are not
impacte. .

FSAR Section 7.1.3.1.5 addresses the separation criteria internal to the
cortrol board and relay r:-ks. FSAR sect, . 8.2.2.12 includes separation
requi ements for external raceways in ccordance with Draft 1, dated
October 20, 1971, Section 8.0 of *hc proposed guide for the Design and
Installation of Cable Systems in Power Generating Stations. These are the
commitments to which CR-3 was isvied an operating license. The revised

electrical separatiocr criteria still meets these requirements and
commitments.

In addition, the separation criteria has identified the minimun separation
distances for configurations not specifically addressed previously in the
criteria, based on the IELE paper 90WM254-3 EC, "Cable Separation - What Do
industry Testing Program Show". Thys IEEE paper contains the results of
industry testing completed by members of the nuclear industry for
internuily generated electrical faults with IEEE Power Engineering Society
committee’'s data analysis axd recommended separation distances. The added

configurations are considered clarification of practices currently being
performed at CR-3,

The minimum separation distances in the revised separation criteria are
limited to the Non-Hazardous Areas (such as cable spreading room) and
limited Hazard Areas (outside cable spreading room but ‘ot Hazardous Area)
where the only energy available to damage electrica circuits is that
energy associated with failure or faults internal to ¢lectrical equipment
or cables within the area. The CR-3 installation was e ‘aluated against the
revised separation criteria and found acceptable as documented in
"Electrical Circuit Physical Saparation Walkdown and Cvaiuation Report”.
Where it was not practical to meet the minimum separation Adistances as
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Specification provides the limiting conditions for operation and
surveillance requirements for components or channels associated with
reactor protection, engineering safeguard, and reactor shutdown. The
minimum separation distances provided in the separation design criteria are
not specifically addressed in the Technical Specification. The margin of
safety would be reduced if this change would increase the potential for a
system or component to be )endered inoperable. However, *he revised
separation criteria does not change the number of channels/trains required
and independence of Class 1E circuits is stil) maintained.

Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the bases of Technical
Specification is not reduced.

FSAR SECTION 8.2.2.11.f - INTERLOCKED ARMOR CABLE

No, the use of non interlocked armor cable versus rubber insulated cable in
no way impacts the operability of equipment. Rubber insulated cable meets
the Tife expectancy, environmental, and physical parameters required of
piant equipment, the same as interlocked armor cati~. A review of cable
vendors data shows tiat interlocked armor and rubber insulated cable have
equivalent ampacity characteristics and match the ampacities listed in
IPCEA Publication No. P-46-426, “Cable Ampacities for Three-Conductor
Copper Cable in 40°C Ambient Air," page 309. Since the current carrying
capabilities of the two types of cables are equivalent, the performance of
the equipmert is not impacted.

No, there is no chan?e to the system, basic equipment or intended
operability. The use of rubber insulated cable or interlocked armor cable
is of no consequence to the current postulated a:cident or malfunction
scenarios since both types of cable provide the necessary physical and

environmental integrity based on the plant parameters Lo support the
equipment,

No, the margin of safety for rubber insulated cable versus interlocked
armor cable is not defined in the Technical Specifications. The rubber
insulated cable and interlocked armor cable both meet the industry
standards for their application in this modification and this envelopes the
plant physical and environmental characteristics.
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