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ABSTRACT

This safety evaluation report (SER) documents the technical review of the Joseph M. Farley
Nuclear Plant (FNP), Units 1 and 2, license renewal application (LRA) by the staff of the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) (the staff). By letter dated September 12, 2003,
Southern Nuclear Operating Company, Inc. (SNC or the applicant) submitted the LRA for FNP
in accordance with Title 10, Part 54, of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR Part 54). The
SNC is requesting renewal of the operating licenses for FNP, Units 1 and 2 (Facility Operating
License Numbers NPF-2 and NPF-8, respectively) for a period of 20 years beyond the current
expiration dates of midnight, June 25, 2017, for Unit 1 and midnight, March 31, 2021, for Unit 2.

The FNP units are located about 16.5 miles east of the City of Dothan, in Houston County,
Alabama, on the west bank of the Chattahoochee River. The NRC issued the construction
permits for FNP, Units 1 and 2, on August 16, 1972. The operating licenses were issued by the
NRC on June 25, 1977, for Unit 1 and March 31, 1981, for Unit 2. The FNP consists of two
Westinghouse pressurized-water reactor units. Each unit is designed to generate 2775
megawatt thermal (MWt), or approximately 910 megawatt electric (MWe).

The staff reviewed the FNP license renewal application in accordance with Commission
regulations and NUREG-1800, “Standard Review Plan for Review of License Renewal
Applications for Nuclear Power Plants,” dated July 2001. The staff’'s conclusion of its review of
the FNP LRA can be found in Section 6 of this SER.

Since its issuance, the SER has been revised to clarify a license condition listed in Section 1,
Introduction and General Discussion, under Subsection 1.7, Summary of Proposed License
Conditions. The revision is identified by a status bar in the right margin.

The NRC license renewal project manager is Ms. Tilda Liu. Ms. Liu may be reached

at (301) 415-1315. Written correspondence should be addressed to the License Renewal and
Environmental Impacts Program, Mail Stop O-11F1, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001.
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1. INTRODUCTION AND GENERAL DISCUSSION

1.1 Introduction

This document is a safety evaluation report (SER) on the application for license renewal for the
Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant (FNP), Units 1 and 2, as filed by the Southern Nuclear
Operating Company, Inc. (SNC or the applicant). By letter dated September 12, 2003, SNC
submitted its application to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC or the Commission)
for renewal of the FNP operating licenses for an additional 20 years. The NRC staff (the staff)
prepared this report, which summarizes the results of its safety review of the renewal application
for compliance with the requirements of Title 10, Part 54, of the Code of Federal Regulations,
(10 CFR Part 54), “Requirements for Renewal of Operating Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants.”
The NRC license renewal project manager for the FNP license renewal review is Ms. Tilda Liu.
Ms. Liu can be contacted by telephone at 301-415-1315 or electronic mail at tyll@nrc.gov.
Alternatively, written correspondence may be sent to the following address:

License Renewal and Environmental Impacts Program
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

Attention: Tilda Liu, Mail Stop O-11F1

In its September 12, 2003, submittal letter, the applicant requested renewal of the operating
licenses issued under Section 103 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, for FNP,
Units 1 and 2 (Facility Operating License Numbers NPF-2 and NPF-8, respectively), for a period
of 20 years beyond the current license expiration dates of midnight, June 25, 2017, for Unit 1
and midnight, March 31, 2021, for Unit 2. The FNP units are located about 16.5 miles east of
the City of Dothan, in Houston County, Alabama, on the west bank of the Chattahoochee River.
The NRC issued the construction permits for FNP, Units 1 and 2, on August 16, 1972. The
NRC issued the operating licenses on June 25, 1977, for Unit 1 and March 31, 1981, for Unit 2.
The FNP consists of two Westinghouse pressurized-water reactor units. Each unit is designed
to generate 2775 megawatt thermal (MWt), or approximately 910 megawatt electric (MWe).
The final safety analysis report (FSAR) contains details concerning the plant and the site.

The license renewal process consists of two concurrent reviews—a technical review of safety
issues and an environmental review. The NRC regulations found in 10 CFR Parts 54 and 51,
respectively, state the requirements for these reviews. The safety review for the FNP license
renewal is based on the applicant’s license renewal application (LRA) and on the responses to
the staff's requests for additional information (RAIs). The applicant provided supplemental
information to its LRA as well as responses to the staff's RAIs and other docketed
correspondence. Unless otherwise noted, the staff reviewed and considered information
submitted through September 15, 2004. The staff reviewed information received after that date
on a case-by-case basis, depending on the stage of the safety review and the volume and
complexity of the information. The public may review the LRA and all pertinent information and
materials, including the FSAR mentioned above, at the NRC Public Document Room, located in
One White Flint North, 11555 Rockville Pike (first floor), Rockville, Maryland, 20852-2738 (301-
415-4737/800-397-4209), and at the Houston Love Memorial Library, 212 West Burdeshaw
Street, Dothan, Alabama 36303-4421. In addition, the public may find the FNP, Units 1 and 2,
LRA, as well as materials related to the license renewal review, on the NRC Web site at
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WWww.Nnrc.qov.

This SER summarizes the results of the staff's safety review of the FNP LRA and describes the
technical details considered in evaluating the safety aspects of its proposed operation for an
additional 20 years beyond the term of the current operating license. The staff reviewed the
LRA in accordance with the NRC regulations and the guidance provided in NUREG-1800,
“Standard Review Plan for Review of License Renewal Applications for Nuclear Power Plants”
(SRP-LR), dated July 2001.

Sections 2 through 4 of this SER address the staff's review and evaluation of license renewal
issues that it has considered during the review of the application. Section 5 is reserved for the
report of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS). Section 6 addresses the
conclusions of this report.

Appendix A to this SER is a table that identifies the applicant's commitments associated with
the renewal of the operating licenses. Appendix B provides a chronology of the principal
correspondence between the NRC and the applicant related to the review of the application.
Appendix C presents an index of the staff’'s RAIs and the applicant’s responses. Appendix D is
a list of principal contributors to this SER. Appendix E is a bibliography of the references used
during the course of the review.

In accordance with 10 CFR Part 51, the staff prepared a draft plant-specific supplement to the
Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS). This supplement discusses the
environmental considerations related to renewing the licenses for FNP, Units 1 and 2. The NRC
staff issued NUREG-1437, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of
Nuclear Plants, Supplement 18: Regarding Joseph M. Farley Plant, Units 1 and 2, Draft Report
for Comment,” on August 6, 2004.

1.2 License Renewal Background

Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and NRC regulations, operating
licenses for commercial power reactors are issued for 40 years. These licenses can be
renewed for up to 20 additional years. The original 40-year license term was selected on the
basis of economic and antitrust considerations, rather than on technical limitations. However,
some individual plant and equipment designs may have been engineered on the basis of an
expected 40-year service life.

In 1982, the NRC anticipated interest in license renewal and held a workshop on nuclear power
plant aging. This workshop led the NRC to establish a comprehensive program plan for nuclear
plant aging research. On the basis of the results of that research, a technical review group
concluded that many aging phenomena are readily manageable and do not pose technical
issues that would preclude life extension for nuclear power plants. In 1986, the NRC published
a request for comment on a policy statement that would address major policy, technical, and
procedural issues related to license renewal for nuclear power plants.

In 1991, the NRC published the license renewal rule in 10 CFR Part 54 (the Rule). The NRC
participated in an industry-sponsored demonstration program to apply the rule to a pilot plant
and to gain experience necessary to develop implementation guidance. To establish a scope of
review for license renewal, the Rule defined age-related degradation unique to license renewal.
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However, during the demonstration program, the NRC found that many aging mechanisms
occur and are managed during the period of initial license. In addition, the NRC found that the
scope of the review did not allow sufficient credit for existing programs, particularly the
implementation of the Maintenance Rule, which also manages certain plant aging phenomena.
As a result, the NRC amended the license renewal rule in 1995. The amended 10 CFR Part 54
established a regulatory process that is simpler, more stable, and more predictable than the
previous license renewal rule. In particular, the NRC amended 10 CFR Part 54 to focus on
managing the adverse effects of aging rather than on identifying age-related degradation unique
to license renewal. The NRC initiated these rule changes to ensure that important systems,
structures, and components (SSCs) will continue to perform their intended functions during the
period of extended operation. In addition, the revised rule clarified and simplified the integrated
plant assessment (IPA) process to be consistent with the revised focus on passive, long-lived
structures and components (SCs).

In parallel with these efforts, the NRC pursued a separate rulemaking effort and developed
10 CFR Part 51 to focus the scope of the review of environmental impacts of license renewal
and to fulfill, in part, the NRC’s responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (NEPA).

1.2.1 Safety Review
License renewal requirements for power reactors are based on two principals:

(1) The regulatory process is adequate to ensure that the licensing bases of all currently
operating plants provide and maintain an acceptable level of safety, with the possible
exception of the detrimental effects of aging on the functionality of certain SSCs during
the period of extended operation, as well as a few other issues related to safety during
the period of extended operation.

2 The plant-specific licensing basis must be maintained during the renewal term in the
same manner and to the same extent as during the original licensing term.

In implementing these two principles, 10 CFR 54.4 defines the scope of license renewal as
those SSCs (1) that are safety related, (2) whose failure could affect safety-related functions,
and (3) that are relied on to demonstrate compliance with the NRC's regulations for fire
protection (FP), environmental qualification (EQ), pressurized thermal shock (PTS), anticipated
transients without scram (ATWS), and station blackout (SBO).

Pursuant to 10 CFR 54.21(a), an applicant for a renewed license must review all SSCs that are
within the scope of the Rule to identify SCs that are subject to an aging management review
(AMR). Those SCs that are subject to an AMR perform an intended function without moving
parts, or without a change in configuration or properties, and are not subject to replacement
based on qualified life or specified time period. As required by 10 CFR 54.21(a), an applicant
for a renewed license must demonstrate that the effects of aging will be managed in such a way
that the intended function or functions of those SCs will be maintained, consistent with the
current licensing basis (CLB), for the period of extended operation. Active equipment, however,
is considered to be adequately monitored and maintained by existing programs. In other words,
the detrimental effects of aging that may affect active equipment are more readily detectable
and will be identified and corrected through routine surveillance, performance monitoring, and
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maintenance activities. The surveillance and maintenance programs for active equipment, as
well as other aspects of maintaining the plant design and licensing basis, are required
throughout the period of extended operation.

Pursuant to 10 CFR 54.21(d), each LRA is required to include a supplement to the Final Safety
Analysis Report (FSAR). This FSAR Supplement must contain a summary description of the
applicant’s programs and activities for managing the effects of aging and the evaluation of time-
limited aging analyses for the period of extended operation.

License renewal also requires the identification and updating of time-limited aging analyses
(TLAAS). During the design phase for a plant, certain assumptions are made about the length
of time the plant will operate. These assumptions are incorporated into design calculations for a
number of the plant's SSCs. In accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(c)(1), the applicant must either
show that these calculations will remain valid for the period of extended operation, project the
analyses to the end of the period of extended operation, or demonstrate that the effects of aging
on these SSCs will be adequately managed for the period of extended operation.

In 2001, the NRC developed and issued Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.188, “Standard Format and
Content for Applications to Renew Nuclear Power Plant Operating Licenses.” This RG
endorses NEI 95-10, “Industry Guideline for Implementing the Requirements of

10 CFR Part 54—The License Renewal Rule,” which was issued in March 2001 by the Nuclear
Energy Institute (NEI). NEI 95-10 details an acceptable method of implementing the license
renewal rule. The NRC also used the SRP-LR to review this application.

SNC utilizes the process defined in NUREG-1801, “Generic Aging Lessons Learned (GALL)
Report,” issued in July 2001. The GALL Report provides the staff with a summary of staff-
approved aging management programs (AMPSs) for the aging of many SCs that are subject to
an AMR. If an applicant commits to implementing these staff-approved AMPSs, the time, effort,
and resources used to review an applicant’s LRA will be greatly reduced, thereby improving the
efficiency and effectiveness of the license renewal review process. The GALL Report
summarizes the aging management evaluations, programs, and activities credited for managing
aging for most of the SCs used throughout the industry. The report also serves as a reference
for both applicants and staff reviewers to quickly identify those AMPs and activities that the staff
has determined will provide adequate aging management during the period of extended
operation.

1.2.2 Environmental Review

Title 10, Part 51, of the Code of Federal Regulations governs the environmental protection
regulations. In December 1996, the staff revised the environmental protection regulations to
facilitate the environmental review for license renewal. The staff prepared a “Generic
Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants” (NUREG-1437,
Revision 1) to document its evaluation of the possible environmental impacts associated with
renewing licenses of nuclear power plants. For certain types of environmental impacts, the
GEIS establishes generic findings that are applicable to all nuclear power plants. Appendix B to
Subpart A of 10 CFR Part 51 identifies these generic findings. Pursuant to

10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(i), an applicant for license renewal may incorporate these generic findings
in its environmental report. In accordance with 10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii), an environmental report
must include analyses of those environmental impacts that must be evaluated on a plant-
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specific basis (i.e., Category 2 issues).

In accordance with NEPA and the requirements of 10 CFR Part 51, the NRC performed a plant-
specific review of the environmental impacts of license renewal, including whether new and
significant information existed that the GEIS did not consider. As part of its scoping process,
the NRC held a public meeting on January 8, 2004, in Dothan, Alabama, to identify
environmental issues specific to the plant. The NRC'’s draft plant-specific Supplement 18 to the
FNP, Units 1 and 2, GEIS, which was issued on August 6, 2004, documents the results of the
environmental review and includes a preliminary recommendation with respect to the license
renewal action. The NRC held another public meeting on September 30, 2004, in Dothan,
Alabama, to discuss the draft plant-specific Supplement 18 to the FNP, Units 1 and 2, GEIS.
After considering comments on the draft, the NRC prepared and published a final plant-specific
supplement to the GEIS separately from this report. Supplement 18 to NUREG-1437, “Generic
Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants: Regarding Joseph M.
Farley Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2, Final Report,” was published on March 9, 2005.

1.3 Principal Review Matters

Title 10, Part 54, of the Code of Federal Regulations describes the requirements for renewing
operating licenses for nuclear power plants. The staff performed its technical review of the FNP
LRA in accordance with Commission guidance and the requirements of 10 CFR Part 54.

Title 10, Section 54.29 of the Code of Federal Regulations includes the standards for renewing
a license. This SER describes the results of the staff's safety review.

In 10 CFR 54.19(a), the Commission requires a license renewal applicant to submit general
information. The applicant provided this general information in Section 1 of its LRA for FNP,
Units 1 and 2, which was submitted to the NRC by letter dated September 12, 2003. The staff
finds that the applicant has submitted the information required by 10 CFR 54.19(a) in Section 1
of the LRA.

In 10 CFR 54.19(b), the Commission requires that LRAs include “conforming changes to the
standard indemnity agreement, 10 CFR 140.92, Appendix B, to account for the expiration term
of the proposed renewed license.” The applicant stated the following in its LRA regarding this
issue:

The original Indemnity Agreement for FNP, which was effective as of July 20, 1976, provides that such
agreement “shall terminate at the time of the expiration of that license specified in Iltem 3 of the Attachment,
which is the last to expire.” The license originally listed in Item 3 of the Attachment was SNM-1647. Since
July 20, 1976, however, the Indemnity Agreement has been amended in order to add license numbers NFP-
2, SNM-1868, and NPF-8 to Item 3 of the Attachment. As a consequence of these amendments, the
existing Indemnity Agreement is presently due to terminate at midnight, March 21, 2021, as the last of these
licenses expires. SNC requests that conforming changes be made to Item 3 of the Attachment to the
Indemnity Agreement (and any other applicable provisions of the Indemnity Agreement and/or the
attachment) in order to make clear that the Indemnity Agreement is extended until the last expiration date of
the renewed FNP operating licenses issued by the Commission in response to this application.

The staff intends to maintain the original license numbers upon issuance of the renewed
licenses. Therefore, conforming changes to the indemnity agreement do not need to be made,
and the requirements of 10 CFR 54.19(b) have been met.

In 10 CFR 54.21, the Commission requires that each LRA for a renewed license of a nuclear
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facility must contain (a) an IPA, (b) a description of any CLB changes that occurred during staff
review of the LRA, (c) an evaluation of TLAAs, and (d) a FSAR Supplement. Sections 3 and 4
and Appendix B to the LRA address the license renewal requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a), (b),
and (c). Appendix A to the LRA contains the license renewal requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(d).

In 10 CFR 54.21(b), the Commission requires that each year following submission of the LRA,
and at least 3 months before the scheduled completion of the staff's review, the applicant must
submit an amendment to the renewal application that identifies any changes to the CLB of the
facility that materially affect the contents of the LRA, including the FSAR Supplement. The
applicant submitted an update to the LRA by letter dated July 20, 2004, which summarized the
changes to the CLB that have occurred at FNP, Units 1 and 2, during the staff's review of the
LRA. This submission satisfies the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21 (b).

In accordance with 10 CFR 54.22, an applicant’s LRA must include changes or additions to the
technical specifications (TS) that are necessary to manage the effects of aging during the period
of extended operation. In Appendix D to the LRA, the applicant stated that it had not identified
any TS changes as being necessary to support issuance of the renewed operating licenses for
FNP, Units 1 and 2. This adequately addresses the requirement specified in 10 CFR 54.22.

The staff evaluated the technical information required by 10 CFR 54.21 and 10 CFR 54.22, in
accordance with NRC regulations and the guidance provided by the SRP-LR. Sections 2, 3,
and 4 of this SER document the staff's evaluation of the technical information contained in the
LRA.

The final plant-specific supplement to the GEIS will document the staff's evaluation of the
environmental information required by 10 CFR 54.23 and will specify the considerations related
to renewing the licenses for FNP, Units 1 and 2. The staff will prepare this supplement
separately from this SER. As required by 10 CFR 54.25, the ACRS will issue a report to
document its evaluation of the staff's LRA review and associated SER. Section 5 of this SER
will incorporate the ACRS report, once it is issued. Section 6 will document the findings
required by 10 CFR 54.29.

1.4 Interim Staff Guidance

The license renewal program is a living program. The NRC staff, industry, and other interested
stakeholders gain experience and develop lessons learned with each renewed license. The
lessons learned address the NRC's five (5) performance goals in safety, security, openness,
effectiveness, and management. An interim staff guidance (ISG) is documented for use by the
NRC staff, industry, and interested stakeholders until it is incorporated into the license renewal
guidance documents such as the SRP-LR and GALL report.

The following table provides the current set of ISGs that have been issued by the staff, as well
as the SER sections in which the issues are addressed by the staff.
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ISG Issue
(Approved ISG No.)

Purpose

SER Section

GALL report This ISG clarified that GALL report contains one | N/A
presents one acceptable way, and not the only way to
acceptable way to manage aging for license renewal.
manage aging
effects
(ISG-1)
Station Blackout The license renewal rule 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3) 25.2
Scoping (SBO) includes 10 CFR 50.63(a)(1)—SBO.
(1SG-2)

The SBO rule requires that a plant must

withstand and recover from an SBO event. The

recovery time for offsite power is much faster

than that of EDGs.

The offsite power system should be included

within the scope of license renewal.
Concrete Aging Lessons learned from the GALL demonstration | 3.5.2.1
Management project indicated that GALL is not clear whether | 3.5.2.2.1
Program concrete requires an AMP. 3.5.2.2.9
(ISG-3)
Fire Protection (FP) This ISG clarifies the staff position for wall 3.0.3.2.6

System Piping
(1SG-4)

thinning of FP piping system in GALL AMPs
XI.M26 and XI.M27.

The staff's new position is that there is no need
to disassemble FP piping, as oxygen can be
introduced in the FP piping which can
accelerate corrosion. Instead, use a
nonintrusive method, such as volumetric
inspection.

Testing of sprinkler heads should be performed
every 50 years and 10 years after initial service.

This ISG eliminates the Halon/carbon dioxide
system inspections for charging pressure, valve
line ups, and automatic mode of operation test
from GALL; the staff considers these test
verifications to be operational activities.
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ISG Issue Purpose SER Section
(Approved ISG No.)

Identification and The ISG includes fuse holders AMR and AMP 2.1.3.23
Treatment of (i.e., same as terminal blocks and other 3.0.3.2.8
Electrical Fuse electrical connections). 3.6.2.3.2
Holders

(1SG-5) The position includes only fuse holders that are

not inside the enclosure of active components
(e.g., inside of switchgears and inverters).

Operating experience finds that metallic clamps
(spring-loaded clips) have a history of age-
related failures from aging stressors such as
vibration, thermal cycling, mechanical stress,
corrosion, and chemical contamination.

The staff finds that visual inspection of fuse
clips is not sufficient to detect the aging effects
from fatigue, mechanical stress, and vibration.

The ISG Process This ISG provides clarification and update to the | N/A
(1SG-8) ISG process on Improved License Renewal

Guidance Documents.
Standardized Format | The purpose of this ISG is to provide a N/A
for License Renewal | standardized license renewal application format
Applications for the 2003 applicants.
(1SG-10)

1.5 Summary of Open Items

Open items are items for which the applicant has not presented a sufficient basis for resolution.
There was no such items identified in the Draft SER dated October 15, 2004.

1.6 Summary of Confirmatory ltems

Confirmatory items are items for which the staff and the applicant have reached a satisfactory
resolution, but the resolution has not yet been formally submitted to the staff. There was no
such items identified in the Draft SER dated October 15, 2004.

1.7 Summary of Proposed License Conditions

As a result of the staff’s review of the LRA for FNP, Units 1 and 2, including subsequent
information and clarifications provided by the applicant, the staff identified three proposed
license conditions.

The first license condition requires the applicant to include the FSAR Supplement required by
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10 CFR 54.21(d) in the next FSAR update, as required by 10 CFR 50.71(e), following the
issuance of the renewed licenses.

The second license condition requires that the future activities identified in the FSAR
Supplement and Appendix A of this SER to be completed prior to the period of extended
operation or as noted in Appendix A of this SER.

The third license condition is as follows:

All capsules in the reactor vessel that are removed and tested must meet the test
procedures and reporting requirements of ASTM E 185-82 to the extent practicable for
the configuration of the specimens in the capsule. Any changes to the capsule
withdrawal schedule, including spare capsules, must be approved by the NRC prior to
implementation. All capsules placed in storage must be maintained for future insertion.
Any changes to storage requirements must be approved by the NRC, as required by 10
CFR Part 50, Appendix H.
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2. STRUCTURES AND COMPONENTS SUBJECT TO AGING
MANAGEMENT REVIEW

2.1 Scoping and Screening Methodology

2.1.1 Introduction

Title 10, Section 54.21, of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR 54.21), “Contents of
Application—Technical Information,” requires that each application for license renewal contain
an integrated plant assessment (IPA). Furthermore, the IPA must list and identify those
structures and components (SCs) that are subject to an aging management review (AMR) from
all of the systems, structures, and components (SSCs) that are within the scope of license
renewal in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4.

In Section 2.1, “Scoping and Screening Methodology,” of the license renewal application (LRA),
the applicant described the scoping and screening methodology used to identify SSCs at the
Farley Nuclear Plant (FNP) within the scope of license renewal and the SCs that are subject to
an AMR. The staff reviewed the applicant’s scoping and screening methodology to determine if
it meets the scoping requirements stated in 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening requirements
stated in 10 CFR 54.21.

In developing the scoping and screening methodology for the FNP LRA, the applicant
considered the requirements of 10 CFR Part 54, “Requirements for Renewal of Operating
Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants,” (the Rule), the Statement of Considerations (SOC) for the
Rule, and the guidance presented by the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI), “Industry Guideline for
Implementing the Requirements of 10 CFR Part 54—The License Renewal Rule,” Revision 3,
March 2001 (NEI 95-10). In addition, in developing this methodology, the applicant considered
the correspondence between the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and other
applicants and/or the NEI.

2.1.2 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Sections 2.0 and 3.0 of the LRA, the applicant provided the technical information required by
10 CFR 54.21(a). In Section 2.1, “Scoping and Screening Methodology,” of the LRA, the
applicant described the process used to identify the SSCs that meet the license renewal
scoping criteria under 10 CFR 54.4(a), as well as the process used to identify the SCs that are
subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

Additionally, Section 2.2 (“Plant Level Scoping Results”), Section 2.3 (“System Scoping and
Screening Results: Mechanical Systems”), Section 2.4 (“Scoping and Screening Results:
Structures”), and Section 2.5 (“Scoping and Screening Results: Electrical”) of the LRA amplify
the process that the applicant uses to identify the SCs that are subject to an AMR. Section 3 of
the LRA, “Aging Management Review Results,” contains the following information:

. Section 3.1, “Aging Management of Reactor Vessel, Internals, and Reactor Coolant
System”
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. Section 3.2, “Aging Management of Engineered Safety Features Systems”

. Section 3.3, “Aging Management of Auxiliary Systems”

. Section 3.4, “Aging Management of Steam and Power Conversion Systems”

. Section 3.5, “Aging Management of Containment, Structures and Component Supports”
. Section 3.6, “Aging Management of Electrical Components”

Section 4 of the LRA, “Time-Limited Aging Analyses,” contains the applicant’s identification and
evaluation of time-limited aging analyses (TLAAS).

2.1.2.1 Scoping Methodology

In Section 2.1 of the LRA, the applicant described the methodology used to scope mechanical,
structural, and electrical and instrumentation and controls (I1&C) SSCs pursuant to the
requirements of the 10 CFR 54.4(a) scoping criteria. The following sections present the
applicant’s scoping methodology, as described in the LRA.

2.1.2.1.1 Application of the Scoping Criteria in 10 CFR 54.4(a)

The applicant described the general approach to scoping safety-related (SR) and nonsafety-
related (NSR) SSCs and SSCs credited with demonstrating compliance with certain regulated
events in LRA Section 2.1.2, “Application of Scoping Criteria in 10 CFR 54.4(a).” The following
sections describe the scoping approaches specific to each of the three 10 CFR 54.4(a) scoping
criteria.

Application of the Scoping Criteria in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1)

In LRA Sections 2.1.3.1, “SR Criteria Pursuant to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1),” and 2.1.4, “Identification
of Structures and Components Subject to Aging Management Review,” the applicant discussed
the scoping methodology as it pertains to safety-related criteria in accordance with 54.4(a)(1).
With respect to the safety-related criteria, the applicant stated that the SSCs within the scope of
license renewal include safety-related SSCs that are relied upon during and following design-
basis events (DBEs). The DBEs considered are consistent with the FNP, Units 1 and 2, current
licensing basis (CLB). The final safety analysis report (FSAR), with emphasis on Chapters 6
and 15, provides the DBE analyses for FNP Units 1 and 2. Chapter 2 of the FSAR describes
natural phenomena and external events. Chapter 3 of the FSAR describes structures designed
to withstand DBEs, natural phenomena, and external events. The applicant identified the plant
functions that meet the criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1) and are within the scope of license
renewal. The applicant listed these functions in the scoping database, along with the systems
and structures required to perform these safety-related functions. Tables 2.2-1a through 2.2-1f
of the LRA list the systems and structures, and plant-level scoping results.

Application of the Scoping Criteria in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2)

In LRA Sections 2.1.3.2, “NSR Criteria Pursuant to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2),” 2.1.4, “Identification of
Structures and Components Subject to Aging Management Review,” and 2.1.5.9,
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“10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) Scoping (1ISG-09),” the applicant discussed the scoping methodology as it
related to the NSR criteria in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). With respect to the NSR
criteria, the applicant stated, in part, that it had performed a review to identify the NSR SSCs
whose failure could prevent satisfactory accomplishment of the SR intended functions identified
in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1). The NSR SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal for FNP,
Units 1 and 2, fall into two categories—(1) NSR SSCs that functionally support the operation of
SR SSCs, and (2) NSR SSCs whose failure could cause an interaction with safety-related SSCs
that could potentially result in the failure of the SR SSCs to perform their intended safety
functions. Scoping of SSCs for the criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) for FNP considered those
failures identified in the CLB and plant-specific operating experience and any industrywide
operating experience that is specifically applicable to FNP.

The applicant used a systematic process to identify mechanical components subject to the

10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) criteria. Specifically, the applicant established five categories of components
based on a review of FNP’s CLB documents, plant and industry operating experience, and
NRC'’s guidance on scoping, including draft interim staff guidance (1SG)-09, “10 CFR 54.4(a)(2)
Scoping.” For each category of equipment, the applicant employed a combination of methods,
including plant system walkdowns, plant piping and instrument drawing reviews, and evaluation
of system technical documentation. The five categories of mechanical components that meet
the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) include the following:

Q) high-energy NSR piping and mechanical components

(2) NSR piping and components attached to SR piping

3) nonattached NSR piping

(4) relief paths for SR relief valves and SR pump recirculation lines

(5) NSR features to maintain penetration room filtration negative pressure envelope

The applicant placed the NSR civil SSCs that are in proximity to SR civil/mechanical/electrical
SSCs, and whose failure could inhibit or adversely affect the performance of SR SSCs or SR
functions, within the scope for aging effects evaluation. The applicant used a spaces approach
to scope civil features inside structures housing SR SSCs that could cause an interaction with
safety-related SSCs potentially resulting in the failure of the SR SSCs to perform their intended
safety functions.

With respect to electrical systems, the Southern Nuclear Operating Company (SNC) design
incorporates the isolation of SR components from NSR components, such that SSCs that could
prevent or adversely affect a function that meets the criterion of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1) are classified
as SR. Therefore, the applicant placed these components in scope under 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1)
rather than under 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2).

Application of the Scoping Criteria in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3)

In LRA Sections 2.1.3.3, “Other Scoping Pursuant to 10 CFR 54.4 (a)(3),” 2.1.5.2, “SBO
Scoping (ISG-02),” 2.1.5.4, “Fire Protection System Piping (ISG-04),” and 2.1.5.7, “Scoping
Guidance for Fire Protection Systems Structures, and Components (ISG-07),” the applicant
discussed the scoping methodology as it relates to the regulated event criteria, in accordance
with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3). With respect to the scoping criteria related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3), the
applicant evaluated all regulated events including (1) fire protection (FP), (2) environmental
gualification (EQ), (3) pressurized thermal shock (PTS), (4) anticipated transient without scram
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(ATWS), and (5) station blackout (SBO). For each regulated event, the applicant identified and
reviewed the applicable FNP plant-specific licensing basis documents, such as the FSAR,
safety evaluation reports (SERS), licensing correspondence, plant-controlled databases,
calculations, and analyses to establish the scoping determinations. Initially, the applicant
included within the scope of license renewal the SSCs relied upon in safety analyses or plant
evaluations to perform a function that demonstrates compliance with the applicable regulations.

In summary, the applicant included in the scope of license renewal the SSCs relied on in safety
analyses or plant evaluations to perform an intended function that demonstrates compliance
with NRC regulations for FP, EQ, PTS, ATWS, and SBO, in accordance with the criteria of

10 CFR 54.4(a)(3).

2.1.2.1.2 Documentation Sources Used for Scoping and Screening

In LRA Section 2.1.2, “Information Sources,” the applicant stated that it had reviewed
information from the following sources during the license renewal scoping and screening
process:

. final safety analysis report

. current licensing basis information including technical specifications and docketed
licensing correspondence

. functional system descriptions

. technical position papers prepared to support scoping evaluations of the regulated
events identified in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3)

. Maintenance Rule summary reports and scoping information
. plant drawings
. probabilistic risk assessment model

The applicant stated that it used this information to identify the functions performed by plant
systems and structures. It then compared these functions to the scoping criteria in

10 CFR 54(a)(1-3) to determine if the associated plant system or structure performed a license
renewal intended function. It also used these sources to develop the list of structures and
components subject to an AMR.

2.1.2.1.3 Plant- and System-Level Scoping

In LRA Section 2.1.3, “Scoping Procedure,” the applicant described the scoping methodology
for safety-related and nonsafety-related systems and structures and for equipment relied upon
to perform a function for any of the five regulated events described in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3).

The FNP scoping process began with development of a comprehensive list of plant functions

focused on identifying SSCs as defined by 10 CFR 54(a). Functions are defined as required
actions of a system or structure. The applicant compiled this preliminary list by reviewing the
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FSAR, licensing correspondence, design-basis documents (DBDs), and design drawings, as
applicable. It then combined or separated the preliminary functions as necessary, which
resulted in a final set of plant functions to consider for scoping. The applicant evaluated each
final plant function against the 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria to determine if it met the definition of an
intended function for license renewal. An expert panel convened to review the list of identified
intended functions and the criteria that brought each into the scope of license renewal. The
applicant then identified the systems and structures that perform each intended function.

2.1.2.1.4 Component-Level Scoping

After the applicant identified the intended functions of systems or structures within the scope of
license renewal, it performed a review to determine which components of each in-scope system
and structure supported license renewal intended functions. The applicant considered the
components that supported intended functions to be within the scope of license renewal and
screened them to determine if an AMR was required.

The applicant considered three component classifications (mechanical, civil and structural, and
electrical) during this stage of the scoping methodology. The following discusses the scoping
methodology for each of these component classifications.

Mechanical Component Scoping

The applicant described the scoping methodology for components within safety-related and
nonsafety-related mechanical systems in Section 2.1.4 of the LRA. For each mechanical
system determined to be within the scope of license renewal, the applicant developed a system
evaluation boundary to identify the set of structures and components necessary to perform the
intended functions for the given mechanical system. These evaluation boundaries included sets
of piping and instrumentation diagrams (P&IDs) for each system. From the boundary diagrams,
the applicant identified components that were required to ensure the system could perform its
intended functions. Then, the applicant grouped them into relevant component types
associated with each in-scope function and listed them in the scoping and screening database
for further analysis.

Structural Component Scoping

Section 2.1.4 of the LRA discusses the scoping methodology associated with the structures and
structural components. After it had identified SR structures and NSR structures that could
impact SR SSCs, the applicant developed evaluation boundaries for the various plant structures
within the scope of license renewal. Generally, the applicant applied the philosophy that a
boundary for a building or structure is the entire building including base slabs, foundations,
walls, beams, slabs, and steel superstructure. The applicant then identified the various types of
structural elements, materials, and environments that make up the buildings and structures and
listed them in the license renewal database. The applicant started with the list of structures and
structural elements in NUREG-1801 and NEI 95-10 and supplemented that list with components
unique to FNP by reviewing plant-specific structural drawings. In this way, the applicant was
able to compile a comprehensive list of all plant structures and structural elements within the
scope of license renewal.
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Electrical and I&C Component Scoping

The applicant described the scoping process associated with electrical and I&C systems and
components in Section 2.1.4 of the LRA. For these systems, the applicant elected to use a
bounding or spaces approach as described in NEI 95-10. As a result, the electrical/l&C
component types used throughout the plant were identified without regard to specific
electrical/l&C system intended functions. Instead, the applicant identified all electrical and 1&C
component types in use at FNP and listed them in the license renewal database using the
guidance in Appendix B to NEI 95-10. The applicant supplemented this list with any unique
plant electrical components by reviewing plant component information, drawings, and technical
information. The applicant organized the electrical component types into commodity groups
such as breakers, switches, and cables. The applicant identified these electrical and 1&C
component commaodity groups from a review of plant documents, controlled drawings, the plant
equipment database, and interface with the parallel mechanical and civil/structural screening
evaluations.

2.1.2.2 Screening Methodology

After determining the SSCs within the scope of license renewal, the applicant implemented a
process for determining which SSCs would be subject to an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). In LRA Section 2.1.4, “Identification of Structures and
Components Subject to Aging Management Review,” the applicant discussed the screening
activities as they related to the SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal. The
applicant divided the screening portion of the integrated license renewal plant assessment into
three engineering disciplines—mechanical, civil/structural, and electrical and I&C.

2.1.2.2.1 Mechanical Component Screening

After the component-level scoping for mechanical systems, the applicant screened the
mechanical components to identify those subject to an AMR. The applicant stated in LRA
Section 2.1.4.1, “Mechanical Systems,” that it screened each system identified to be within the
scope of license renewal. This process evaluated the individual structures and components
included within in-scope mechanical systems to identify specific structures and components that
required an AMR. The applicant evaluated electrical interface components associated with in-
scope mechanical systems under the electrical component scoping methodology. The applicant
evaluated each mechanical component identified in the scoping phase and entered in the LR
database against the screening criteria in 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). All components that contribute
to the performance of an intended function, perform their function without moving parts and
without a change in configuration or properties, and are not subject to replacement based on a
gualified life or specified time period (i.e., those that are passive and long-lived) are subject to
an AMR.

2.1.2.2.2 Structural Component Screening

After determining which SSCs were within the scope of license renewal, the applicant
implemented a process for determining which SCs would be subject to an AMR, in accordance
with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). In LRA Section 2.1.4, “Identification of Structures
and Components Subject to Aging Management Review,” the applicant discussed the screening
activities related to civil and structural SCs within the scope of license renewal. These
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screening activities consisted of the identification of passive components, long-lived
components, component intended functions, consumables, and component replacement based
on performance or condition. The applicant relied on the guidance in NEI 95-10 and Chapter 2
of the Standard Review Plan (SRP) to develop the plant-specific listing of passive components
of interest during the review.

2.1.2.2.3 Electrical/l&C Component Screening

After the component-level scoping for electrical 1&C systems, the applicant screened the
electrical/l&C components to identify those subject to an AMR. In Section 2.1.4 of the LRA, the
applicant described the methodology used to screen electrical/l&C components. Specifically,
the applicant applied the criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)(i) and (ii) to identify component
commodity groups that perform their intended functions without moving parts or without a
change in configuration or properties (referred to as passive components) and excluded those
components or commaodity groups that are subject to replacement based on a qualified life or
specific time period (referred to as short-lived components). The applicant utilized the guidance
of NEI 95-10 and EPRI TR10003057, “License Renewal Electrical Handbook,” to identify these
components. Electrical components included in the plant Environmental Qualification Program
are replaced on a specified interval based on a qualified life. Therefore, components in the
Environmental Qualification Program do not meet the long-lived criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)(ii)
and are short-lived per the regulatory definition, and thus are not subject to an AMR. Using
these screening criteria, the applicant determined that for FNP, the electrical component types
that require an AMR are cables, connectors, buswork, oil-static cables, and various switchyard
components.

2.1.3 Staff Evaluation

The staff evaluated the LRA scoping and screening methodology in accordance with the
guidance contained in Section 2.1, “Scoping and Screening Methodology,” of NUREG-1800,
“Standard Review Plan for Review of License Renewal Applications for Nuclear Power Plants”
(SRP-LR). The following regulations form the basis for the acceptance criteria for the scoping
and screening methodology review:

. 10 CFR 54.4(a), as it relates to the identification of plant SSCs within the scope of the
Rule
. 10 CFR 54.4(b), as it relates to the identification of the intended functions of plant SSCs

determined to be within the scope of the Rule

. 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1) and (a)(2), as they relate to the methods utilized by the applicant to
identify plant structures and components subject to an AMR

As part of the review of the applicant’s scoping and screening methodology, the NRC staff
reviewed the activities described in the following sections of the LRA using the guidance
contained in NUREG-1800:

. Section 2.1, “Scoping and Screening Methodology,” to ensure that the applicant

describes a process for identifying SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal, in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1), (a)(2), and (a)(3)
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. Section 2.2, “Plant Level Scoping Results,” Section 2.3, “System Scoping and Screening
Results: Mechanical Systems,” Section 2.4, “Scoping and Screening Results:
Structures,” and Section 2.5, “Scoping and Screening Results: Electrical,” to ensure that
the applicant described a process for determining structural, mechanical, and electrical
components at the FNP that are subject to an AMR in accordance with the requirements
of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1) and (a)(2)

In addition, the staff conducted a scoping and screening methodology audit at SNC corporate
offices in Birmingham, Alabama, from November 18-21, 2003. The audit focused on ensuring
that the applicant had developed and implemented adequate guidance to conduct the scoping
and screening of SSCs in accordance with the methodologies described in the application and
the requirements of the Rule. The audit team reviewed implementation procedures and
engineering reports describing the applicant’s scoping and screening methodology. In addition,
the audit team conducted detailed discussions with the applicant on the implementation and
control of the License Renewal Program and reviewed administrative control documentation and
selected design documentation used by the applicant during the scoping and screening
process. The audit team reviewed the applicant's processes for quality assurance with respect
to development of the LRA and training and qualification of the LRA development team. The
audit team also reviewed a sample of system scoping and screening results reports for the
residual heat removal/low head safety injection, auxiliary feedwater (AFW), main steam, and
open-cycle cooling water systems, to ensure that the applicant had appropriately implemented
the methodology outlined in the administrative controls and that the results were consistent with
the CLB. The audit team documented its review in an audit report issued on September 8, 2004
(ML042520177). The report identified several issues which required additional information from
the applicant prior to completion of the review effort. Each of these issues is identified and
addressed in detail in Section 2.1 of this SER.

2.1.3.1 Scoping Methodology

The audit team reviewed implementation procedures and engineering reports describing the
scoping and screening methodology implemented by the applicant. These SNC procedures
include “License Renewal Plant Farley Scoping Procedure,” SP-LR-2-2, Version 2.0; “License
Renewal Plant Farley Boundary Procedure,” SP-LR-2-4, Version 2.0; “License Renewal Plant
Farley Screening Procedure,” SP-LR-2-5, Version 2.0; “License Renewal Plant Farley Database
Control Procedure,” SP-LR 2-9, Version 3.0; and “License Renewal Plant Farley Definitions and
References Procedure,” SP-LR 2-1, Version 2.0.

The team found that the scoping and screening methodology instructions were consistent with
Section 2.1 of the LRA and were of sufficient detail to provide the applicant with concise
guidance on the scoping and screening implementation process to be followed during the LRA
activities. In addition to the implementing procedures, the audit team reviewed supplemental
design information including system functional descriptions, system drawings, and selected
licensing documentation, which the applicant relied upon during the scoping and screening
phases of the review. The team found these design documentation sources to be useful for
ensuring that the initial scope of SSCs identified by the applicant was consistent with the plant’s
CLB.

The audit team reviewed the quality assurance controls used by the applicant to provide
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reasonable confidence that the LRA scoping and screening methodologies were adequately
implemented. The audit team determined that the applicant utilized the following quality
assurance processes during the LRA development:

(1) Implementation of the scoping and screening methodology was governed by written
procedures and guidelines.

(2) The applicant developed a formal database for documenting license renewal
information identified during scoping and screening evaluations. This database was
considered the formal quality records of the LR implementation process, and was
controlled in accordance with written instructions. Access to the database was strictly
controlled.

(3) All final scoping and screening information was developed by a lead technical staff
member and independently reviewed by an additional technical staff member prior to
being reviewed and approved by the program manager.

(4) The scoping results were reviewed by an independent expert committee comprised
of senior experienced members of the Southern Company corporate engineering staff
and Farley Nuclear Plant personnel.

(5) The applicant conducted two nuclear quality assurance assessments of the process
to develop the LRA to validate the implementation process and the technical accuracy of
the application.

The audit team concluded that these quality assurance activities provided additional assurance
that LRA development activities were performed consistently with the LRA development
guidance descriptions.

The audit team reviewed the applicant's implemented training process to ensure the guidelines
and methodology for the scoping and screening activities would be performed in a consistent
and appropriate manner. The applicant's LRA team consisted of several engineers who had
gained previous license renewal experience working on the Hatch Nuclear Plant (HNP), Units 1
and 2 LRA. This team was supplemented with additional staff from the SNC that were provided
with license renewal specific training prior to performing license renewal activities. The purpose
of the training was to provide a framework for ensuring that the applicant’s staff assigned to the
technical portion of the license renewal application acquired a fundamental level of knowledge
of the license renewal process and regulatory requirements. The training program consisted of
on-the-job training and mentoring provided by engineers with prior HNP LRA experience,
supplemented by self-study of selected documents, and lectures by those experienced in
various LRA topics. On-the-job-training consisted of senior engineers mentoring the
less-experienced staff members on the implementation process, as described in written
instructions, associated with scoping, screening and boundary development. The applicant's
license renewal team also developed an index of applicable license renewal documentation,
including industry and regulatory guidance, which the license renewal staff members were
required to read and sign acknowledging that they completed their self-study. Engineers with
prior experience on the HNP LRA preparation provided lectures on such topics as, scoping,
electrical spaces approach, Aging Management Programs (AMP), boundaries, screening, Aging
Management Reviews (AMRs), and Time-Limited Aging Analysis (TLAA). A comprehensive

2-9



training qualification record for each staff member was compiled and maintained by the
applicant as part of the application development process.

The audit team reviewed completed qualification and training records of several of the
applicants license renewal staff, including both experienced and non-experienced members,
that performed scoping and screening activities. The audit team did not identify any adverse
findings. Additionally, based on discussions with the applicant's license renewal personnel
during the audit, the team determined that the applicant's license renewal staff were
knowledgeable on the license renewal process requirements and the specific technical issues
within their areas of responsibility.

2.1.3.1.1 Application of the Scoping Criteria in 10 CFR 54.4(a)

Application of the Scoping Criteria in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1)

In part, 10 CFR 54(a)(1) requires that the applicant consider all safety-related SSCs that are
relied upon to remain functional during and following DBESs to ensure the following functions:

. the integrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary
. the ability to shut down the reactor and maintain it in a safe-shutdown condition
. the capability to prevent or mitigate the consequences of accidents which could result in

potential offsite exposures comparable to those referred to in 10 CFR 50.34(a)(1),
10 CFR 50.67(b)(2), or 10 CFR 100.11 to be within the scope of license renewal

The NRC audit team found that the applicant appropriately incorporated the pertinent
safety-related SSCs into the scope of its License Renewal Program. The applicant did not rely
on its plant component Q-List as a starting point for identifying SSCs within the scope of the
Rule. Instead, the applicant developed an exhaustive list of plant functions with information
acquired from reviews of various FNP CLB source documents. Principal among those sources
was the updated final safety assessment report (UFSAR), technical specifications, documents
related to scoping for implementation of 10 CFR 50.65, the Maintenance Rule, and those
documents related to the FNP probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) model. Additional
information sources included docketed licensing correspondence, design information related to
various plant systems, and technical position papers.

The applicant’s approach to satisfying the scoping requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(a)(1) was to
identify all safety-related intended functions required to be performed by the FNP units and to
subsequently identify the plant systems necessary to perform those intended functions. To
accomplish this, the applicant added more documentation to the review, including functional
system descriptions, which document the functional requirements and bases of FNP systems,
and plant drawings, which are useful for detailing the extent of necessary scope, the equipment
to be included therein, and spatial relationships. Additionally, the applicant developed a report,
“Review of Non-Chapter 15 FSAR Design Basis Events for Additional SSCs In-Scope for
License Renewal,” which detailed a composite list of FSAR events to assist in identifying system
intended functions and systems credited with mitigation of those events. The audit team
reviewed the report and discussed it with the applicant. The team found the report to contain a
concise and detailed evaluation of approximately 40 events along with appropriate supporting
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references to CLB documentation.

In accordance with license renewal procedure SP-LR 2-2, an expert panel reviewed the results
of the scoping process. The expert panel approach was effective in the development and
evaluation of safety-related functions.

As part of the review of the applicant’s scoping methodology, the audit team reviewed a sample
of the license renewal database 10 CFR 54(a)(1) scoping results, reviewed a sample of the
scoping result reports to support these reviews, and discussed the methodology and results
with the applicant’s personnel who were responsible for these evaluations.

Conclusion

The audit team reviewed a sample of the license renewal database 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1) scoping
results and discussed the methodology and results with the applicant’s license renewal project
personnel. The team determined that the applicant had identified and used pertinent
engineering and licensing information to identify the SSCs required to be in scope in
accordance with the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1) criteria. Therefore, on the basis of this sample review,
discussions with the applicant, and review of the applicant’'s scoping process, the staff
determined that the applicant’s methodology for identifying systems and structures meeting the
scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1) was adequate.

Application of the Scoping Criteria in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2)

In part, 10 CFR 54(a)(2) requires that the applicant consider all nonsafety-related SSCs whose
failure could prevent satisfactory accomplishment of any of the functions identified in 10 CFR
54(a)(1)(i), 10 CFR 54(a)(1)(ii), or 10 CFR 54(a)(1)(iii) to be within the scope of license renewal.
By letters dated December 3, 2001, and March 15, 2002, the NRC issued a staff position to the
NEI which provided staff expectations for determining what SSCs meet the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2)
criterion. The December 3, 2001 letter (ADAMS Accession No. ML013380013) provided
specific examples of operating experience which identified pipe failure events (summarized in
Information Notice (IN) 2001-09, “Main Feedwater System Degradation in Safety-Related ASME
Code Class 2 Piping Inside the Containment of a Pressurized Water Reactor”) and the
approaches the NRC considers acceptable to determine which piping systems should be
included in scope based on the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) criterion. The March 15, 2002 letter (ADAMS
Accession No. ML020770026) further described the staff's expectations for the evaluation of
nonpiping SSCs to determine which additional nonsafety-related SSCs are within scope. The
position states that applicants should not consider hypothetical failures, but rather should base
their evaluation on the plant's CLB, engineering judgement and analyses, and relevant
operating experience. The paper further describes operating experience as all documented
plant-specific and industrywide experience that can be used to determine the plausibility of a
failure. Documentation would include NRC generic communications and event reports, plant-
specific condition reports, industry reports such as SOERs, and engineering evaluations.

The applicant documented its methodology for performing 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping of
nonsafety-related SSCs in the implementation procedure “Scoping Methodology for Non
Safety-Related Equipment that Could Affect Safety-Related Equipment, 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2).”
The procedure described the current regulation and the interim staff position regarding scoping
of SSCs with respect to the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) criteria, and the applicant’s methodology,
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discussion, and results regarding scoping in accordance with the Rule criteria. The report
specifically states that for mechanical systems and components, the potential for meeting the
10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) criteria exists for both connected and nonconnected NSR SSCs. The
applicant evaluated the following five categories of NSR mechanical components:

Q) NSR piping attached to SR piping

(2 high-energy NSR piping

3) low-energy NSR piping that has a spatial relationship to SR SSCs

4) piping that is used for relief valve flowpaths and SR pump recirculation paths

5) floor drain traps and plugs that support the maintenance of the PRFS pressure boundary

In keeping with the NEI draft position on NSR SSCs that could adversely affect SR SSCs, SNC
used a process to identify SR targets and NSR threats in a given area of FNP. To determine
the potential for interaction between credible threats and valid targets, the applicant used the
piping physical layout drawings for NSR systems in combination with electrical equipment layout
and instrument layout drawings. Where an NSR pipeline or component was located in the same
room or area as an SR electrical component, that room was identified for later walkdown. The
applicant listed these potential interactions and performed walkdowns for rooms with potential
interactions.

In those cases where the applicant identified a credible interaction, the applicant recorded that
potential interaction for further evaluation to determine if that interaction could affect the SR
component. If this evaluation found a potential adverse affect on an SR component, the NSR
SSC was brought into scope.

For mechanical components, the applicant created a set of separate functions to account for the
NSR mechanical components. The following five functions are in scope only for criterion
10 CFR 54.4(a)(2):

Q) FO50—attached piping

(2) FO51—high-energy lines

3) FO53—NSR SSCs spatial interaction with SR SSCs

(4) FO54—pump recirculation and safety relief valve vent paths
5) FO56—PRFS pressure boundary drain traps and plugs

The applicant presented the results of this review in tables within the report and appended the
license renewal database to include those components brought into scope as a result of the
review.

On the basis of its review of the LRA, the applicant’s scoping and screening implementation
procedures, and discussions with the applicant during audit conducted from November 18 to
November 21, 2003, the staff determined that it needed additional information to assess certain
aspects of the applicant’s evaluation of the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) criteria. By letter dated
December 12, 2003, the staff requested additional information regarding the scoping
methodology associated with the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) evaluation. This was request for additional
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information (RAI) 2.1-1. In RAI 2.1-1, the staff asked the applicant to address the following five
issues:

(1) the basis for use of proceduralized criteria that could exclude certain NSR
equipment from the scope of license renewal (e.g., NSR equipment could be excluded
from scope if it is more than 20 feet away from an SR electrical component)

(2) the use of operating experience for determining that certain gas-filled SSC failures
were not credible

(3) the basis and/or justification for limiting the valid target to only an electrical SR SSC

(4) the basis for considering NSR components up to (emphasis added) the next
equivalent seismic anchor (or physical restraint in the third direction) to be within the
scope of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) and evaluated for the effects of aging management, and
clarification as to whether the seismic anchor itself is within scope

(5) the basis for not including a portion of the NSR piping (3-in. HCC-321 attached to
valve QV-791B) in the service water system which appeared to meet the initial scoping
criteria for attached NSR piping described in the LRA position paper “License Renewal
Position Evaluation and Disposition,” but was not included within the scope of license
renewal

The applicant responded to the staff's RAI in letters dated January 9, 2004, March 31, 2004,
and April 16, 2004. In addition, the staff held conference calls with the applicant on February 5,
2004, March 1, 2004, and March 18, 2004, to clarify the responses to the RAI. In its letter dated
January 9, 2004, the applicant initially replied to each of the staff's requests.

With respect to the first issue regarding the basis for the 20-foot criteria, the applicant stated
that the primary basis for the criteria was discussions within the industry that considered 20 feet
to be an acceptable distance for spray effects from low-energy pipes. In most cases, the 20-
foot criteria encompassed the entire confines of a room where SR and NSR SSCs were located.
However, notable exceptions included the heat exchanger rooms, the corridors, the mechanical
penetration rooms, and the lower equipment room within the auxiliary building. In most cases,
the SR and NSR equipment in these rooms were in fact brought into scope because they met
one of the other scoping criteria.

The staff reviewed the applicant’s response, concluded that the applicant did not provide
sufficient rationale for the use of the 20-foot criteria, and requested the applicant to provide a
technical basis for the criteria or review its approach and determine if additional SSCs should be
included in scope. As a result, the applicant revised its scoping methodology to remove the 20-
foot criteria and performed a supplemental scoping review based on a spaces approach. By
letter dated April 16, 2004, the applicant described the revised scoping methodology based on
the spaces approach. The staff reviewed this response and finds that it adequately addresses
the potential for interaction between NSR and SR SSCs, consistent with the staff's position
described above. Specifically, the applicant stated that it will consider all fluid-filled NSR SSCs
to be in scope if those NSR SSCs are located in the same space as the SR SSCs. For the
purposes of the review, a space was defined as the room in which the SR and NSR
components are located. In addition, if the SR SSC is determined not to be vulnerable to the
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effects of spray or leakage, then the NSR SSC of interest would not be brought into scope
because it could not prevent or adversely affect the SR component’s performance of its safety
function. In broadening its scoping evaluation approach, the applicant also will consider the
impact of NSR fluid-filled SSCs on both mechanical and structural SR SSCs in addition to the
active electrical components already considered within its 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) evaluation. As a
result of the revised 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) methodology, the applicant brought into scope additional
NSR SSCs and provided AMR information for each. Sections 2.2 and 3 of this SER evaluate
these topics.

With respect to the second issue regarding the identification of the nonfluid-filled systems
evaluated and the operating experience applied to the evaluation, the applicant stated that it
conducted the review in accordance with the staff’'s guidance and included both nonfluid-filled
piping and ductwork SSCs. The applicant considered the operating environment for each of
these SSCs and reviewed the plant’s CLB and plant-specific and industrywide operating
experience (i.e., NRC generic communications, industry reports, and the plant-specific
corrective action database) to determine if any credible aging effects resulting in failures of
these SSCs could impact the SR SSCs in proximity.

The staff reviewed the applicant’s response and concluded that the applicant had adequately
described its process for evaluating the potential for nonfluid-filled SSCs to cause the failure of
SR SSCs. This description is consistent with the staff's position regarding the scoping of SSCs
in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) described above.

With respect to the third issue regarding limiting the valid target to only an electrical SR SSC,
the applicant stated that it had performed an evaluation to determine if mechanical or structural
components were susceptible to failures from dripping or spraying of oil or water and had not
identified any such failures. The applicant stated that this assessment was also based on the
assumption that any such spraying or dripping on mechanical or structural SSCs would be
limited in duration because visual identification of the spray or leakage was likely before it would
pose a failure concern.

The staff reviewed the applicant’s response and concluded that the applicant did not provide an
adequate justification for limiting targets to electrical SSCs only. As part of the review, the staff
asked the applicant to provide additional justification for the determination that mechanical and
structural SSCs would not be susceptible to such effects or perform a supplemental evaluation
to determine what, if any, additional NSR SSCs should be brought into scope. Specifically, the
staff requested that the applicant provide a basis showing that the mechanical and structural
SSCs were qualified to withstand the environment created as a result of the spray or dripping of
such fluids and provide the rationale for the assumption that any such exposure would be
limited in duration.

As a result, the applicant revised its scoping methodology to consider both mechanical and
structural SR SSCs as potentially valid targets, and it performed a supplemental scoping review
based on this criteria. By letter dated April 16, 2004, the applicant described the revised
scoping methodology. The staff reviewed this response and finds that it adequately addresses
the potential for interaction between NSR and SR SSCs and is consistent with the staff's
position described above. As a result of the revised 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) methodology, the
applicant brought into scope additional NSR SSCs and provided AMR information for each.
Sections 2.2 and 3 of this SER evaluate these topics.
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With respect to the fourth issue regarding the basis for considering NSR components up to the
next equivalent seismic anchor (or physical restraint in the third direction) to be within the scope
of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) and clarification as to whether the seismic anchor itself is within scope, the
applicant stated that the seismic anchor (as defined) is included within scope. Additionally, the
applicant determined that the use of the equivalent anchor point determined to be a physical
restraint in the third cardinal direction is consistent with the CLB and the seismic analysis
pertaining to FNP, Units 1 and 2. Specifically, the applicant reviewed and established that the
plant seismic analysis confirmed that the NSR SSCs (including piping and any in-line
component) necessary for the qualification of the SR piping was included within that portion of
the piping systems up to the physical constraint in the third direction. As an additional
assurance that SR SSCs would be preserved during a seismic event, the applicant also placed
within scope all piping supports and anchors within all seismic Category 1 buildings, regardless
of the safety classification of those components.

The staff reviewed the applicant’s response and concluded that the applicant had adequately
described its process for establishing the next equivalent seismic anchor consistent with the
CLB and the seismic analysis pertaining to FNP, Units 1 and 2, and the staff's position
regarding the scoping of SSCs in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2)
described above.

With respect to the final issue regarding the basis for not including a portion of the NSR piping
(3-in. HCC-321 attached to valve QV-791B) in the service water system which appeared to
meet the initial scoping criteria for attached NSR piping described in the LRA position paper
“License Renewal Position Evaluation and Disposition,” the applicant stated that the portion of
piping identified by the audit team was in fact within the scope of license renewal although it
was not highlighted on the working drawing to reflect this. Additionally, the applicant reviewed
the system boundary drawings to assure that the remaining attached NSR piping was properly
captured within scope. By letter dated March 31, 2004, the applicant confirmed that the portion
of NSR piping was in scope in accordance with its 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) evaluation.

The staff reviewed the applicant’s response and concluded that the applicant did include the
portion of NSR piping within scope and determined that the remaining attached piping was
properly evaluated in accordance with its initial scoping criteria.

Conclusion

As part of the review of the applicant’s scoping methodology, the audit team also reviewed a
sample of the license renewal database 10 CFR 54(a)(2) scoping results to determine if the
scoping methodology adequately identified nonsafety-related SSCs meeting the scoping criteria
of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). On the basis of the additional information supplied by the applicant,
including expansion of the systems within the scope of license renewal and addition of new
portions of systems within scope as a result of the revised methodology, determination of the
credible failures which could impact the ability of safety-related SSCs to perform their intended
functions, evaluation of relevant operating experience, incorporation of identified nonsafety-
related SSCs into the applicant's AMPs, and the results of NRC inspection and audit activities,
the staff concludes that the applicant has supplied sufficient information to demonstrate that all
SSCs that meet the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping requirements have been identified as being
within the scope of license renewal. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.1-1 to be closed.
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Application of the Scoping Criteria in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3)

In part, 10 CFR 54(a)(3) requires that the applicant consider all SSCs relied on in safety
analyses or plant evaluations to perform a function that demonstrates compliance with the
Commission’s regulations for FP (10 CFR 50.48), EQ (10 CFR 50.49), PTS (10 CFR 50.61),
ATWS (10 CFR 50.62), and SBO (10 CFR 50.63) to be within the scope of license renewal.

The applicant documented its methodology for performing the scoping of SSCs in accordance
with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3) in implementation procedure SP-LR-2-2 and the technical position
papers developed by the applicant for each regulated event applicable to the FNP, Units 1 and
2.

The applicant performed the initial scoping for regulated events by evaluating CLB information
relevant to each regulated event to identify if the structure or system met the scoping criteria of
10 CFR 54.4(a)(3). For each event, the applicant developed a position paper describing the
relevant Rule requirements, a functional description of the implementation of that requirement at
the FNP, specific information regarding systems and components credited for the event, the
process to identify the scoping boundaries associated with the systems credited, the intended
functions applicable to the requirement, information on how to record the results of the
evaluation in the license renewal database, a list of CLB information sources used for the
analysis, and a list of systems and components determined to be within scope for the given
regulated event. During the scoping and screening methodology audit, the applicant stated that
use of the position papers ensured consistent scoping results and eliminated the need to review
CLB documents when evaluating each plant structure or system against the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3)
scoping criteria.

In an April 1, 2002, letter from D. Matthews to A. Nelson and D. Lochbaum, the staff provided
guidance on the scoping of equipment relied on to meet the requirements of the SBO rule,

10 CFR 50.63. In this letter, the staff noted that, consistent with the requirements specified in
10 CFR 54.4(a)(3) and 10 CFR 50.63(a)(1), the plant system portion of the offsite power system
that is used to connect the plant to the offsite power source should be included within the scope
of the Rule. In Section 2.1.3.3.5 of the LRA, the applicant stated that the SBO scoping effort
identified structures and components of the offsite power system for each plant required to
restore power from the onsite switchyard down to the safety-related busses in the plant. The
applicant also stated that the plant offsite power system and these structures and components
were classified as satisfying criteria 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3) and were included within the scope of
license renewal. The staff determined that the applicant’s approach to scoping SSCs relied on
to demonstrate compliance with the SBO rule (10 CFR 50.63) was consistent with the staff's
April 1, 2002, interim staff guidance.

As part of the review of the applicant’s scoping methodology, the audit team reviewed a sample
of the license renewal database 10 CFR 54(a)(3) scoping results, reviewed a sample of the
analyses and documentation to support these reviews, and discussed the methodology and
results with the applicant’s personnel responsible for these evaluations. The team determined
that the applicant had identified and used pertinent engineering and licensing information in
order to determine the SSCs required to be in scope in accordance with the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3)
criteria. Based on this sampling review and discussions with the applicant, the audit team
determined that the applicant’s methodology for identifying systems and structures meeting the
scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54(a)(3) was adequate.
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2.1.3.1.2 Plant-Level Scoping of Systems and Structures

The applicant documented its methodology for performing the scoping of SSCs in accordance
with 10 CFR 54.4(a) in implementation procedures SP-LR-2-2 and SP-LR-2-4. The applicant’s
approach to system and structure scoping was consistent with the methodology described in
Section 2.1.3 of the LRA. Specifically, SP-LR-2-2 specified that the personnel performing
license renewal scoping use CLB documents and list all functions that the system or structure is
required to accomplish. Sources of information regarding the CLB for systems included the
FSAR, functional system descriptions, total plant numbering system (TPNS) database,
Maintenance Rule information, operations lesson plans, plant drawings, PRA model, the SER,
and docketed correspondence. The applicant then compared identified system or structure
functions to a list of scoping screening questions to determine whether the functions met the
scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a).

The applicant documented the results of the plant-level scoping process in accordance with
Appendix A, “Database Scoping Instructions,” to SP-LR-2-2. The database scoping form
included a description of the structure or system, a listing of functions performed by the system
or structure, information pertaining to system realignment (as applicable), identification of
intended functions (defined as final functions), the 10 CFR 54.4(a) scoping criteria met by the
system or structure, references, and the basis for the classification of the system or structure
intended functions. During the scoping methodology audit, the staff reviewed a sampling of
scoping reports and concluded that the applicant’s scoping forms contained an appropriate level
of detail to document the scoping process.

Conclusion

Based on a review of the LRA, the scoping and screening implementation procedures, and a
sampling review of system and structure scoping results during the methodology audit, the staff
concluded that the applicant’s scoping methodology for systems and structures was adequate.
In particular, the staff determined that the applicant’'s methodology reasonably identified
systems and structures within the scope of license renewal and their associated intended
functions.

2.1.3.1.3 Component-Level Scoping

After the applicant had identified systems and structures within the scope of license renewal
and their associated intended functions, a review was performed to identify the components of
each in-scope system and structure that supported an intended function. As described in
Section 2.1.4 of the LRA, a component was considered to be in scope if it was determined that
the component was needed to fulfill a system intended function.

Mechanical Component Scoping

Section 6.0, “Boundary Procedure,” of SP-LR-2-4 provided the applicant’s proceduralized
guidance for scoping mechanical system components. The applicant initially generated a listing
of mechanical system components based on information derived from a review of the system
license renewal boundary diagrams to identify system components required to perform a system
intended function. Procedure SP-LR-2-4 discusses in detail how to (1) determine system
boundaries, (2) indicate components within a specific flowpath which are required for
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performance of intended functions, and (3) determine and identify system and interdisciplinary
interfaces (e.g., mechanical/structural, mechanical/electrical, structural/electrical). The audit
team reviewed the results of the boundary evaluation and discussed the process further with the
applicant. The team determined that mechanical system evaluation boundaries were
established for each system within the scope of license renewal. These boundaries were
determined by mapping the pressure boundary associated with system-level license renewal
intended functions onto the system process and instrumentation diagrams (P&IDs). System
components meeting the criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) were classified as within the scope of
license renewal. Mechanical component types were loaded into a scoping and screening
database and further review was performed to ensure all component types were identified. A
preparer and an independent reviewer performed a comprehensive evaluation of the boundary
drawings to ensure the completeness and accuracy of the review results.

The NRC audit team conducted detailed discussions with the applicant’s license renewal project
management personnel and reviewed documentation pertinent to the scoping process. The
team assessed whether the applicant had appropriately applied the scoping methodology
outlined in the LRA and implementation procedures and whether the scoping results were
consistent with CLB requirements.

The audit team reviewed the process of scoping for several mechanical systems. Those
systems included the residual heat removal/low head safety injection, AFW, main steam, and
open-cycle cooling water systems. The audit team determined that the applicant had identified
and highlighted system P&IDs to develop the system boundaries in accordance with the
procedural guidance. The applicant was knowledgeable about the process and conventions for
establishing boundaries as defined in the license renewal implementation procedures.
Additionally, the team determined that the applicant had independently verified the results in
accordance with the governing procedures. Specifically, other personnel knowledgeable about
the system had independently reviewed the marked-up drawings to ensure accurate
identification of system intended functions. The audit team performed additional cross-
discipline verification and independent reviews of the resultant highlighted drawings before final
approval of the scoping effort.

Conclusion

The staff determined that the applicant’s proceduralized methodology was consistent with the
description provided in Section 2.1.4 of the LRA and the guidance contained in NUREG-1800,
Section 2.1, and was adequately implemented. On the basis of the applicant’s detailed scoping
implementation procedures and a sampling review of mechanical components scoping results,
the staff concluded that the applicant’s methodology for identifying mechanical components
within the scope of license renewal met the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a).

Structural Component Scoping

The licensee performed its structural scoping in accordance with the detailed methodology
defined in SP-LR 2-2, “Plant Farley Scoping Procedure.” The scoping procedure is used to
evaluate SSCs to identify their functions and determine which functions are intended functions
required for compliance with one or more criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1-3). The applicant
identified the structural component intended functions for in-scope SCs based on the guidance
provided in NEI 95-10. The procedure also described the source design documentation to be
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used for the evaluation of structures meeting the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1-3) criteria. For civil
structures, the evaluation boundaries were determined by developing a complete description of
each structure. This was accomplished by reviewing design drawings, the FSAR, DBDs, and
selected plant walkdowns. The applicant created a Microsoft Access database for use in
compiling the scoping results. The four primary forms contained in the database identify
potential functions, final functions, system, and function scoping.

The applicant then identified systems and structures that perform each intended function. For
10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) civil SSCs in proximity to SR civil, mechanical, or electrical SSCs, the
applicant used a spaces approach to scope SSCs inside SR structures. As an example, all
supports in a seismic Category | building are in scope whether or not they are seismic Category
I, II/l, or 1l in design. The applicant considered multiple intended functions for SCs consistent
with the staff guidance provided in Table 2.1-3 of NUREG-1800.

For each in-scope structure, the applicant documented a list of the structural components within
the evaluation boundaries for the system, identified the component intended functions for the
structural components, and identified the applicable design or licensing basis references used
to make the determinations. Tables 2.2-1a through 2.2-1f of the LRA provide a complete plant-
specific list of FNP systems and structures within the scope of license renewal.

The applicant used license renewal boundary procedure SP-LR-2-4 to define the evaluation
boundaries for civil system and structure functions determined to be in the scope of license
renewal during performance of FNP scoping procedure SP-LR-2-2. The team reviewed license
renewal civil boundary drawing D-170084L, sheet 1, dated August 15, 2003, which shows
overall structures (highlighted in red) that contain areas with in-scope structural SSCs. The
entire structure associated with an intended function will normally be included in the scope of
license renewal. Boundary form SP-LR 2-4, which is part of the FNP electronic database, is
then used to identify the TPNS associated with the boundary form. Three people, one in the
civil group, one in the mechanical group, and one in the electrical group, verified the civil
boundary forms.

The NRC audit team conducted detailed discussions with the applicant’s license renewal project
management personnel and reviewed documentation pertinent to the scoping process. The
team assessed whether the applicant had appropriately applied the scoping methodology
outlined in the LRA and implementation procedures and whether the scoping results were
consistent with CLB requirements. The team also reviewed scoping reports for the auxiliary
building, containment, and yard structures. In general, the team determined that the applicant’s
overall approach to license renewal structural scoping appeared to be adequate.

The audit team reviewed the screening procedure, discussed the structural scoping
methodology with the applicant’s cognizant engineers, and reviewed several plant structural
drawings to verify proper implementation of the scoping process for structural components. The
team also compared a sample of structural components identified in the drawings to the
structural list in the license renewal database to ensure consistency. Based on these audit
activities, the team did not identify any discrepancies between the methodology documented
and the implementation results.
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Conclusion

The staff determined that the applicant’s proceduralized methodology was consistent with the
description provided in Section 2.1.4 of the LRA and the guidance contained in NUREG-1800,
Section 2.1. Based on a review of information contained in the LRA, the applicant’s detailed
scoping implementation procedures, and a sampling review of structural component scoping
results, the staff concluded that the applicant’'s methodology for identifying structural
components within the scope of license renewal met the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a).

Electrical and 1&C Component Scoping

Section 2.5.3.1, “Components Within the Scope of License Renewal,” of NUREG-1800 states
that an applicant may use the plant spaces approach in scoping electrical and 1&C components.
In the plant spaces approach, an applicant may indicate that all electrical and 1&C components
located within a particular area are either within or not within the scope of license renewal.
Table 2.5-1, “Examples of ‘Plant Spaces’ Approach for Electrical and 1&C Scoping and
Corresponding Review Procedures,” of NUREG-1800 provides guidance for the review of
scoping performed in accordance with the plant spaces approach. In particular, if the applicant
limits the scope of electrical and 1&C components considered within the scope of license
renewal by excluding components in certain plant spaces, Table 2.5-1 indicates that this
approach should not result in failing to place electrical and I&C components that perform
intended functions within the scope of license renewal.

The staff reviewed FNP procedure SP-LR-2-5, “License Renewal Plant Farley Screening
Procedure,” and determined that it provided adequate guidance to the engineers performing 1&C
reviews. The procedure describes the process to identify the component types that will be
subject to AMR and the long-lived, passive component types determined to be within the scope
of the license renewal rule. To implement the spaces approach for aging management
discussed in Section 4.2.1.1 of NEI 95-10, Revision 3, the applicant based the boundary
determination for electrical components on plant location. In the spaces approach, FNP
segregated the plant into areas where common bounding environmental parameters can be
assigned. The staff reviewed FNP procedure SP-LR-2-4, “License Renewal Plant Farley
Boundary Procedure,” Version 2.0, and determined that it provided adequate guidance to define
evaluation boundaries for electrical functions that should be in the scope of the LRA. The
FNP’s LRA engineers created a boundary to encompass all electrical components and called
the boundary “EC.” The applicant established a pseudo system, which it named R99 for the
electrical screening process, and documented the results in a boundary form. The staff
observed that the applicant had identified all electrical/I&C component types used plantwide,
regardless of the system, within the boundary. In the form, the applicant identified the boundary
as electrical components (EC) and listed the buildings and structures that are included in the
boundary. The applicant also discussed in the form the screening of the components credited
in the CLB with supporting the regulated events. The form listed the names of all the systems
and the TPNSs that are within the boundary and referenced the drawings from which
information was collected. The staff observed that the form identified the names of the preparer
and mechanical and electrical verifiers.

The applicant also conducted a search of plant documents, controlled drawings, the plant

equipment database, and interface with the parallel mechanical and civil/structural screening
efforts to identify all components required to perform license renewal intended functions. For
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example, the applicant noted that during the review, it found local control panels of in-scope
equipment on drawings but not discussed in the FSAR. The applicant then evaluated those
panels to see if they met the scoping criteria.

The audit team reviewed the electrical boundary procedure, discussed the electrical scoping
methodology with the applicant’s cognizant engineers, and reviewed several plant electrical
packages to verify proper implementation of the scoping process for electrical components.
The team also compared a sample of electrical components identified in the documentation to
the electrical commodity list in the license renewal database to ensure consistency. Based on
these audit activities, the team did not identify any discrepancies between the methodology
documented and the implementation results.

Conclusion

The staff determined that the applicant’s proceduralized methodology was consistent with the
description provided in Section 2.1.4 of the LRA and the guidance contained in NUREG-1800,
Section 2.1. Based on a review of information contained in the LRA, the applicant’s detailed
scoping implementation procedures, and a sampling review of electrical commodity scoping
results, the staff concluded that the applicant’'s methodology for identifying electrical
commodities within the scope of license renewal met the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a).

2.1.3.2 Screening Methodology

The staff reviewed the screening methodology used by the applicant to determine if mechanical,
structural, and electrical components within the scope of license renewal would be subject to
further aging management evaluation. The applicant described its screening process in Section
2.1.4 of the LRA. In general, the applicant’s screening approach consisted of evaluations to
determine which in-scope structures and components were passive and long-lived. Passive,
long-lived structures and components were then subject to further AMR.

The staff evaluated the applicant’s screening methodology against the criteria contained in

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1-2) using the review guidance contained in NUREG-1800, Section 2.1.3.2,
“Screening.” According to 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), the applicant’s IPA must identify and list those
structures and components subject to an AMR. Further, 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1) requires that
structures and components subject to an AMR shall encompass those structures and
components that (1) perform an intended function, as described in 10 CFR 54.4, without moving
parts or a change in configuration or properties, and (2) are not subject to replacement based
on a qualified life or specified time period. Per 10 CFR 54.21(a)(2), the applicant must describe
and justify the methods used to meet the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). In the LRA, the
applicant described screening methodologies that were unique to the mechanical, structural,
and electrical disciplines. The following sections describe the staff evaluation of the applicant’s
screening approach for each of these disciplines.

2.1.3.2.1 Mechanical Component Screening
The team reviewed the methodology used by the applicant to determine if mechanical
components within the scope of license renewal would be subject to further AMR. For

mechanical components, the applicant first established evaluation boundaries for the various
plant mechanical systems, as described in Section 2.1.3.1.3 of this SER. The applicant then
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applied a screening process to each mechanical system in order to determine the types of
mechanical components and commodities within the systems which are subject to an AMR, and
the various materials and environments to be considered in the AMR.

The listing of mechanical components was facilitated by combining these items into commodity
groups from a review of each boundary drawing. The applicant placed these commodity groups
into the license renewal database and evaluated them in accordance with the screening criteria
described in SP-LR-2-5. The applicant provided the staff with a detailed discussion of the
process and provided screening report information from the license renewal database that
described the screening methodology, as well as a sample of the screening results reports for a
selected group of SR and NSR systems. The audit team determined that the screening
methodology was consistent with the requirements of the Rule and that implementation of the
methodology is adequate to identify SCs that meet the screening criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

During the audit, the team reviewed the methodology used by the applicant to identify and list
the mechanical components and commodities subject to an AMR, as well as the applicant’s
technical justification for this methodology. The team discussed the methodology and results
with the applicant’s cognizant engineers and senior staff. The team also examined the
applicant’s results from the implementation of this methodology by reviewing a sample of the
mechanical systems identified as within scope. These systems included the residual heat
removal/low head safety injection, AFW, main steam, and open-cycle cooling water systems.
The review included the evaluation boundaries and resultant in-scope components, the
corresponding component-level intended functions, and the resulting list of mechanical
components and commodity groups subject to an AMR.

The team reviewed several summary screening reports which list a breakdown of the
mechanical components in scope for license renewal. Each report lists several categories
including component type, if an AMR was required, material, and an extensive comment
section. The team also reviewed a sample of the mechanical drawing packages assembled by
the applicant and discussed the process and results with the cognizant engineers who
performed the review. The audit team did not identify any discrepancies between the
methodology documented and the implementation results.

Conclusion

The staff determined that the applicant’s mechanical component screening methodology was
consistent with the guidance contained in NUREG-1800 and was adequate to identify those
passive, long-lived components within the scope of license renewal that are subject to an AMR.

2.1.3.2.2 Structural Component Screening

The team reviewed the methodology used by the applicant to determine if structural
components within the scope of license renewal would be subject to further AMR. For civil
structures and component supports, the applicant applied a screening process to buildings and
civil structures determined to be in scope in order to determine the types of structural elements
utilized and the various materials and environments to be considered in the AMR. The applicant
then established evaluation boundaries for the various plant structures and structure groups
within the scope of license renewal. Generally, the boundary for a building or structure is the
entire building including base slabs, foundations, walls, beams, slabs, and steel superstructure.
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The applicant identified and listed the various types of structural elements, materials, and
environments that make up the buildings and structures. Several structural drawings, including
screening reports for the auxiliary building, containment, and yard structures, were reviewed to
identify any structural components that were not contained in the FNP license renewal
database.

The listing of structural elements was facilitated by combining these items into commodity
groups. The applicant developed a list of structural commodity groups and components for
each civil/structural evaluation boundary. The applicant provided the staff with a detailed
discussion of the process and provided technical reports that described the screening
methodology, as well as a sample of the screening results reports for a selected group of SR
and NSR systems. The audit team determined that the screening methodology was consistent
with the requirements of the Rule and that implementation of the methodology was adequate to
identify SCs that meet the screening criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

During the audit of the applicant’s license renewal scoping and screening process, the team
reviewed the methodology used by the applicant to identify and list the structural components
and structural commaodities subject to an AMR, as well as the applicant’s technical justification
for this methodology. The team discussed the methodology and results with the applicant’s
cognizant engineers and senior staff. The team also examined the applicant’s results from the
implementation of this methodology by reviewing a sample of the auxiliary building plant
structures identified as being within scope. The review included the evaluation boundaries (civil
boundaries are structures based) and resultant in-scope components, the corresponding
component-level intended functions, and the resulting list of structural components and
structural commodity groups subject to an AMR.

The team reviewed several summary screening reports which list a breakdown of the structural
components in scope for license renewal. The reports reviewed by the team included those for
the auxiliary building, containment, and yard structures. Each report lists several categories
including component type, if an AMR was required, material, and an extensive comment
section. The team also reviewed a sample of the structural drawing packages assembled by
the applicant and discussed the process and results with the cognizant engineers who
performed the review. The audit team did not identify any discrepancies between the
methodology documented and the implementation results.

Conclusion

The staff determined that the applicant’s structural component screening methodology was
consistent with the guidance contained in NUREG-1800 and was adequate to identify those
passive, long-lived components within the scope of license renewal that are subject to an AMR.

2.1.3.2.3 Electrical and 1&C Component Screening

The team reviewed the methodology used by the applicant to determine if electrical components
within the scope of license renewal would be subject to further AMR. For electrical

components, the applicant applied a screening process by identifying electrical commodities
within the facility. The LRA engineers identified all electrical and I&C component types in use at
FNP based on the listing provided by Appendix B to NEI 95-10, NUREG-1801, and the EPRI
Electrical Handbook and from a review of plant documents, controlled drawings, the plant
equipment database, and interface with the parallel mechanical and civil/structural screening

2-23



efforts.

Electrical component types were organized into commodity groups such as breakers, switches,
and cables. The applicant assessed those electrical and I&C components that interface with
other components, such as electrical racks, panels, frames, cabinets, cable trays, conduit, and
their supports in the appropriate mechanical or civil/structural sections. The applicant
considered internal wiring, terminal blocks, and connections located inside a breaker cubicle to
be parts of the breaker and screened the breaker but not the individual internal parts. The
applicant classified components as safety-related if they could prevent or adversely affect a
function that meets the criterion of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1), rather than nonsafety-related per 10 CFR
54.4(a)(2). Using this methodology, the applicant determined that the electrical component
types that require an AMR are cables, connectors, buswork, oil-static cables, and various
switchyard components. The applicant documented the screening results in the “Summary
Screening Report—EC” for electrical/l&C systems.

The team discussed the methodology and results with the applicant’s cognizant engineers and
senior staff. The team also examined the applicant’s results from the implementation of this
methodology by reviewing several electrical/I&C commodity samples from the license renewal
database. The review concluded that the applicant’s staff had consistently applied the
screening criteria to identify those electrical/l&C commaodity groups subject to an AMR. The
audit team determined that the FNP electrical screening process was consistent with criteria in
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)(ii) and excluded those components or commodity groups that are subject to
equipment qualification requirements. The team did not identify any discrepancies between the
methodology documented and the implementation results.

The staff also reviewed the applicant’s approach to scoping and screening of electrical fuse
holders. In license renewal ISG-5, “Identification and Treatment of Electrical Fuse Holders for
License Renewal,” dated March 10, 2003, the staff stated that, consistent with the requirements
specified in 10 CFR 54.4(a), fuse holders (including fuse clips and fuse blocks) are considered
to be passive electrical components. Fuse holders would be scoped, screened, and included in
the AMR in the same manner as terminal blocks and other types of electrical connections that
are currently being treated in the process. This staff position applies only to fuse holders that
are not part of a larger assembly, but support SR and NSR functions in which the failure of a
fuse precludes a safety function from being accomplished (10 CFR Part 54.4(a)(1) and (a)(2)).
As described in Section 2.1.5.5, “Fuse Holders (ISG-05),” of the LRA, fuse holders that were not
part of a larger assembly were identified and included in scope in a manner similar to that used
for terminal blocks. The team determined that this was consistent with the I1SG.

Conclusion

The staff determined that the applicant’s electrical and 1&C screening methodology was
consistent with the guidance contained in NUREG-1800 and was adequate to identify passive,
long-lived components within the scope of license renewal that are subject to an AMR.

2.1.4 Conclusion

The staff review of the information presented in Section 2.1 of the LRA, the supporting

information in the scoping and screening implementation procedures and reports, the
information presented during the scoping and screening methodology audit, and the applicant’s
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responses to the staff's RAIs formed the basis of the staff's safety determination. The staff
determined that the applicant’s scoping and screening methodology, including its supplemental
10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) review which brought additional nonsafety-related piping segments and
associated components into the scope of license renewal, was consistent with the requirements
of the Rule and the staff's position on the treatment of nonsafety-related SSCs. On the basis of
this review, the staff concludes that the applicant’s methodology for identifying the SSCs within
the scope of license renewal and the structures and components requiring an AMR is consistent
with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4 and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.2 Plant-Level Scoping Results

2.2.1 Introduction

The SOC for the license renewal rule (60 Federal Register (FR) 22478) indicates that an
applicant has the flexibility to determine the set of SSCs for which an AMR is performed. In
LRA Section 2.1, the applicant described the methodology for identifying the SSCs within the
scope of license renewal. In LRA Section 2.2, the applicant used the scoping methodology to
determine which of the SSCs are required or not required to be included in the scope of license
renewal. The staff reviewed the plant-level scoping results to determine whether the applicant
had properly identified all plant-level SSCs relied upon to mitigate DBESs, as required by

10 CFR 54.4(a)(1), or whose failure could prevent satisfactory accomplishment of any of the
safety-related functions, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), as well as the SSCs relied on in
safety analysis or plant evaluations to perform a function that is required by one of the
regulations referenced in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3).

The staff reviewed the SSCs that the applicant did not identify as being within the scope of
license renewal to determine whether they have any intended functions that are within scope.
The staff also reviewed selected SSCs that the applicant identified as being within the scope of
license renewal to verify that the applicant had properly identified their components within the
evaluation boundary that are subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). To determine whether the applicant identified the SSCs that are subject to
an AMR, the staff reviewed the components that the applicant did not identify as being subject
to an AMR.

2.2.2 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In LRA Tables 2.2-1a through 2.2-1i, the applicant listed the plant systems and structures and
identified those that are within the scope of license renewal and those that are not within the
scope of license renewal. Based on the DBEs considered in the plant’s CLB for the safety-
related SSCs, the CLB information relating to non-safety-related SSCs, and certain regulated
events, the applicant identified those plant-level systems and structures within the scope of
license renewal, as defined in 10 CFR 54.4.

Tables 2.2.1a through 2.2.1f of the LRA list the systems and structures that the applicant
determined to be within the scope of license renewal, as follows:

. Table 2.2-1a, “Systems and Structures within the Scope of License Renewal—Reactor
Coolant System”
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. Table 2.2-1b, “Systems and Structures within the Scope of License
Renewal—Engineered Safety Features”

. Table 2.2-1c, “Systems and Structures within the Scope of License Renewal—Auxiliary
Systems”
. Table 2.2-1d, “Systems and Structures within the Scope of License Renewal—Steam

and Power Conversion Systems”

. Table 2.2-1e, “Systems and Structures within the Scope of License
Renewal—Structures and Component Supports”

. Table 2.2-1f, “Systems and Structures within the Scope of License Renewal—Electrical
Components”

Section 2.3 of the LRA describes the mechanical systems listed in Tables 2.2-1a through
2.2-1d; Section 2.4 describes the structures listed in Table 2.2-2d and Table 2.2-1e; and
Section 2.5 describes the electrical and 1&C components listed in Table 2.2-1f. The applicant
identified 37 mechanical systems, 9 structures, and 22 electrical and 1&C systems within the
scope of license renewal.

Tables 2.2-1g, 2.2-1h, and 2.2-1i list the mechanical systems, structures, and electrical 1&C
systems, respectively, that the applicant determined not to be within the scope of license
renewal. The applicant originally identified 27 mechanical systems, 25 structures, and 27
electrical and 1&C systems that are not within the scope of license renewal.

In its response to RAI 2.1-1 (discussed in Section 2.1 of this SER), the applicant changed the

methodology used for determining the portions of non-attached, non-safety-related piping that
are within the scope of license renewal, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). By letter dated
April 16, 2004, the applicant stated the following:

SNC [Southern Nuclear Company] will consider all fluid-bearing NSR [non-safety-related] SSCs to
be in the scope of the criterion of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), provided the NSR components are located in
the same space as the SR [safety-related] SSCs. In addition, if the SR SSC is determined to not
be vulnerable to the effects of the spray/leakage, then the NSR SSC would not be in the scope of
the Rule [license renewal] since the NSR SSC could not prevent or adversely affect the SR SSC
from performing its safety related function. The revised methodology will include evaluating the
impact of sprays and leaks on mechanical and structural SR SSCs, as well as electrical SR SSCs,
with no limitations on the duration of the sprays/leaks.

By letter dated June 4, 2004, the applicant submitted the supplemental information associated
with the determination of SSCs within the scope of license renewal in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) as a result of the above changed scoping methodology (see
Enclosure 2, “Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2, Application for License Renewal,
Supplemental Information Related to 10 CFR 54.4 (a)(2)").

In Enclosure 2 to the letter, the applicant stated that it had broadened the methodology used for

scoping non-attached non-safety-related piping in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) in the
following manner:
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. elimination of any distance criteria for excluding a spatial interaction between safety-
related and non-safety-related SSCs

. further evaluation of spatial interaction effects on mechanical and structural safety-
related SSCs (i.e.,valid target considerations not limited to electrical SSCs)

The methodology change resulted in a small change in the number of systems within the scope
of license renewal as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). The applicant added the roof drains and
sanitary drains systems to the scope of license renewal and incorporated them into the liquid
waste and drains (LW&Ds) system. The methodology change did not result in any systems
being removed from scope that had been previously identified as within the scope of license
renewal. Therefore, the number of mechanical systems not within the scope of license renewal
was reduced to 25 systems.

The methodology change also increased the mechanical SSCs within the scope of license
renewal for the open-cycle cooling water, closed-cycle cooling water, demineralized water,
potable and sanitary water, reactor makeup water storage, chemical and volume control,
feedwater, and the LW&Ds systems. The applicable section for each of these systems
discusses the impact of the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology changes on the AMR
results.

2.2.3 Staff Evaluation

In LRA Section 2.1, the applicant described its methodology for identifying the structures and
systems that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR. The staff reviewed
the scoping and screening methodology and provided its evaluation in Section 2.1 of this SER.
As addressed in the applicant’s response to RAI 2.2-1 dated April 16, 2004, the applicant
changed the methodology used for scoping non-attached non-safety-related piping in
accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). To verify that the applicant properly implemented its
methodology, the staff focused its review on the implementation results as shown in LRA Tables
2.2-1a through 2.2-1i to confirm that the applicant omitted no plant-level systems and structures
within the scope of license renewal.

The staff determined whether the applicant properly identified the structures and systems within
the scope of license renewal in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4. The staff reviewed selected
structures and systems that the applicant identified as not falling within the scope of license
renewal to verify whether they have any intended functions that do fall within the scope of
license renewal. The staff conducted its review of the applicant’s implementation in accordance
with the guidance described in Section 2.2, “Plant Level Scoping Results,” of the SRP-LR
(NUREG-1800).

The staff sampled the contents of the FSAR based on the listing of systems and structures in
LRA Tables 2.2-1g through 2.2-1i to determine whether any systems or structures that may
have intended functions as defined by 10 CFR 54.4 were not included within the scope of
license renewal.

In reviewing LRA Section 2.2, the staff identified areas in which it needed additional information

to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s plant-level scoping results. Therefore, by letter to
the applicant dated December 12, 2003, the staff issued RAI 2.2-1, RAI 2.2-2, RAI 2.2-3, and
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RAI 2.2-4 and, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued RAI 2.2-5, concerning the
specific issues related to whether the applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of
10 CFR 54.4 and the screening criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following paragraphs
describe the staff's RAIs and the applicant’s responses.

RAI 2.2-1

In a comparison of the FNP units, the staff found that the FNP LRA did not identify the design
differences in the systems and components between FNP Unit 1 and Unit 2. Section 1.1.2 of
the FNP FSAR states that “the two units are essentially the same, and the descriptions of one
unit are interpreted as applying to both units. Differences between the two units, and
particularly structures, systems, and components which are shared between the two units, are
specifically pointed out.” Section 1.2.2 of the FSAR lists the systems, spaces, and equipment
shared by the two units. A preliminary comparison of the Unit 1 and Unit 2 license renewal
boundary drawings for certain systems indicated that corresponding components considered
within the scope of license renewal for one unit were considered out of scope for the other unit.
As an example, the primary temperature elements (TEs) 22931 and 2293J were considered
within scope on license renewal boundary drawing D-175007L (Unit 1) but out of scope on
license renewal boundary drawing D-205007L (Unit 2).

The staff requested that the applicant describe the design differences between the systems and
components, together with the associated CLBs for Units 1 and 2, and explain how it has
addressed these differences in the scoping and screening review process for the corresponding
systems of the two units.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated January 9, 2004, the applicant responded that there is no difference between
TEs 2293l and 2293J of the two units. The loop 2293 TEs are strap-on devices for both units
and do not penetrate the pressure boundary of the auxiliary feedwater system piping. The TEs
are electrical components. Therefore, their scoping review was performed as part of the
electrical component evaluation described in LRA Section 2.5.1. As such, TE-2293A through
TE-2293L should not have been highlighted on the Unit 1 license renewal boundary drawing
D-175007L.

With regard to how the applicant addressed design differences between Unit 1 and 2 systems
and components and the associated CLBs in the scoping and review process, Section 2.1 of the
LRA describes the applicant’s methodology. The applicant stated that a primary source of
information used in scoping was the FSAR.

Section 1.1.2 of the FSAR states that the two units are essentially the same, and germane
differences between the two units are identified. Section 1.2.2 of the FSAR also provides a
summary listing of the spaces and equipment shared by the two units. In its response, the
applicant also identified and listed the system functional differences that apply to one unit and
not to the other and pointed out the additional unit differences identified on the license renewal
boundary drawings.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.2-1 acceptable, with regard
to describing the Unit 1 and Unit 2 design differences because it adequately identifies LRA and
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FSAR sections that address these differences and how the applicant dealt with them in the
scoping and screening review process. The applicant also adequately identified the two units’
system-level functional differences and the differences between the two units that are shown on
the license renewal boundary drawings. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.2-1 resolved.

RAI 2.2-2

According to the legend for license renewal boundary drawing D-506450L, components within
the scope of license renewal are highlighted in red. A comparison of component types subject
to an AMR (listed in LRA Section 2 tables) with those highlighted on the license renewal
boundary drawings shows that many of the components highlighted in red (i.e., pressure
instrumentation) are not subject to an AMR,; that is, these components were screened out. The
LRA does not provide another means of identifying the specific components within the
component types (or groups) subject to an AMR. Such an identification would have provided
the end results of the scoping and screening review process. The staff needs this information to
determine whether the specific components (which make up the component types) are properly
identified as subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff requested that the applicant provide documentation, in the form of either tables or
additional drawings, to identify the specific components (constituting the component types) that
are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated January 9, 2004, the applicant referenced LRA Section 2.1.4 in stating that
component types used in the FNP IPA include the use of commodity groups where appropriate,
and that the commodity groups utilized are similar to those presented in NEI 95-10, Revision 3,
and Table 2.1-5 of NUREG-1800, and those used by previous applicants.

The applicant further stated that 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1) requires the LRA to identify only those
systems, structures, and components subject to an AMR for those SSCs within the scope of
license renewal. In addition, NUREG-1800 and Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.188 accept the use of
commodity groups for presenting this information. There is no requirement, nor is it necessary
in the scoping and screening process, to list the specific components that the component types
for each system comprise. The LRA scoping section for each system presents the component
types for a given system or structure subject to an AMR in tabular form.

In response to the staff's request to identify the specific components within the component types
subject to an AMR, the applicant provided tables which list the component types with examples
of the components/items that make up each component type, the determination of whether the
component type is passive and long-lived, and the determination of whether the component type
is subject to an AMR.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant's response to RAI 2.2-2 acceptable because it
adequately identifies the component types used in the FNP IPA and components/items that
make up those component types. Therefore, the staff considers the concerns described in RAI
2.2-2 resolved.

RAI 2.2-3
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In the FNP LRA, systems are identified by LRA system name. Table 2.2-1 and license renewal
boundary drawing D-506450L identify the LRA systems. The LRA systems (which use the LRA
system nomenclature) may contain all or part of several FNP systems (which use the traditional
FNP nomenclature). On page 2.2-1 of the FNP LRA, the applicant stated that it made this
change in nomenclature for ease of review and comparison to NUREG-1801, the GALL Report.
However, this nomenclature change created difficulty for the staff in its review of the scoping
and screening results, because the FNP FSAR and other CLB documentation refer to systems
by the traditional nomenclature. In addition, P&IDs, pipe runs, and components shown on
license renewal boundary drawings are labeled using a three- to six-letter abbreviation (system
code) based on their traditional system designation.

The staff requested that the applicant provide a complete listing of the traditional nomenclature
of FNP systems for both in-scope and out-of-scope systems and system codes used as piping
and component identifiers. The staff requested this list so that it could identify which FNP
system, if any, is evaluated for the purpose of license renewal.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated January 9, 2004, the applicant responded that SNC chose to package LRA
systems in the GALL format using the GALL license renewal system nomenclature as
applicable to FNP. For each LRA system, LRA Section 2.2 identifies traditional systems or
portions of the traditional systems utilized in the FSAR and other CLB documents.

The applicant stated that the system codes used on the component and pipe run identifiers are
based on FNP'’s total plant numbering system (TPNS). Individual plant systems receive an
alphanumeric TPNS designator, and individual components within the system are identified with
this designator plus other component-specific coding.

In response to the staff's request for a complete listing of the system codes used as piping and
component identifiers, SNC provided FNP drawing D-177558, “Total Plant Numbering System,”
which shows the system codes used on the component and pipe run identifiers.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.2-3 acceptable because it
provides the drawing which shows the complete system codes used as piping and component
identifiers. This information allows the staff to verify which FNP system is evaluated for the
purpose of license renewal. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.2-3 resolved.

RAI 2.2-4

License renewal boundary drawing D-506447L identifies by room number the locations where
safety-related components that have a potential for damage from a spatial interaction are
located for each system. Note 3 of this license renewal boundary drawing states that the
systems and rooms as identified contain nonsafety-related components which may be in the
proximity of safety-related components.

The staff requested that the applicant provide drawings or descriptive information identifying the
rooms by room number. The staff stated that it needs this information to identify the safety-
related systems that contain safety-related components which may be adversely impacted by
failure of non-safety-related components (brought into the scope of license renewal in
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accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2)).

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated January 9, 2004, the applicant clarified that the safety-related SSCs that could
be adversely impacted by an age-related failure of nearby non-safety-related SSCs are
electrically powered from safety-related power sources. The applicant, in its response to the
staff's requests in RAI 2.2-4, provided tables that include room numbers, a room description,
FNP system of safety-related SSC, safety-related SSC (target) number, and the safety-related
SSC (target) description.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.2-4 acceptable because it
adequately provides the information required to identify the safety-related systems containing
safety-related components which may be adversely impacted by the failure of non-safety-related
components. Therefore, the staff considers the concerns described in RAI 2.2-4 resolved.

RAI 2.2-5

By letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff requested that the applicant clarify how the FNP LRA
addresses the components listed below. The license renewal boundary drawings show these
components as within the scope of license renewal. These components serve the intended
function of pressure boundary and are passive and long-lived. However, the LRA tables (e.qg.,
Table 2.3.3.5 for open-cycle cooling water system) as component types subject to an AMR do
not list them. The staff requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of the following
components from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1):

€) flexible hoses/connections and flexible joints shown at multiple locations in the open-
cycle cooling water, closed-cycle cooling water, and emergency diesel generator (EDG)
systems

(b) nitrogen cylinders and air tanks shown on several license renewal boundary drawings

If the nitrogen cylinders are excluded from an AMR because they are subject to replacement as
defined in 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)(ii), the staff requested that the applicant describe the schedule
for periodic replacement or the monitoring program and the criteria for replacement if they are
replaced on condition.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

€)) By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that flexible hoses/connections
and flexible joints serve the intended function of pressure boundary and are within the
scope of license renewal. The flexible hoses/connections and flexible joints in the open-
cycle cooling water and closed-cycle cooling water systems are metallic and are
encompassed by the component type “piping” in LRA Table 2.3.3.5 for open-cycle
cooling water system and in LRA Table 2.3.3.6 for the closed-cycle cooling water system
as subject to an AMR.

The applicant also stated that for the EDG system, the flexible hoses/connections and
flexible joints are constructed of elastomers and are within the scope of license renewal
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(b)

but were omitted from the LRA. The applicant concurred that it should have included the
component type “flexible connectors” in LRA Table 2.3.3.15 as subject to an AMR with
the intended function of pressure boundary. Correspondingly, LRA Table 3.3.2-15
should have included the AMR results.

After reviewing the applicant’s response, the staff concluded that the response did not
provide sufficient information to resolve the staff's concerns. During a telephone
conference on May 24, 2004, between SNC and NRC staff, the staff requested that the
applicant clarify how similar components are grouped under a component type in the
LRA.

By letter dated June 10, 2004, the applicant, in its revised response, stated that flexible
hoses/connections and flexible joints in the open-cycle cooling water and closed-cycle
cooling water systems are made of carbon and stainless steel, are in scope, and are
encompassed by the component type “piping.” These components are constructed of
the same materials as piping, exposed to the same internal and external environments,
experience the same aging affects, and are managed for aging by the same programs.
The component type “piping” is included in LRA Table 2.3.3.5 for the open-cycle cooling
water system and LRA Table 2.3.3.6 for the closed-cycle cooling water system with the
intended function of pressure boundary. The component type “piping” is also included in
LRA Table 3.3.2-5 for the open-cycle cooling water system and LRA Table 3.3.2-6 for
the closed-cycle cooling water system. Materials of construction include both carbon
steel and stainless steel.

For the EDG system, the applicant explained that the component type “ducts and
fittings” includes the stainless steel expansion joints in the intake/exhaust subsystem of
the EDG system. The other flexible hoses/connections and flexible joints in the EDG
system are constructed of elastomers and are within the scope of license renewal but
were omitted from the LRA. Therefore, the applicant concurred that it should have
included the component type “flexible connectors” in LRA Table 2.3.3.15 and,
accordingly, LRA Table 3.3.2-15 should have included the elastomer flexible connectors.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.2-5a acceptable
because the response clarifies that metallic flexible hoses/connections and flexible joints
in the open-cycle cooling water and closed-cycle cooling water systems are
encompassed by the component type “piping,” agrees that the EDG system flexible
hoses/connections and flexible joints should be within the scope of license renewal and
subject to an AMR, and clarifies that the stainless steel expansion joints in the
intake/exhaust subsystem of the EDG system are included in the “ducts and fittings”
component type and are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR.
Therefore, the staff considers the concerns described in RAI 2.2-5 resolved.

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the nitrogen cylinders or
bottles are in scope to provide a backup source of pneumatic pressure and are short-
lived, as they are subject to replacement based on a qualified life, a specified time
period, or because of condition (10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)(ii)). The nitrogen cylinder pressure
is monitored daily (every 4 and 8 hours), and, if the pressure has decayed below a
specified value, the cylinder is replaced.
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For the air tanks that provide a reserve air capacity, the applicant stated that the air
tanks within the scope of license renewal are used in various applications and listed in
the LRA tables under several component types. In the compressed air and EDG LRA
systems (Tables 2.3.3.7 and 2.3.3.15), the component types “air accumulators” and “air
receiver” address various air tanks that provide a reserve air capacity for system-level
use. The component type “piping” includes some in-line air tanks (because of similarity
to piping and other in-line fittings and components) as subject to an AMR.

For the air tanks supplied with the valve operators, the applicant stated that pneumatic
valve operators can include air reservoirs or air tanks that are (typically) supplied by the
valve vendor and mounted on the valve as part of the valve operator assembly. These
air tanks are an integral part of the valve operator, directly support the active function of
the operator, and are included as part of the valve operator component for license
renewal. The valve operator performs only an active function and therefore is not
subject to an AMR. Age-related degradation of the valve operator is managed under the
requirements of the Maintenance Rule.

After reviewing the applicant’s response to RAI 2.2-5b, the staff found the applicant’s
response for the nitrogen cylinders acceptable, since the response explained that the
nitrogen cylinder pressure is monitored daily and the cylinders are replaced if the
pressure decays below a specified value. Therefore, these cylinders are short-lived and
excluded from being subject to an AMR in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

For the air tanks that provide a reserve air capacity, the staff requested, during a
telephone conference between the applicant and the NRC staff on May 24, 2004, that
the applicant clarify how it groups air tanks under the component type “piping.” The
applicant responded that it groups components similar to the pipes that are constructed
of the same materials, exposed to the same internal and external environments,
experience the same aging affects, and age managed by the same programs under the
“piping” component type. Based on this discussion, the staff found its concerns for the
air tanks that are provided as a reserve air capacity resolved, since the applicant
explained its approach to grouping air tanks under the component type “piping.”

For the pneumatic valve operator air tanks, during a telephone conference between the
applicant and the NRC staff on May 24, 2004, the staff agreed to consolidate RAI
2.3.3.5-1la and b, RAI 2.3.4.1-1, and portions of RAI 2.2-5b for the pneumatic valve
operator air tanks into a revised RAI 2.2-5b, since the applicant’s responses to these
RAIs were all related to the integral parts of valve operators. Therefore, by letter dated
May 25, 2004, the staff issued the revised RAI 2.2-5b (consolidated RAI) as follows.

The applicant, in its responses to RAI 2.2-5b, RAI 2.3.3.5-1a and b, and RAI 2.3.4.1-1,
stated that air tanks, filters, valves, air reservoirs, and all other components associated
with the control valve operators are integral parts of the valve operator and directly
support the action function of the operator. The staff agrees that valve operators are
active components and are not subject to an AMR. However, the supply air piping and
its associated components (pipes, valve bodies, filters, air tanks, air reservoirs, etc.) are
passive components and are subject to an AMR.
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During a telephone conference on May 24, 2004 between the applicant and the NRC
staff, the staff asked the applicant to clarify the following questions about the control
valve operators (as examples) Q1P16V562 on A-170059L, Sheet 147; Q2P16V560 on
A-200475L, Sheet 47; and HV-3235A/B on D-175033L, Sheet 2:

. The above license renewal boundary drawings show pipes, valve bodies, filters,
air tanks, and air reservoirs as separate components and not as integral parts of
the valve operator. Provide descriptive information or drawings that show the
components that are considered integral parts of the above-mentioned valve
operators.

. If the pressure boundary of an operator-associated component is breeched and
supply pressure is lost, how will the valve operator perform its intended function
of holding the isolation valve at its safe position?

. Is age-related degradation of the components associated with the valve operator
managed under the Maintenance Rule? If so, how is the degradation managed?

By letter dated June 18, 2004, the applicant, in its revised response, stated that
pneumatic actuators, such as diaphragm and piston-type actuators, perform functions
ranging from system isolation (on-off service) to flow or pressure-control type
applications. Valve operators (actuators) are classified as active components per NEI
95-10, Revision 3, and therefore are not subject to an AMR. Accessories (subparts)
commonly found in actuators include positioners, pressure controllers, volume and
pressure boosters, filters, regulators, and solenoid valves. The operators including their
subcomponents are maintained, tested, calibrated, etc., as required to assure the proper
functioning of the control valve as a unit.

The applicant further explained that the normal compressed air systems are non-safety
related, and therefore, the pneumatic actuators are designed fail-safe. Failure position
on a loss of air is to the required DBE mitigation position. For pneumatic actuators that
must remain functional during a DBE, a backup (emergency) compressed gas supply is
provided and included in the scope of license renewal as follows:

. The nitrogen cylinders that provide compressed gas to the pressurizer power-
operated relief valves are included in the scope of the compressed air system.
The nitrogen cylinders are short-lived and therefore not subject to an AMR in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

. The air accumulator tanks that provide backup supply air to the spent fuel pool
(SFP) exhaust ventilation to penetration room filtration (PRF) dampers are
included in the scope of the compressed air system. The tanks are subject to an
AMR and included in the component type “air accumulators” in LRA Table
2.3.3.7.

C The backup supply air to the main steam system atmospheric relief valves is
provided by the emergency air compressors and is included in the scope of the
compressed air system. The passive components of the emergency air
compressor supply (e.g., piping and valve bodies) are subject to an AMR and
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included in the component types in LRA Table 2.3.3.7. The air compressors are
active and therefore are not subject to an AMR.

C The backup supply to the turbine-driven AFW pump steam admission valves
(QN12HV3235A and B) is provided by the emergency air compressor system. In
addition to the backup air supply from the emergency air compressors, each
valve is equipped with an air reservoir with sufficient capacity to open the valves
and allow pump operation for 2 hours. These air reservoirs were originally
furnished with the valve and actuator and therefore were treated as integral parts
of the valve operators for the LRA. In response to this RAI, the applicant
determined that the in-scope components upstream of solenoid valves SV-3235A
and B (license renewal boundary drawings D-175033L and D-205033L), which
include the air reservoirs, should have been included in the compressed air
system boundary as part of the backup air supply. The passive components of
the backup air supply (e.g., piping, valve bodies, and the air reservoirs) are
subject to an AMR and are already included in the component types in LRA
Table 2.3.3.7. The air reservoirs are included in the component type “air
accumulators.” The air compressors are active and therefore not subject to an
AMR.

In regard to the air reservoirs associated with the main steam isolation valves (MSIVs),
which were referred to in RAI 2.3.4.1-1, the applicant stated that the MSIV is within the
scope of license renewal because it isolates steamflow on a signal initiated by the
engineered safety feature (ESF) actuation system. An air reservoir is provided for each
MSIV that allows it to remain open upon loss of instrument air. However, keeping the
MSIV open is not an intended function within the scope of license renewal. These air
reservoirs support this active function of the valve operator and are included in the scope
of license renewal as part of the valve operator component. Regardless of whether
considered part of the actuator or a separate component, the air reservoir and other
highlighted components do not perform any component intended function for license
renewal since loss of air supply pressure (e.g., loss of pressure boundary integrity) will
close the MSIV which is its required safety position. Maintenance Rule performance
criteria are established for the MSIV closure and open flowpath functions.

For the control valves Q1P16V562 and Q2P16V560, the applicant stated that these
valves falil to the safe position on loss of the compressed air system air supply.
Therefore, the control valve air supplies up to the operator interface are not within the
scope of license renewal. Since these valves are fail-safe and are not required to be
repositioned during any DBE, the valve operator will perform its intended function if
supply pressure is lost or the pressure boundary of an operator-associated component is
breeched. For control valve Q1P16V56, pressure controller Q1P16PC562, and
unlabeled air tanks, cushion regulator, equalizing valves, check valve, pressure
indicators, and pressure regulators are considered as integral parts of the valve operator
and are highlighted as within scope. For control valve Q2P16V560 filter N2P16F560;
pressure indicators N2P16PI560A, B, and C; equalizing valve N2P16V560A; and
unlabeled air tanks, check valve, and pressure regulators are considered as integral
parts of the valve operator and are highlighted as within scope. Additionally, instrument
air isolation valve N2P19Vv152C should not have been highlighted.
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The applicant also added in its response that, since development of the LRA, a single-
acting spring return actuator has replaced the double-acting actuator for valves
Q1P16V562 and Q2P16V560. A volume booster has replaced the air tanks for
Q1P16V562, and the air tanks for valve Q2P16V560 are eliminated. These changes do
not impact the LRA tables, but they do affect the boundary drawings.

The staff reviewed the applicant’s revised response and finds it acceptable, on the basis that it
adequately identifies the backup air tanks/gas cylinders and other components associated with
the valve operators that are within the scope of license renewal, adequately identifies those air
tanks/gas cylinders that are subject to an AMR, and adequately justifies exclusion of the air
tanks and other components associated with the valve operators from being subject to an AMR,
in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff reviewed the applicant's response to RAI 2.1.1 dated April 16, 2004 and its
supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), dated June 4, 2004 , Enclosure 2,
"Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2, Application for License Renewal, Supplemental
Information Related to 10 CFR 54.4 (a)(2)." In Enclosure 2, the applicant considered all
fluid-bearing non-safety-related SSCs to be in the scope of the criterion of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2),
provided the non-safety-related components are located in the same space as the safety-related
SSCs, with the following exceptions:

1. If the safety-related SSC is determined to not be vulnerable to the effects of the
spray/leakage, then the non-safety-related SSC would not be in the scope of the license
renewal since the non-safety-related SSC could not prevent or adversely affect the
safety-related SSC from performing its safety related function.

2. A spray is not postulated for a unpressurized piping system, however a leak is
postulated.

3. For a leak from a non-safety-related SSC, the non-safety-related SSC is not routed
above safety-related SSCs that are vulnerable to a leak.

4. The revised methodology evaluates the impact of sprays and leaks on safety-related
SSCs with no limitations on the duration of sprays or leaks.

5. The applicant relies on the floor drains, floor drain tank, sumps, and associated
pumps as mitigative features to control internal flooding and as a method to detect
significant leakage resulting from a failed non-safety-related SSC.

6. Non-safety-related SSCs in containment are not evaluated since safety-related SSCs
in containment are already qualified for the most limiting post-accident environments,
including spray and/or steam.

7. If a non-safety-related SSC does not have an aging effect that requires management,
it is excluded from being within the scope of license renewal.

The staff finds the supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) in the June 4, 2004,

Enclosure 2 to be acceptable, on the basis that it adequately identifies all non-safety-related
SSCs that are added to the scope of license renewal because of the changed 10 CFR
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54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology. The staff did not identify any omissions related to the changed
scoping methodology, and thus concludes that the applicant has appropriately identified the
structures and systems that are within the scope of license renewal.

2.2.4 Conclusion

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.2, including the applicant’s supplemental information related
to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), and the supporting information in the FNP FSAR to determine whether
the applicant identified all structures and systems within the scope of license renewal. As a
result of this review, the staff did not identify any omissions and thus concludes that the
applicant has appropriately identified the structures and systems that are within the scope of
license renewal, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4. Sections 2.3 through 2.5 of this SER provide
the staff's detailed review of the SSCs that are subject to an AMR.

2.3 System Scoping and Screening Results—Mechanical Systems

This section of the SER documents the staff’s review of the applicant’s scoping and screening
results for mechanical systems. This section discusses the following mechanical systems:

reactor vessel internals and reactor coolant system
engineered safety features

auxiliary systems

steam and power conversion systems

As required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), the applicant must identify and list passive, long-lived
mechanical systems and components that are within the scope of license renewal and subject
to an AMR. To verify that the applicant properly implemented the scoping and screening
methodology, the staff focused its review on the implementation results. This approach allowed
the staff to confirm that the applicant had not omitted any mechanical system components that
meet the scoping criteria and are subject to an AMR.

Staff Evaluation Methodology

The staff evaluated the information provided in the LRA in the same manner for all mechanical
systems. The objective of the review was to determine if the applicant had identified the
components and supporting structures for a specific mechanical system that appeared to meet
the scoping criteria specified in the rule as within the scope of license renewal, in accordance
with 10 CFR 54.4. Similarly, the staff evaluated the applicant’s screening results to verify that
all passive, long-lived components were subject to an AMR, in accordance with

10 CFR 5421(a)(1).

Scoping. The staff reviewed the applicable LRA section and associated component drawings,
focusing on components that the applicant had not identified as within the scope of license
renewal. The staff reviewed relevant licensing basis documents, including the FSAR, for each
mechanical system to determine if the applicant had omitted system components with intended
functions delineated under 10 CFR 54.4(a) from the scope of license renewal. The staff also
reviewed the licensing basis documents to determine if the LRA specified all intended functions
delineated under 10 CFR 54.4(a). When omissions were identified, the staff requested
additional information to resolve the discrepancy.
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Screening. After completing its review of the scoping results, the staff evaluated the applicant’s
screening results. For those SCs with intended functions, the staff sought to determine if the
functions are performed with moving parts or a change in configuration or properties, or if they
are subject to replacement based on a qualified life or specified time period, as described in

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). For those components that did not meet either of these criteria, the staff
sought to confirm that these mechanical system components were subject to an AMR, as
required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). If discrepancies were identified, the staff requested additional
information to resolve them.

2.3.1 Reactor Vessel Internals and Reactor Coolant System

In Section 2.3.1 of the LRA, the applicant identified the SCs of the reactor coolant system (RCS)
that are subject to an AMR for license renewal. The reactor vessel, internals, and RCS
comprise the systems and components designed to contain and support the nuclear fuel,
contain the reactor coolant, and transfer the heat produced in the reactor to the steam and
power conversion systems for production of electricity.

The applicant reviewed the following approved Westinghouse Owners Group (WOG) generic
topical reports as a source of information for determining the SCs that are within the scope of
license renewal:

. WCAP-14574-A, “License Renewal Evaluation: Aging Management Evaluation for
Pressurizers,” December 2000

. WCAP-14575-A, “License Renewal Evaluation: Aging Management Evaluation for
Class 1 Piping and Associated Pressure Boundary Components,” December 2000

. WCAP 14577-A, Revision 1, “License Renewal Evaluation: Aging Management for
Reactor Internals,” October 2000

The applicant described the reactor vessel internals and RCS in the following sections:

. reactor vessel

. reactor vessel internals

. reactor coolant system and connected lines
. steam generators

2.3.1.1 Reactor Vessel
2.3.1.1.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.1.1 of the LRA, the applicant described the reactor vessel. The reactor vessel
system boundary includes the reactor vessel itself, along with portions of associated systems
that effectively constitute a part of the reactor coolant pressure boundary. These systems
include the control rod drive mechanism (CRDM) pressure boundary components and pressure
boundary components associated with instrumentation, both in-core flux instrumentation and
core-cooling monitoring. The reactor vessel contains the core, core supporting structures,
control rods, and other parts directly associated with the core. The upper closure head contains
penetrations for CRDMs, thermocouples, reactor vessel level indicating system (RVLIS)
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instruments, and a head vent.

The vessel shell contains inlet and outlet nozzles located in a horizontal plane just below the
reactor vessel flange, but above the top of the core. The bottom head contains penetrations for
connection and entry of nuclear in-core instrumentation. Conduits extend from the nuclear in-
core instrumentation penetrations down through the concrete shield area and up to a thimble
seal table. The conduits and seal table mechanical seals provide the pressure barrier between
the reactor coolant and the containment atmosphere.

Table 2.2-1a of the LRA identifies the following criteria used by the applicant to determine the
SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal for the reactor vessel:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))
. pressurized thermal shock (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.1.1 of the LRA, the applicant identified the reactor vessel component types that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including bottom head torus and
dome; bottom mounted instrumentation (BMI) guide tubes; BMI penetrations; core exit
thermocouple (CET) and heated junction thermocouple (HJTC) closure assemblies; CET and
HJTC assembly bolting; closure head dome and flange, closure studs, nuts, and washers; core
support lugs; CRDM and instrumentation housing penetration nozzles; CRDM housing flange
adapters; CRDM latch housings and rod travel housings; head vent penetration; intermediate
and lower shell courses; leakage-monitoring tube assembly, primary inlet and outlet nozzles
and nozzle support pads; primary nozzle safe ends; refueling seal ledge; vessel flange; seal
table and fittings; upper (nozzle) shell course; and ventilation shroud support ring.

2.3.1.1.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.1.1 and FNP FSAR Sections 5.4, 4.4.5.5, and 7.5.4. The
staff conducted its review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this
SER, in accordance with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff reviewed the FSAR for any functions delineated under

10 CFR 54.4(a) that the applicant did not identify as intended functions in the LRA; the staff
then evaluated that the SSCs with such functions will be adequately managed so that the
component intended functions will be maintained consistent with the CLB for the period of
extended operation. The staff next evaluated that the applicant had identified all passive or
long-lived components that are subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

In its review of LRA Section 2.3.1.1, the staff identified an area in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated February 13, 2004, the staff issued an RAI to determine whether the
applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4 and the screening criteria of
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the applicant’s responses,
dated March 12, 2004.

In RAI 2.3.1.1-3, the staff discussed borated water leakage through the pressure boundary in
pressurized-water reactors (PWRs), and the resulting borated-water-induced wastage of carbon
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steel, as a potential aging degradation mechanism for the components. Reactor vessel head
lifting lugs are considered to be such components requiring aging management. However, if the
applicant currently covers these components under the Boric Acid Wastage Surveillance
Program, then additional aging management may not be required. It appeared that the subject
components were not discussed in LRA Table 2.3.1.1; therefore, the staff requested the
applicant to verify whether these components are within the surveillance program or to explain
why they are excluded.

In its response to RAI 2.3.1.1-3, dated March 31, 2004, the applicant stated that the reactor
vessel closure head alloy steel lifting lugs are integral to the head and included within the LRA
Table 2.3.1.1 component group “closure head dome and flange” and are within the scope of the
FNP Borated Water Leakage Assessment and Evaluation Program.

Based on the applicant’s response that the reactor vessel head lifting lugs are included in the
LRA Table 2.3.1.1 component group “closure head dome and flange,” and are within scope of
the FNP Borated Water Leakage Assessment and Evaluation Program, the staff finds the above
response acceptable.

2.3.1.1.3 Conclusion

During its review of the LRA, license renewal drawings, and licensing basis information, the staff
did not identify any omissions or discrepancies in the applicant’s scoping results for reactor
vessel components. The staff concludes that the applicant has adequately identified the reactor
vessel components that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a),
and that the applicant has adequately identified the reactor vessel components that are subject
to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.1.2 Reactor Vessel Internals
2.3.1.2.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.1.2 of the LRA, the applicant described the reactor vessel internals. The reactor
internals consist of the lower core support structure, the upper core support structure, and the
in-core instrumentation support structures. The reactor internals support the core, maintain fuel
alignment, limit fuel assembly movement, maintain alignment between fuel assemblies and
CRDMs, direct coolant flow past the fuel elements, direct coolant flow to the pressure vessel
head, provide gamma and neutron shielding, and provide guides for the in-core instrumentation.

The lower core support structure consists of the core barrel, the core baffle assemblies, the
lower core plate, the neutron shield panels, the lower core support forging, the secondary
support assembly, and associated support columns. The lower core support structure is
supported at its upper flange from a ledge in the reactor vessel, and is restrained at its lower
end by a radial support system attached to the vessel wall. The upper core support structure
consists of the upper support assembly, the upper core plate, support columns, and control rod
guide tube assemblies. The in-core instrumentation support structures consist of an upper
system to convey and support thermocouples penetrating the vessel through the upper closure
head and a lower system to convey and support flux thimbles penetrating the vessel through the
bottom head.
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The reactor vessel internals functions include structural support, flow distribution, and radiation
shielding. The applicant has further defined these functions to align with those described in
WCAP-14577-A, Revision 1.

In Table 2.2-1a of the LRA, the applicant identified the following criteria it used to determine the
SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal for the reactor vessel internals:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))

. non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))

. fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

. pressurized thermal shock (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

Table 2.3.1.2 of the LRA lists the reactor vessel internals component types that are within the
scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including baffle and former plates; baffle bolts;
BMI column cruciforms; BMI columns; clevis inserts and fasteners; control rod guide tube
assemblies; core barrel and core barrel flange; core barrel outlet nozzles; control rod guide tube
(CRGT) support pins; flux thimble tubes; head/reactor pressure vessel (RPV) alignment pins;
head cooling spray nozzles; HITC probe holder, probe holder extension, and probe holder
shroud assembilies; internals hold down spring; lower core plate and fuel alignment pins; lower
support columns; lower support forging; neutron panels; radial support keys and fasteners;
secondary core support assembly; upper core plate alignment pins; upper core plate and fuel
alignment pins; upper instrumentation conduit and supports; upper support assembly; upper
support column bases; and upper support columns.

2.3.1.2.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.1.2 and FNP FSAR Section 4.2.2. The staff conducted its
review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in accordance
with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff reviewed the FSAR for any functions delineated under 10 CFR 54.4(a)
that the applicant had not identified as intended functions in the LRA, the staff then evaluated
that the SSCs with such functions will be adequately managed so that the component intended
functions will be maintained consistent with the CLB for the period of extended operation. The
staff next evaluated whether the applicant had identified all passive or long-lived components
that are subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

In its review of LRA Section 2.3.1.2, the staff identified an area in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated February 13, 2004, the staff issued an RAI to determine whether the
applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4 and the screening criteria of
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the applicant’s responses,
dated March 12, 2004.

In RAI 2.3.1.2-1, the staff requested the applicant to verify whether the component group
“neutron panels” listed in LRA Table 2.3.1.2 includes a thermal shield, with an intended function
of providing shielding for the safety-related SSCs, such as the reactor vessel and the reactor
vessel internals, from gammas and neutrons. A thermal shield may be relied upon to minimize
irradiation-induced embrittlement of the vessel and/or the internals. If the component exists at
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FNP, the staff requested the applicant to clarify whether thermal shields are included with the
“neutron panels” component group or to justify its exclusion from aging management.

In its response to RAI 2.3.1.2-1, the applicant stated that FNP uses a neutron panel shielding
design instead of a 360° circumferential thermal shield design. The FNP LRA Table 2.3.1.2
component group “neutron panels” represents several neutron panels strategically located at
high-fluence azimuths to reduce the fluence exposure of the FNP reactor vessel beltline
materials. These neutron panels are fastened to the exterior of the core barrel and are provided
in lieu of a thermal shield. The applicant explained that the term “thermal shield” has typically
been used to describe a design that employs a 360° circumferential shield to reduce neutron
fluence on the reactor vessel beltline materials.

On the basis of the applicant’s response that the LRA Table 2.3.1.2 component group “neutron
panels” represents several neutron panels strategically located at high-fluence azimuths to
reduce the fluence exposure of the FNP reactor vessel beltline materials and that this
configuration serves the same purpose as the 360° circumferential thermal shield, the staff finds
the above response acceptable.

2.3.1.2.3 Conclusion

During its review of the LRA, license renewal drawings, and licensing basis information, the staff
did not identify any omissions or discrepancies in the applicant’s scoping results for the reactor
vessel internals. The staff concludes that the applicant has adequately identified the reactor
vessel internals components that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by

10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately identified the reactor vessel internals
that are subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)

2.3.1.3 Reactor Coolant System and Connected Lines

2.3.1.3.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.1.3 of the LRA, the applicant described the RCS and connected lines, which
consist of the RCS piping components, pressurizer, and reactor coolant pumps (RCPs).

RCS Piping Components

The RCS consists of three parallel heat transfer loops. Each loop contains an RCP, steam
generator, and associated piping and valves. In addition, the system includes interconnecting
piping and instrumentation necessary for operational control. All major components are located
in the containment building. During operation, the RCS transfers the heat generated in the core
to the steam generators. The RCS pressure boundary provides a barrier against the release of
radioactivity generated within the reactor and is designed to ensure a high degree of integrity
throughout the life of the plant.

The RCS system boundary includes all of the ASME Class 1 piping components, the
pressurizer, the RCPs, and ASME Class 1 branch piping connected to the RCS loops. Based
on this convention, the RCS system boundary includes the ASME Class 1 portions of the
emergency core cooling system (ECCS), chemical and volume control system (CVCS), and
sampling system. The system boundary also includes non-ASME Class 1 piping components
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directly associated with the RCS boundary. RCS piping includes special components such as
the pressurizer spray scoop, sample connection scoops, and the resistance temperature
detector (RTD) installation bosses and thermowells.

Pressurizer

The RCS pressure is controlled by the pressurizer, where electrical heaters and coolant sprays
maintain the water and steam in equilibrium. Steam can be formed or condensed to minimize
pressure variations caused by contraction or expansion of the reactor coolant. Spring-loaded
safety valves and power-operated relief valves are connected to the pressurizer upper head.
The pressurizer is a vertical, cylindrical vessel with hemispherical top and bottom heads. A
surge line nozzle and removable electric heaters are installed in the bottom head. Spray line
nozzles and relief and safety valve connections are located in the top head of the pressurizer
vessel. The pressurizer bottom nozzle is connected to a reactor coolant hot leg by means of
the pressurizer surge line.

Reactor Coolant Pumps

Each of the three reactor coolant loops contains a vertically mounted, single-stage, centrifugal
RCP that employs a controlled leakage seal assembly. The RCPs provide the motive force for
circulating the reactor coolant through the reactor core, piping, and steam generators.

In Table 2.2-1a of the LRA, the applicant identified the following criteria it used to determine the
SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal for the RCS and connected lines:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))

. non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))

. fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

. environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.1.3 of the LRA, the applicant listed the RCS and connected lines component types
that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including closure bolting,
Class 1; piping, Class 1 (reactor coolant loop); piping, Class 1 (piping components less than
nominal pipe size (NPS) 4); piping, Class 1 (piping components greater than or equal to NPS 4);
valve bodies, Class 1; flow orifice/element, Class 1; RCP (pump casing); RCP (main flange
bolts); RCP (main closure flange); RCP (thermal barrier assembly); pressurizer (closure
bolting—manway); pressurizer (heater sheaths); pressurizer (instrument nozzles and heater
well nozzles); pressurizer (manway and cover); pressurizer (nozzle safe ends); pressurizer
(nozzles—surge, spray, safety, relief); pressurizer (shell, upper head, and lower head);
pressurizer (spray head assembly); pressurizer (support skirt and flange); pressurizer (thermal
sleeves—surge and spray nozzles); pressurizer support lugs, closure bolting, non-Class 1;
piping, non-Class 1; and valve bodies, non-Class 1.

The applicant stated that the RCP seals are not listed in the table and are not subject to an
AMR for the following reasons:

. Seal function is active in nature. Rotating seal faces are a part of the RCP rotating
assembly which is an active component.
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. The RCP seal package and its constituent components are periodically overhauled. The
seals are inspected and parts are replaced, as required.

. Plant and industry operating experience with RCP seal performance has demonstrated
the effectiveness of these activities. Seal leakoff is closely monitored in the control
room, and abnormal seal flows are alarmed as conditions requiring evaluation and
corrective actions.

2.3.1.3.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.1.3, FNP FSAR Chapter 5.0, and FNP FSAR Sections 5.5.1
and 5.5.10. The staff conducted its review using the evaluation methodology described in
Section 2.3 of this SER, in accordance with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-
1800.

In its evaluation, the staff reviewed the FSAR for any functions delineated under 10 CFR 54.4(a)
that the applicant had not identified as intended functions in the LRA; the staff then evaluated
whether that the SSCs with such functions will be adequately managed so that the component
intended functions will be maintained consistent with the CLB for the period of extended
operation. The staff next evaluated whether the applicant had identified all passive or long-lived
components that are subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

In its review of LRA Section 2.3.1.1, the staff identified an area in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated February 13, 2004, the staff issued an RAI to determine whether the
applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4 and the screening criteria of
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the applicant’s responses,
dated March 12, 2004.

In RAI 2.3.1.3-1, the staff requested the applicant to verify whether the component groups
“piping, Class 1 (reactor coolant loop)”; “piping, Class 1 (piping components < NPS 4)”; and
“piping, Class 1 (piping components $ NPS 4)” listed in LRA Table 2.3.1.3 also include fittings,
which serve as a pressure boundary. In accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a), the fittings should be
within the scope of license renewal. The staff requested the applicant to justify the exclusion or
submit an AMR for the stated components.

In response to RAI 2.3.1.3-1, the applicant confirmed that pipe fittings are included within the
component groups “piping, Class 1 (reactor coolant loop)”; “piping, Class 1 (piping components
< NPS 4)”; and “piping, Class 1 (piping components $ NPS 4).” The applicant’'s component
groups are consistent with the guidance of NEI-95-10, Revision 3. Appendix B to this industry
guideline identifies typical components and commodity groupings for use in an IPA. Item 26 to
this appendix covers the category reactor coolant pressure boundary components and the
component or commodity group “ASME Class 1 piping.” This item is understood to include pipe
fittings.

Based on the applicant’s response that pipe fittings are included in component groups “piping,
Class 1 (reactor coolant loop)”; “piping, Class 1 (piping components < NPS 4)”; and “piping,
Class 1 (piping components $ NPS 4)” and are within the scope of license renewal, the staff
finds the applicant’s response acceptable.
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2.3.1.3.3 Conclusion

During its review of the LRA, license renewal drawings, and licensing basis information, the staff
did not identify any omissions or discrepancies in the applicant’s scoping results for the RCS
and connected lines. The staff concludes that the applicant has adequately identified the RCS
and connected line components that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by

10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately identified the RCS and connected piping
components that are subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)

2.3.1.4 Steam Generators
2.3.1.4.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

Each FNP unit includes three steam generators, one in each reactor coolant loop. The
replacement steam generators at FNP are Westinghouse Model 54F design. The Unit 1 steam
generators were installed in May of 2000. The Unit 2 replacement steam generators were
installed in May of 2001. All steam generators are vertical U-tube evaporators with integral
moisture separating equipment. The head is divided into inlet and outlet chambers by a vertical
partition plate extending from the head to the tubesheet. On the secondary side, feedwater
flows directly into the annulus formed by the outer shell and tube bundle wrapper before
entering the boiler section of the steam generator. A set of centrifugal moisture separators,
located above the tube bundle, remove most of the entrained moisture in the steam. Steam
dryers further increase the steam quality.

In Table 2.2-1a of the LRA, the applicant identified the following criteria it used to determine the
SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal for the steam generator:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))
. fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.1.4 of the LRA, the applicant listed the steam generator component types that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including channel divider plate;
channel head and integral primary nozzles; closure bolting (primary); closure bolting
(secondary); feedwater distribution assembly (thermal sleeve, piping, and fittings, spargers,
support structure); feedwater inlet nozzle; primary inlet and outlet nozzle safe ends; primary
manway covers and disc inserts; primary moisture separator and sludge collector assembly;
primary nozzle dam rings; secondary moisture separator assembly; secondary-side manways,
handholes, inspection, ports, and covers; stayrod assemblies; secondary shell penetrations;
steam outlet flow limiter; tube bundle wrapper and support assembly; tube support plates, flow
distribution baffles, and anti-vibration bars; tubesheet; U-tubes; upper head (with integral steam
nozzle); and upper shells, lower shells, and transition cones.

2.3.1.4.2 Staff Evaluation
The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.1.4 and FNP FSAR Section 5.5.2. The staff conducted its

review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in accordance
with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.
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In its evaluation, the staff reviewed the FSAR for any functions delineated under 10 CFR 54.4(a)
that the applicant did not identify as intended functions in the LRA; the staff then evaluated
whether the SSCs with such functions will be adequately managed so that the component
intended functions will be maintained consistent with the CLB for the period of extended
operation. The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff next reviewed the LRA to verify
that the applicant had identified all passive or long-lived components that are subject to an
AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant omitted any SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff found no omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent assessment to
determine whether the applicant did not identify any components that should be subject to an
AMR. The staff found no omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes that the
applicant has adequately identified the steam generator components that are within the scope
of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately
identified the steam generator components that are subject to an AMR, as required by

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.1.4.3 Conclusion

During its review of the LRA, license renewal drawings, and licensing basis information, the staff
did not identify any omissions or discrepancies in the applicant’s scoping results for steam
generator components. The staff concludes that the applicant has adequately identified the
steam generator components that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by

10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately identified the steam generator
components that are subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)

2.3.2 Engineered Safety Features

In Section 2.3.2 of the LRA, the FNP UFSAR identified the SCs of the ESFs that are subject to
an AMR for license renewal. The FNP UFSAR defined the ESF systems as the high-head
safety injection system, low-head safety injection system, containment spray system,
containment cooling system, and PRF system.

For the purpose of license renewal, the applicant described the containment cooling system in
Section 2.3.3.11 of the LRA and the PRF system in Section 2.3.3.10 of the LRA. The applicant
stated that, together, the high-head safety injection portion of the CVCS and the regenerative
heat removal/low-head safety injection system comprise the ECCS discussed in NUREG-1801.
For the purpose of license renewal, the applicant included the containment isolation system in
the ESFs.

The following sections describe the ESF systems:

. containment spray system
. containment isolation system
. emergency core cooling system

2.3.2.1 Containment Spray System
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2.3.2.1.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.2.1 of the LRA, the applicant described the containment spray system. The
applicant stated that the function of the containment spray system is to spray water into the
containment atmosphere, in the event of a loss-of-coolant accident (LOCA) or main steamline
break, to ensure that containment peak pressure remains below its design value. The
containment spray system operates in two phases following actuation. During the initial
(injection) phase of operation, water from the refueling water storage tank (RWST) is used for
containment spray. During the later (recirculation) phase of operation, water for the
containment spray is recirculated from the containment emergency sump. Baskets located on
the containment floor are loaded with trisodium phosphate, which dissolves into the recirculation
fluid for postaccident sump pH control. The containment spray system is designed to operate
over an extended period of time and under the environmental conditions existing following an
RCS failure.

The staff reviewed the scoping and screening of the sump suction screens and the trisodium
phosphate baskets in Section 2.4.1.4, “Containment Internal Structures,” of this SER. The
mechanical piping system includes the vortex breakers in the emergency sump.

In Table 2.2-1b of the LRA, the applicant identified the following criteria it used to determine the
SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal for the containment spray system:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))
. environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.2.1 of the LRA, the applicant listed the containment spray component types that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including closure bolting, eductor,
encapsulation vessel, flow orifice/element, piping, pump casings, spray nozzles, valve bodies,
and vortex breakers.

2.3.2.1.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.2.1 and FNP FSAR Section 6.2.2 and Appendix 6C to
determine whether the applicant identified the containment spray system components within the
scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4 and

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The staff conducted its review in accordance with Section 2.3 of
NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff reviewed the FSAR to determine if there were any safety-related
system functions that the applicant had not identified in the LRA as an intended function of the
containment spray system, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4. The staff did
not identify any omissions.

The staff also selected system functions described in the FSAR, and required by 10 CFR 54.4,
to verify that the applicant had not omitted components having intended functions from the
scope of the Rule. The staff also focused on those components that the applicant had not
identified as being subject to an AMR to determine if any components were improperly omitted.
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To verify that the applicant identified the components of the containment spray system that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4 and
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), the staff compared the referenced P&I drawings to the system drawings
and system descriptions in the FSAR to ensure that the referenced P&l drawings were
representative of the containment spray system. The staff then reviewed the referenced P&l
drawings to verify that the applicant had included those portions of the containment spray
system that meet the scoping requirements of 10 CFR 54.4 within the scope of license renewal,
and had identified them as such in LRA Section 2.3.2.1. In addition, the staff determined that
the applicant had identified all containment spray system components within the scope of
license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4 and

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.2.1 did not identify areas in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, the staff did not issue any RAIs to determine whether the applicant had properly
applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4 and the screening criteria of 10 CFR 54.21.

2.3.2.1.3 Conclusion

During its review of the LRA, license renewal drawings, and licensing basis information, the staff
did not identify any omissions or discrepancies in the applicant’s scoping results for the
containment spray system components. The staff concludes that the applicant has adequately
identified the containment spray system components that are within the scope of license
renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately identified the
containment spray system components that are subject to an AMR, as required by

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.2.2 Containment Isolation System
2.3.2.2.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.2.2 of the LRA, the applicant described the containment isolation system. The
containment isolation system is an ESF that allows appropriate process fluids to pass through
the containment boundary during normal and accident conditions, while providing for isolation of
containment barrier penetrations, as required, to preserve the integrity of the containment
barrier during accident conditions. Containment barrier penetrations are isolated as required to
prevent uncontrolled or unmonitored leakage of radioactive materials to the environment. The
containment isolation system is not a completely independent system. Rather, the system
comprises specific features included in other systems that penetrate the containment boundary.

The containment pressure monitoring intended function is also included in the containment
isolation system boundary. The monitors provide essential indication of normal and
postaccident containment pressure conditions and initiate safeguard actuation signals in
response to abnormal containment pressure conditions. Process systems that have license
renewal system intended functions, in addition to containment isolation or containment pressure
monitoring, are addressed in the system screening results in the applicable portion of Section
2.37, “Auxiliary Systems,” of the LRA. The process systems or subsystems with license
renewal intended functions limited to containment isolation or containment pressure monitoring
include the following:
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. containment isolation system

. narrow range containment pressure monitoring (subsystem of the containment spray
system)

. extended range containment pressure monitoring system

. containment leak rate test system

The civil/structural screening described in Section 2.4, “Containments, Structures, and
Component Supports,” of this SER includes the pressure boundary (metallic) portions of
electrical penetrations, pipe sleeve assembly surrounding process penetrations, and
miscellaneous/spare mechanical penetrations that are not associated with a process system.
The electrical/l&C screening described in Section 2.5, “Electrical and Instrumentation and
Control Systems,” of this SER includes the nonmetallic and conductor portions of electrical
penetrations.

In Table 2.2-1b of the LRA, the applicant identified the following criteria it used to determine the
SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal for the containment isolation system:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))
. environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.2.2 of the LRA, the applicant listed the containment isolation system component
types that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including capillary
tubing (sealed), closure bolting, piping, and valve bodies.

2.3.2.2.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.2.2 and FNP FSAR Section 6.2.4 to determine whether the
applicant identified the containment isolation system components within the scope of license
renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4 and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The
staff conducted its review in accordance with Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff reviewed the FSAR to determine if there were any safety-related
system functions that the applicant had not identified in the LRA as an intended function of the
containment isolation system, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4. The staff
did not identify any omissions.

The staff also selected system functions described in the FSAR and required by 10 CFR 54.4 to
verify that the applicant did not omit components having intended functions from the scope of
the Rule. The staff also focused on those components that the applicant had not identified as
being subject to an AMR to determine if any components were omitted.

To verify that the applicant identified the components of the containment isolation system that
are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4
and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), the staff compared the referenced P&l drawings to the system
drawings and system descriptions in the FSAR to ensure that the referenced P&l drawings were
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representative of the containment isolation system. The staff then reviewed the referenced P&l
drawings to verify that the applicant had included those portions of the containment isolation
system that meet the scoping requirements of 10 CFR 54.4 within the scope of license renewal
and had identified them as such in LRA Section 2.3.2.2. In addition, the staff determined that
the applicant had identified all containment isolation system components within the scope of
license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4 and

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.2.2 did not identify areas in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, the staff did not issue any RAIs to determine whether the applicant had properly
applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4 and the screening criteria of 10 CFR 54.21.

2.3.2.2.3 Conclusion

During its review of the LRA, license renewal drawings, and licensing basis information, the staff
did not identify any omissions or discrepancies in the applicant’s scoping results for the
containment isolation system components. The staff concludes that the applicant has
adequately identified the containment spray isolation components that are within the scope of
license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately identified
the containment spray system components that are subject to an AMR, as required by

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.2.3 Emergency Core Cooling System

The ECCS includes the following systems:

. residual heat removal/low-head safety injection system
. high-head safety injection portion of the CVCS system
. refueling water storage tank and transfer system residual

2.3.2.3.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application
In Section 2.3.2.3 of the LRA, the applicant identified the components of the ECCS.

Residual Heat Removal/Low-Head Safety Injection

The primary function of the residual heat removal (RHR) system is to remove radioactive decay
heat energy from the reactor core, as well as sensible and pump heat from the RCS, during
plant cooldown and refueling operations. A secondary function of the RHR system is to transfer
refueling water between the RWST and the refueling canal at the beginning and end of refueling
operations. This system also provides overpressurization protection for the RCS during low
temperature RCS operations.

The RHR system also serves as the low head portion of the safety injection system. The safety
injection system operates in two phases following a LOCA, injection and recirculation. During
the injection phase, the RHR system delivers borated water to the RCS from the RWST. During
the recirculation phase, the RHR system cools and returns water collected in the containment
emergency sump to the RCS and the containment spray and safety injection systems to
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maintain reactor core and containment cooling functions. The sump suction screens are
included in the civil LRA system containment internal structures. The vortex breakers in the
containment emergency sumps are included as part of the mechanical piping system.

High-Head Safety Injection

The primary purpose of the high-head safety injection system is to deliver borated cooling water
to the reactor core in the event of a LOCA. The high-head safety injection system is made up of
dedicated components, such as the accumulators, along with portions of the CVCS. This
combination of components is utilized as the high-head portion of the safety injection system.
The accumulator tanks are charged using high-pressure nitrogen to provide a passive means of
injection. The nitrogen supply line to the accumulators isolates automatically upon high
penetration room pressure to maintain the negative pressure required for the PRF function (see
Section 2.3.3.10 of this SER, “Auxiliary and Radwaste Area Ventilation System”). The high-
head safety injection system operates in two phases following a LOCA, injection and
recirculation. During the injection phase, the charging pumps deliver borated water to the RCS
from the RWST. The passive accumulators inject borated water into the RCS when the RCS
pressure drops below the accumulator pressure. During the recirculation phase, the charging
pumps recirculate water to the RCS after the water has been cooled by the RHR heat
exchangers.

Refueling Water Storage Tank and Transfer System

The RWST serves as a source of emergency borated cooling water for the high-head safety
injection, low-head safety injection, and containment spray during the injection mode. The
RWST is designed to hold enough dilute boric acid solution to fill the refueling canal before
refueling operations, and to provide injection water to support the safety injection system. The
RWST can also be used to fill the refueling cavity by means of the refueling water purification

pump.

In Table 2.2-1b of the LRA, the applicant identified the following criteria it used to determine the
SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal for the ECCS:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))

. non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))

. fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

. environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.2.3 of the LRA, the applicant listed the ECCS component types that are within the
scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including charging/safety injection pump
miniflow orifices, closure bolting, encapsulation vessel, flow orifice/element, RHR heat
exchanger (channel head), RHR heat exchanger (shell), RHR heat exchanger (tubesheet), RHR
heat exchanger (tubes), oil cooler (shell), oil cooler (channel head), oil cooler (tubes), piping,
high head and RHR pump casings, safety injection accumulators, RWSTs, valve bodies, and
vortex breaker.

2.3.2.3.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.2.3 and FNP FSAR Sections 5.2.2.4, 5.5.7, and 6.3. The
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staff conducted its review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this
SER, in accordance with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff reviewed the FSAR for any functions delineated under 10 CFR 54.4(a)
that the applicant had not identified as intended functions in the LRA; the staff then evaluated
whether that the SSCs with such functions will be adequately managed so that the component
intended functions will be maintained consistent with the CLB for the period of extended
operation. The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff next reviewed the LRA to verify
that the applicant had identified all passive and long-lived components subject to an AMR, in
accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant omitted any SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff found no omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent assessment to
determine whether the applicant omitted any components that should be subject to an AMR.
The staff did not identify any omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes that the
applicant has adequately identified the ECCS components that are within the scope of license
renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately identified the
ECCS components that are subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.2.3.3 Conclusion

During its review of the LRA, license renewal drawings, and licensing basis information, the staff
did not identify any omissions or discrepancies in the applicant’s scoping results for the ECCS
components. The staff concludes that the applicant has adequately identified the ECCS
components that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and
that the applicant has adequately identified the ECCS components that are subject to an AMR,
as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3 Auxiliary Systems

In Section 2.3.3 of the LRA, the applicant identified the components of the auxiliary systems that
are subject to an AMR for license renewal. Sections 2.3.3 and 2.4.2.1 of the LRA describe the
following auxiliary systems and structures:

new fuel storage

spent fuel storage

spent fuel pool cooling and cleanup
overhead heavy and refueling load handling
open-cycle cooling water

closed-cycle cooling water
compressed air

chemical and volume control

control room area ventilation

auxiliary and radwaste area ventilation
primary containment ventilation

yard structures ventilation

fire protection

diesel fuel oil
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emergency diesel generator
demineralized water
high-energy line break detection
hydrogen control

liquid waste and drains

oil-static cable pressurization
potable and sanitary water
radiation monitoring

reactor makeup water storage
sampling

2.3.3.1 New Fuel Storage
2.3.3.1.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.4.2.1, “Auxiliary Building” of the LRA, the applicant described new fuel storage.

The fuel storage facility consists of the new fuel storage area, SFP (including the structure, liner,
and fuel storage racks), fuel transfer canal, cask storage area, cask wash area, and rooms
containing supporting equipment. The new fuel storage area is adjacent to the SFP, but is a
separate area designed for dry storage of new fuel assemblies prior to their transfer into the
SFP.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following criterion it used to determine
the SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal for new fuel storage:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))

In Table 2.4.2.1 of the LRA, the applicant listed the auxiliary building component types, which
include the new fuel storage component types, that are within the scope of license renewal and
subject to an AMR, including compressible joints and seals, concrete (exterior above grade),
concrete (exterior below grade), concrete (foundation), concrete (interior), concrete (roof slab),
nonfire doors, fire doors, fire seals, masonry walls (all), new fuel storage racks (storage rack
assembly), penetration sleeves, spent fuel storage racks (storage racks), steel components (all
structural steel), and steel components (liners).

2.3.3.1.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.1 and FNP FSAR Section 9.1. The staff conducted its
review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in accordance
with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff reviewed the FSAR for any functions delineated under 10 CFR 54.4(a)
that the applicant did not identify as intended functions in the LRA, the staff then evaluated that
the SSCs with such functions will be adequately managed so that the intended component
functions will be maintained consistent with the CLB for the period of extended operation. The
staff did not identify any omissions. The staff next reviewed the LRA to verify that the applicant
had identified all passive or long-lived components subject to an AMR, in accordance with

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).
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2.3.3.1.3 Conclusion

During its review of the LRA, license renewal drawings, and licensing basis information, the staff
did not identify any omissions or discrepancies in the applicant’s scoping results for new fuel
storage components. The staff concludes that the applicant has adequately identified the new
fuel storage components that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by

10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately identified the new fuel storage
components that are subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.2 Spent Fuel Storage
2.3.3.2.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.4.2.1 of the LRA, the applicant described spent fuel storage. The fuel storage
facility consists of the new fuel storage area, SFP (including the structure, liner, and fuel storage
racks), fuel transfer canal, cask storage area, cask wash area, and rooms containing supporting
equipment. The SFP is designed for underwater storage of spent fuel assemblies after their
removal from the reactor. The spent fuel pool bridge crane transports the fuel assemblies. The
fuel transfer canal is an intermediate handling area and is connected to the refueling canal
inside containment by the fuel transfer tube. The fuel transfer canal is separated from the SFP
by a removable gate. The fuel transfer canal may be drained to service the fuel-handling
equipment or flooded for fuel handling.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following criterion it used to determine
the SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal for spent fuel storage:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))

In Table 2.4.2.1 of the LRA, the applicant listed the auxiliary building component types, which
include the spent fuel storage component types, that are within the scope of license renewal
and subject to an AMR, including compressible joints and seals, concrete (exterior above
grade), concrete (exterior below grade), concrete (foundation), concrete (interior), concrete (roof
slab), nonfire doors, fire doors, fire seals, masonry walls (all), new fuel storage racks (storage
rack assembly), penetration sleeves, spent fuel storage racks (storage racks), steel components
(all structural steel), and steel components (liners).

2.3.3.2.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.4.2.1 and FNP FSAR Section 9.1. The staff conducted its
review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in accordance
with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff, using the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER,
reviewed the FSAR to determine if the applicant had omitted any system functions as an
intended function of the spent fuel storage system in the LRA, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then
evaluated, in accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, that
the applicant had identified all passive and long-lived components subject to an AMR, in
accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).
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The staff's review of LRA Section 2.4.2.1 identified areas in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated December 12, 2003, the staff issued several RAIs to determine
whether the applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the
screening criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the
applicant’s responses, dated January 9, 2004.

RAI 2.3.3.2-1

Section 9.1.2.1 of the FNP FSAR describes a transport container with a pellet canister trap and
a fuel rod storage canister as additional storage containers for spent fuel rods and fuel rod
debris. These storage containers provide the intended functions of radiation shielding and
debris protection. The staff requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of these
components from the scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated January 9, 2004, the applicant responded that the component intended function
for the pellet canister trap, transport container, and the fuel rod storage canister is to provide
structural support to facilitate storage and transport. The applicant concurred that the transport
containers with a pellet canister trap, as well as the fuel rod storage containers for spent fuel
rods and fuel rod debris in the spent fuel storage racks, are within the scope of license renewal
and subject to an AMR. Therefore, the applicant stated that these components will be added to
the scope of license renewal associated with the spent fuel storage facility as part of the
auxiliary building scoping results in LRA Section 2.4.2.1.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant's response to RAI 2.3.3.2-1 acceptable
because the applicant concurs that the transport containers and the fuel rod storage containers
are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. Therefore, the staff
considers RAI 2.3.3.2-1 resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.2-2

License renewal boundary drawings D-175043L (Unit 1) and D-205043L (Unit 2) show strainers
on the spent fuel pool cooling system suction and supply lines that are excluded from the scope
of license renewal. Degraded or blocked strainers could impair the performance of the decay
heat removal intended function. The staff requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of
these components from the scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated January 9, 2004, the applicant responded that it had excluded the strainers from
the scope of license renewal because they do not perform a license renewal intended function,
as defined by 10 CFR 54.4(a).

The applicant provided the following justification for the exclusion of the strainers from the
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scope of license renewal:

The strainers are provided as a prudent design provision but do not perform a safety-related
function or support a regulated event. Pool cleanliness and foreign material exclusion control are
maintained, so there is no source of debris. Blockage of strainers is an event-driven scenario
beyond the licensing basis for the system.

There is no applicable failure mechanism that can affect a safety-related function. There is no
aging effect for stainless steel in a borated water environment that would result in a failure that
could impact the spent fuel pool cooling safety function. In addition, the FNP water chemistry

program is already credited in the LRA for managing the spent fuel pool’s water chemistry.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant's response to RAI 2.3.3.2-2 acceptable
because it adequately justifies that the strainers on the spent fuel pool cooling system suction
and supply lines do not perform an intended function, in accordance with the requirements of
10 CFR 54.4(a), and clarifies their exclusion from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements
of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.2-2 resolved.

2.3.3.2.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant omitted any SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff found no omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent assessment to
determine whether the applicant had omitted any components that should be subject to an
AMR. The staff did not identify any omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes
that the applicant has adequately identified the components of the spent fuel storage system
that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the
applicant has adequately identified the components of the spent fuel storage system that are
subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.3 Spent Fuel Pool Cooling and Cleanup System
2.3.3.3.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.3 of the LRA, the applicant described the spent fuel pool cooling and cleanup
system. The spent fuel cooling and cleanup system removes decay heat generated by spent
fuel assemblies stored in the SFP. The system can also be used to maintain clarity and purity
of the water in the SFP, the fuel transfer canal, and the RWST.

The spent fuel pool cooling and cleanup system consists of two cooling trains, a purification
loop, and a surface skimmer loop. The SFP cooling portion of the system removes decay heat
from the spent fuel stored in the SFP to maintain established temperature limits within the pool
and to minimize evaporative losses. Heat is transferred from the spent fuel pool cooling and
cleanup system through the heat exchanger to the component cooling system.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine the spent fuel pool cooling and cleanup system components which are within the
scope of license renewal:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. non-safety-related that can prevent a safety related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))
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In Table 2.3.3.3 of the LRA, the applicant listed the spent fuel pool cooling and cleanup system
component types that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including
closure bolting, heat exchanger (channel head), heat exchanger (shell), heat exchanger (tube-
sheet), heat exchanger (tubes), piping, pump casings, and valve bodies.

2.3.3.3.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.3 and FNP FSAR Section 9.1.3. The staff conducted its
review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in accordance
with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff used the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER to
review the FSAR to determine if the applicant had omitted any system functions as an intended
function of the spent fuel pool cooling and cleanup system in the LRA, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then
evaluated, in accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, that
the applicant had identified all passive and long-lived components subject to an AMR, in
accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.3 identified an area in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued an RAI to determine whether the
applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening criteria
of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAI and the applicant’s response,
dated April 7, 2004.

RAI 2.0-2A (D-RAI 2.3.3.3-1)

License renewal boundary drawings D-175043L (Unit 1) and D-205043L (Unit 2) do not appear
to show any source of makeup water to the spent fuel pit (spent fuel pool) within the scope of
license renewal. Section 9.1.3.3.2 of the FNP FSAR states that the FNP SFP was designed in
accordance with RG 1.13, “Spent Fuel Storage Design Basis,” Revision 1, which requires a
diversity of makeup water sources to the SFP. Section 9.1.3.3.2 of the FNP FSAR also credits
the demineralized water system and the reactor makeup water storage (RMWS) system as
being available to supply makeup water to the SFP. Section 2.3.3.23 of the LRA states, “The
license renewal intended function of the Reactor Makeup Water Storage System is to provide
an assured seismic Category | make-up source to...the spent fuel pool.”

The staff requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of the piping and components
connecting the demineralized water system and the RMWS system to the spent fuel pool from
the scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that the reactor makeup water hose
station in the spent fuel pool area provides an assured seismic Category 1 source of makeup
water to the pool. This hose station and the supply is within the scope of license renewal, as
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described in LRA Section 2.3.3.23 and as shown on the RMWS system license renewal
boundary drawings D-175036L and D-205036L.

The applicant also clarified that demineralized water provides for normal makeup to the spent
fuel pool for evaporative losses and is not required for any safety-related or regulated event.
Therefore, this section of piping does not perform any intended function subject to the criteria of
10 CFR 54.4(a)(1) or 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3). The applicant further stated that portions of the
demineralized water supply are within the scope of license renewal, in accordance with the
criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2).

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant's response to RAI 2.0-2A acceptable because it
adequately justifies the basis for including the reactor makeup water hose station in the spent
fuel pool area within the scope of license renewal. The applicant also justified the exclusion of
certain piping sections connecting the demineralized water system to the spent fuel pool from
the scope of license renewal, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1) and

10 CFR 54.4(a)(3). Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.0-2A resolved.

2.3.3.3.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant had identified all SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff found no omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent assessment to
determine whether the applicant identified all components that should be subject to an AMR.
The staff did not identify any omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes that the
applicant has adequately identified the components of the spent fuel pool cooling and cleanup
system that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the
applicant has adequately identified the components of the spent fuel pool cooling and cleanup
system that are subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.4 Overhead Heavy and Refueling Load Handling System
2.3.3.4.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.4 of the LRA, the applicant described the overhead heavy and refueling load
handing system. The overhead heavy and refueling load handling system includes the refueling
and servicing equipment and special tools, as well as the auxiliary building and containment
cranes, hoists, and elevators.

The overhead heavy and refueling load handling system includes the fuel-handling equipment
required to refuel the reactor. This system provides for the handling and storage of fuel
assemblies from receipt of the new fuel to the shipment of spent fuel. The major fuel-handling
equipment includes the containment polar crane, reactor cavity manipulator cranes, spent fuel
bridge cranes, and spent fuel cask crane. This component category also includes the special
tools and adapters used for lifting and handling the vessel head, internals, fuel assembly
inserts, etc. Fuel-handling devices have provisions to avoid dropping or jamming of fuel
assemblies during transfer operation.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine which components of the overhead heavy and refueling load handling system are
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within the scope of license renewal:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))

In Table 2.3.3.4 of the LRA, the applicant listed the overhead heavy and refueling load handling
system component types that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR,
including baseplates and anchors for attachment to structures and retaining clips, cranes
including bridge and trolley (structural girders), and rail system (rail).

2.3.3.4.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.4 and FNP FSAR Section 9.1.4. The staff conducted its
review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in accordance
with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff, using the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER,
reviewed the FSAR to determine if the applicant had omitted any system functions as an
intended function of the overhead heavy and refueling load handling system in the LRA, in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions.
The staff then evaluated, in accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of
this SER, that the applicant had identified all passive and long-lived components subject to an
AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.4 identified areas in which it needed additional
information to complete the review of the applicant’s scoping and screening results. Therefore,
by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued several RAIs to determine whether the applicant
had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening criteria of

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the applicant’s responses,
dated April 7, 2004.

RAI2.3.3.4-1

In LRA Section 2.3.3.4, the applicant provided a brief description of the overhead heavy and
refueling load handling system. This section of the LRA identifies the containment polar crane,
the reactor cavity manipulator crane, the spent fuel pool bridge crane, the spent fuel cask crane,
and the special tools and adapters used for lifting and handling refueling loads as being part of
the overhead heavy and refueling load handling system. However, the LRA does not identify
which of these cranes have components subject to an AMR, nor does LRA Table 2.3.3.4 identify
any of the special tools and adapters used for lifting and handling refueling loads as being
subject to an AMR. The staff requested that the applicant identify the specific cranes that
contain components subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), and justify the exclusion of the special tools and adapters used for lifting
and handling refueling loads from an AMR.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that the containment polar crane, the
reactor cavity manipulator crane, the spent fuel pool bridge crane, and the spent fuel cask crane
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are within the scope of license renewal and contain components subject to an AMR, in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

The applicant further stated that the special tools and adapters used for lifting and handling the
reactor vessel head, internals, and fuel assembly inserts are active components within the
scope of license renewal and are not subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

In response to the staff's request to identify any of the special tools and adapters within the
scope of license renewal used for lifting and handling of refueling loads, the applicant stated
that these include the head lifting rig, rod control cluster handling tool, thimble plug handling
tool, burnable poison rod assembly tool, and spent fuel-handling tool. The applicant’'s scoping
process determined that these devices performed their intended functions with moving parts
and/or a change in configuration and therefore are not subject to an AMR.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant's response to RAI 2.3.3.4-1 acceptable
because it (1) identifies the cranes or hoists that are within the scope of license renewal and
subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively, and (2) justifies that the special tools and adapters used for
lifting and handling of refueling loads perform their intended functions with moving parts and/or
a change in configuration and therefore are excluded from an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.4-1 resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.4-2

Several structures typically contain cranes or hoists located above or near safety-related
equipment (e.g., the intake structure and the diesel generator building). The staff requested
that the applicant describe how it evaluated areas containing cranes or hoists near safety-
related equipment to identify those cranes or hoists subject to an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), and explain where the LRA identifies those components in
the LRA.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that cranes and hoists were evaluated by
the civil discipline for the LRA, described in LRA Section 2.1.3.2. In the LRA, a “spaces
approach” was used to place all civil/structural components in a structure housing safety-related
SSCs within the scope of license renewal. Therefore, the applicant considered all cranes and
hoists located above or near safety-related equipment within scope.

The applicant further stated that cranes associated with overhead heavy and fuel-related load
handling were grouped together in LRA Section 2.3.3.4 (to align with the NUREG-1801
grouping) with the component types subject to an AMR. Table 2.3.3.4 of the LRA also identifies
these groups. The applicant included all other cranes and hoists in scope as part of the overall
evaluation of its structure in LRA Section 2.4. The components subject to an AMR are included
in the component type “steel components—all structural steel” for the associated structure, as
listed in the table for components subject to an AMR.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant's response to RAI 2.3.3.4-2 acceptable
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because it adequately explains how the applicant evaluated areas containing cranes and hoists
near safety-related equipment. In addition, the response identifies the cranes or hoists subject
to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Therefore, the staff
considers RAIl 2.3.3.4-2 resolved.

2.3.3.4.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant had omitted any SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff did not identify any omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent
assessment to determine if the applicant had identified all components that should be subject to
an AMR. The staff found no omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes that the
applicant has adequately identified the components of the overhead heavy and refueling load
handing system that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a),
and that the applicant has adequately identified the components of the overhead heavy and
refueling load handing system that are subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.5 Open-Cycle Cooling Water System
2.3.3.5.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.5 of the LRA, the applicant described the open-cycle cooling water system.

The open-cycle cooling water system includes the service water system and portions of the river
water system (service water pond water-level instruments). The service water system provides
cooling water to plant loads during normal and emergency modes of operation. Heat loads
include the component cooling water system, room coolers, containment coolers, EDGs, and
certain turbine building loads. The system also provides a backup supply to the AFW system.

The service water system draws cooling water from the service water pond, which serves as the
ultimate heat sink for FNP. The river water system supplies makeup water to the service water
pond. The only portions of the river water system that are in the scope of the open-cycle
cooling water system are the service water pond water-level instruments used for aligning the
service water system into its emergency recirculation mode.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine which components of the open-cycle cooling water system are within the scope of
license renewal:

safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))

non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))
fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

anticipated transient without scram (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.3.5 of the LRA, the applicant listed the open-cycle cooling water system component
types as within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including air compressor
lube oil cooler (channel head); air compressor lube oil cooler(shell); air compressor lube oll
cooler(tubes/tubesheet); air compressor intercooler, aftercooler, and bleed-off air cooler (shells);
air compressor bleed-off air cooler (channel head); air compressor intercooler, aftercooler, and
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bleed-off air-cooler (tubes/tubesheet); closure bolting; component cooling water (CCW) heat
exchanger (channel head); CCW heat exchanger (shell); CCW heat exchanger (tubesheet);
CCW heat exchanger (tubes); containment and ESF room coolers (channel head and tubes);
flow orifice/element; piping; piping with guard pipe; service water pump casings; lube and
cooling water pump casings; strainers (element); strainers (shell); and valve bodies.

In its response to RAI 2.1-1 (discussed in Section 2.1.3.1 of this SER), the applicant changed
the methodology it used for scoping of non-attached, non-safety-related piping for the open-
cycle cooling water system, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). By letter dated June 4,
2004, the applicant submitted the supplemental information associated with the determination of
SSCs within the scope of license renewal, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), as a result of the revised scoping methodology (see Enclosure 2, “Joseph
M. Farley Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2, Application for License Renewal, Supplemental
Information Related to 10 CFR 54.4 (a)(2)").

The applicant’s change in methodology expanded the mechanical SSCs within the scope of
license renewal. In its supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), the applicant
listed the impact of changes in the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology on the LRA results
for the in-scope components of the open-cycle cooling water system. Although this table shows
an increase in the number of in-scope SSCs for the open-cycle cooling water system, the
applicant stated that the component types do not differ from those listed in LRA Table 2.3.3.5.

2.3.3.5.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.5 and FNP FSAR Sections 9.2.1 and 9.5.5. The staff
conducted its review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in
accordance with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff, using the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER,
reviewed the FSAR to determine if the applicant had omitted any system functions as an
intended function of the open-cycle cooling water system from the LRA, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then
evaluated, in accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, that
the applicant had identified all passive and long-lived components subject to an AMR, in
accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.5 identified areas in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued several RAIs to determine whether
the applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening
criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the applicant’s
responses, dated April 22, 2004, and June 18, 2004.

RAI 2.3.3.5-1
€) On license renewal boundary drawing A-200475L, the compressed air filter N2P16F560
is shown within the scope of license renewal. However, LRA Table 2.3.3.5 does not list

the compressed air filter as a component type subject to an AMR. Air filters serve the
intended function of pressure boundary and are passive and long-lived components.
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(b)

Therefore, the staff requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of the filter housing
from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

On license renewal boundary drawings A-170059L and A-200475L, two components,
which appear to be a roto-flow meter and a pressure regulator, have symbols that are
not identified in the license renewal boundary drawings for P&ID legend and symbols.
These components are shown within the scope of license renewal. The staff requested
that the applicant provide additional information to identify these components and clarify
whether they are included in LRA Table 2.3.3.5 as being subject to an AMR. If not, the
staff requested that the applicant justify their exclusion from an AMR, in accordance with
the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

(@)

(b)

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the air filter is typically
supplied by the valve vendor and is mounted on the valve as part of the valve operator
assembly. The air filter is an integral part of the valve operator and included as part of
the valve operator component for license renewal. The valve operator only performs an
active function and therefore is not subject to an AMR. The applicant manages age-
related degradation of the valve operator under the requirements of the Maintenance
Rule.

During a telephone conference between the applicant and the staff on May 24, 2004, the
staff agreed to consolidate RAI 2.3.3.5-1a, RAI 2.3.3.5-1b, RAI 2.3.4.1-1, and portions of
RAI 2.2-5b for the pneumatic valve operator air tanks into a revised RAI 2.2-5b because
the applicant’s responses to these RAIs were related to the integral parts of valve
operators. Therefore, by letter dated June 25, 2004, the staff issued the revised RAI
2.2-5b. Section 2.2.3 of this SER provides the revised RAI 2.2-5b and the applicant’s
response.

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that these components are a
check valve and a self-contained pressure regulator valve which are part of the active
valve operator assembly. The check valve and self-contained pressure regulator valve
shown is typically supplied by the valve vendor and mounted on the valve as part of the
valve operator assembly. The check valve and self-contained pressure regulator valve
are integral parts of the valve operator and included as part of the valve operator
component for license renewal. The valve operator only performs an active function and
therefore is not subject to an AMR. The applicant manages age-related degradation of
the valve operator under the requirements of the Maintenance Rule.

During a telephone conference between the applicant and the staff on May 24, 2004, the
staff agreed to consolidate RAI 2.3.3.5-1a, RAI 2.3.3.5-1b, RAI 2.3.4.1-1, and portions of
RAI 2.2-5b for the pneumatic valve operator air tanks into a revised RAI 2.2-5b because
the applicant’s responses to these RAIs were related to the integral parts of valve
operators. Therefore, by letter dated June 25, 2004, the staff issued the revised RAI 2.2-
5b. Section 2.2.3 of this SER provides the revised RAI 2.2-5b and the applicant’s
response.

The staff finds the supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) in the June 4, 2004,
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Enclosure 2 (discussed in Section 2.2.3) to be acceptable, on the basis that it adequately
identified all open-cycle cooling water system's non-safety-related SSCs that are added to the
scope of license renewal as a result of the changed 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology.

2.3.3.5.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant had omitted any SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff did not find any omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent
assessment to determine whether the applicant had identified all components that should be
subject to an AMR. The staff did not identify any omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff
concludes that the applicant has adequately identified the components of the open-cycle cooling
water system that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and
that the applicant has adequately identified the components of the open-cycle cooling water
system that are subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.6 Closed-Cycle Cooling Water System
2.3.3.6.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.6 of the LRA, the applicant described the closed-cycle cooling water system.
The closed-cycle cooling water system includes the component cooling water system. The
component cooling water system is a closed-loop system that transfers heat to the service water
system from components which process radioactive fluid. The component cooling water system
acts as an intermediate heat transfer system between potentially radioactive heat sources and
the service water system to reduce the probability of radioactive releases to the environment
resulting from a leaking component. The primary safety function of the component cooling
water system is removal of heat from various safety-related components.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine the closed-cycle cooling water system components which are within the scope of
license renewal:

safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))

non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))
fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.3.6 of the LRA, the applicant listed the closed-cycle cooling water system
component types as within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including
closure bolting, flow orifice/element, reactor coolant drain tank (RCDT) heat exchanger (shell),
RCDT heat exchanger (tubes and tubesheet), piping, pump casings, component cooling water
(CCW) surge tanks, and valve bodies.

In its response to RAI 2.1-1 (discussed in Section 2.1.3.1 of this SER), the applicant changed
the methodology used for scoping of non-attached, non-safety-related piping for the closed-
cycle cooling water system, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). By letter dated June 4,
2004, the applicant submitted the supplemental information associated with its determination of
the SSCs within the scope of license renewal, in accordance with the requirements of
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10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), as a result of the revised scoping methodology (see Enclosure 2, “Joseph
M. Farley Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2, Application for License Renewal, Supplemental
Information Related to 10 CFR 54.4 (a)(2)").

The revised methodology expanded the number of mechanical SSCs within the scope of license
renewal. In its supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), the applicant listed the
impact of its changes to the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology on the LRA results for the
in-scope components of the closed-cycle cooling water system. Although this table shows an
increase in the in-scope SSCs for the closed-cycle cooling water system, the applicant stated
that the component types do not differ from those listed in LRA Table 2.3.3.6.

2.3.3.6.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.6 and FNP FSAR Section 9.2.2. The staff conducted its
review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in accordance
with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff, using the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER,
reviewed the FSAR to determine if the applicant had omitted any system functions as an
intended function of the closed-cycle cooling water system in the LRA, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then
evaluated, in accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, that
the applicant had identified all passive and long-lived components subject to an AMR, in
accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.6 identified areas in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued several RAIs to determine whether
the applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening
criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the applicant’s
responses, dated April 22, 2004.

RAI 2.3.3.6-1

€)) For FNP Units 1 and 2 RCDT heat exchangers, LRA Table 2.3.3.6 lists the heat
exchanger tubesheet within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR.
However, the applicant excluded the heat exchanger channel from the scope of license
renewal on license renewal boundary drawings D-175002L and D-205002L. Heat
exchanger channels serve the intended function of pressure boundary and are passive
and long-lived components. The staff requested that the applicant justify the exclusion
of the RCDT heat exchanger channel from the scope of license renewal and from an
AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1),
respectively.

(b) For FNP Units 1 and 2 RCDT heat exchangers, Table 2.1-3 of NUREG-1800 lists heat
transfer and pressure boundary as the intended functions of the heat exchanger. The
staff requested that the applicant clarify why LRA Table 2.3.3.6 does not list heat
transfer as an intended function for the RCDT heat exchangers.
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Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

(@)

(b)

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the channel side of the
RCDT heat exchanger is in the LW&Ds system and processes reactor coolant liquid
waste from the RCDT. Processing reactor coolant liquid waste from the RCDT is not in
scope for 10 CFR 54.4, however those components that perform the containment
isolation function are within the scope of license renewal. The shell and tubeside of the
RCDT heat exchanger (including tubesheets) is in the component cooling water system
and is in scope to preserve the intended function of pressure boundary for the CCW
components. The applicant further explained that the components of the RCDT heat
exchanger that perform the intended function of pressure boundary are the tubes
(internal and external surfaces), the tubesheets, and the shell. These components are
in scope and highlighted on the license renewal boundary drawings D-175042L and D-
175002L (Unit 1) and D-205042L and D-205002L (Unit 2). The channel side of the
RCDT heat exchanger does not come in contact with the CCW fluid pressure boundary
and is not relied upon to preserve the intended function of pressure boundary for the
CCW components. A failure in the LW&Ds system pressure boundary (i.e., the channel
side of RCDT heat exchanger) will not have an adverse effect on the intended function
of pressure boundary for the CCW system.

The applicant further noted that the shell and tube portions of the RCDT heat exchanger
are in scope only because the shell side (i.e., CCW) is not automatically isolated during
an emergency. The intended function of pressure boundary for the CCW components
must be preserved to assure no loss of CCW inventory during an emergency, when
CCW cooling of other safety-related equipment is required. Because processing reactor
coolant liquid waste from the RCDT is not in scope for 10 CFR 54.4, the heat transfer is
not an in-scope intended function for this heat exchanger and should not appear in LRA
Table 2.3.3.6.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.6-1a acceptable
because it adequately explains that the channel side of the RCDT heat exchanger does
not come in contact with the CCW fluid pressure boundary and is not relied upon to
preserve the intended function of pressure boundary for the CCW components. Thus,
the applicant excluded it from the scope of license renewal, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a). Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.6-1a resolved.

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that processing reactor coolant
liquid waste from the RCDT is not in scope for 10 CFR 54.4(a). Therefore, the heat
transfer is not a license renewal intended function for this RCDT heat exchanger and
should not be listed in LRA Table 2.3.3.6.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.6-1b acceptable
because it adequately justifies that heat transfer is not an intended function for the
RCDT heat exchanger, since the processing reactor coolant liquid waste from the RCDT
is not in scope. Thus, LRA Table 2.3.3.6 does not list heat transfer as an intended
function for the RCDT heat exchangers. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.6-1b
resolved.
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RAI 2.3.3.6-2

The applicant excluded the FNP Units 1 and 2 postaccident sample coolers depicted on license
renewal boundary drawings D-175002L and D-205002L from the scope of license renewal.
However, these coolers are within the scope of license renewal on the Units 1 and 2 sampling
system license renewal boundary drawings D-175009L and D-205009L. Coolers, valve bodies,
and pipes serve the intended function of pressure boundary and are passive and long-lived
components.

(@)

(b)

The staff requested that the applicant explain why it excluded the postaccident sample
coolers depicted on license renewal boundary drawings D-175002L and D-205002L,
from the scope of license renewal.

The staff requested that the applicant explain whether the component cooling water
system pipe segments and valves (e.g., globe valve NV181A) associated with these
coolers should be within the scope of the license renewal and subject to an AMR. If not,
the staff requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of these components from the
scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

(@)

(b)

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the tube side of the
postaccident sample coolers is in the sampling system and in scope for the fire
protection requirements of (10 CFR 50.48) of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3). In the event of a fire,
manual sampling of certain parameters is performed to determine that an adequate cold
shutdown margin has been achieved. The tube side of these coolers is in scope for
pressure boundary integrity to maintain a flowpath to the sample sink. These coolers
are not in scope for the intended function of heat exchange because the samples are
taken when the fluid is relatively cool (approximately 200 °F).

The applicant further stated that the shell side of these coolers is in the component
cooling water system and not in scope because the shell side does not come in contact
with the fluid pressure boundary of the tube side of the cooler and the CCW cooling flow
is not required in the event of a fire. The applicant clarified that the intended function of
exchange heat, as shown in LRA Tables 2.3.3.24 and 3.3.2-24 for these coolers, is
incorrect and is removed.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.6-2a acceptable
because it adequately explains the scoping differences between the tube side and the
shell side of the postaccident sample coolers depicted on the license renewal boundary
drawings. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.6-2a resolved.

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the CCW pipe segments and
valves associated with the postaccident sample coolers are located on the nonsafety-
related miscellaneous equipment header which automatically isolates on certain signals,
such as low-low level in the surge tank. Therefore, the applicant excluded them from the
scope of license renewal.
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Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.6-2b acceptable
because it justifies the exclusion of the CCW pipe segments and valves associated with
the postaccident sample coolers from the scope of license renewal, in accordance with
the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a). Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.6-2b
resolved.

RAI 2.0-2I (D-2.3.3.6-3)

License renewal boundary drawings D-175002L and D-205002L have notations that are not
explained in the standard P&ID symbol legend or license renewal boundary drawing legend.

For example, barriers shown on license renewal boundary drawings D-175002L and D-205002L
are not defined in the component cooling water system drawings or the legend drawings. The
staff requested that the applicant define these notations and explain the significance of including
these barriers on the license renewal boundary drawings.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the barriers addressed in RAI 2.0-2I
(D-RAI 2.3.3.6-3) are in-scope concrete walls and are included in the civil/structural portion of
the LRA. The applicant further stated that structural components are not shown on mechanical
boundary drawings, and in cases in which the structural components are shown on the
mechanical boundary drawings, they are not highlighted because they are excluded from the
scope of license renewal.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.0-2I acceptable because it
explains why the applicant did not define the notations on the standard P&ID symbol legend and
the license renewal boundary drawings. The applicant also identified the barriers addressed in
the RAIl. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.0-2| resolved.

The staff finds the supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) in the June 4, 2004,
Enclosure 2 (discussed in Section 2.2.3) to be acceptable, on the basis that it adequately
identified all CCW system's non-safety-related SSCs that are added to the scope of license
renewal resulting from the changed 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology.

2.3.3.6.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant had omitted any SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff found no omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent assessment to
determine whether the applicant had identified all components that should be subject to an
AMR. The staff did not identify any omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes
that the applicant has adequately identified the components of the closed-cycle cooling water
system that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the
applicant has adequately identified the components of the closed-cycle cooling water system
that are subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.7 Compressed Air System

2.3.3.7.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application
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In Section 2.3.3.7 of the LRA, the applicant described the compressed air system. The
compressed air system includes the instrument air system, service air system, and portions of
the river water system that provide the nitrogen backup supply to the service water pond water-
level instruments.

The instrument air system supplies compressed air for pneumatic instruments and valves, as
well as for the service air system. The safety-related, air-operated valves and instruments that
are required to operate following design-basis events (e.g., main steam isolation valves,
pressurizer power-operated relief valves), and which are normally supplied by instrument air,
are provided with backup sources of either air (accumulators) or compressed nitrogen. The
Appendix R safe-shutdown analysis also relies on portions of the instrument air system.

The service air system routes compressed air supplied by the instrument air system to service
air outlets throughout the plant. The service air system also contains emergency air
compressors to support operation of the main steam atmospheric relief valves and turbine-
driven AFW pump steam admission valves when the instrument air system is not available.

The river water system supplies makeup water to the service water pond. The only portions of
the river water system that are in the scope of the compressed air system are the compressed
nitrogen backup supplies to the service water pond water-level instruments.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine the compressed air system components which are within the scope of license
renewal:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))

. non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))

. fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

. environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.3.7 of the LRA, the applicant listed the compressed air component types that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including air accumulators, air
dryers, air receiver, closure bolting, filters (casing), piping, fluid traps, and valve bodies.

2.3.3.7.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.7 and FNP FSAR Sections 9.2.1 and 9.3.1. The staff
conducted its review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in
accordance with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff, using the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER,
reviewed the FSAR to determine if the applicant had omitted any system functions as an
intended function of the compressed air system in the LRA, in accordance with the requirements
of 10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then evaluated, in
accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, that the applicant
had identified all passive and long-lived components subject to an AMR, in accordance with

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.7 identified areas in which it needed additional
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information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued several RAIs to determine whether
the applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening
criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the applicant’s
responses, dated April 22, 2004, and June 10, 2004.

RAI 2.3.3.7-1

License renewal boundary drawings D-170131 and D-200019 show compressed air lines, which
are excluded from the scope of license renewal, continuing to provide “air to essential
instruments,” as referred to on drawings D-170473 and D-200020, Sheet 1. However, the
applicant did not provide drawings D-170473 and D-200020, Sheet 1, for the staff to review.
The staff requested that the applicant identify the essential instruments and clarify if any
intended functions performed rely on the compressed air supplied from these air lines.
Alternatively, the applicant could provide drawings D-170473 and D-200020, Sheet 1, to allow
the staff to determine whether the instrumentation air components on the lines to the essential
instruments have been appropriately excluded from the scope of license renewal and from an
AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1),
respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the continuation flags indicating “air
to essential instruments” depict air service to components in the turbine building that are not
within the scope of license renewal. The essential instruments referred to by the continuation
flag (e.g., heater drain valves to the condenser, steam jet air ejector bypass valve, moisture
separator reheater (MSR) drain valves to the condenser) are essential for power production, but
are not required to support a safety function or a regulated event.

In response to the staff's request to identify whether intended functions are performed that rely
on the compressed air supplied from these air lines, the applicant stated that the compressed
air system is designed to preferentially isolate portions of the system upon decreasing system
pressure to maintain air pressure to the auxiliary and containment buildings. Air-operated
valves V903 and V904 isolate the subject lines providing air to essential instruments upon
decreasing pressure in the compressed air system. Therefore, the applicant did not create
license renewal boundary drawings for drawings D-170473 or D-200020, Sheet 1, because they
do not contain any in-scope components.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.7-1 acceptable
because it (1) identifies the essential instruments addressed in the RAI, (2) clarifies that the
essential Instrument components do not perform any intended function because these
components are essential for power production only, and (3) justifies the basis for excluding the
supplied compressed air lines to the essential instruments from the scope of license renewal
and from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.7-1 resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.7-2

The staff requested the applicant to clarify and explain why certain components and their
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associated pipe segments and valves are excluded from the scope of license renewal and from
an AMR, while components in parallel trains are considered to be within the scope of license
renewal and subject to an AMR, as described below:

(@)

(b)

License renewal boundary drawings D-170131 (Unit 1) and D-200019 (Unit 2) depict that
trains A and B of the air compressors and air receivers, as well as their associated
piping to the check valve downstream of the receivers, are excluded from the scope of
license renewal. However, these license renewal boundary drawings show that the train
C air compressor and air receiver, and their associated piping, are within the scope of
the license renewal. The staff requested that the applicant describe how the above-
mentioned components for trains A and B differ from the components for train C and
explain how it considered these differences in the scoping and screening process for
trains A and B.

The staff requested that the applicant explain why piping and valves downstream of the
check valves shown on license renewal boundary drawings D-170131L and D-200019L
are considered within the scope of license renewal for trains A and B, if the air
compressors and receivers are not.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

(@)

(b)

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the compressed air system
is not required for design-basis safe shutdown or to prevent/mitigate the consequences
of an accident. However, certain components of the compressed air system are in
scope for 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3), and in particular, the fire protection regulated event

(10 CFR 50.48).

In response to the staff’'s request to explain the differences considered in the scoping
and screening process for trains A, B, and C, the applicant stated that for train C, air
compressors and air receivers and dryers, as well as segments of the air distribution
system are relied upon for compliance with 10 CFR 50.48 and are therefore within the
scope of license renewal. For both units, the A and B air compressors and air receivers,
as well as their associated piping to the check valves downstream of the receivers, are
not within the scope of license renewal because they are not relied upon for compliance
with 10 CFR 50.48.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.7-2a acceptable
because it explains that the train C air compressor is within the scope of license renewal
because of the fire protection regulated event (10 CFR 50.48), and the trains A and B air
compressors are excluded from the scope of license renewal because they are not relied
upon for compliance with the fire protection regulated event (10 CFR 50.48). Therefore,

the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.7-2a resolved.

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant stated that large portions of the air
distribution system downstream of these check valves are brought into the scope of
license renewal because of no readily available means to isolate them from those
segments relied upon for compliance with 10 CFR 50.48. The applicant further stated
that all passive and long-lived compressed air system components that are in scope for
compliance with 10 CFR 50.48 were included in the screening process.

2-71



Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.7-2b acceptable
because it adequately clarifies that the piping and valves downstream of the check
valves trains A and B are within the scope of license renewal, since there is no readily
available means to isolate them from the portions that are relied upon for compliance
with the fire protection regulated event (10 CFR 50.48). Therefore, the staff considers
RAI 2.3.3.7-2b resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.7-3

The staff requested that the applicant clarify whether the components of the dryer and/or
compressor assemblies are scoped and screened as complex assemblies. Regarding complex
assemblies, Table 2.1-2 of NUREG-1800 states that “some structures and components, when
combined, are considered a complex assembly.... An applicant should establish the boundaries
for each assembly by identifying each structure and component that makes up the complex
assembly and determining whether or not each structure and component is subject to an AMR.”
The staff requested that the applicant identify the boundaries of the dryer and air compressor
assemblies to determine whether the subcomponents are within the scope of license renewal
and subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the air compressors are classified
as fully active components and are specifically excluded from the requirements of an AMR in
the text of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)(l). The applicant added that based on NEI 95-10, Revision 3,
which is endorsed by the NRC in RG 1.188, “Standard Format and Content for Applications to
Renew Nuclear Power Plant Operating Licenses,” states that the air compressors do not require
an AMR. The boundary of the air compressors begins from the entrance of the inlet piping to
the compressor and ends where the discharge piping joins the air compressors. This is
consistent with the guidance in Table 2.1-2 in NUREG 1800 pertaining to complex assemblies.
The staff finds the applicant’s response related to the air compressor assemblies acceptable
because the applicant adequately justifies the exclusion of the air compressors from an AMR, in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

For the air dryers, the applicant stated that the air dryer assemblies are complex assemblies.
Consistent with the requirements of complex assemblies, the air dryer assemblies were broken
down into individual components and were evaluated separately. The applicant further
explained that the air dryer skids (N1P19F001A/B and N1P18F001 [should be N1P18F501])
shown on the license renewal boundary drawing D170131L, Sheets 3 and 4, contain passive
pressure boundary components that were included in the AMR. The applicant stated that in
LRA Table 3.3.2-7, the air dryer subcomponents were rolled up into a single component type,
“air dryer,” to allow the aging management strategy for these passive subcomponents to be
effectively represented. The applicant also stated that the boundary of the air dryer component
type begins where the 3" HBD-433 line enters the dryer skid and ends where the line leaves the
skid.

The staff found this portion of the applicant’s response unacceptable because the staff
observed that the license renewal boundary drawings showed the air dryer skids to be mounted
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on separate skids, rather than on a single skid. Furthermore, in the tables provided by the
applicant in its response to RAI 2.2-2, the air dryer component type was defined as “air dryer of
the compressed air system. Only the shell of the air dryer is considered passive and long-lived.
In addition, LRA Table 3.3.2-27 did not provide any details of the air dryer subcomponents. In
regard to the boundary of the air dryers, the staff found that the applicant’s response differed
from the boundaries shown on the license renewal drawings.

During a telephone conference on May 24, 2004, between the applicant and the NRC staff, the
applicant agreed to revise its response to RAI 2.3.3.7-3 to define the air dryer subcomponents
and the boundary of air dryer assemblies. By letter dated June 10, 2004, the applicant’s revised
response stated that the air dryer assemblies are complex active assemblies. The air dryer
skids contain passive pressure boundary subcomponents, as shown on license renewal
boundary drawings D-170131L, Sheet 3 (for air dryers N1P19F001A and FO01B), and D-
170131L, Sheet 4 (for N1P18F501A). The passive subcomponents are piping, valve bodies,
filter casings, the air dryer casing, the purge exhaust mufflers, and the restricting orifices. The
subcomponents are comprised of carbon steel. The applicant has chosen “air/gas (wetted)” as
the interior environment for all of the subcomponents on the skid. The exterior environment of
all the subcomponents is “inside.” In LRA Table 3.3.2-7, the applicant rolled the
subcomponents up into a single component type, "air dryer,” to allow the aging management
strategy for these passive subcomponents to be effectively represented.

In response to the staff's request to identify the boundaries of the air dryer component type, the
applicant stated the following:

. On license renewal boundary drawing D-170131L, Sheet 3, the boundary of the air dryer
component type begins where the 3" HBD-261 line enters the dryer skid and ends where
the 3" HBD-262 line leaves the skid.

. On license renewal boundary drawing D-170131L, Sheet 4, the boundary of the air dryer
component type begins where the 3" HBD-433 line enters the dryer skid and ends where
the line leaves the skid.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s revised response to RAI 2.3.3.7-3 acceptable
because it (1) clarifies that the applicant had scoped and screened the components of the dryer
and/or compressor assemblies as complex assemblies, (2) identifies the passive
subcomponents of the air dryer component type that are within the scope of license renewal, (3)
identifies the boundaries of the air dryer and its subcomponents subject to an AMR and, (4)
identifies the boundaries of the air compressor assemblies and justifies their exclusion from an
AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Therefore, the staff
considers RAI 2.3.3.7-3 resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.7-4

License renewal boundary drawing D-170131L shows a Y-strainer (noted as “strainer by field”)
within the scope of license renewal. Strainers provide the intended function of debris protection
and pressure boundary and are passive and long-lived components. The staff requested that
the applicant justify the exclusion of the Y-strainer from an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).
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Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the strainer body performs the
intended function of pressure boundary and is screened as carbon steel pipe. The strainer
element is within the scope of license renewal and provides the intended function of debris
protection. The applicant concluded that LRA Tables 2.3.3.7 and 3.3.2-7 inadvertently omitted
the strainer element. In its response, the applicant provided tables for the addition of this
component to LRA Table 2.3.3.7 and to the corresponding LRA Table 3.3.2-7.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.7-4 acceptable
because it adequately clarifies that the strainer body and strainer element are within the scope
of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. Therefore, the staff considers RAI
2.3.3.7-4 resolved.

2.3.3.7.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant had omitted any SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff did not find any omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent
assessment to determine whether the applicant had identified all components that should be
subject to an AMR. The staff found no omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff
concludes that the applicant has adequately identified the components of the compressed air
system that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the
applicant has adequately identified the components of the compressed air system that are
subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.8 Chemical and Volume Control System
2.3.3.8.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.8 of the LRA, the applicant described the CVCS. For the purposes of the
application, the CVCS includes the non-ECCS portions of the CVCS and the boron thermal
regeneration system (BTRS).

The CVCS maintains the required inventory in the RCS by maintaining the programmed water
level in the pressurizer. The CVCS also provides a continuous feed and bleed of reactor
coolant water which is used in the control of water chemistry conditions, activity level, and
soluble chemical neutron absorber concentration and makeup. The CVCS also provides seal
water injection flow to the RCPs. Portions of the system contain borated water at higher
concentration than the RCS for use in maintaining the reactor shutdown margin. The system
includes provisions for recycling reactor grade water. Portions of the CVCS function as part of
the ECCS to provide injection flow to the RCS during postaccident injection and recirculation.

The BTRS is occasionally used as deborating demineralizers to reduce reactor coolant boron
concentration towards the end of core life. Although not typically used for this purpose at FNP,
the BTRS is designed to provide load-following capabilities by varying the RCS boron
concentration to compensate for xenon transients and other reactivity changes, which occur
when the reactor power level is changed. The RCS boron concentration is changed by storing
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boron in, or releasing boron from, thermally regenerable demineralizers. The function of this
system is not safety related. The BTRS is installed for economic reasons only. The CVCS
performs safety-related boration and dilution. However, when in use, the BTRS forms part of
the letdown path for the CVCS and is a high-energy line.

High-energy line break (HELB) compartment/room pressure sensors are provided in areas
affected by a rupture of a CVCS letdown line or a BTRS line to initiate letdown line isolation.
The compartment/room pressure sensors are addressed separately as part of the HELB
detection system boundary.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following criteria it used to determine the
SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal for the CVCS:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))

. non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))
. fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

. environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.3.8 of the LRA, the applicant listed the CVCS component types that are within the
scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including closure bolting; regenerative heat
exchanger (channel heads); regenerative heat exchanger (shells); regenerative heat exchanger
(tubes/tubesheet); letdown, excess letdown, and RCP seal water heat exchangers (channel
head); letdown, excess letdown, and RCP seal water heat exchangers (shell), letdown, excess
letdown, and RCP seal water heat exchangers (tubes/tubesheet); boron thermal regeneration
chiller (channel head); boron thermal regeneration chiller (tubes/tubesheet); boron thermal
regeneration moderating and reheat heat exchanger (channel head and shell); boron thermal
regeneration moderating and reheat heat exchangers (tubes/tubesheet); demineralizers
(pressure retaining components); filters (casing); letdown orifices; piping; boric acid transfer
pump casings; boric acid transfer pump casings; boric acid tanks; volume control tank; and
valve bodies.

2.3.3.8.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.8 and FNP FSAR Sections 9.3.4.1 and 9.3.4.2. The staff
conducted its review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in
accordance with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff reviewed the FSAR for any functions delineated under 10 CFR 54.4(a)
that the applicant had not identified as intended functions in the LRA, and to verify that the
SSCs with such functions will be adequately managed so that the component intended
functions will be maintained consistent with the CLB for the period of extended operation. The
staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then reviewed the LRA to verify that the applicant
had not omitted passive or long-lived components from an AMR, in accordance with

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant had identified all SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff found no omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent assessment to
determine whether the applicant had omitted any components that should be subject to an
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AMR. The staff did not identify any omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes
that the applicant has adequately identified the CVCS components that are within the scope of
license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately identified
the CVCS components that are subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.8.3 Conclusion

During its review of the LRA, license renewal drawings, and licensing basis information, the staff
did not identify any omissions or discrepancies in the applicant’s scoping results for the
chemical and volume control components. The staff concludes that the applicant has
adequately identified the chemical and volume control components that are within the scope of
license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately identified
the chemical and volume control components that are subject to an AMR, as required by

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.9 Control Room Area Ventilation System
2.3.3.9.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.9 of the LRA, the applicant described the control room area ventilation system.
The control room area ventilation system provides ventilation, heating, cooling, filtration, and air
intake and exhaust isolation during normal operation and following a design-basis accident.
The system consists of two parts, an environmental control system and an air cleanup system.
The environmental control system operates continually during normal and emergency
conditions. The air cleanup system normally operates only during emergency conditions. The
control room area ventilation system has three operational modes—normal ventilation,
emergency pressurization, and emergency recirculation. The safety-related operating modes
are emergency recirculation and emergency pressurization. This system maintains the control
room environment within design limits and ensures compliance with the control room dose
requirements of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50, General Design Criterion 19 (GDC), “Control
Room.”

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine the SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal for the control room area
ventilation system:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.3.9 of the LRA, the applicant listed the control room area ventilation system
component types that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including
closure bolting, compressible joints and seals, cooling coils (heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) refrigerant coils and fins), ducts and fittings, equipment frames and
housings, fire dampers (frames and housings only), flexible connectors, piping, and valve
bodies.

2.3.3.9.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.9 and FNP FSAR Sections 6.4 and 9.4.1 to determine
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whether the applicant identified the control room area ventilation system components within the
scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4 and

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The staff conducted its review in accordance with Section 2.3 of
NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff reviewed the FSAR to determine if the applicant had omitted any
safety-related system functions as an intended function of the control room area ventilation
system in LRA, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4. The staff did not identify
any omissions.

The staff also selected system functions described in the FSAR that were required by

10 CFR 54.4 to verify that the applicant had not omitted components having intended functions
from the scope of the Rule. The staff focused on components that the applicant had identified
as being subject to an AMR to determine if any components were omitted.

To verify that the applicant had identified the components of the control room area ventilation
system that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with
10 CFR 54.4 and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), the staff compared the referenced P&l drawings to the
system drawings and system descriptions in the FSAR to ensure that the referenced P&l
drawings were representative of the control room area ventilation system. The staff then
reviewed the referenced P&I drawings to verify that the applicant had included those portions of
the control room area ventilation system that meet the scoping requirements of 10 CFR 54.4
within the scope of license renewal and identified them as such in LRA Section 2.3.3.9. The
staff also determined that the applicant had identified all control room area ventilation system
components within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with

10 CFR 54.4 and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.9 did not identify areas in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, the staff did not issue any RAIs to determine whether the applicant has properly
applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4 and the screening criteria of 10 CFR 54.21.

2.3.3.9.3 Conclusion

During its review of the LRA, license renewal drawings, and licensing basis information, the staff
did not identify any omissions or discrepancies in the applicant’s scoping results for the control
room area ventilation components. The staff concludes that the applicant has adequately
identified the control room area ventilation components that are within the scope of license
renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately identified the
control room area ventilation components that are subject to an AMR, as required by

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.10 Auxiliary and Radwaste Area Ventilation System
2.3.3.10.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application
In Section 2.3.3.10 of the LRA, the applicant described the auxiliary and radwaste area

ventilation system. For the purpose of license renewal, the auxiliary and radwaste area
ventilation system includes the PRF system, engineered safeguards room air cooling system,
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radioactive waste ventilation and filtration system, nonradioactive ventilation system, and spent
fuel pool ventilation and filtration system.

The PRF system can be aligned to operate under either of two accident modes, the post-LOCA
operating mode or the fuel-handling mode. The PRF system limits releases to the environment
of radioisotopes from ECCS leakage into the penetration rooms during accident (post-LOCA)
conditions. The PRF system maintains a negative pressure on the room boundary to ensure
leakage is into the room and filtered before being exhausted. The PRF system also provides
safety-related ventilation and filtration for the SFP area. The applicant addressed the room
pressure sensors assigned to the PRF system that detect elevated room pressure as part of the
HELB detection system.

The engineered safeguards room air cooling system maintains the ambient temperature within
analyzed limits in rooms containing designated equipment important to safety.

The radioactive waste ventilation and filtration system provides a suitable environment for
personnel and for equipment operation in auxiliary building areas with the potential for
radioactive contamination. The system also controls and directs potentially contaminated air to
the vent stack via filtration units. The fire dampers in this system bring portions of the system
within the scope of license renewal.

The nonradioactive ventilation system provides a suitable environment for personnel and for
equipment operation in portions of the auxiliary building containing systems which are normally
not radioactively contaminated. Battery room exhaust continuously removes combustible
gases. This system is also within the scope of license renewal because of the system’s fire
dampers.

The spent fuel pool ventilation and filtration system provides normal ventilation and filtration for
the SFP area. The system is designed to maintain a suitable environment for personnel and for
equipment operation in the spent fuel areas, remove water vapors above the SFP to improve
visibility, filter SFP area exhaust air during normal operation, and maintain a slightly negative
pressure in the SFP area with respect to the surrounding areas and the outside. Following a
fuel-handling accident, the spent fuel pool ventilation and filtration system isolates and realigns
to route the exhaust air from the SFP area to the PRF system to ensure proper filtration and
monitoring of the exhaust air.

The applicant has conservatively included the plant vent stack noble gas radiation monitor,
which is required to comply with the guidelines of RG 1.97, “Instrumentation for Light-Water-
Cooled Nuclear Power Plants To Assess Plant and Environs Conditions During and Following
and Accident,” Revision 3, (Category 2 variable), in the scope of license renewal as part of the
auxiliary and radwaste area ventilation system.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine the SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal for the auxiliary and
radwaste ventilation system:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))
. environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))
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In Table 2.3.3.10 of the LRA, the applicant listed the auxiliary and radwaste area ventilation
system component types that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR,
including closure bolting, compressible joints and seals, ducts and fittings, equipment frames
and housings, cooling units (fan/coil fins only), fire dampers (frames and housings only), flexible
connectors, flow orifice/element, piping, pilot tube, and valve bodies.

2.3.3.10.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.10 and FNP FSAR Sections 6.2.3, 9.4.2 and 9.4.3 to
determine whether the applicant identified the auxiliary and radwaste area ventilation system
components within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10
CFR 54.4 and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The staff's conducted its review in accordance with Section
2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff reviewed the FSARSs to determine if the applicant had omitted any
safety-related system functions as an intended function of the auxiliary and radwaste area
ventilation system in the LRA, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4. The staff
did not identify any omissions.

The staff also selected system functions described in the FSARSs that were required by 10 CFR
54.4 to verify that the applicant had not omitted components having intended functions from the
scope of the Rule. The staff focused on components that the applicant had not identified as
being subject to an AMR to determine if any components were omitted.

To verify that the applicant identified the components of the auxiliary and radwaste area
ventilation system that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in
accordance with 10 CFR 54.4 and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), the staff compared the referenced P&l
drawings to the system drawings and system descriptions in the FSAR to ensure that the
referenced P&I drawings were representative of the auxiliary and radwaste area ventilation
system. The staff then reviewed the referenced P&l drawings to verify that the applicant had
included those portions of the auxiliary and radwaste area ventilation system that meet the
scoping requirements of 10 CFR 54.4 within the scope of license renewal and identified them as
such in LRA Section 2.3.3.10. The staff also determined that the applicant had identified all
auxiliary and radwaste area ventilation system components within the scope of license renewal
and subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4 and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of the LRA Section 2.3.3.10 did not identify areas in which it needed
additional information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening
results. Therefore, the staff did not issue any RAIs to determine whether the applicant had
properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4 and the screening criteria of 10 CFR 54.21.

2.3.3.10.3 Conclusion

During its review of the LRA, license renewal drawings, and licensing basis information, the staff
did not identify any omissions or discrepancies in the applicant’s scoping results for the auxiliary
and radwaste area ventilation system components. The staff concludes that the applicant has
adequately identified the auxiliary and radwaste area ventilation system components that are
within the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has
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adequately identified the auxiliary and radwaste area ventilation system components that are
subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.11 Primary Containment Ventilation System
2.3.3.11.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.11 of the LRA, the applicant described the primary containment ventilation
system. For the purposes of license renewal, the primary containment ventilation system
includes the containment cooling system and the containment purge system.

The containment cooling system removes heat from containment during normal operation and
shutdown, and functions as one of the postaccident containment heat removal systems. Each
containment is equipped with four containment cooler units. Each air cooler consists of a
housing equipped with a fan and finned tube coils supplied by water from the service water
system. Dropout plates with release mechanisms actuated by fusible links are provided at the
discharge of the containment coolers. These plates fall away to uncouple the cooler discharge
from the distribution ductwork after a LOCA.

The containment purge system provides ventilation and filtration to allow access to the
containment after shutdown. During normal power operation, the main purge valves are
isolated and the mini-purge portion of the system provides for continuous ventilation and
filtration of the containment atmosphere. Safety-related reasons for venting containment during
normal power operations include controlling containment pressure and reducing airborne
radioactivity.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a)criteria it used
to determine the SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal for the primary containment
ventilation system:

safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))

non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))
fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.3.11 of the LRA, the applicant listed the primary containment ventilation system
component types that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including
closure bolting, compressible joints and seals, ducts and fittings, equipment frames and
housings, cooling coil (fins only), fire dampers (frames and housings only), flexible connectors,
flow orifice/element, piping, pitot tube, and valve bodies.

2.3.3.11.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.11 and FNP FSAR Sections 6.2.2 and 6.2.3 to determine
whether the applicant identified the primary containment ventilation system components within
the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4 and 10
CFR 54.21(a)(1). The staff conducted its review in accordance with Section 2.3 of
NUREG-1800.
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In its evaluation, the staff reviewed the FSARSs to determine if the applicant had omitted any
safety-related system functions as an intended function of the primary containment ventilation
system in the LRA, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4. The staff did not
identify any omissions.

The staff also selected system functions described in the FSARSs that were required by 10 CFR
54.4 to verify that the applicant had not omitted components having intended functions from the
scope of the Rule. The staff focused on components that the applicant had not identified as
being subject to an AMR to determine if any components were omitted.

To verify that the applicant identified the components of the primary containment ventilation
system that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with
10 CFR 54.4 and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), the staff compared the referenced P&I drawings to the
system drawings and system descriptions in the FSARSs to ensure that the referenced P&l
drawings were representative of the primary containment ventilation system. The staff then
reviewed the referenced P&l drawings to verify that the applicant had included those portions of
the primary containment ventilation system that meet the scoping requirements of 10 CFR 54.4
within the scope of license renewal and identified them as such in LRA Section 2.3.3.11. The
staff also determined that the applicant had identified all primary containment ventilation system
components within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10
CFR 54.4 and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of the LRA Section 2.3.3.11 did not identify areas in which it needed
additional information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening
results. Therefore, the staff did not issue any RAIs to determine whether the applicant had
properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4 and the screening criteria of 10 CFR 54.21.

2.3.3.11.3 Conclusion

During its review of the LRA, license renewal drawings, and licensing basis information, the staff
did not identify any omissions or discrepancies in the applicant’s scoping results for the primary
containment ventilation system components. The staff concludes that the applicant has
adequately identified the primary containment ventilation system components that are within the
scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately
identified the primary containment ventilation system components that are subject to an AMR,
as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.12 Yard Structures Ventilation System

2.3.3.12.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.12 of the LRA, the applicant described the yard structures ventilation system.
For the purposes of license renewal, the yard structure ventilation system includes the HVAC
systems serving the various yard structures at the plant. The portions of the yard structures
ventilation system in the scope of license renewal are at the service water intake structure

(SWIS) and at the diesel generator building.

The SWIS and diesel generator building ventilation systems provide heating and ventilation to
their associated structures to provide suitable environments for personnel and for equipment
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operation during normal, as well as emergency, conditions. The SWIS ventilation system also
functions to minimize hydrogen concentration in the safety-related battery rooms.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following criteria it used to determine the
SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal for the yard structures ventilation system:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))
. station blackout (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.3.12 of the LRA, the applicant listed the yard structures ventilation system
component types that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including
closure bolting, ducts and fittings, equipment frames and housings, and fire dampers (frames
and housings only).

2.3.3.12.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.12 and FNP FSAR Sections 9.4.5 and 9.4.7 to determine
whether the applicant had identified the yard structures ventilation system components within
the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4 and 10
CFR 54.21(a)(1). The staff's conducted its review in accordance with Section 2.3 of
NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff reviewed the FSARSs to determine if the applicant had omitted any
safety-related system functions as an intended function of the yard structures ventilation system
in the LRA, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4. The staff did not identify any
omissions.

The staff also selected system functions described in the FSARSs that were required by 10 CFR
54.4 to verify that the applicant had not omitted components having intended functions from the
scope of the Rule. The staff focused on components the applicant had not identified as being
subject to an AMR to determine if any components were omitted.

To determine that the applicant identified the components of the yard structures ventilation
system that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with
10 CFR 54.4 and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), the staff compared the referenced P&l drawings to the
system drawings and system descriptions in the FSARs to ensure that the referenced P&l
drawings were representative of the yard structures ventilation system. The staff then reviewed
the referenced P&l drawings to verify that the applicant had included those portions of the yard
structures ventilation system that meet the scoping requirements of 10 CFR 54.4 within the
scope of license renewal and identified them as such in LRA Section 2.3.3.12. The staff also
determined that the applicant had identified all yard structures ventilation system components
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4
and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff’s review of the LRA Section 2.3.3.12 did not identify areas in which it needed
additional information to complete the review of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, the staff did not issue any RAIs to determine whether the applicant had properly
applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4 and the screening criteria of 10 CFR 54.21.
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2.3.3.12.3 Conclusion

During its review of the LRA, license renewal drawings, and licensing basis information, the staff
did not identify any omissions or discrepancies in the applicant’s scoping results for the yard
structures ventilation system components. The staff concludes that the applicant has
adequately identified the yard structures ventilation system components that are within the
scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately
identified the yard structures ventilation system components that are subject to an AMR, as
required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.13 Fire Protection
2.3.3.13.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.13 of the LRA, the applicant described the fire protection system. The fire
protection system protects plant personnel and equipment in the event of a fire to ensure safe
shutdown of the plant and to minimize the risk of a release of radioactive material to the
environment. Fire protection features include fire suppression, fire detection and actuation, and
fire barriers. The applicant screened the fire detection and actuation portion of the system as
part of the electrical and I&C system. The applicant screened the fire dampers as part of the
assigned HVAC system. Other passive fire barriers are screened as part of structures.

The fire protection system includes both manual (use of hoses, portable extinguishers, fixed
systems by plant personnel) and automatically actuated fire suppression features. Depending
on the area protected, the suppression system employs extinguishing agents consisting of
water, carbon dioxide, and/or Halon. The water suppression systems include the storage tanks,
fire pumps (including the diesel-driven fire pump fuel oil and other auxiliary systems), yard
mains, hose stations, and sprinkler systems. The carbon dioxide and Halon suppression
systems include supply tanks or cylinders and distribution piping. Miscellaneous mechanical
fire protection features, such as self-contained breathing apparatus, are also included.

Portable fire protection equipment, such as fire hoses, fire extinguishers, CO, bottles, and self-
contained breathing apparatus air bottles, is not subject to an AMR because this equipment is
considered short-lived, replaced on condition, and exempted from AMR consistent with the
treatment of consumables.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3) fire protection
regulated event criterion as the scoping criterion used for the fire protection system components
which are within the scope of license renewal.

In Table 2.3.3.13 of the LRA, the applicant listed the fire protection component types that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including closure bolting, fire
hydrants, flexible connectors, flow orifice/element, fusible links and sprinkler head bulbs, hose
station nozzles and hose connections, water system piping and valve bodies, gas system piping
and valve bodies, fuel oil system piping and valve bodies, pump casings, sight glasses, spray
shield, sprinkler heads, strainers (element), strainers (shell), tank protective fiberglass cover,
water system tanks, gas system tanks, fuel oil system tanks, and thermal insulation (CO, tank).

2.3.3.13.2 Staff Evaluation
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The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.13 and FNP FSAR Section 9.5.1. The staff conducted its
review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in accordance
with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff, using the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER,
reviewed the FSAR to determine if the applicant had omitted any system functions as an
intended function of the fire protection system in the LRA, in accordance with the requirements
of 10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff then evaluated, in accordance with the screening process
described in Section 2.3 of this SER, that the applicant had not omitted any passive and long-
lived components from an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.13 identified areas in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued several RAIs to determine whether
the applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening
criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the applicant’s
responses, dated April 7, 2004.

RAI 2.3.3.13-1

@) License renewal boundary drawing D-170384 shows low-pressure carbon dioxide
systems on the 155'0" level of the Unit 1 turbine building excluded from the scope of
license renewal. The system located between E-9 and G-9 on the drawing is not
identified. License renewal boundary drawing D-200152 identifies low-pressure carbon
dioxide systems in the Unit 2 turbine building and excludes the load centers and 4160-V
switchgear from the scope of license renewal. The staff requested that the applicant
identify the unlabeled system in Unit 1 and justify the exclusion of these systems in Units
1 and 2 from the scope of license renewal, in accordance with the requirements of
10 CFR 54.4(a).

(b) License renewal boundary drawing D-170385 shows the Unit 1 high-pressure carbon
dioxide systems in the river water switchgear excluded from the scope of license
renewal. The staff requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of these systems
from the scope of license renewal, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR
54.4(a).

(©) License renewal boundary drawings D-170386 and D-205021 identify the Unit 1 Halon
fire protection systems and Unit 2 Halon fire protection systems. Both drawings include
the fire protection system in the communications room and exclude the systems in the
computer room and control system cabinet room. The staff requested that the applicant
justify the exclusion of the fire protection systems in the computer room and control
system cabinet room from the scope of license renewal, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a).

(d) License renewal boundary drawing D-508526L identifies the fuel oil systems for the
diesel engine fire pumps. The drawing shows the license renewal boundary at the
flexible supply and return line connection. The flexible fuel lines, the fuel filters, and fuel
pumps are excluded from the scope of license renewal. The staff requested that the
applicant justify the exclusion of these components from the scope of license renewal, in
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accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a).

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

(@)

(b)

In a letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that the only carbon dioxide
SSCs in the turbine building within the scope of license renewal are those associated
with the low-pressure bulk carbon dioxide storage and supply system that supplies
carbon dioxide to both the Unit 1 and Unit 2 auxiliary building carbon dioxide systems.
The auxiliary building carbon dioxide fire suppression equipment is relied upon to protect
safety-related SSCs and ensure safe shutdown in the event of a fire as part of FNP's
compliance with 10 CFR 50.48.

The Unit 1 turbine building low-pressure carbon dioxide SSCs on the 155N00 elevation
shown on the drawing exist for commercial property protection and are excluded from
the scope of license renewal because the applicant does not rely on the fire suppression
capability for compliance with 10 CFR 50.48. License renewal boundary drawing
D-170384L is included as a boundary drawing because a portion of the in-scope
boundary from another drawing continues on this drawing up to and including the
isolating device.

In response to the staff's request to identify the system on license renewal boundary
drawing D-170384L, the applicant further stated that the system located between E-9
and G-9 on the license renewal boundary drawing is the carbon dioxide suppression
system for the nonsafety-related 4-kV switchgear bus 1E (System 1T-14). The 4-kV
switchgear buses and 600-V load center buses that are being fire protected by the
carbon dioxide SSCs on the 155N00 elevation are nonsafety related and not relied upon
for safe shutdown. Therefore, they are excluded from the scope of license renewal.

In response to the staff's request to justify the exclusion of the low-pressure carbon
dioxide systems in the Unit 2 turbine building, the load centers, and the 4160-V
switchgear from the scope of license renewal, the applicant stated that the carbon
dioxide SSCs for the load center buses and 4-kV switchgear buses in the Unit 2 turbine
building are not relied upon for compliance with 10 CFR 50.48. License renewal
boundary drawing D-200152L is included because a portion of the in-scope boundary
from another drawing continues on this drawing up to and including the isolating device.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.13-1a
acceptable because it identifies the unlabeled system in Unit 1 and justifies the
exclusion of the low-pressure carbon dioxide systems in the Unit 1 and Unit 2 turbine
building, as well as the Unit 2 load centers and 4160-V switchgear, from the scope of
license renewal, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a). Therefore, the
staff considers RAI 2.3.3.13-1a resolved.

In a letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that the river water system is
located remotely from the plant’s safety-related structures (over 2000 feet from the
auxiliary buildings and from the pond) and houses the river water pumps and related
equipment, none of which are required for safe shutdown (including in the event of a fire)
or to mitigate any accident. The portions of the river water system within the scope of
license renewal (i.e., the service water pondwater-level instruments) described in LRA
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(€)

(d)

Section 2.3.3.5 are located at the service water pond and not at or in proximity of the
river water structure. The applicant excluded the carbon dioxide systems located in the
river water intake structure for suppressing a fire in the switchgear from the scope of
license renewal because the equipment is not relied upon for compliance with 10 CFR
50.48.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.13-1b
acceptable because it justifies the exclusion of the Unit 1 high-pressure carbon dioxide
systems in the river water switchgear from the scope of license renewal, in accordance
with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a). Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.13-1b
resolved.

In a letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that the Halon fire protection
systems for the control system cabinet rooms for Unit 1 and Unit 2 are located in rooms
235 and 2235, respectively. The Halon fire protection systems for the computer rooms
for Unit 1 and Unit 2 are located in rooms 201 and 2201, respectively. The applicant
further stated that the carbon dioxide hose reels are located in rooms outside of, but
near to, the computer rooms. For rooms 235 and 2235, SNC credits the hose stations,
and for rooms 201 and 2201, SNC credts CO, hose reels. The Halon fire protection
systems for the control system cabinet rooms and computer rooms for both FNP units
remain in place, but are not relied upon for 10 CFR 50.48 compliance. Therefore, the
applicant excluded these systems from the scope of license renewal.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.13-1¢c
acceptable because it justifies the exclusion of the Halon fire protection systems in the
computer room and control system cabinet room from the scope of license renewal, in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a). Therefore, the staff considers RAI
2.3.3.13-1c resolved.

By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that the fuel oil systems for the
diesel engine fire pumps are identified on license renewal boundary drawing D-508562L
and are located on the fire pump diesel skid. The applicant considers these systems to
be an integral part of the diesel engine active assembly and they should have been
shown within the scope of license renewal on the license renewal boundary drawing.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.13-1d
acceptable because it concurs that the fuel oil systems for the diesel engine fire pumps
are within the scope of license renewal, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a). Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.13-1d resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.13-2

The FNP FSAR identifies the cable fire barrier, such as Kaowool, needed to meet the
requirements of Appendix R to 10 CFR 50.48. However, neither LRA Section 2.3.3.13 nor
Section 2.4 reference these fire barriers. The staff requested that the applicant identify where it
addressed these barriers in the LRA, and if they are within the scope of license renewal and
subject to an AMR. If not, the staff requested that the applicant justify their exclusion from the
scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR
54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.
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Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that it addressed cable fire barriers, such
as Kaowool and Maranite, in the scoping for fire barriers credited in the CLB. The applicant
subjected these barrier materials to a commodity-based AMR and determined that they do not
have aging effects requiring management. The applicant uses Kaowool as a fire barrier
material in the auxiliary building and SWIS only. Maranite is utilized in the seismic Category 1
auxiliary building, diesel generator building, and SWIS.

The applicant further stated that LRA Tables 2.4.2.1, 2.4.2.2, and 2.4.2.5 inadvertently omitted
fire wraps and fire stops as a component type subject to an AMR. Correspondingly, LRA Tables
3.5.2-2, 3.5.2-3 and 3.5.2-6 should have included the AMR summary.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.13-2 acceptable
because it explains that cable fire barriers are addressed in the scoping for fire barriers credited
in the CLB. Further, the applicant concurs that the cable fire wraps and fire stops are within the
scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. Therefore, the staff considers RAI
2.3.3.13-2 resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.13-3

The FNP FSAR states that in certain areas of the plant, such as the cable spreading room,
structural steel members are provided with sprayed-on fire resistant materials. However, the
applicant does not discuss these materials in either the scoping and screening sections or the
AMR sections of the LRA. The staff requested that the applicant confirm that the fire-resistant
coatings for structural steel members are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an
AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1),
respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that the fire-resistant materials for
structural steel protection are used in the auxiliary building (cable spreading room), as well as
on the doors at the diesel generator building’s entrance to the cable tunnels. They are within
the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR. The applicant further stated that LRA
Table 2.4.2.1 should have identified these coatings as component types subject to an AMR.
Correspondingly, LRA Table 3.5.2-2 should have included the AMR summary.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.13-3 acceptable
because it concurs that the fire-resistant coatings for structural steel members are within the
scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. Therefore, the staff considers RAI
2.3.3.13-3 resolved.

2.3.3.13.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant omitted any SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
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The staff did not identify any omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent
assessment to determine whether the applicant had omitted any components that should be
subject to an AMR. The staff found no omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff
concludes that the applicant has adequately identified the components of the fire protection
system that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the
applicant has adequately identified the components of the fire protection system that are subject
to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.14 Diesel Fuel Oil System
2.3.3.14.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.14 of the LRA, the applicant described the diesel fuel oil system. The diesel
fuel oil system supplies fuel oil to the EDGs, including the AAC-designated diesel (SBO). The
diesel fuel oil system is a support system to the EDG system that is necessary to support
continued operation of the diesel generators. The EDGs are supplied from dedicated day tanks
in the diesel generator building, which in turn are replenished from larger, underground storage
tanks.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine the diesel fuel oil system components within the scope of license renewal:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))
. station blackout (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.3.14 of the LRA, the applicant listed the diesel fuel oil system component types that
are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including closure bolting, piping,
guard pipe, pump casings, strainers (element), strainers (shell), tanks, valve bodies, and vent
screens.

2.3.3.14.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.14 and FNP FSAR Section 9.5.4. The staff conducted its
review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in accordance
with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff, using the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER,
reviewed the FSAR to determine if the applicant had omitted any system functions as an
intended function of the diesel fuel oil system in the LRA, in accordance with the requirements
of 10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then evaluated, in
accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, that the applicant
had identified all passive and long-lived components subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10
CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.14 identified areas in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued several RAIls to determine whether
the applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening
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criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the applicant’s
responses, dated April 22, 2004.

RAI 2.3.3.14-1

License renewal boundary drawing D-170060L shows the storage tanks and day tanks within
the scope of license renewal. LRA Table 2.3.3.14 lists tanks as a component type subject to an
AMR. However, the details of the storage tanks shown on drawing B-170058L, Sheets 32
through 36, and the day tanks shown on drawing B-170058L, Sheets 24 through 28, are not
included in the license renewal boundary drawings provided for review. The staff requested that
the applicant (a) confirm that all internal and external subcomponents of the day tanks and
storage tanks (e.g., manholes and manhole covers) are within the scope of license renewal and
subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR
54.21(a)(1), respectively, or (b) provide the tank drawings referred to in this RAI for review.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the subcomponents of the day tanks
and the storage tank, to the extent that they meet the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a), are
within the scope of license renewal. The B-drawings referenced in this RAI are equipment
instrumentation drawings and do not detail the internal and external subcomponents of the day
tanks and storage tanks.

With regard to the fuel oil day tanks, the applicant stated that the components shown on
drawing B-170058L, Sheets 24 through 28, are also shown on the license renewal boundary
drawings provided with the LRA. Drawings D-170808L, D-170809L, and D-200213L show all of
the components within the scope of license renewal, with the exception of one in-scope level
switch per tank that is shown on boundary drawing D-170060L. These components are within
the scope of license renewal, are passive and long-lived, and are listed in LRA Tables 2.3.3.14
and 3.3.2-14 as being subject to an AMR.

With regard to the fuel oil storage tanks, the applicant stated that Sheets 32 though 36 of
drawing B-170058L show a vent line for the access compartment and a level transmitter (with
associated tubing) for the storage tank that is not shown on the corresponding license renewal
boundary drawing D-170060L. The vent line does not perform a safety-related function and its
failure would not adversely affect a safety-related component or the performance of a safety-
related function. Therefore, the applicant excluded the vent lines for the access compartments
from the scope of license renewal. The level transmitter with associated tubing provides tank
level and is conservatively included within the scope of license renewal. The level transmitter is
an active component and is not subject to an AMR. Tables 2.3.3.14 and 3.3.2-14 of the LRA list
the associated tubing in the component type “piping” as being subject to an AMR.

The applicant further stated that license renewal boundary drawing D-170060L highlights all the
fuel oil storage tank components of a mechanical nature that are within the scope of license
renewal. The highlighted dashed line on boundary drawing D-170060L around the storage
tanks represents the “manhole shell” that is also shown on drawing B-170058L. This is also
called the access compartment for the storage tanks. The manhole, manhole covers, and
access compartment (including the roof of the compartment and the compartment access
doors) are all within the scope of license renewal and are included in LRA Tables 2.3.3.14 and
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3.3.2-14 as component types subject to an AMR.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.14-1 acceptable
because it adequately identifies the subcomponents of the day tanks and storage tanks that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements
of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. Therefore, the staff considers RAI
2.3.3.14-1 resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.14-2

License renewal boundary drawings D-170808 and D-200213 show pipe guards from the fuel
day tank vent lines to the diesel bay wall within the scope of license renewal. LRA Table
2.3.3.14 lists pipe guards as component types subject to an AMR. However, pipe guards on
1v%-in. HBC-224 pipe lines from the valve boxes to the day tank containment bay are not within
the scope of license renewal, as depicted on license renewal boundary drawing D-170060L.
These pipe guards provide shelter protection for the fuel oil transfer lines and are passive and
long-lived components. The staff requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of these pipe
guards from the scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the pipe guards addressed by this
RAI were installed in the original construction of FNP to protect the diesel fuel lines and are
located in the rear hallway of the diesel generator building. The pipe guards do not perform any
safety-related function, and their failure cannot prevent a safety-related function. These pipe
guards are not required for any of the regulated events defined in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3) and are not
relied upon in the FNP licensing basis for compliance with 10 CFR 50.48. Therefore, the
applicant concluded that the guard piping does not perform any intended function, in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a), and is not subject to an AMR.

Based on its review, the staff finds the response to RAI 2.3.3.14-2 acceptable because it
adequately explains the applicant’s basis for excluding the pipe guards from the scope of
license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.14-2 resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.14-3

License renewal boundary drawing D-170060L shows that portions of the 3" HBD-443 line, at
locations G3, G5, G8, G10, and G12, are within the scope of license renewal. However, the
isolation valves (NSY52-V514, V513, V512, V511 and V510 at locations H3, H5, H8, H10 and
H13, respectively) and the portions of the HBD-443 line downstream of these valves are not
within the scope of license renewal. The isolation valve bodies provide pressure boundary
isolation for the portions of the pipe that are within the scope of license renewal and are passive
and long-lived components. The staff requested that the applicant explain why it excluded
these isolation valves from the scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with
the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation
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By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the fuel oil storage tanks shown on
license renewal boundary drawing D-170060L are buried tanks with an access compartment
that sits above each tank. The safety-related fuel oil transfer pumps are located inside the
access compartment. The gravity fill line for the storage tanks enters the access compartment
above the pumps and is seismically supported inside the compartment. The portion of the line
outside the access compartment, up to the flanged connection, is robustly supported. However,
because these lines are gravity fill, the isolation valves do not perform an intended function.
The applicant stated that the line from the compartment up to the flange connection prevents
moisture intrusion into the tank from the outside and was conservatively included within the
scope of license renewal.

The applicant further stated that for the remainder of the line, including the aforementioned
isolation valves, no failure mode would adversely impact the safety functions of the diesel fuel
oil system or adversely impact the safety-related components. These lines are gravity fill and
the isolation valves do not perform a license renewal intended function, in accordance with 10
CFR 54.4(a). Therefore, the rest of the fill line is not within the scope of license renewal.

Based on its review, the staff finds the response to RAI 2.3.3.14-3 acceptable because it
adequately (1) explains the applicant’s basis for excluding the isolation valves and portions of
the HBD-443 line downstream of these valves from the scope of license renewal and from an
AMR, and (2) identifies portions of the 3" HBD-443 line that are within the scope of license
renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10
CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.14-3 resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.14-4

License renewal boundary drawings D-170808L, D-170809L, and D-200213L show
instrumentation symbols that are not identified on the standard P&ID legend. The applicant
does not define instrumentations designated as NSR43MA506 and N1R43MA507 on D-
170808L; NSR43MA508 and N1R43MA510 on D-170809L; and N2R43MA509 on D-200213L,
in either the LRA or the FSAR. The staff requested that the applicant define these
instrumentation components and clarify whether they penetrate the fuel oil supply tank pressure
boundary. If so, the staff requested that the applicant explain why it excluded the
instrumentation components from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR
54.21(a)(1).

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the instruments addressed by this
RAI are water detectors and are within the scope of license renewal for the intended function of
pressure boundary, including the tubing (piping in LRA Table 2.3.3.14) to the detectors, as
shown on the license renewal boundary drawings referenced above. Although the tubing
(piping) is passive and requires an AMR, the detector itself is active and therefore does not
require an AMR.

Based on its review, the staff finds the response to RAI 2.3.3.14-4 acceptable because the
applicant identified the instruments addressed in the RAI and justified their exclusion from an
AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Therefore, the staff
considers RAI 2.3.3.14-4 resolved.
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2.3.3.14.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant omitted any SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.

The staff did not find any omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent
assessment to determine whether the applicant omitted any components that should be subject
to an AMR. The staff did not identify any omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff
concludes that the applicant has adequately identified the components of the diesel fuel oil
system that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the
applicant has adequately identified the components of the diesel fuel oil system that are subject
to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.15 Emergency Diesel Generator System
2.3.3.15.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.15 of the LRA, the applicant described the emergency diesel generator system
(EDG). For the purposes of license renewal, the EDG system consists of the FNP EDG system
and the FNP diesel and auxiliaries system, which includes the following EDG support systems:

EDG lube oil system

EDG intercooler water system/air coolant system
EDG jacket cooling system

EDG air start system

EDG air intake and exhaust system

The EDG system provides alternating current (ac) power to the onsite electrical distribution
system to assure the capability for a safe shutdown in the event of a loss of offsite power. The
EDG support systems are necessary to assure proper operation of the EDGs. The EDG
support systems provide stored energy for starting the EDGs, along with cooling, lubrication,
and combustion air intake and exhaust, to allow the EDGs to perform their function as described
above. The FNP service water system, which is part of the FNP open-cycle cooling water
system, supplies the cooling water to the EDG support systems heat exchangers.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine the EDG system components which are within the scope of license renewal:

safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))

non-safety-related that can prevent a safety related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))
fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

station blackout (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.3.15 of the LRA, the applicant listed the EDG system component types that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including air accumulators, closure
bolting, ducts and fittings, electric heaters, equipment frames and housings, filters (casing), flow
orifice/element, heat exchanger (channel head), heat exchanger (shell), heat exchanger
(tubesheet, heat exchanger (tubes), piping, pump casings, strainers (elements), strainers
(shell), tanks, and valve bodies.
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2.3.3.15.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.15 and FNP FSAR Sections 8.3.1, 9.5.5, 9.5.6, and 9.5.7.
The staff conducted its review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this
SER, in accordance with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff, using the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER,
reviewed the FSAR to determine if the applicant had omitted any system functions as an
intended function in the EDG system in the LRA, in accordance with the requirements of 10
CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then determined, in
accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, that the applicant
had identified all passive and long-lived components subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10
CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.15 identified areas in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued several RAIs to determine whether
the applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening
criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the applicant’s
responses, dated April 22, 2004, and June 10, 2004.

RAI 2.3.3.15-1

License renewal boundary drawings for the EDGs show that the non-safety-related air
dryers/aftercoolers in the air start systems were excluded from the scope of license renewal.
These air dryers/aftercoolers perform the intended function of removing moisture and cooldown
air entering the reservoir, thus preventing the EDG starting air system from clogging as a result
of excessive moisture. The safety-related air reservoir tank could not perform its intended
function, should the air dryer/aftercooler fail. The staff requested that the applicant justify the
exclusion of these components from the scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that, based on the additional review of
the air dryer/aftercooler assemblies for the diesel generator air start subsystem with respect to
the criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a), it had determined that these components are within the scope of
the license renewal, but for reasons other than those cited in this RAI.

The applicant stated that the safety-related function of the air start system is to provide air to
support up to five attempts to start the diesel generator associated with each air start train. To
assure this function, the applicant determined that the in-scope, safety-related boundary of the
air start subsystems begins at the inlet isolation check valves for the air receivers in the
subsystem, includes the receivers, and continues on the outlet side of the receivers all the way
to the diesel generator engine block (the engine block is also within the scope of the license
renewal).

The applicant added that, due to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping, the boundary also includes the
attached piping and associated supports on the inlet side of the receivers. The air
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dryer/aftercooler assembly is the anchor for the seismic analysis of the safety-related inlet
piping. Therefore, the air dryer/aftercooler assemblies and the intervening piping and
components up to the receiver are within the scope of the license renewal. The applicant
further stated that the component function of serving as an anchor is the only reason the air
dryer/aftercooler assemblies require an AMR.

The applicant concurred that the air dryer/aftercooler assemblies should have been included in
LRA Table 2.3.3.7 as a component type subject to an AMR with the intended function of
structural support. The applicant, in its response, provided tables for the addition of this
component to LRA Table 2.3.3.7 and Table 3.3.2-15.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.15-1 acceptable
because it adequately explains the basis for including the air dryer/aftercooler assemblies within
the scope of license renewal, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a). The
applicant also concurred that the air dryer/aftercooler assemblies should have been identified in
LRA Table 2.3.3.7 as a component type subject to an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.15-1 resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.15-2

The staff requested that the applicant clarify how it addressed sight glasses, air distributors, and
vacuum manometers shown on the EDG license renewal boundary drawings in the LRA.
License renewal boundary drawings D-170800L, D-170801L, D-170804L, D-170805L, D-
170806L, D-170807L, D-200209L, D-200211L, and D-200212L show these components within
the scope of license renewal. However, LRA Table 2.3.3.7 does not list sight glasses, air
distributors, and vacuum manometers as component types subject to an AMR. These
components serve the intended function of pressure boundary and are passive and long-lived.
The staff requested that the applicant clarify whether it had the aforementioned components in
LRA Table 2.3.3.7 as part of any component group. If not, the staff requested that the applicant
justify the exclusion of these components from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that sight glasses serve the intended
function of pressure boundary in the liquid-bearing subsystems associated with the diesel
generator, are passive and long-lived components, and are therefore subject to an AMR. The
applicant stated that it should have identified sight glasses in LRA Table 2.3.3.15 as a
component type subject to an AMR, with the intended function of pressure boundary. The
applicant, in its response, provided tables for the addition of this component to LRA Tables
2.3.3.15 and 3.3.2-15, accordingly.

The applicant further stated that the air distributor assemblies serve the intended function of
pressure boundary, are passive and long-lived components, and are therefore subject to an
AMR. The applicant models the air distributors as valve bodies, the associated tubing as
piping, and the filter casings as filter casings.

With respect to vacuum manometers, the applicant stated that vacuum manometers are an
active indicator and therefore are not listed in LRA Table 2.3.3.15 as a component type subject
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to an AMR.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.15-2 acceptable
because the applicant (1) concurred that sight glasses are subject to an AMR and should have
been identified in LRA Table 2.3.3.15, (2) explained the basis for excluding the vacuum
manometers from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), and (3)
explained that air distributor assemblies and the associated tubing and filter casings are within
the scope of license renewal and listed in other component types as being subject to an AMR,
in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.
Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.15-2 resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.15-3

License renewal boundary drawing D-506446L for the EDGs shows intake silencers, large and
small mufflers (silencers), and expansion joints within the scope of license renewal. These
components are passive and long-lived, but the applicant did not list them in LRA Table 2.3.3-
15 as component types subject to an AMR. The staff requested that the applicant justify the
exclusion of these components from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR
54.21(a)(1).

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that it included the intake silencers and
large and small mufflers (silencers) in the component type “equipment frames and housings;”
the expansion joints are included in the component type “ductwork and fittings” in LRA Table
2.3.3.15. The expansion joints are constructed of stainless steel. However, the applicant
omitted the rubber boot installed on the intake side of the diesel generator from the table. This
flexible connector has the intended function of pressure boundary. The applicant included
information on the rubber boot in its response to RAI 2.2-5a.

After reviewing the applicant’s response, the staff concluded that the response differs from the
information in LRA Table 3.3.2-15. In its response, the applicant stated that the equipment
frames and housings component type is used to model the intake silencers and mufflers in LRA
Table 2.3.3.15. However, LRA Table 3.3.2-15 lists the intake silencers under “ducts and
fittings.”

During a telephone conference on May 24, 2004, between the applicant and the NRC staff, the
applicant agreed to revise its April 22, 2004, response to RAI 2.3.3.15-3. By letter dated

June 10, 2004, the applicant, in its revised response, stated that intake silencers, mufflers, and
expansion joints are included under the component type “ducts and fittings” in LRA

Table 2.3.3.15.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.15-3 acceptable
because it (1) clarifies that the intake silencers, large and small mufflers, and expansion joints
are included in the component type “ductwork and fittings” in LRA Table 2.3.3.15 and are
subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), and (2) states that
flexible connectors (rubber boots) will be included in LRA Tables 2.3.3.15 and 3.3.3.15 as
component types subject to an AMR. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.15-3 resolved.
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RAI 2.3.3.15-4

The staff requested that the applicant clarify whether it scoped and screened the components of
the EDGs in the LRA as complex assemblies. Regarding complex assemblies, Table 2.1-2 of
NUREG-1800 states that “some structures and components, when combined, are considered a
complex assembly.... An applicant should establish the boundaries for each assembly by
identifying each structure and component that makes up the complex assembly and determining
whether or not each structure and component is subject to an AMR.” The staff requested that
the applicant identify the boundaries of the EDGs to determine whether the subcomponents
(turbochargers, turbocharger aftercoolers, governors, etc.) are within the scope of license
renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10
CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that SNC had considered the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), the guidance provided in Table 2.1-2 of NUREG-1800, and
the Statements of Consideration (SOCs) for the Rule in determining the boundary between the
active diesel generator and the EDG support systems. The engine block and its integral
attachments are the starting point for defining the active diesel generator component. The
turbochargers, exhaust manifold (though not the exhaust ducts), turbocharger aftercoolers, and
governors are included as part of the active diesel generator component with their performance
validated under the Maintenance Rule because of the frequent testing of the EDGs and the
periodic maintenance and overhaul activities.

In response to the staff's request of whether the subcomponents addressed in the RAI are
subject to an AMR, the applicant responded that passive parts of SCs that only perform an
active function are not subject to an AMR according to 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1) and the SOCs for
the Rule (60 FR 22472). The SOCs and the Rule cite the diesel generators as an example of a
component that is fully active and can be excluded from an AMR. The applicant manages age-
related degradation of the active diesel generator in accordance with the requirements of the
Maintenance Rule.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.15-4 acceptable
because it adequately identifies the boundaries of the EDG system and explains the basis for
excluding the subcomponents of the EDG system from an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), the guidance provided in Table 2.1-2 of NUREG-1800, and
the SOCs for the Rule. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.15-4 resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.15-5

FNP FSAR Section 9.5.7.2.1 states, “The built-in lubricating oil sump is driven from the engine
drive gear and draws oil from the oil sump through a mesh screen intake screen.” Similarly,
FNP FSAR Section 9.5.7.2.2 states, “The built-in lubricating oil pump is driven by the engine
through a flexible drive coupling and draws oil from the oil sump through a mesh intake screen.”
The mesh intake screens are not shown on the license renewal boundary drawings for the EDG
system. The mesh intake screens are passive and long-lived components, but are not listed in
LRA Tables 2.3.3.15 and 3.3.2-15 as component types subject to an AMR. The mesh screens
provide the intended function of debris protection for the pipelines. The staff requested that the
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applicant identify the mesh intake screens on the license renewal boundary drawing and justify
the exclusion of these components from the scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4 (a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the intake mesh screens are within
the scope of license renewal and are shown indirectly on the license renewal boundary drawing
in the suction strainer. The applicant further stated that these mesh screens are included in
LRA Tables 2.3.3.15-1 and 3.3.2-15 in the component type “strainers (element),” with an
intended function of debris protection in a lube oil environment.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.15-5 acceptable
because it identifies the location of the mesh intake screens on the license renewal boundary
drawing and clarifies that the mesh intake screens are within the scope of license renewal and
listed in the component type “strainers (element)” as being subject to an AMR, in accordance
with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. Therefore, the
staff considers RAI 2.3.3.15-5 resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.15-6

(@)

(b)

The first paragraph of FNP FSAR Section 9.5.7.3, which describes the internal oil
system for the diesel engines 1C and 2C, states, “Oil flows through the lower header
toward the blower end where a vertical header will not readily drain.” The license
renewal boundary drawings for the EDG system does not show thelC/2C EDG internal
blower. Although a blower is an active component, the blower housing could be a
passive long-lived component. However, the applicant did not list the blower housing in
LRA Table 2.3.3.15 as a component type subject to an AMR. The staff requested that
the applicant explain how the LRA addresses the blower housing and, if required, justify
its exclusion from the scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

The second paragraph of FNP FSAR Section 9.5.7.3 states, “The cooling oil from each
lower piston is discharged through a hole in the insert.... This oil then drains either
toward the blower or the control end and down to the oil pan or subbase.” The license
renewal boundary drawings do not show the 1C/2C EDG oil pan and it is not listed in
LRA Table 2.3.3.15 as a component type subject to an AMR. The intended function of
the oil pan/subbase is not specifically stated; typically, the oil collection pan’s intended
function is to ensure that leaking oil will not lead to a fire that could damage safety-
related equipment. The staff requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of this
component from the scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

(@)

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the blower referred to in
FSAR Section 9.5.7.3 is a positive displacement-type blower that provides scavenging
air under pressure to the cylinders for starting and light load operation. The blower is
integrally attached to the engine block and only required to function during diesel
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(b)

generator operation. Therefore, the applicant included the blower as an integral part of
the diesel generator active component.

In response to the staff's request of whether the blower housing is subject to an AMR,
the applicant stated that passive parts of SCs that only perform an active function do not
require an AMR, according to 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1) and the SOCs for the Rule (60 FR
22472). The SOCs, as well as the Rule cite the diesel generators as an example of a
component that is fully active and can be excluded from an AMR. The diesel generator
(including the blower) performs only an active function; therefore, its passive parts do not
require an AMR. The applicant manages age-related degradation of the active diesel
generator (including the blower housing) in accordance with the requirements of the
Maintenance Rule.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.15-6a
acceptable because it adequately explains the basis for excluding the blower housing
from the scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a), 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), and the SOCs for the Rule.
Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.15-6a resolved.

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the oil pan referred to in
FSAR Section 9.5.7.3 is not a pan for collecting “leaking oil,” but rather the typical oil
sump provided for an engine by a pan mounted on the bottom of the block. In screening
the diesel generators, the applicant treated the oil pan as an integral part of the engine
components. The oil pan is integrally attached to the engine block and only required to
function during the diesel generator operation. Therefore, the applicant included the oil
pan as an integral part of the diesel generator active component.

In response to the staff's request as to whether the oil pan is subject to an AMR, the
applicant responded that passive parts of SCs that only perform an active function are
not subject to an AMR, according to 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1) and the SOCs for the Rule.
The SOCs, as well as the Rule, cite the diesel generators as an example of a
component that is fully active and can be excluded from an AMR. The diesel generator
(including the oil pan) performs only an active function; therefore, its passive parts are
not subject to an AMR. The applicant manages age-related degradation of the active
diesel generator (including the oil pan) in accordance with the requirements of the
Maintenance Rule.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.15-6b
acceptable because it adequately explains the basis for excluding the oil pan from the
scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10
CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), as well as the SOCs for the Rule. Therefore, the
staff considers RAI 2.3.3.15-6b resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.15-7

(@)

License renewal boundary drawing D-170806L for the EDG system shows that lube oil
engine-driven pumps of the EDGs 1-2A and 1B, and their associated piping to the

shuttle valve V810, are excluded from the scope of license renewal. However, license
renewal boundary drawing D-200212L shows that the lube oil engine-driven pumps of
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(b)

the EDG 2B and its associated piping are within the scope of the license renewal. The
staff requested that the applicant describe how the aforementioned components for the
EDGs 1-2A and 1B differ from the components for EDG 2B. In addition, the staff
requested that the applicant explain how these differences were considered in the
scoping and screening process for EDGs 1-2A and 1B.

License renewal boundary drawing D-170803L for the EDG system shows air coolers for
the EDGs 1C and 2C within the scope of license renewal. Air coolers are passive and
long-lived components and are not listed in LRA Table 2.3.3.15 as component types
subject to an AMR. The staff requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of the air
coolers from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

(@)

(b)

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the lube oil engine-driven
pumps for the 1-2A and 1B EDGs, and their associated piping to the shuttle valve V810,
are within the scope of license renewal and should have been highlighted on the license
renewal boundary drawing D-170806L.

In response to the staff's request of how the aforementioned components for EDGs 1-2A
and 1B differ from the components for EDG 2B, the applicant stated that there was an
error in the highlighting on the license renewal boundary drawings. The engine-driven
lube oil pump shown on license renewal boundary drawing D-170806L, Sheet 1, is
QSR43P0526,which is highlighted on license renewal boundary drawing D-170801L,
Sheet 1. Similarly, the same pump shown on license renewal boundary drawing D-
170806L, Sheet 2, is QSR43P0505, which is highlighted on license renewal boundary
drawing D-170801L, Sheet 2.

Based on its review the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.15-7a
acceptable because it adequately identifies the drawings that address the differences
between EDGs 1-2 A and 1B and EDG 2B and clarifies that the lube oil engine-driven
pumps for the 1-2A and 1B EDGs, and their associated piping to the shuttle valve V810,
are within the scope of license renewal, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR
54.4(a). Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.15-7a resolved.

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the air coolers were treated
as an integral part of the engine components. The air coolers are bolted onto the engine
block and are only required to function during the diesel generator operation. The
engine block and its integral components are part of the active part of the engine.
Therefore, the applicant included the air coolers as an integral part of the diesel
generator active component.

The applicant further stated that passive parts of SCs that only perform an active
function are not subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1) and the
SOCs for the Rule. The SOCs for the Rule cite the diesel generators as an example of a
component that is fully active and can be excluded from an AMR. The diesel generator
(including the air cooler) performs only an active function; therefore, its passive parts are
not subject to an AMR. The applicant manages age-related degradation of the active
diesel generator (including the air cooler) in accordance with the requirements of the
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Maintenance Rule.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.15-7b
acceptable because it adequately explains the basis for excluding the air coolers from
an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1) and the SOCs for
the Rule. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.15-7b resolved.

2.3.3.15.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant had omitted any SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff did not identify any omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent
assessment to determine whether the applicant had identified all components that should be
subject to an AMR. The staff found no omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff
concludes that the applicant has adequately identified the components of the EDG system that
are within the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant
has adequately identified the components of the EDG system that are subject to an AMR, as
required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.16 Demineralized Water System
2.3.3.16.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.16 of the LRA, the applicant described the demineralized water system. The
demineralized water system consists of the demineralized water portion of the condensate and
demineralized water system. The demineralized water system provides demineralized water for
Units 1 and 2 during all phases of plant operations. This includes water for filling, flushing, and
making up losses during startup, shutdown, refueling, power, and maintenance operations.
Demineralized water makeup/supply is not required for performance of any safety-related
function. Portions of the demineralized water system are brought into scope for containment
isolation (where the demineralized water supply piping penetrates containment) and under the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) because of spatial interaction and attached piping.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine demineralized water system components which are within the scope of license
renewal:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))
. fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.3.16 of the LRA, the applicant listed the demineralized makeup water system
component types that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including
closure bolting, filters (casing), piping, and valve bodies.

In its response to RAI 2.1-1 (discussed in Section 2.1 of this SER), the applicant changed the
methodology used for scoping of non-attached, non-safety-related piping for the demineralized
water system, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). By letter dated June 4, 2004, the
applicant submitted the supplemental information associated with the determination of SSCs
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within the scope of license renewal, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2),
as a result of the revised scoping methodology (see Enclosure 2, “Joseph M. Farley Nuclear
Plant Units 1 and 2, Application for License Renewal, Supplemental Information Related to 10
CFR 54.4 (a)(2)".

The methodology change expanded the mechanical SSCs within the scope of license renewal.
In its supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), the applicant listed the impact of
the changes in the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology on the LRA results of the in-scope
components for the demineralized water system. Although this table shows an increase in the
in-scope SSCs for the demineralized water system, the applicant stated that the component
types do not differ from those listed in LRA Table 2.3.3.16.

2.3.3.16.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.16 and FNP FSAR Section 9.2.3. The staff conducted its
review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in accordance
with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff, using the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER,
reviewed the FSAR to determine if the applicant had omitted any system functions as an
intended function of the demineralized water system in the LRA, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then
determined, in accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, that
the applicant had identified all passive and long-lived components subject to an AMR, in
accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.16 identified an area in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated April 1, 2004, the staff issued an RAI to determine whether the
applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening criteria
of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAlI and the applicant’s response,
dated April 29, 2004.

RAI 2.3.3.16-1

Tables 2.3.3.16 and 3.3.2-16 of the LRA list filter casings as component types subject to an
AMR. However, the license renewal boundary drawings D-175047L and D-205047L for the
demineralized water system do not show any filter casings within the scope of license renewal.
The staff requested that the applicant provide drawings or descriptive information that identify
the filter casings in the demineralized water system that are within the scope of license renewal
and subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR
54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 29, 2004, the applicant responded that the filter casings addressed in

RAI 2.3.3.16-1 are located in the auxiliary building. The filter casings are within the scope of
license renewal under 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) solely because of potential spatial interactions with
safety-related components, the failure of which could prevent satisfactory accomplishment of a
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safety-related component intended function. The filter casings are not highlighted on the
license renewal boundary drawings because, for each applicable LRA system, license renewal
boundary drawing D-506447L identifies the room(s) where the potential spatial interaction
occurs.

The applicant further identified the filters N1P11F001 and N1P11F003 which are shown on the
license renewal boundary drawing D-175047L and located in auxiliary building rooms 186 and
342, as having a spatial interaction with safety-related SSCs in these rooms.

As part of their review of the implementation of the applicant’s scoping and screening
methodology, as described in the LRA Section 2.1, the NRC inspectors performed a license
renewal scoping and screening inspection that was completed on May 14, 2004, and is
documented in Inspection Report Nos. 50-348/2004-007 and 50-364/2004-007, dated June 22,
2004. The inspection consisted of a selected examination of procedures and representative
records, as well as interviews with personnel, regarding the process of scoping and screening
plant components to select component subject to an AMR. Additionally, the NRC inspectors
performed a walkdown of selected areas of the plant containing SSCs that are considered to be
within the scope of license renewal because they meet the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) requirement. For
a sample of plant systems, specifically those that were identified by the NRC reviewers, the
NRC inspectors performed visual inspections of accessible portions of the systems to observe
any effects of component aging.

After reviewing the applicant’s response, the staff concluded that sufficient information was not
available to resolve its concerns expressed in RAI 2.3.3.16-1. Therefore, the NRC inspectors
performed an inspection during the license renewal scoping and screening inspection, as
documented in NRC Inspection Report Nos. 50-348/2004-007 and 50-364/2004-007, dated
June 22, 2004, for the demineralized water system to evaluate an apparent inconsistency in the
applicant’s determination of the system filter components included within the scope of license
renewal as compared to the filter components excluded from the scope of license renewal. As
documented in the NRC Inspection Report Nos. 50-348/2004-007 and 50-364/2004-007, dated
June 22, 2004, the inspectors reviewed the applicant’s response, verified the filters referenced
in the RAI, and determined that the applicant had included filters N1P11F001, N1P11F003, and
N1P11F004 in accordance with the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) spatial criterion. However, filter
N1P11F005 was not included in scope because it is in a line to an abandoned component and
is therefore a dry line. The applicant identified components meeting the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2)
criterion by identifying them in drawing D-506447L, but not highlighting them on the boundary
drawing for in-scope components. The inspectors concluded that the applicant had
appropriately identified these filter components for the demineralized water system.

The staff found an inconsistency between the filters (N1P11F001 and N1P11F003) identified by
the applicant in its response as being within the scope of license renewal and those filters
(N1P11FO001, N1P11F003, and N1P11F004) that were identified in the inspection report.
Therefore, the staff requested that the applicant revise its RAI response to resolve this
inconsistency.

By letter dated July 27, 2004, the applicant responded that its response to RAI 2.3.3.16-1, dated
April 29, 2004, was provided prior to implementation of its revised 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping
methodology. The applicant’s revised methodology replaced the 20 foot spatial separation
criterion with the spaces approach. In implementing the revised methodology, the applicant
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reevaluated the location of each of the demineralized water filters to determine if a spatial
interaction with vulnerable safety-related SSCs was possible.

As a result, the applicant identified filter N1IP11F001 in Room 342, in the same room as the
spent fuel pool cooling pumps; filter N1P11F003 in Room 186, in the same room as the boric
acid transfer pumps; and filter N1P11F004 in Room 180/186, located in the same space as
vulnerable safety-related SSCs but separated from it by a wall, as within the scope of license
renewal. The applicant identified filter N1P11FO005, which is normally dry and not in a room with
a vulnerable safety-related SSCs, as excluded from the scope of license renewal. This is
consistent with the findings of the NRC inspection report. Subsequent to the initial RAI
response and the inspection, the applicant determined that filter N1P11F006 in Room 185,
which is in the same room as the component cooling water pumps, is also within the scope of
license renewal even though the filter is very far away from the pumps. In its revised response
to RAI 2.3.3.16-1, dated July 27, 2004, the applicant provided a table that illustrates the scoping
of the filters that are shown on the license renewal boundary drawing D-175047L, Sheet 1.
Because rooms 177/178 do not contain any safety-related SSCs, filter N1P11F008 in Room
177/178 is listed in this table as "Not In Scope."

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s revised response to RAI 2.3.3.16-1
acceptable. The staff finds that the applicant adequately identified the filters that are within the
scope of license renewal because of spatial interaction of a non-safety-related component, the
failure of which may prevent a safety-related component from performing its intended function,
with safety-related equipment. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.16-1 resolved.

The staff finds the supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) in the June 4, 2004,
Enclosure 2 (discussed in Section 2.2.3) to be acceptable, on the basis that it adequately
identified all DW system's non-safety-related SSCs that are added to the scope of license
renewal as a result of the changed 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology.

2.3.3.16.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant had omitted any SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff did not identify any omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent
assessment to determine whether the applicant had identified all components that should be
subject to an AMR. The staff found no omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff
concludes that the applicant has adequately identified the components of the demineralized
water system that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and
that the applicant has adequately identified the components of the demineralized water system
that are subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.17 High-Energy Line Break Detection System
2.3.3.17.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application
In Section 2.3.3.17 of the LRA, the applicant described the high-energy line break (HELB)

detection system. For the purposes of license renewal, the HELB detection system includes
compartment/room pressure and level sensors assigned to the following systems:
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boron thermal regeneration system
liquid waste disposal system
steam generator blowdown system
auxiliary steam system
condensate and feedwater system
penetration room filtration system

The HELB detection system monitors compartment/room pressures or levels to detect HELBs.
The sensors alarm in the control room to alert plant operators and, in most cases, automatically
isolate the associated high-energy line(s).

Room pressure sensors monitor areas affected by a CVCS letdown line or boron thermal
regeneration system (BTRS) high-energy line rupture and automatically isolate the CVCS
letdown line if an HELB is detected. These sensors are assigned to the BTRS and liquid waste
disposal system. Room pressure sensors assigned to the steam generator blowdown (SGBD)
system monitor areas affected by an SGBD line rupture and automatically isolate the SGBD line
if an HELB is detected. Room pressure sensors assigned to the auxiliary steam system monitor
areas affected by a rupture of an auxiliary steam supply line to the turbine-driven AFW pump
and alarm in the control room (no isolation feature) if an HELB is detected. Pressure sensors
assigned to the penetration room filtration (PRF) system monitor the penetration room to detect
elevated room pressure and alarm in the control room.

Level sensors assigned to the condensate and feedwater system are provided in the main
steam valve room to detect flooding indicative of a line rupture. The level sensors trip the main
feedwater pumps if the setpoint is exceeded. Tripping of the main feedwater pumps causes the
feedwater isolation valves to close.

The HELB detection system only includes the compartment/room pressure and level sensors.
The components utilized to isolate specific lines are addressed as part of the associated
system.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine the HELB detection system components which are within the scope of license
renewal:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))
. environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.3.17 of the LRA, the applicant listed the HELB detection system component types
that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including piping and valve
bodies.

2.3.3.17.2 Staff Evaluation
The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.17 and FNP FSAR Appendix 3K. The staff conducted its

review using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in accordance
with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

2-104



In its evaluation, the staff, using the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER,
reviewed the FSAR to determine if the applicant had omitted any system functions as an
intended function of the HELB system in the LRA, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then determined, in
accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, that the applicant
had identified all passive and long-lived components subject to an AMR, in accordance with

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.17 identified an area in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued an RAI to determine whether the
applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening criteria
of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAI and the applicant’s response,
dated April 22, 2004.

RAI 2.3.3.17-1

The applicant lists piping and valve bodies as component types subject to an AMR in LRA Table
2.3.3.17. However, the license renewal boundary drawings which show the HELB detection
instruments do not show the piping or valves associated with these instruments. Appendix 3K
to the FNP FSAR does not describe the piping and valves associated with the HELB pressure
and level sensors. The staff requested that the applicant provide descriptive information or
drawings to allow the staff to confirm that the components in the HELB system are within the
scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10
CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the HELB detection instruments are
pressure switches that are installed with an isolation valve and piping/tubing routed to the room
being sensed. The piping/tubing is 3/8" A-123 Gr. 304 stainless steel, and the fittings are forged
stainless steel compression fittings per ASTM A-182, Gr. 316. The valves are 3/8" globe-type
instrument valves with forged stainless steel bodies of ASTM A-479, Gr. 316. The internal and
external surface of these components are exposed to the inside environment of the auxiliary
building.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.17-1 acceptable
because it identifies the piping and valve bodies associated with the HELB detection
instruments and clarifies that the HELB system components are within the scope of license
renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.17-1 resolved.

2.3.3.17.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant had omitted any SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff did not find any omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent
assessment to determine whether the applicant had identified all components that should be
subject to an AMR. The staff did not identify any omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff
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concludes that the applicant has adequately identified the components of the HELB detection
system that are within the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the
applicant has adequately identified the components of the HELB detection system that are
subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.18 Hydrogen Control System
2.3.3.18.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.18 of the LRA, the applicant described the components of the hydrogen control
system, which includes the following FNP systems:

. containment hydrogen recombiner system

. containment post-LOCA air mixing system

. reactor cavity hydrogen dilution system

. postaccident containment venting and sampling system

The containment hydrogen recombiner system consists of redundant electrical recombiners,
which are located inside the containment, for controlling hydrogen concentrations in the
containment atmosphere following a design-basis accident. The recombiners’ controls are
located outside the containment. The recombiner units are situated in the containment such
that they process a flow of containment air containing hydrogen at a concentration that is typical
of the average concentration throughout the containment during accident conditions.

The containment post-LOCA air mixing system consists of four fans in two redundant trains that
provide mixing of the containment atmosphere to prevent localized accumulation of hydrogen
gas to concentrations greater than the lower flammability limit.

The reactor cavity hydrogen dilution system consists of two redundant fans that provide mixing
of the containment atmosphere within the reactor cavity to prevent localized accumulation of
hydrogen gas to concentrations greater than the lower flammability limit.

The postaccident containment venting and sampling system provides the ability to vent the
containment atmosphere as a backup to the hydrogen recombiner system. The sampling
portion of this system provides for monitoring of the containment atmosphere. Since the venting
of the containment atmosphere is used only as a backup to the hydrogen recombiner system, it
is not required to mitigate the consequences of an accident. However, if it is used, the filtration
function supports maintaining offsite exposure comparable to the guidelines of 10 CFR 100.11
and, therefore, is included in the scope of license renewal.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine the hydrogen control system SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.3.18 of the LRA, the applicant listed the hydrogen control system component types

that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including the closure
bolting, equipment frames and housings, filters (casing), flow orifice/element (annubar),
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hydrogen recombiner, piping, sample analyzers (pressure-retaining components), and valve
bodies.

2.3.3.18.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.18 and FNP FSAR Section 6.2.5 to determine whether the
applicant identified the hydrogen control system components within the scope of license
renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4 and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The
staff conducted its review in accordance with Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff reviewed the FSAR to determine if the applicant identified in the LRA
all safety-related system functions as an intended function of the hydrogen control system, in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4. The staff did not identify any omissions.

The staff also selected system functions described in the FSAR and required by 10 CFR 54.4 to
verify that the applicant had not omitted components having intended functions from the scope
of the Rule. The staff also focused on those components that the applicant had not identified as
subject to an AMR to determine if any components were improperly omitted.

To verify that the applicant identified the components of the hydrogen control system that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4 and
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), the staff compared the referenced boundary drawings to the system
drawings and system descriptions in the FSAR to ensure that the referenced boundary drawings
were representative of the hydrogen control system. The staff then reviewed the referenced
boundary drawings to verify that the applicant had included those portions of the hydrogen
control system that meet the scoping requirements of 10 CFR 54.4 within the scope of license
renewal, and that it had identified them as such in LRA Section 2.3.3.18; and the applicant
identified all hydrogen control system components within the scope of license renewal and
subject to an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4 and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.18 did not identify areas in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, the staff did not issue any RAIs to determine whether the applicant had properly
applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4 and the screening criteria of 10 CFR 54.21.

2.3.3.18.3 Conclusion

During its review of the LRA, license renewal drawings, and licensing basis information, the staff
did not identify any omissions or discrepancies in the applicant’s scoping results for hydrogen
control system components. The staff concludes that the applicant has adequately identified
the hydrogen control system components that are within the scope of license renewal, as
required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately identified the hydrogen
control system components that are subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).
2.3.3.19 Liquid Waste and Drains

2.3.3.19.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.19 of the LRA, the applicant described the liquid waste and drains (LW&Ds).
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The LW&Ds system collects, segregates, and processes reactor-grade and nonreactor-grade
liquid wastes produced during plant operation, refueling, and maintenance activities. This
system also includes the equipment and floor drainage system. Reactor-grade liquid waste may
be recycled for plant use or processed for disposal. Nonreactor-grade liquid wastes are
processed for disposal. The system is designed to control and minimize releases of
radioactivity to the environment. Measurements of the rates at which various liquid waste
streams accumulate and the frequency of sump pump operation are used as indicators of
possible system leakage.

The containment cooler condensate level monitoring subsystem is part of the LW&Ds system
and is conservatively included in the scope of license renewal. This subsystem is credited as a
means to detect reactor coolant pressure boundary leakage in the CLB, including as part of the
leak before break (LBB) analyses. The containment cooler condensate level monitoring
subsystem collects the liquid runoff from the drain pans under each containment cooler fan unit
and will alarm in response to increased condensate flow indicating a potential leak in
containment.

The portion of the LW&Ds related to the RCP oil collection system is within the scope of license
renewal for FP. This system is designed to collect and contain oil leakage from the RCPs to
minimize the possibility of oil leakage as a fire hazard within the containment building.

For the purposes of license renewal, the portions of the LW&Ds system that penetrate the
containment boundary are brought into scope for containment isolation. Portions of the system
are also brought into scope to meet the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) due to spatial
interaction and attached piping considerations and for isolation of drainpaths to support
penetration room filtration (PRF) system pressure boundary requirements.

The compartment/room pressure sensors assigned to the LW&Ds system that isolate the CVCS
letdown line in the event of a CVCS letdown line rupture are addressed separately as part of the
HELB detection LRA system boundary.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria used to
determine the LW&Ds system components that are within the scope of license renewal:

safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))

non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))
fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.3.19 of the LRA, the applicant listed the LW&Ds system component types that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including flexible connectors, piping,
tanks, valve bodies, closure bolting, and floor drain plugs.

In its response to RAI 2.1-1 (discussed in Section 2.1 of this SER), the applicant changed the
methodology used for scoping unattached, non-safety-related piping for the LW&Ds system in
accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). By letter dated June 4, 2004, the applicant submitted the
supplemental information associated with the determination of SSCs within the scope of license
renewal, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) as a result of the changed
scoping methodology (see Enclosure 2, “Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2,
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Application for License Renewal, Supplemental Information Related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2)").

The methodology change resulted in an expansion of the mechanical SSCs within the scope of
license renewal. In its supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), the applicant
listed the impact of changes in the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology on the LRA results
of the in-scope components for the LW&Ds system. Floor drains, drain holdup tanks, and sump
pumps that are relied upon in the revised methodology were brought within the scope of license
renewal. The applicant also added the roof drains and sanitary drains systems to the scope of
license renewal and incorporated them into the LW&Ds system. Only those roof drains that are
routed over safety-related SSCs and can adversely impact the performance of any safety-
related SSC were brought into scope because of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2).

The applicant stated that because of the change in scoping methodology, the leakage detection
functions of the waste holdup tank (WHT) and the floor drain tank (FDT) are considered within
the scope of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) and evaluated for aging effects that require management.
Although LRA Table 2.3.3.19 lists the component type “tank,” the LW&Ds system AMR
summary does not include stainless steel tanks. As a result, these stainless steel tanks should
be added to LRA Table 3.3.2-19.

The applicant further stated that the floor drains include a cast iron drain body that is embedded
in the concrete floor. Where the drainlines are embedded in the concrete, the material is either
stainless steel or cast iron. Where the drains pass through the space of a room, the piping is
either stainless steel or carbon steel, depending upon the area being drained. Table 2.3.3.19 of
the LRA includes the component type “piping.” Table 3.3.2-19 of the LRA already includes the
aging management information for carbon steel components of this type. Cast iron components
in accessible environments are not subject to general corrosion unless they are installed in a
location that is subject to repeated wet-dry cycling. Cast iron that is not subject to wet-dry
cycling develops an adherent oxide layer that limits the effects of general corrosion. For this
reason, the floor drain cast iron components do not have an aging effect that requires
management. The stainless steel embedded components also do not have an aging effect that
requires management in these environments.

The applicant stated that the sump pump casings are stainless steel. The “pump casing”
component type should be added to LRA Table 2.3.3.19. The stainless steel sump pump
casing and the discharge piping should be added to LRA Table 3.3.2-19.

The applicant stated that the sink and floor drains from the nuclear laundry and the
radiochemistry laboratories are frequently used and are routed in such a way as to pass through
spaces that contain safety-related SSCs. The drains are constructed of stainless steel material
and are most often empty. The water chemistry of the samples that are disposed of in these
drains is at least designated as treated water and often as primary water in purity. As a result,
aggressive chemical species are not likely to build up in the drains through wet-dry cycling.
Therefore, SNC does not expect the drains to experience adverse aging effects during the
period of extended operation. Since the postulated failure modes for this piping are
hypothetical, not evaluated in the FNP CLB, and not experienced at either FNP or in the
industry, this piping is not in the scope of renewal for 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). This same argument
applies to the other, infrequently used (normally empty) stainless steel floor drains, the effluent
of which is processed through the WHT and the FDT.
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On the nonradiologically controlled side of the auxiliary building, portions of the drains are
constructed of carbon steel material. Portions of these carbon steel drains are used to remove
the condensation from ventilation units, and these drains may frequently contain untreated
water. Since these drains pass over safety-related SSCs that would be vulnerable to leakage,
the applicant considered the drains to be within the scope of 10 CFR54.4(a)(2).

The applicant stated that the sanitary drains are normally empty but are often used. They are
normally at atmospheric conditions. The drains are routed in the same areas as safety-related
SSCs, and some are routed over safety-related SSCs. Therefore, leakage from these drains
can cause an adverse impact upon the performance of safety-related SSCs. The sanitary
drains are therefore in the scope of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2).

The applicant stated that some of the roof drains are routed in such a way that they pass
directly over SR SSCs. A through-wall failure of these drains could lead to leakage upon safety-
related SSCs. Therefore, these drains are within scope. The LW&Ds system would process
any leakage, however unlikely, from the roof drains so that such leakage would not cause a
flood. Therefore, only those roof drains that are routed over safety-related SSCs can adversely
impact the performance of any safety-related SSCs, and only those drains are in the scope of
10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). Roof drain components include the drain bodies, piping, and closure
bolting.

As a result of the reliance on these components and the inclusion of the sanitary drains and the
roof drains in the LW&Ds system, the applicant added “drain bodies” and “pump casings” as
component types subject to an AMR in LRA Table 2.3.3.19. Accordingly, stainless steel tanks,
piping and components, pump casing, and cast iron drain bodies should be added to the
LW&Ds aging management summary Table 3.3.2-19.

2.3.3.19.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.19 and FNP FSAR Sections 9.3.3, 11.2 and 5.2.7. The
staff conducted its review, using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this
SER, in accordance with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff used the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER to
review the FSAR to determine if the applicant had identified all system functions in the LRA as
an intended function of the LW&Ds system, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then reviewed the FSAR, in
accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, to verify that the
applicant had not omitted passive and long-lived components from an AMR, in accordance with
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.19 identified areas in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued RAI 2.0-2B, RAI 2.0-2C, RAI 2.0-2D,
and RAI 2.0-2E and, by letter dated April 1, 2004, the staff issued RAI 2.3.3.19-4 to determine
whether the applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the
screening criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the
applicant’s responses, dated April 7, 2004, and April 29, 2004.
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RAI 2.0-2B (D-RAI 2.3.3.19-1)

In the LRA, the applicant stated that it evaluated running traps and floor drain plugs for aging
effects. Table 2.3.3.19 of the LRA lists floor drain plugs as component types subject to an
AMR. However, LRA Table 2.3.3.19 does not list running traps as component types subject to
an AMR. The staff requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of running traps from an
AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that running traps, included in the
component type “piping” in LRA Table 2.3.3.19, are simply a U-shaped arrangement of pipe and
fittings designed to provide a water seal.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.0-2B acceptable because it
clarifies that running traps are included in the component type “piping” as subject to an AMR, in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Therefore, the staff considers RAI
2.0-2B resolved.

RAI 2.0-2C (D-RAI 2.3.3.19-2)

(a) In the LRA, the applicant stated that the containment cooler condensate level monitoring
subsystem is conservatively included within the scope of license renewal and credited in
the FNP CLB as a means to detect reactor coolant pressure boundary leakage as part of
the LBB analyses. The FNP FSAR states that the condensate measuring system
permits measurements of liquid runoff from the drain pans under each containment
cooler fan unit and consists of a vertical standpipe, valves, and standpipe level
instrumentation installed in the drain piping of the reactor containment fan cooler unit.
The staff could not find these vertical standpipes on the license renewal boundary
drawings. Therefore, the staff requested that the applicant confirm that these
standpipes are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1),
respectively.

(b) License renewal boundary drawing D-205004L (Unit 2) shows two atmospheric vents at
locations E11 and F8. The vent shown at location F8 is within the scope of license
renewal. However, the vent shown at location E11 is excluded from the scope of license
renewal. The staff requested that the applicant clarify the intended function of these
vents and justify the exclusion of the latter vent from the scope of license renewal, in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a).

(© License renewal boundary drawings D-175004L (Unit 1) and D-205004L (Unit 2) show
containment cooler condensate drains within the scope of license renewal. However,
LRA Table 2.3.3.19 does not list these drains as component types subject to an AMR.
The staff requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of the containment cooler
condensate drains from an AMR in accordance with the requirements of
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). In addition, the staff requested that the applicant clarify if it
supplied containment cooler condensate drains with traps or screens to prevent
blockage in the standpipe.
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(d)

License renewal boundary drawing D-175004L shows a 3-in. atmospheric vent within the
scope of license renewal. License renewal boundary drawings D-175005L and
D-205005L show two 2-in. atmospheric vents within the scope of license renewal. Vents
are passive, long-lived components and are not listed in LRA Table 2.3.3.19 as a
component type subject to an AMR. The staff requested that the applicant justify the
exclusion of this component from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

(@)

(b)

(€)

By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that the standpipes are vertically
oriented piping and are part of the piping within the scope of license renewal upstream
of the level transmitters depicted on license renewal boundary drawings D-175004L
(Unit 1) and D-205004L (Unit 2). The applicant further stated that LRA Table 3.3.2-19
includes the standpipes in the component type “piping” as subject to an AMR.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.0-2Ca acceptable,
because it identifies the location of the standpipes on the license renewal boundary
drawings and clarifies that the standpipes are within the scope of license renewal and
subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. Therefore, the staff considers the concerns described
in RAI 2.0-2Ca resolved.

By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that the atmospheric vent for the
containment cooler condensate level monitoring subsystem on license renewal boundary
drawing D-205004L, at location E11, is within the scope of license renewal and should
have been highlighted, similar to the vent shown at location F8. Table 2.3.3.19 of the
LRA includes the vent piping in the component type “piping,” with the intended function
of pressure boundary, and is subject to an AMR.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.0-2Cb acceptable,
because the applicant concurred that the vent at location E11 is within the scope of
license renewal and clarified that LRA Table 2.3.3-19 includes the vent in the component
type “piping” as subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. Therefore, the staff considers
RAI 2.0-2Cb resolved.

By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that the drains for the containment
cooler drain pans comprise piping components (piping, fittings, etc.) and are subject to
an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The applicant
further stated that LRA Table 3.3.2-19 includes drains in the component type “piping” as
subject to an AMR. No screens or traps are provided to prevent blockage in the
standpipe.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.0-2Cc acceptable
because it clarifies that LRA Table 2.3.3-19 includes the containment cooler condensate
drains in the component type “piping” as subject to an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.0-2Cc
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resolved.

(d) By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that the atmospheric vents are
passive, long-lived components that comprise piping that is open to the atmosphere.
The applicant further stated that vents are in the scope of license renewal and are
included in the component type “piping” in LRA Table 2.3.3.19 as subject to an AMR.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.0-2Cd acceptable
because it clarifies that LRA Table 2.3.3-19 includes the atmospheric vents in the
component type “piping” as subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.0-2Cd resolved.

RAI 2.0-2D (D-RAI 2.3.3.19-3)

License renewal boundary drawings D-175005L (Unit 1) and D-205005L (Unit 2) show the RCP
oil drip pan within the scope of license renewal. However, LRA Table 2.3.3.19 does not list the
reactor coolant oil drip pan as a component type subject to an AMR. The staff requested that
the applicant justify the exclusion of this component from an AMR in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that the RCP oil drip pans are subject to
an AMR and are included in the component type “tanks” in LRA Table 2.3.3.19 as subject to an
AMR.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.0-2D acceptable because
it clarifies that LRA Table 2.3.3-19 includes the RCP oil drip pan in the component type “tanks”
as subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Therefore,
the staff considers RAI 2.0-2D resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.19-4

The LRA does not list prevention of internal flooding as an intended function of the waste
disposal system. The staff requested that the applicant verify that the FNP internal flooding
analysis does not credit any of the floor drains, equipment drains, or waste disposal system
components.

Applicant's Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 29, 2004, the applicant responded that the features of the LW&Ds systems
credited in the FNP’s CLB, as described in FSAR Appendix 3K and Section 9.3.3, for the
prevention of internal flooding include sensors, which provide line break detection and sump
usage indication, and level alarms for the sumps in the lower elevations of the auxiliary building.
Section 9.3.3.3 of the FSAR provides the basis for the specific features relied upon in the CLB
to monitor sump usage and provide sump high level alarms.

In its response, the applicant stated that in addition to the structural features of the rooms
(which include the sumps), the CLB credits the frequency of sump pump operation, the number
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of sump pumps operating, and the sump high level alarms for providing the operator with
indication of the leak. The scope of license renewal includes the sump pump controls and sump
level instrumentation under the plantwide electrical commaodities. The level switches and
mechanical alternators are active components and therefore do not require an AMR. The
sumps themselves and other physical features such as curbing, platforms, equipment
pedestals, walls, and watertight doors are included within the scope of the license renewal
under the spaces approach used for civil/structural commodities in LRA Section 2.5.

The applicant also clarified that it included the in-scope line break detection sensors assigned to
the LW&Ds system as part of the HELB detection system in LRA Section 2.3.3.17. These line
break detection sensors are compartment/room pressure sensors that isolate the CVCS letdown
line in the event of a CVCS letdown line rupture.

During review of the internal flooding prevention/mitigation scoping results for the LW&Ds
system in response to this RAI, the applicant identified an omission in the LRA. Two rooms
evaluated for flooding in the CLB analysis utilize drain piping to connect to a sump in an
adjoining area that is relied upon to detect the line failure. The LRA omitted this interconnecting
piping. This nonsafety-related piping functionally supports the safety-related use of the sump to
detect a line failure and therefore is within the scope of license renewal, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2).

The applicant further explained that for the first room, one of the drainlines is a 6-in.-diameter
stainless steel line that is routed through a wall penetration to a fixed connection in the cover of
a sump in an adjoining room. The room (without the sump) is water tight, so a leak in the room
would fill the room to the height of the drain, the drain would then fill the sump, and the sump
usage/level instrumentation would enable the leak to be detected. The inlet of this drainline is
slightly more than 6 inches above the floor (in the room without a sump), and the piping slopes
downward to the sump cover to prevent water from pooling in the line. Therefore, the drainline
is dry during normal operating conditions.

For the second room, the applicant stated that the drainline connects the floor drain in the room
to a sump in an adjoining area. The room without a sump is a watertight room, and any leak in
the room would pass through the drain to the sump, where instrumentation would enable
detection of the leak. This drain is 4 inches in diameter. One portion of the drainline is made
from cast iron and the remainder, where the line enters the sump, is made from stainless steel.
Both portions of the drainline are embedded in concrete. This line is routed from the floor drain
to a point several feet above the bottom of the sump in the adjoining room and sloped to prevent
water pooling. Leakage in the room is normally insignificant, therefore this line is dry during
normal operating conditions.

The applicant included these lines within the scope of license renewal because they directly
support the safety function of flooding detection. However, LRA Table 2.3.3.19 is unaffected,
since it already includes the applicable component types for these lines. Although the applicant
did not identify any credible aging effect that could potentially result in a failure of the drain
piping (and surrounding concrete for one line) to direct flow to the sump, it stated that the
LW&Ds system AMR summary in LRA Table 3.3.2-19 should have included the information
related to the above-mentioned in-scope drain lines.

Furthermore, the applicant explained that, in the event of a fire, drains are available to serve as
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a support system to remove water used in fire suppression (FSAR Section 9B.4.1.21).
However, the drains are a secondary support system to fire suppression. The waste disposal
system was neither designed nor installed in accordance with the design specifications for the
FP system. In scoping of SSCs for the regulated events of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3), including FP
(10 CFR 50.48), consideration of hypothetical failures or second-, third-, or fourth-level support
systems is not required. This is consistent with the NRC’s guidance on cascading for

10 CFR 54.4(a)(3), as described in Table 2.1-2 of NUREG-1800. Therefore, the applicant did
not include floor drains, equipment drains, or other waste disposal system components in the
scope for the regulated event of a fire under 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3).

As part of their review of the implementation of the applicant’s scoping and screening
methodology, as described in LRA Section 2.1, the NRC inspectors completed a license
renewal scoping and screening inspection on May 14, 2004. As a part of its consideration of
the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.19-4, the staff requested that the inspection team confirm
that no credible aging effect that could potentially result in a failure of the drain piping is
associated with the LW&Ds system drainlines, which were identified as within scope in the
applicant’s response and subject to an AMR. As documented in Inspection Report
50-348/2004-007, 50-364/2004-007, dated June 22, 2004, the inspector reviewed the RAI
response, verified the environmental conditions in the field, and concluded that, because of the
normally dry conditions of the piping, there was no credible aging effect, as stated in the
applicant’s response to the RAI.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.19-4 acceptable
because it (1) adequately explains the features of the LW&Ds systems credited in FNP’s CLB
for the prevention of internal flooding, (2) concurs that the drain piping that supports the use of
the sump to detect line failure is within the scope of license renewal, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), and (3) the inspection report verifies that there are no
credible aging effects that could result in a failure of the drain piping (and surrounding concrete
for one line) to direct flow to the sump. Therefore, the staff considers the concerns described in
RAI 2.3.3.19-4 resolved.

RAI 2.0-2E (D-RAI 2.3.3.19-5)

Section 2.3.3.19 of the LRA states that the compartment/room pressure sensors assigned to the
FNP LW&Ds system that isolate the CVCS letdown line in the event of a CVCS letdown line
rupture are addressed as part of the HELB detection system boundary. Section 2.3.3.17 of the
LRA states that the HELB system includes compartment/room pressure and level sensors for
the FNP LW&Ds system. However, the license renewal boundary drawings cited for the HELB
system do not refer to the LW&Ds system. The staff requested that the applicant clarify why it
did not list the LW&Ds system on the license renewal boundary drawings for the HELB system.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that Table B on HELB license renewal
boundary drawings D-175039L and D-205039L lists eight instruments with “G21” TPNS
designators. System G21 corresponds to the LRA system LW&Ds.

The applicant stated that the HELB detection instruments are listed in a tabular format because
there is no connected process piping. The system consists entirely of detection instruments
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and the associated sensing lines. The instruments are shown within the scope of license
renewal on the HELB boundary drawings, assigned to the HELB detection system consistent
with the descriptions provided in LRA Sections 2.3.3.17 and 2.3.3.19, and are included on the
license renewal boundary drawings referenced in LRA Section 2.3.3.17.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.0-2E acceptable because
the applicant has clarified that the license renewal boundary drawings refer to the “G21" TPNS
designator, which corresponds to the LW&Ds system. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.0-2E
resolved.

The staff finds the supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) in the June 4, 2004,
Enclosure 2 (discussed in Section 2.2.3) to be acceptable, on the basis that it adequately
identified all LW&Ds system's non-safety-related SSCs that are added to the scope of license
renewal as a result of the changed 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology.

2.3.3.19.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant identified all SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff found no omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent assessment to
determine whether the applicant identified all components that should be subject to an AMR.
The staff found no omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes that the applicant
has adequately identified the components of the LW&Ds system that are within the scope of
license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately identified
the components of the LW&Ds system that are subject to an AMR, as required by

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.20 OQil-Static Cable Pressurization System
2.3.3.20.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.20 of the LRA, the applicant described the oil-static cable pressurization
system. The oil-static cable pressurization system provides pressurized oil for the oil-static
cables that are the feeder cables from the 230 kV switchyard to the startup auxiliary
transformers. The oil-static cable pressurization system keeps a static pressure of oil on these
underground cables. The oil insulates and cools the cables and minimizes cable corrosion.
The oil-static cable pressurization system consists of two pumping units, with each unit having
two pumps. Each pumping unit has a 1000-gallon-capacity oil supply tank, which has a
nitrogen cover gas. One pumping unit supplies the cables for startup auxiliary transformers 1A
and 2B, and the other system supplies the cables for startup auxiliary transformers 1B and 2A.
The oil-static pump house in the switchyard houses the system components. The system is
within the scope of license renewal because it supports operation of the in-scope offsite power
supply used to recover from an SBO event.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criterion it used
to determine the oil-static cable pressurization system components that are within the scope of
license renewal:

C station blackout (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))
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In Table 2.3.3.20 of the LRA, the applicant listed the oil-static cable pressurization system
component types that are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including
closure bolting, piping, pump casings, tanks, and valve bodies.

2.3.3.20.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.20 and FNP FSAR Section 8.2.1.2. The staff conducted
its review, using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in
accordance with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff used the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER to
review the FSAR to determine if the applicant identified all system functions in the LRA as an
intended function of the oil-static cable pressurization system, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then
reviewed the FSAR, in accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this
SER, to verify that passive and long-lived components were not omitted from an AMR, in
accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.20 identified areas in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated December 12, 2003, the staff issued RAIs to determine whether the
applicant properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening criteria of
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the applicant’s responses,
dated January 9, 2004.

RAI 2.3.3.20-1

License renewal boundary drawing D-372816L shows magnetic level indicators within the scope
of license renewal. Magnetic level indicators provide the intended function of pressure
boundary and are not listed in LRA Table 2.3.3.20 as a component type subject to an AMR.

The staff requested that the applicant clarify if the pressure-retaining boundary of the magnetic
level indicators is subject to an AMR. If not, the staff requested that the applicant justify the
exclusion of these components from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated January 9, 2004, the applicant responded that the magnetic level indicator
consists of a vertical stainless steel pipe with a scale strapped to the outside, and a float inside.
Table 2.3.2.20 of the LRA includes the stainless steel pressure boundary subcomponents of the
magnetic level indicators in the component type “piping.”

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.20-1 acceptable
because it clarifies that LRA Table 2.3.2.20 includes the pressure boundary subcomponents of
the magnetic level indicators in the component type “piping” as subject to an AMR, in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Therefore, the staff considers the
concerns described in RAI 2.3.3.20-1 resolved.
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RAI 2.3.3.20-2

(@)

(b)

License renewal boundary drawing D-372816L shows unidentified components (1RV2,
1RV1, 2RV2, and 2RV1) within the scope of license renewal. The license renewal P&ID
legend for drawing D-175016 does not list these components. The staff requested that
the applicant identify these components and clarify if they are subject to an AMR. If not,
the staff requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of these components from an
AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

License renewal boundary drawing D-372816L shows unidentified components 1RD and
2RD excluded from the scope of license renewal. The license renewal P&ID legend for
drawing D-175016 does not list these components. Although these components provide
an intended function of pressure boundary, LRA Table 2.3.3.20 does not include them
as component types subject to an AMR. The staff requested that the applicant identify
these components and clarify if they are within the scope of license renewal and subject
to an AMR. If not, the staff requested that the applicant justify their exclusion from the
scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

(@)

(b)

By letter dated January 9, 2004, the applicant responded that it created the license
renewal boundary drawing for the oil-static cable pressurization system from a vendor
drawing. The vendor did not use the standard symbolism depicted on the license
renewal drawing legend; therefore, some of the symbols and component identifiers on
the oil-static cable pressurization system are not standard. The applicant identified the
components addressed by this RAI as relief valves, and the component type “valve
bodies” in LRA Table 2.3.3.20 includes these relief valves as subject to an AMR.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.20-2a
acceptable because it adequately identifies the components of the oil-static cable
pressurization system and clarifies that LRA Table 2.3.3.20 includes these components
in the component type “valve bodies” as subject to an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Therefore, the staff considers the concerns
described in RAI 2.3.3.20-2a resolved.

By letter dated January 9, 2004, the applicant responded that it created the license
renewal boundary drawing for the oil-static cable pressurization system from a vendor
drawing. The vendor did not use the standard symbolism depicted on the license
renewal P&ID legend; therefore, some of the symbols and component identifiers on the
oil-static cable pressurization system are not standard. The applicant identified the
components (1RD, 2RD) addressed by this RAI as rupture disks (RDs). The applicant
stated that the oil storage tanks have a nitrogen cover gas applied to prevent moisture
intrusion, not to provide pump suction head, and an RD is provided to protect the tank
from overpressure. The applicant concluded that since aging-related failure of the RD
could not prevent the oil-static cable pressurization system from supplying oil to the
underground cables, the RDs are not within the scope of license renewal and an AMR is
not required.
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Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.20-2b
acceptable because it adequately identifies the components of the oil-static cable
pressurization system and clarifies the exclusion of this component from the scope of
license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. Therefore, the staff considers the
concerns described in RAI 2.3.3.20-2b resolved.

2.3.3.20.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant identified all SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff found no omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent assessment to
determine whether the applicant identified all components that should be subject to an AMR.
The staff did not identify any omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes that the
applicant adequately identified the components of the oil-static cable pressurization system that
are within the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant
adequately identified the components of the oil-static cable pressurization system that are
subject to an AMR, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.21 Potable and Sanitary Water System
2.3.3.21.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.21 of the LRA, the applicant described the potable and sanitary water (P&SW)
system. For the purposes of license renewal, the P&SW system consists of the following FNP
systems:

. sanitary water system
. plant hot water heating system

The sanitary water system provides chlorinated or brominated water to the plant for drinking and
cleaning purposes. The plant hot water heating system carries water from the plant heating
system heat exchanger to various stations within the auxiliary building, including the air handling
unit heating coils. These systems are nonsafety-related but are within the scope of license
renewal, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), because of spatial
interaction with safety-related SSCs, and because portions of the plant hot water heating
system are high energy.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criterion it used
to determine the P&SW system components that are within the scope of license renewal:

C non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))

In Table 2.3.3.21 of the LRA, the applicant listed the P&SW system component types that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including closure bolting, heat
exchanger (channel head), heat exchanger (shell), piping, strainers (shell), tanks, and valve
bodies.

In its response to RAI 2.1-1 (discussed in Section 2.1 of this SER), the applicant changed the
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methodology used for scoping of unattached, nonsafety-related piping for the P&SW system, in
accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). By letter dated June 4, 2004, the applicant submitted the
supplemental information associated with the determination of SSCs within the scope of license
renewal, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), as a result of the changed
scoping methodology (see Enclosure 2, “Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2,
Application for License Renewal, Supplemental Information Related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2)").

The methodology change expanded the mechanical SSCs within the scope of license renewal.
In its supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), the applicant listed the impact of
changes in the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology on the LRA results of the in-scope
components for P&SW system. Although this table shows an increase in the in-scope SSCs for
the P&SW system, the applicant stated that the component types do not change from the
component types listed in LRA Table 2.3.3.21.

2.3.3.21.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.21 and FNP FSAR Section 9.2.4. The staff conducted its
review, using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in accordance
with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff used the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER to
review the FSAR to determine if the applicant identified all system functions in the LRA as an
intended function of the P&WS system, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a).
The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then conducted a review, in accordance with
the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, to verify that the applicant did not
omit passive and long-lived components from an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.21 identified an area in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued an RAI to determine whether the
applicant properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening criteria of
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAI and the applicant’s response,
dated April 7, 2004.

RAI 2.3.3.21-1

The P&SW system is non-safety-related but is within the scope of license renewal because of
the potential for spatial interaction with safety-related components, per 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2).
Table 2.3.3.21 of the LRA lists the component types subject to an AMR. However, LRA Section
2.3.3.21 does not provide or reference any license renewal boundary drawings associated with
the P&SW system. Section 9.2.4.2 of the FNP FSAR states that drawing D-170127 shows the
P&ID for the P&SW system. However, the applicant did not provide this drawing to the staff for
review.

The staff requested that the applicant provide a description or license renewal boundary
drawing to identify the components of the P&SW system that are within the scope of license
renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.
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Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded that the P&SW system includes the
sanitary water system and plant hot water heating system. The sanitary water system supplies
domestic water for use throughout the plant. The plant hot water heating system carries water
for the plant heating system heat exchanger to air handling heating coils located throughout the
auxiliary building. The plant hot water heating system is within scope for high-energy line
consideration, and other portions of the P&SW system are within the scope of license renewal
for spatial interaction, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2).

In response to the staff's request to identify the components of the P&SW system that are within
the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, the applicant stated that LRA Table
2.3.3.21 lists the component types subject to an AMR, and LRA Table 3.3.2-21 identifies the
applicable material and environment combinations for these components. The applicant further
listed closure bolting, piping components (piping, fittings, etc.), valves, heat exchangers, strainer
(shell), and tanks for the in-scope portion of plant hot water system. The applicant stated that
the in-scope portion of the sanitary water system within the scope of license renewal includes
closure bolting, piping components (piping, fittings, etc.), valves, and tanks.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.21-1 acceptable
because it adequately identifies the intended function of the subsystems of the P&SW system
(sanitary water system and plant hot water heating systems) and also lists the components of
the plant hot water heating and sanitary water systems that are within the scope of license
renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. Therefore, the staff considers the concerns described in RAI
2.3.3.21-1 resolved.

The staff finds the supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) in the June 4, 2004,
Enclosure 2 (discussed in Section 2.2.3) to be acceptable, on the basis that it adequately
identified all P&SW system's non-safety-related SSCs that are added to the scope of license
renewal as a result of the changed 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology.

2.3.3.21.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant identified all SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff found no omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent assessment to
determine whether the applicant identified all components that should be subject to an AMR.
The staff found no omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes that the applicant
has adequately identified the components of the P&SW system that are within the scope of
license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately identified
the components of the P&SW system that are subject to an AMR, as required by

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.22 Radiation Monitoring System
2.3.3.22.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.22 of the LRA, the applicant described the radiation monitoring system. The
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radiation monitoring LRA system consists of the FNP process and area radiation monitoring
systems. The radiation monitoring systems at FNP are grouped into three categories:

C process and effluent radiological monitoring, which includes both continuous process
and periodic sampling systems

C area radiation monitoring, which monitors radiation fields in various areas within the
plant
C airborne radioactivity monitoring, which monitors specific areas of the plant to ensure

that in-plant airborne radioactive materials concentrations are controlled during normal
plant activities, such that limits stated in 10 CFR Part 20 will not be exceeded

The airborne radioactivity monitoring is a nonsafety-related function that is not within the scope
of license renewal. The process and effluent radiological monitoring portion of the system is
used to monitor process and effluent streams during normal operations and postulated
accidents to provide indication and record releases of radioactive materials generated and to
initiate automatic system responses. The in-scope portions are addressed as part of the
system that includes the process or effluent being monitored.

Area radiation monitors are standalone monitors and addressed in the scoping and screening
results for the electrical and 1&C systems along with the process and effluent radiological
monitors.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria used to
determine the radiation monitoring system components that are within the scope of license
renewal:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

2.3.3.22.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.22 and FNP FSAR Sections 11.4 and 12.2.4. The staff
conducted its review, using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in
accordance with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff used the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER to
review the FSAR to determine if the applicant identified all system functions in the LRA as an
intended function of the radiation monitoring system, in accordance with the requirements of
10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then reviewed the FSAR, in
accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, to verify that the
applicant did not omit passive and long-lived components from an AMR, in accordance with

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.22 identified an area in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued an RAI to determine whether the
applicant properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening criteria of
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10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAI and the applicant’s response,
dated April 7, 2004.

RAI 2.3.3.22-1
Section 2.3.3.22 of the LRA states the following:

The process and effluent radiological monitoring portion of the radiation monitoring
system is used to monitor process and effluent streams during normal operations and
postulated accidents to provide indication and record releases of radioactive materials
generated and to initiate automatic system responses. The in-scope portions are
addressed as part of the LRA system that includes the process or effluent being
monitored.

The in-process radiation monitoring elements shown on the license renewal boundary drawings
for the closed-cycle cooling water and open-cycle cooling water systems are installed in line
and, therefore, serve the intended function of pressure boundary. However, the applicant did
not list these components in the LRA tables as subject to an AMR. Section 2.3.3.22 of the LRA
does not list the systems that contain the process or effluent being monitored, nor does it
reference any boundary drawings associated with the radiation monitoring system. Therefore,
the staff could not confirm that the SSCs meeting the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) are
included within the scope of license renewal. The staff requested that the applicant provide a
list of the LRA systems which includes the process or effluent being monitored by components
of the radiation monitoring system.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant stated that the radiation monitors installed in line on
an in-scope portion of a process system serve the intended function of pressure boundary and
are therefore within the scope of license renewal. The scoping results for the mechanical
system being monitored include these radiation monitors. The applicant also clarified that, for
radiation monitors installed in line on an in-scope portion of a process system, the items are
treated the same as piping or ductwork fittings and are included in the component type “piping”
for piping applications, and in the component type “ducts and fittings” for ventilation
applications, and are subject to an AMR.

In response to the staff's request, the applicant developed a table which lists the LRA systems
that includes the process or effluent being monitored by components of the radiation monitoring
system. This table lists those radiation monitors that are part of a mechanical LRA system’s in-
scope pressure boundary.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.22-1 acceptable
because it adequately identifies the systems which include the process or effluent monitored by
components of the radiation monitoring system and clarifies that, for radiation monitors installed
in line on an in-scope portion of a process system, the items are subject to an AMR in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Therefore, the staff considers RAI
2.3.3.22-1 resolved.

2.3.3.22.3 Conclusion
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The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant identified all SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff found no omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent assessment to
determine whether the applicant identified all components that should be subject to an AMR.
The staff found no omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes that the applicant
has adequately identified the components of the radiation monitoring system that are within the
scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant adequately
identified the components of the radiation monitoring system that are subject to an AMR, as
required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.23 Reactor Makeup Water Storage System
2.3.3.23.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.23 of the LRA, the applicant described the reactor makeup water storage
(RMWS) system. The RMWS system provides nonborated makeup water for the RCS and
makeup and flushing water for various other components. The RMWS system provides an
assured seismic Category | makeup source to the component cooling water system surge tank
and to the SFP as its license renewal intended function.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria met by
the reactor makeup water system components which are within the scope of license renewal:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))

In Table 2.3.3.23 of the LRA, the applicant listed the RMWS system component types that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including closure bolting, flow
orifice/element, piping, pump casings, tanks, and valve bodies.

In its response to RAI 2.1-1 (discussed in Section 2.1 of this SER), the applicant changed the
methodology used for scoping of unattached, nonsafety-related piping for the RMWS system in
accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). By letter dated June 4, 2004, the applicant submitted the
supplemental information associated with the determination of SSCs within the scope of license
renewal, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), as a result of the changed
scoping methodology (see Enclosure 2, “Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2,
Application for License Renewal, Supplemental Information Related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2)").

The methodology change expanded the mechanical SSCs within the scope of license renewal.
In its supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) the applicant listed the impact of
changes in the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology on the LRA results of the in-scope
components for the RMWS system. Although this table shows an increase in the in-scope
SSCs for the RMWS system, the applicant stated that the component types do not change from
the component types listed in LRA Table 2.3.3.23.

2.3.3.23.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.23 and FNP FSAR Sections 9.2.7, 9.3.4, 9.1.3.3, and
9.2.2.2. The staff conducted its review, using the evaluation methodology described in Section
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2.3 of this SER, in accordance with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff used the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER to
review the FSAR to determine if the applicant had not identified all system functions in the LRA
as an intended function of the RMWS system, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then reviewed the FSAR, in
accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, to verify that the
applicant did not omit passive and long-lived components from an AMR, in accordance with

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.23 identified areas in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued RAIs to determine whether the
applicant properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening criteria of
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the applicant’s responses,
dated April 22, 2004.

RAI 2.3.3.23-1

In FNP FSAR Section 9.2.7.2.1, the applicant stated that the RMWS tank contains a diaphragm
membrane, and the Unit 1 tank contains a 150-gal/min recirculating vacuum degasifier to
exclude oxygen from the makeup water. License renewal boundary drawings D-175036L,
D-205036L, D-170118L, and D-200012L depict the diaphragm as used in the reactor water
makeup and condensate storage tanks (CSTs). License renewal boundary drawing D-205036L
shows the diaphragm within the scope of license renewal. However, license renewal boundary
drawings D-175036L, D-170118L, and D-200012L exclude the diaphragm from the scope of
license renewal. In addition, LRA Table 2.3.3.23 does not list these diaphragms as component
types subject to an AMR. These diaphragm membranes provide an intended function of
pressure boundary for the RMWS tanks and are passive, long-lived components. The staff
requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of the RMWS tank diaphragms for Units 1 and
2 (with the exception of the one shown on license renewal boundary drawing D-205036L) from
the scope of license renewal, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a). In
addition, the staff requested that the applicant explain why LRA Table 2.3.3.23 does not list
these components as component types subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements
of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the stainless steel RMWS tanks
contain a diaphragm membrane that excludes oxygen from the makeup water. These
diaphragms do not perform an intended function for license renewal.

The applicant added that the failure of the diaphragm would not result in the loss of any safety-
related function. Should the diaphragm become perforated, the reactor makeup water in the
tank remains available to provide adequate makeup to the closed-cycle cooling water surge
tank and SFP. The tank and connecting piping provides the pressure boundary for the RMWS
systems. The applicant concluded that boundary drawings D-175036L, D-170118L, and
D-200012L correctly show the diaphragm as excluded from the scope of license renewal.
However, boundary drawing D-205036L incorrectly highlighted the diaphragm as within the
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scope of license renewal.

During a telephone conference on May 24, 2004, between the applicant and the NRC staff, the
staff requested that the applicant clarify whether the disintegration of the diaphragm membrane
could cause blockage of the supply lines from the RMWS tanks to the closed-cycle cooling
water system.

By letter dated June 18, 2004, the applicant, in its revised response, stated that the diaphragm
membranes would not degrade (disintegrate) to the point where blockage of the supply lines
could occur. In its response, the applicant stated that, although these nonsafety-related
diaphragms would not fail in a manner that would prevent accomplishment of a safety-related
function, the applicant’s review of the industry and site-specific operating experience identified
that age-related degradation of elastomer-type tank diaphragms is a reasonable expectation for
the period of extended operation. At FNP, the applicant has replaced these tank diaphragms
with diaphragms made of improved materials due to degradation. Therefore, the applicant
decided to include the tank diaphragms in an aging management program (AMP) to provide
additional assurance.

The applicant expanded the scope of this response to include the diaphragm membranes of the
CSTs and the boric acid tanks, in addition to the RMWS tanks, because these tanks are within
the scope of license renewal and have similar elastomer diaphragms subject to the same
concern. The AFW system (LRA Section 2.3.4.4) includes the CSTs, and the CVCS (LRA
Section 2.3.3.8) includes the boric acid tanks. Therefore, the applicant concurred that LRA
Tables 2.3.3.8, 2.3.3.23, and 2.3.4.4 should have included the tank diaphragms as a component
type within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR. As a result, the applicant also
provided additional information to supplement the scoping, AMR results, and AMP discussions
in the application.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s revised response to RAI 2.3.3.23-1
acceptable because it concurred that the diaphragm membranes in the RMWS tanks should
have been within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. Therefore, the staff
considers RAI 2.3.3.23-1 resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.23-2

@) License renewal boundary drawings D-170118L and D-200012L show a 3-in. ventline
(HCD-262) and a 3-in. nitrogen purge line (HCD-263) excluded from the scope of license
renewal. These lines serve the intended function of pressure boundary. The staff
requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of these lines from the scope of license
renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

(b) License renewal boundary drawings D-170118L and D-200012L show 1-in. pipelines,
connected to a level controller (MK274 and MK774) excluded from the scope of license
renewal. These lines serve the intended function of pressure boundary. The staff
requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of these lines from the scope of license
renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.
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Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

(@)

(b)

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that tank connections for the 3-in.
ventline and the 3-in. nitrogen purge line are used during the filling operation of the
RMWS tank to evacuate air underneath the diaphragm. These lines are located 3'-6"
above the normal water level in the tank and do not provide a pressure boundary for the
required inventory of the reactor makeup water in the tank. Therefore, they are excluded
from the scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.23-2a
acceptable because it adequately explains the basis for excluding the ventline and the
nitrogen purge line from the scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in accordance
with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.
Therefore, the staff considers the concerns described in RAI 2.3.3.23-2a resolved.

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that, through further evaluation of
the level controller lines addressed in the RAI, it has determined that these lines serve
the intended function of pressure boundary, relative to maintaining the pressure
boundary of the RMWS tank, and are within the scope of license renewal. The applicant
also stated that the 1-in. stainless steel piping and the level controllers are the only
component types in these lines. The level controllers are not subject to an AMR since
they are active components. However, the piping is passive and long-lived and is
already identified in LRA Table 2.3.3.23 as a component type subject to an AMR with the
intended function of pressure boundary.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.23-2b
acceptable because the applicant concurred that the level controller lines addressed in
the RAI are within the scope of license renewal and are included in LRA Table 2.3.3.23
in the component type “piping” as being subject to an AMR, in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively. The applicant
also clarified that the level controllers are active components and are therefore not
subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).
Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.23-2b resolved.

RAI 2.3.3.23-3

License renewal boundary drawings D-175036L and D-205036L show the license renewal
boundary for this system to end at valves Q1G22V063A, Q1G22V063B, Q2G22V063A, and
Q2G22V063B. These valves appear to be normally open, and a piping class change occurs at
this valve. Normally open manual valves can be used as a license renewal pressure boundary
if failure of the downstream piping has no short-term effects, can be quickly detected, and will
be closed by the operators before any adverse consequences occur. The staff requested that
the applicant explain why it is acceptable to terminate the license renewal boundary at these
normally open valves.
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Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the piping associated with the open
valves identified in the RAI consists of reactor makeup water providing seal water to the waste
gas compressor (WGC). This reactor makeup water supply to the WGC is not an in-scope
function for the system. The waste processing system has no safety-related function, and there
are no in-scope functions for the waste gas system. The valve alignment depicted on the
boundary drawing assumes the system is aligned to support waste gas system operation.

The applicant added that the RMWS system is within the scope of license renewal as a source
of long-term makeup water for the component cooling water system surge tank and for the SFP.
The makeup supply from the RMWS system to the component cooling water surge tank
addresses loss of inventory from minor leakage sources during long-term postaccident recovery
in the event the demineralized water system is unavailable. The use of the RMWS system for
makeup water to the SFP by the use of the temporary hose connection is also a long-term
recovery action in the unlikely event of a failure of both safety-related trains of the SFP cooling
system and the demineralized water system.

In response to the staff's request to explain why it is acceptable to terminate the license renewal
boundary at these normally open valves, the applicant explained that the 3/4-in. piping
downstream of the isolation valves (Q2G22V063A and Q2G22V063B) is located outside of the
WGC rooms as well as inside the rooms. Failure of this line has no short-term effects—the
WGC equipment is not safety-related, and there is no short-term need for makeup water to the
component cooling water surge tank or SFP.

The applicant also stated that the detection of the leak depends on the size of the leak. In the
event of a complete failure equivalent to a 3/4-in. line break, the flow out of the break would
reduce the level in the RMWS tank slowly, given the large capacity of the tank (approximately
200,000 gallons). The unusual increase in waste tank/sump levels or from the changes in
RMWS tank level and associated alarm readings would lead to detection of the reduction in
level. The leak would be isolated before any inventory loss that would occur would compromise
the intended function of the RMWS because of the large capacity of the RMWS tank and the
small size of the potential leak (3/4 in.).

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.23-3 satisfactory,
because it adequately explains that it is acceptable to terminate the license renewal boundary at
the normally open valves addressed in the RAI because failure of 3/4-in. piping downstream of
the isolation valves (Q2G22V063A and Q2G22V063B) would not compromise the intended
function of the RMWS system. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.3.23-3 resolved.

As part of its review of the implementation of the applicant methodology, as described in LRA
Section 2.1, the NRC inspectors completed a license renewal scoping and screening inspection
on May 14, 2004, which is documented in Inspection Report 50-348/2004-007,
50-364/2004-007, dated June 22, 2004. The inspection consisted of a selected examination of
procedures and representative records and interviews with personnel regarding the process of
scoping and screening plant components to select components subject to an AMR.
Additionally, the NRC inspectors performed a walkdown of selected areas of the plant
containing SSCs that are considered to be within the scope of license renewal because they
meet the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) requirement. For a sample of plant systems, specifically those that
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the NRC reviewers identified, the NRC inspectors performed visual inspection of accessible
portions of the systems to observe any effects of component aging.

The inspectors concluded that the applicant had successfully performed scoping and screening
and identified the SCs subject to an AMR, in accordance with the methodology described in the
LRA and the license renewal rule, with the following exception.

The inspectors noted that boundary drawings were inconsistent on various drawings in
depicting the atmospheric vents for the refueling water storage, condensate storage, and the
RMWS tanks as in or out of the scope of license renewal.

By letter dated July 9, 2004, the applicant provided supplemental information to the atmospheric
vents on the RWSTs, CSTs, and RMWS tanks. In this supplement, the applicant agreed to
include these vents in the scope of license renewal. The applicant stated that these vent lines
are considered an integral subpart of the tanks and, consequently, are lumped into the existing
“tank” component type. Therefore, the component types in the AMR tables in the corresponding
LRA scoping sections are unaffected. However, the applicant stated that the AMR summary
tables should have included additional material-environment combinations for the tanks as a
result of bringing the tank vents into scope and provided the additions to the corresponding
AMR summary tables.

The staff finds the supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) in the June 4, 2004,
Enclosure 2 (discussed in Section 2.2.3) to be acceptable, on the basis that it adequately
identified all RMWS system's non-safety-related SSCs that are added to the scope of license
renewal as a result of the changed 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology.

2.3.3.23.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant identified all SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff found no omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent assessment to
determine whether the applicant identified all components that should be subject to an AMR.
The staff found no omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes that the applicant
has adequately identified the components of the RMWS system that are within the scope of
license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately identified
the components of the RMWS system that are subject to an AMR, as required by

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.3.24 Sampling System

2.3.3.24.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.3.24 of the LRA, the applicant described the sampling system. The sampling
system is designed to permit liquid and gaseous sampling for analysis and chemistry control of
the plant primary and secondary system fluids. It allows the needed samples to be obtained
under both normal operation and shutdown conditions. Portions of the system also support
postaccident sampling.

Portions of the system that are within the scope of the license renewal rule support the pressure
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boundary function of the safety-related system being sampled, provide containment isolation
where the sample system penetrates the containment boundary, and/or provide manual
sampling to ensure that the boration to cold shutdown margin is achieved for safe shutdown
under Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50. In addition, the sample lines for SGBD, the pressurizer,
and the reactor coolant hot leg isolate automatically on high penetration room pressure to
support maintaining the negative pressure required for the penetration room filtration (PRF)
function.

In Table 2.2-1c of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine the sampling system components that are within the scope of license renewal:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))
. environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.3.24 of the LRA, the applicant listed the sampling system component types that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including closure bolting, heat
exchanger (shell), heat exchanger (tubes), piping, and valve bodies.

2.3.3.24.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.3.24 and FSAR Section 9.3.2. The staff conducted its
review, using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in accordance
with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff used the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER to
review the FSAR to determine if the applicant identified all system functions in the LRA as an
intended function of the sampling system, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then reviewed the FSAR, in
accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, to verify that the
applicant had not omitted passive and long-lived components from an AMR, in accordance with
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.3.24 identified an area in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued an RAI determine whether the
applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening criteria
of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAI and the applicant’s response,
dated April 22, 2004.

RAI 2.3.3.24-1

License renewal boundary drawings D-175009L and D-205009L show gross failed fuel
detectors within the scope of license renewal. However, LRA Table 2.3.3.24 does not list gross
failed fuel detectors as a component type subject to an AMR. The gross failed fuel detector
housing serves the intended function of pressure boundary and is within the scope of license
renewal. The staff requested that the applicant clarify if the pressure boundary retaining
components of the gross failed fuel detectors are subject to an AMR. If not, the staff asked the
applicant to justify their exclusion from an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of
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10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the gross failed fuel detector is an
assembly with the pressure boundary component types individually scoped, screened, and an
AMR performed. The subcomponents of the gross failed fuel detector assembly (with
component type indicated in parentheses) that provide a pressure boundary function include
tubing (piping), valves (valve bodies), sample cooler tubing (sample cooler heat exchanger
tubes), and neutron detector coil tubing (piping). Tables 2.3.3.24 and 3.3.2-24 of the LRA
include these components under the component types indicated.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.3.24-1 acceptable
because it adequately identifies the subcomponents of the gross failed fuel detector assembly
that serve the intended function of pressure boundary and clarifies that LRA Table 2.3.24
includes these subcomponents in the component types “piping,” “valve bodies,” and “sample
cooler heat exchanger tubes” as subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Therefore, the staff considers the concerns described in RAI 2.3.3.24-1
resolved.

2.3.3.24.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant did not identify all SSCs that should be within the scope of license
renewal. The staff found no omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent
assessment to determine whether the applicant identified all components that should be subject
to an AMR. The staff found no omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes that
the applicant has adequately identified the components of the sampling system that are within
the scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has
adequately identified the components of the sampling system that are subject to an AMR, as
required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.4 Steam and Power Conversion Systems

This section addresses the staff’s review of the results of the scoping and screening
methodology for steam and power conversion systems, which consist of the following:

main steam system

feedwater system

steam generator blowdown system

auxiliary feedwater system

auxiliary steam and condensate recovery system
turbine and turbine auxiliaries

In accordance with the requirements stated in 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), the applicant must identify
and list SCs subject to an AMR. These are passive, long-lived SCs that are within the scope of
license renewal. To verify that the applicant properly implemented its methodology, the staff
reviewed the scoping and screening results to confirm that the applicant did not omit any
mechanical system components that are subject to an AMR.
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2.3.4.1 Main Steam System

The main steam LRA system comprises the main steam system, auxiliary steam system, and
portions of the feedwater control system.

2.3.4.1.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.4.1 of the LRA, the applicant described the main steam LRA system. The main
steam system conducts steam from the steam generators to the turbine generator and to
supporting components, including the MSRs, steam jet air ejectors, gland sealing steam system,
auxiliary steam system, and steam generator feed pump turbines. The main steam system also
supplies steam via the auxiliary steam system to the turbine-driven AFW pump. The portions of
the main steam system from each steam generator, up to and including the MSIVs and the
supply to the turbine-driven AFW pump, are necessary for the safe shutdown of the plant and
accident mitigation.

The main steam LRA system boundary includes the level and flow instrumentation attached to
the steam generator, although otherwise classified as part of the feedwater control system,
because it forms part of the main steam system pressure boundary and provides input to the
reactor protection system.

The first-stage turbine impulse pressure sensing lines and associated transmitters provide input
to the reactor protection system and ATWS mitigation system actuation circuitry (for mitigation
of an ATWS event) and are included in the scope of the main steam system boundary.

The applicant addressed the compartment/room pressure sensors, provided in areas affected
by a rupture of an auxiliary steam supply line to the turbine-driven AFW pump and assigned to
the auxiliary steam system, separately as part of the HELB detection LRA system boundary.

In Table 2.2-1d of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria used to
determine the main steam LRA system components that are within the scope of license
renewal:

safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))

non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))
fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

anticipated transient without scram (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.4.1 of the LRA, the applicant listed the main steam system component types that
are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including closure bolting, flow
orifice/element, piping, steam/fluid traps, turbine pump drive casings, and valve bodies.

2.3.4.1.2 Staff Evaluation
The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.4.1 and FNP FSAR Sections 10.1, 10.3, and 7.8. The staff

conducted its review, using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in
accordance with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.
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In its evaluation, the staff used the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER to
review the FSAR to determine if the applicant had identified all system functions in the LRA as
an intended function of the main steam system, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then reviewed the FSAR, in
accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, to verify that the
applicant had not omitted passive and long-lived components from an AMR, in accordance with
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.4.1 identified areas in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued RAIls determine whether the
applicant had properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening criteria
of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the applicant’s responses,
dated April 23, 2004, and June 18, 2004.

RAI2.34.1

License renewal boundary drawings D-175033L and D-205033L show air reservoirs within the
scope of license renewal. Air reservoirs serve the intended function of pressure boundary and
are passive, long-lived components. However, LRA Table 2.3.4.1 does not include air
reservoirs as a component type subject to an AMR. The staff concluded that the air reservoirs
serve a pressure boundary intended function and are passive, long-lived components. The staff
requested that the applicant justify the exclusion of air reservoirs from an AMR, in accordance
with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that these air reservoirs are an integral
part of the valve operator, directly support the active function of the operator, and are included
as part of the valve operator component for license renewal. The valve operator only performs
an active function and, therefore, is not subject to an AMR. Age-related degradation of the
valve operator is managed under the requirements of the Maintenance Rule.

During a telephone conference between the applicant and the NRC staff on May 24, 2004, the
staff agreed to consolidate RAI 2.3.3.5-1a, RAI 2.3.3.5-1b, RAI 2.3.4.1-1, and portions of RAI
2.2-5b for the pneumatic valve operator air tanks to a revised RAI 2.2-5b, since the applicant’s
responses to these RAIs were related to the integral parts of valve operators. Therefore, by
letter dated June 25, 2004, the staff issued the revised RAI 2.2-5b. Section 2.2.3 of this report
describes the revised RAI 2.2-5b, the applicant’s response, and the staff evaluations.

RAI2.3.4.1-2
Table 2.3.4.1 of the LRA lists steam/fluid traps as a component type subject to an AMR.
However, the only steam/fluid traps appearing on the license renewal boundary drawings

D-175033L and D-205033L are excluded from the scope of license renewal. The staff
requested that the applicant identify the in-scope steam traps referred to in LRA Table 2.3.4.1.
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Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the steam traps listed in LRA Table
2.3.4.1 are solely within the scope of license renewal under 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) and, as such,
are not highlighted on the license renewal boundary drawings. The applicant also provided the
identification numbers for eight steam traps (per unit) within the scope of license renewal and
shown on license renewal boundary drawings referenced in LRA Section 2.3.4.1.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.4.1-2 acceptable
because it adequately explains that the steam traps are not highlighted on the license renewal
boundary drawings because they are within scope solely in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2).
The applicant then specifically identifies the in-scope steam traps on these drawings.
Therefore, the staff considers the concerns described in RAI 2.3.4.1-2 resolved.

RAI 2.3.4.1-3

License renewal boundary drawings D-170114L and D-200007L show a component
represented by a dashed line symbol. However, the drawing D-175016 Units 1 and 2 standard
P&ID legend does not define this particular dashed line. The staff requested that the applicant
identify the components represented by this dashed line and explain how the applicant
considered them in the scoping and screening process.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that the dashed lines addressed in the
RAI represent piping by others. The applicant further explained that the symbol used was not
an exact match with the symbol for piping by others shown in the drawing legend because of
variations in symbolism between different vendors.

In response to the staff's request about how it considered the components represented by the
dashed line in the scoping and screening process, the applicant stated that it considered the
piping in the scoping and screening process using the methodology described in LRA Section
2.1 and excluded it from the scope of license renewal.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant's response to RAI 2.3.4.1-3 acceptable
because the applicant identified the components represented by the dashed line and explained
that it considered these components in the scoping and screening process using the
methodology described in LRA Section 2.1. Therefore, the staff considers RAI 2.3.4.1-3
resolved.

2.3.4.1.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant identified all SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff found no omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent assessment to
determine whether the applicant identified all components that should be subject to an AMR.
The staff found no omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes that the applicant
has adequately identified the components of the main steam LRA system that are within the
scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately
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identified the components of the main steam LRA system that are subject to an AMR, as
required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.4.2 Feedwater System

The feedwater LRA system comprises the condensate and feedwater system, feedwater control
system, chemical injection system, and portions of the AFW system.

2.3.4.2.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.4.2 of the LRA, the applicant described the feedwater LRA system. The
condensate and feedwater system returns condensed steam from the main condenser through
the feedwater heaters to the steam generators. The feedwater control system modulates the
feedwater flow rate to control levels in the steam generators during normal and transient
conditions and isolates feedwater system flow when required during abnormal conditions. The
main feedwater control valves and main feedwater bypass control valves are part of the
feedwater control system.

The chemical injection system allows for the addition of chemicals to the feedwater fluid to
minimize corrosion in the feedwater system and in the steam generators.

The portion of the AFW system that interfaces with the main feedwater lines up to and including
the first isolation valve forms an integral part of the normal feedwater pressure boundary and
has been included as part of the feedwater LRA system. The remainder of the system
comprises the AFW LRA system.

The condensate and feedwater system from the feedwater isolation valves to the steam
generators is safety related and an integral part of the AFW flowpath pressure boundary for
providing emergency feedwater to the steam generators. This portion of the system and the
portions of the chemical injection and AFW systems that interface with the main feedwater lines
up to the first isolation valves provide containment isolation and steam generator isolation
pressure boundary functions, as well as support to the AFW flowpath. Rapid and redundant
isolation of the main feedwater lines to prevent sustained high flow is accomplished via tripping
the main feedwater pumps and automatic closure of the main feedwater control valves and main
feedwater bypass control valves, in addition to closure of the feedwater isolation valves.

The LRA addresses level sensors, provided in the main steam valve room to detect flooding
indicative of a line rupture and assigned to the condensate and feedwater system, separately as
part of the HELB detection LRA system boundary.

In Table 2.2-1d of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine the feedwater system components that are within the scope of license renewal:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))

. non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))
. fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

. environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

. anticipated transient without scram (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))
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In Table 2.3.4.2 of the LRA, the applicant listed the feedwater system component types that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including closure bolting, piping,
and valve bodies.

In its response to RAI 2.1-1 (discussed in Section 2.1 of this SER), the applicant changed the
methodology used for scoping of unattached, non-safety-related piping for the feedwater system
in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). By letter dated June 4, 2004, the applicant submitted the
supplemental information associated with the determination of SSCs within the scope of license
renewal, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), as a result of the changed
scoping methodology (see Enclosure 2, “Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2,
Application for License Renewal, Supplemental Information Related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2)").

The methodology change resulted in an expansion of the mechanical SSCs within the scope of
license renewal. In its supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), the applicant
listed the impact of changes in the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology on the LRA results
of the in-scope components for the feedwater system. In Enclosure 2 of the letter, the applicant
stated that changes in the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology affect a portion of the
chemical addition system (addressed as part of the feedwater LRA system in the application).
The portion of the chemical addition system that is located in the auxiliary building on the 100’
elevation is of concern. The system is normally unused (it is occasionally used for batch
processing of wet lay-up chemicals) and unpressurized. When used, the system is operated
locally such that any leak in the area containing the safety-related SSCs would be immediately
detected and the operation stopped.

A through-wall failure in the system components on the discharge side of the system pumps
could expose vulnerable safety-related SSCs in the space to the treated water of the system.
Therefore, the applicant indicated the discharge-side lines in the scope of the license renewal
and evaluated them for aging effects that require management.

The chemical addition system is supplied from the CST, and the supply line runs in the same
room as safety-related components. Since the supply-side of the system is left unpressurized
(isolated), a spray from a failure in these components is not postulated. None of the supply-side
components are routed above non-safety-related SSCs that are vulnerable to a leak. Room
drainage is available; therefore, leakage would not lead to a flooding event that would
compromise the safety-related components in the area. Similarly, leakage from the chemical
addition tanks (100 gallon capacity) or skid components (on the supply side of the pumps)
would not cause a flood in the lower equipment room or connected rooms that would lead to a
failure of a SR component.

Because of the expanded scope, the applicant stated that it included the chemical addition
pump casings and the pump discharge-side line within the scope of license renewal and
evaluated them for aging effects that required management. Tables 2.3.4.2 and 3.4.2-2 of the
LRA should include the component type “pump casings.”

2.3.4.2.2 Staff Evaluation
The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.4.2 and FNP FSAR Sections 10.47 and 10.3.5. The staff

conducted its review, using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in
accordance with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.
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In its evaluation, the staff used the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, to
review the FSAR to determine if the applicant identified all system functions in the LRA as an
intended function of the feedwater system, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.4(a). The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then reviewed the FSAR, in
accordance with the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, to verify that the
applicant did not omit any passive and long-lived components from an AMR, in accordance with
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff found that the applicant included those portions of the feedwater system that meet the
scoping requirements of 10 CFR 54.4 within the scope of license renewal, and identified them
as such in LRA Section 2.3.4.2, and included the feedwater system components that are
subject to an AMR in accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1) in LRA Table 2.3.4.2. The staff did
not identify any omissions.

The staff finds the supplemental information related to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) in the June 4, 2004,
Enclosure 2 (discussed in Section 2.2.3) to be acceptable, on the basis that it adequately
identified all feedwater system's non-safety-related SSCs that are added to the scope of license
renewal as a result of the changed 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) scoping methodology.

2.3.4.2.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant identified all SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff found no omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent assessment to
determine whether the applicant identified all components that should be subject to an AMR.
The staff found no omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes that the applicant
has adequately identified the components of the feedwater LRA system that are within the
scope of license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately
identified the components of the feedwater system that are subject to an AMR, as required by
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.4.3 Steam Generator Blowdown System
2.3.4.3.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3.4.3 of the LRA, the applicant described the steam generator blowdown (SGBD)
system. This system provides a continuous blowdown of water from the lower portion of each
steam generator tube bundle to remove solids and chemical contaminants that accumulate in
the steam generators during normal operations. Removing these impurities helps maintain
proper water chemistry and minimizes corrosion on the secondary side of the steam generators.
The blowdown from each steam generator flows under pressure into a common manifold and
then to a heat exchanger, where the temperature is reduced before processing the effluent.

Portions of the SGBD system are brought into scope for containment isolation (where the SGBD
piping penetrates containment) and as a result of the potential for spatial interaction with safety-
related SSCs. The SGBD lines from the steam generators to the processing system are high-
energy lines. High-energy line break room pressure sensors isolate blowdown from the steam
generators if a rupture is detected. The applicant addressed the compartment/room pressure
sensors separately as part of the HELB detection LRA system boundary.
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In Table 2.2-1d of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine the SGBD system components that are within the scope of license renewal:

. safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))
. nonsafety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))
. anticipated transient without scram (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.4.3 of the LRA, the applicant listed the SGBD system component types that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including closure bolting, piping,
and valve bodies.

2.3.4.3.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.4.3 and FNP FSAR Section 10.4.9. The staff conducted its
review, using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in accordance
with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff used the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER to
review the FSAR to determine if the applicant identified all system functions in the LRA as an
intended function of the SGBD system, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a).
The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then reviewed the FSAR, in accordance with
the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, to verify the applicant had not
omitted passive and long-lived components from an AMR, in accordance with

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.4.3 identified an area in which it needed additional
information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued an RAI to determine whether the
applicant properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening criteria of
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAI and the applicant’s response,
dated April 22, 2004.

RAI 2.3.4.3-1

License renewal boundary drawing D-175071L for the SGBD shows that the only portion of the
SGBD system that is within the scope of license renewal in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1)
extends from the steam generators to the containment isolation valves. According to LRA
Section 2.3.4.3, other portions of the system are brought into scope under 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2).
However, the LRA does not identify the specific portions and their components.

Section 10.4.8.2 of the FNP FSAR states that in the event that radiation monitors in the system
detect a high level of activity in the blowdown fluid, a control valve downstream of the SGBD
heat exchanger will trip closed, providing automatic isolation of the system. However, the FSAR
does not identify the specific location of this blowdown isolation valve. Because this valve
performs an isolation function, and all components upstream of it (to the containment isolation
valves) perform the intended function of pressure boundary, the staff concludes that these
components should be within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR.

The staff requested that the applicant provide the location of the above-mentioned blowdown
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isolation valve and justify the exclusion of this valve and all components upstream (to the
containment isolation valves) from the scope of license renewal and from an AMR, in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 22, 2004, the applicant responded that three different types of valves can
automatically isolate the SGBD system—(1) the containment isolation valves which close on a
containment isolation signal, (2) a set of two valves located upstream of the containment
isolation valves (already in scope under 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1)) which close on a high room-
pressure signal caused by an HELB, (3) and a third valve which closes on a high radiation
signal and functions to minimize releases during normal plant operations to meet 10 CFR Part
20 ALARA requirements. This third valve and the components upstream of it (to the
containment isolation valves) are excluded from the scope of license renewal under

10 CFR 54.4(a)(1) because the portion of the SGBD system downstream of the containment
isolation valves is not safety related, and this valve is utilized only during normal operations.
However, the applicant added that the portion of the SGBD system between the containment
isolation valves and the SGBD heat exchanger is within the scope of license renewal under
10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) because of potential spatial interactions with safety-related components;
therefore, it is not highlighted on the license renewal boundary drawings.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.4.3-1 acceptable
because it adequately explains the various isolation functions associated with the SGBD system
and explains the basis for (1) excluding the portion of the system located downstream of the
containment isolation valves (up to the SGBD heat exchanger) from the scope of license
renewal under 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1), and (2) including the portion of the SGBD system between
the containment isolation valves and the SGBD heat exchanger within the scope of license
renewal under 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). Therefore, the staff considers the concerns described in RAI
2.3.4.3-1 resolved.

2.3.4.3.3 Conclusion

The staff reviewed the LRA and the accompanying scoping boundary drawings to determine
whether the applicant identified all SSCs that should be within the scope of license renewal.
The staff found no omissions. In addition, the staff performed an independent assessment to
determine whether the applicant identified all components that should be subject to an AMR.
The staff found no omissions. On the basis of its review, the staff concludes that the applicant
has adequately identified the components of the SGBD system that are within the scope of
license renewal, as required by 10 CFR 54.4(a), and that the applicant has adequately identified
the components of the SGBD system that are subject to an AMR, as required by

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

2.3.4.4 Auxiliary Feedwater System
The systems that comprise the auxiliary feedwater (AFW) LRA system include the AFW system
and the condensate storage tank (CST) portion of the condensate and demineralized water

transfer and storage system.

2.3.4.4.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application
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In Section 2.3.4.4 of the LRA, the applicant described the AFW LRA system. The AFW system
is designed to supply feedwater to the steam generators during startup, cooldown, and
emergency conditions. Two motor-driven and one turbine-driven AFW pumps ensure the
availability of the required feedwater flow to the steam generators. During normal operations,
the system is in a standby mode, with controls selected for automatic operation.

The condensate and demineralized water transfer and storage system stores water in the CST
to provide makeup and surge capacity to compensate for changes in the turbine plant systems
inventory and to provide a supply of water for the AFW system for shutdown decay heat
removal. The lower portion of the tank is designed to ensure that 150,000 gallons remain in the
tank for emergency use. The applicant addressed the demineralized water transfer and storage
portion of the system as part of the demineralized water LRA system.

The AFW system is relied upon as the source of feedwater supply to the steam generators to
maintain a secondary heat sink for DBE mitigation, and therefore the SCs that perform this
function are safety related. The CST provides the feedwater source for the AFW system for
normal and DBE mitigation. The service water system can also supply the AFW system if
needed. However, this system is not credited for mitigation of any DBE.

In Table 2.2-1d of the LRA, the applicant identified the following 10 CFR 54.4(a) criteria it used
to determine the AFW LRA system components that are within the scope of license renewal:

safety-related (10 CFR 54.4(a)(1))

non-safety-related that can prevent a safety-related function (10 CFR 54.4(a)(2))
fire protection (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

environmental qualification (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

anticipated transient without scram (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3))

In Table 2.3.4.4 of the LRA, the applicant listed the AFW LRA system component types that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, including closure bolting, filters
(casing), flow orifice/element, oil cooler (shell), oil cooler (channel head), oil cooler (tubesheet),
oil cooler (tubes), piping, pump casings, CSTs, and valve bodies.

2.3.4.4.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff reviewed LRA Section 2.3.4.4 and FNP FSAR Sections 6.5 and 9.2.6. The staff
conducted its review, using the evaluation methodology described in Section 2.3 of this SER, in
accordance with the guidance described in Section 2.3 of NUREG-1800.

In its evaluation, the staff used the scoping process described in Section 2.3 of this SER to
review the FSAR to determine if the applicant identified all system functions in the LRA as an
intended function of the AFW system, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a).
The staff did not identify any omissions. The staff then reviewed the FSAR, in accordance with
the screening process described in Section 2.3 of this SER, to verify that the applicant did not
omit passive and long-lived components from an AMR, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1).

The staff's review of LRA Section 2.3.4.4 identified areas in which it needed additional

information to complete the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping and screening results.
Therefore, by letter dated March 23, 2004, the staff issued RAIs to determine whether the
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applicant properly applied the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and the screening criteria of
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). The following describes the staff's RAls and the applicant’s responses,
dated April 7, 2004.

RAI2.3.4.4-1

Section 6.5.2.2.2 of the FNP FSAR states that a forced-feed lube oil system driven from the
turbine shaft lubricates the AFW turbine bearings. Several of the components listed in LRA
Table 2.3.4.4 compose part of the turbine lube oil subsystem. Since the AFW pump turbine
drive must be operable for the AFW system to perform its intended function, the staff considers
the turbine lube oil subsystem to be within the scope of license renewal. However, license
renewal boundary drawings D-175007L, D-205007L, D-175033L, and D-205033L do not show
the turbine lube oil subsystem and its components.

The staff requested that the applicant confirm that all components of the turbine lube oil
subsystem (AFW system) are within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR, in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), respectively, or
provide drawings which show the turbine lube oil subsystem and all of its components and
identify those components considered to be within the scope of license renewal and subject to
an AMR.

Applicant’'s Response and Staff's Evaluation

By letter dated April 7, 2004, the applicant responded by providing a schematic diagram of the
turbine lube oil subsystem showing all of its components. The diagram identified additional
components which are subject to an AMR and were not previously included in LRA Table
2.3.4.4; the applicant revised the table accordingly. These components include sight glasses
and tanks (auxiliary oil reservoir). The applicant also made corresponding revisions to LRA
Table 3.4.2-4.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 2.3.4.4-1 acceptable
because, with the addition of the above-mentioned components to LRA Table 2.3.4.4, it
identifies all components within the scope of license renewal, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4,
and subject to an AMR, in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Therefore,
the staff considers RAI 2.3.4.4-1 resolved.

RAI 2.0-2F (D-RAI 2.3.4.4-2)

The license renewal boundary drawing D-175016 Unit 1 and Unit 2 standard P&ID legend, and
boundary drawings D-175007L and D-205007L show the symbol for startup strainer temporary
within the scope of license renewal. St