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REVIEW GUIDELINES FOR STP EXEMPTION REQUEST
AND BASELINE ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA FOR RIP50 OPTION 2

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document contains the guidelines for reviewing the STP request per 10 CFR 21.7 and

10 CFR 50.12 for exemptions from numerous special treatment requirements. These
guidelines have been assembled utilizing input from the lead technical divisions. The guidelines
were reviewed by the RIP50 core team.,

These review guidelines are an initial draft of the acceptance criteria to be incorporated into 10
CFR $0.69 and 10 CFR Appendix T for RIP50. [Note that the corresponding RIP50 analogy will
be provided in brackets where appropriate.] The staff will continue developing the RIP50 option
2 acceptance criteria to develop a final set approved by NRR by 12/31/00.

The guidelines address the acceptability of the STP proposal [and are rev 0 for the RIP50
Option 2 acceptance criteria] in three general areas:

1. Categorization guidelines [Appendix T for RIP50)

2. Treatment guidelines (includes change control and monitoring guidelines) [50.69 for
RiP50]

Licensing basis documentation [RG + NEI guideline + potentially UFSAR for RIP50)

2508 ,H & ¥ The determination of safety significance of structures, systems, and components (SSCs) must

’ 1 be performed as part of an integrated decision-making process which uses both risk insights
o8 ne \‘ and fraditional engineering insights.{ In categorizing SSCs, it must be demonstrated that the )

v} f*\"\ 3 defense-in-depth philosophy is maintained, that sufficient safe margin is maintained, and that
Ao i " increases in risk, if any, are small./Results of the categorization process should b
4 ;XL Al 2 2 Cdilaliild U f
ol o< . " by use of performance measurement strategies. validated
; e &s
\\’"5‘?&“&: To accomplish these objectives, the process to categorize SSCs should consist of the following

& ¥ elements:

2.1 Assessment of the Capability of the Plant-specific Probabilistic Risk Assessment
(PRA) to Support the Categorization Process

At a minimum, a PRA modeling the internal initiating events at full power operations shall be
used for SSC importance analysis and determination of change in risk from the application. The
PRA must be capable of quantifying core damage frequency (CDF) and large early release

frequency (LERF). When categorizing SSCs, the licensee shall also consider external event
initiators, as well as the shutdown and low-power modes of operation, either by PRA modeling
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or by the integrated decision-making process.

N
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grocess:

PRA quality must be demonstrated, in a manngf that is consistent with acceptedpractices,
commensurate with the level of detail sufficigft to model the impact of the proposed change.

The PRA must reflect the as-built and as-opbrated plant and must satisfy the pertinent quality ﬁ_r{.", e

assurance requirements as specified in section 2.5 of RG 1.174 “An Appfoach for Using
Probabilistic Risk Assessment in Risk-Informed Decisions on Plant-S cific Changes to the
Licensing Basis”.

When used for SSC categorization, and as long as regulatory requirements are being di
by this categorization, the PRA must be updated within six months after each refue hg outage

provided the interval between successive updates does not exfeed 24 months: 1o reflect This

update, the/SSC categorization shall be revisited and updated as appropriate.
Does this mean changed in any way? RQG
2.2 SSC categorization by the integrated decision-making panel (IDP)

An integrated decision-making panel must be used to determine the safety significance of SSCs.

The categorization of SSCs as either HSS (high safety significant)/MSS (medium safety

significant) [RISC-1 or RISC-2] or LSS (low safety significant)/NRS (not risk significant) [RISC-3]

must consider: results of the PRA analysis; deterministic and other traditional engineering

analyses; maintenance of the defense-in-depth philosophy; and meintenance of safety margins.
N uhether the SSC contribubes +v A of

2.2.1  Use of PRA Insights for SSCs Explicitly Modeled in the PRA

Relative importances of SSCs modeled in the PRA should be determined using PRA importance
measures or similar methodologies. The results of this process together with results of
sensitivity studies shall be used as inputs to the integrated decision-making process for the
categorization of SSCs.

2.2.1.1 Initial screening criteria

SSC importances must be determined based on both CDF and LERF. Importance measures
should be chosen such that resuits can provide the IDP with information on the relative
contribution of an SSC to total risk. Examples of importance measures that can accomplish this
are the Fussell-Vesely (F-V) importance and the Risk Reduction Worth (RRW) importance.
Importance measures should also be used to provide the IDP with information on the safety
margin available should an SSC fail to function. The Risk Achievement Worth (RAW)

.ned
o In the initial screening stages, an SSC with F-V < 0.005 based on either CDF or LERF, and

RAW < 2 based on either CDF or LERF can be considered as potentially LSS/NRS [RISC-3).
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Other Risk Metrics. - My feeling on the last 4 questions (vii, viii, ix and x) is that these
will result in a reduction in the gains we could potentially achieve in the GQA program.

(7) This criterion goes beyond LERF. Barriers to fission product release during severe
accidents will include Any Containment Penetration and consideration of all releases,
not just Large Early, '

(8) SSC is depended upon in EOPs or SAMGs. Is this the same as mentioned? Has our
process considered SAMGs? T

(9) Failure of the SSC will result in unintentional release even in the absence of severe
accident conditions. This will pick up the radioactive management and control
systems (LWP, Radiation Monitoring, etc) thus further reducing the pool of LRS or
NRS equipment.

(10)  The SSC is relied upon to control or mitigate the consequences. I think this is
related to viii

The draft IDP evaluation process will impose several new criteria and analyses in order to
support ranking components as LRS or NRS. The overall process would result in a
decrease in the number of LRS/NRS equipment. The defense-in depth and maintenance
of safety margins analyses could be cost-prohibitive (little or no benefit to justify the
expected cost).




STP Comments ori the Draft Review Guidelines
for the STP Exemption Request

Section 1.0 Introduction

None

Section 2.0 Categorization Guidelines

PRA Quality — Our PRA has not been reviewed by the WOG Peer Review process.
Which is the only (somewhat) accepted The model has been extensively reviewed by the
NRC in support of other applications. The model in general satisfies the QA
requirements of RG 1.174,

The update procedure will have to be revised to explicitly identify the criteria spelled out
in this section (changes in operations, design, or procedures).

Section 2.2 SSC Categorization

2.2.1.1 Initial Screening Criteria We have not generated risk-ranks for internal
initiating events without external initiating events. The NRC document implies that
component Risk-Ranking may be artificially lowered in a combined model. In the case
of the external events, the sensitivity case we ran using external events only did not
significantly (almost zero) affect the component risk rankings.

2.2.1.2 Evaluation of the overall risk impact. The NRC still wants us to change failure
data to “ the level corresponding to the failure likelihood for the revised treatment
requirements.” If we can’t perform this quantitatively, the IDP must provide the
justification. I'm not sure how this can be accomplished.

2.2.2 Use of Risk Insights for SSCs Not Modeled in PRA

It appears that there are some SSCs for which the NRC expectation is the only answer
(e.g. RCPB, MS and FW Class II Piping). I believe that the categorization process
actually results in the NRC’s desired outcome, so obviously, our categorization process is
“sufficiently robust.”

) For those initiating events that were screened out of the PRA, does this
requirement mean that any initiating event that was ever mentioned in the PRA or
background documents must be specifically reevaluated?

(V) Spatial interaction is already considered in the PRA and contributes through fires,
floods, etc to core damage. Does this requirement mean that the IDP must
reconsider any spatial interaction?




TGlen Schinzel - 01P and nip50 review guidelines.07 1700 wpd age

DRAFT

ka.{' TR 2 The low safety significance of SSCs must be confirmed based on an assessment of the overall
et ® "W impact of SSC re-categorization and a comparison of this impact to the acceptance criteria for
RC changes in CDF and LERF as described in Section 2.2.1.2.

Application of the above guidelines will also identify a list of SSCs that are determined to be ,
HSS/MSS [RISC-1 or RISC-2] by the PRA. These SSCs shall not be re-categorized as yﬁza wp :,,(f
potentially LSS/NRS [RISC-3] by the IDP process. / ‘ '

The PRA models for external initiating events, and for low power and shutdown plant operating /3/ 7 P
modes may be conservative with respect to those for intemal initiating events. Use of e peh m,alek
conservative models can influence the calculation of Importance measures by moving more - Merc . oiced-
SSCs into the low safety significance category. Therefore, when PRA models for external event | ate being req 4as
initiators and for the low power and shutdown modes of operation are available, the importance

\ measures shall be evaluated for each analysis separately, as wellin an integrated manner. ) Do as a sedsitiv .'47 &

——Resulls ome_,analysﬂtmﬂqeg_tq the IDP for deliberation. - stody o G
Y aﬁev* 2.2.1.2. Evaluation of the overall risk impact from reclassifying SSCs
Je don
Worep £o inefe®** 7/ The change in risk from reclassifying SSCs shall be quantified. The potential impact of relaxing
> estima'$ treatment requirements on SSCs must be evaluated in an integrated manner. Changes in CDF 8
Tow 4y ve and LERF must be estimated by calculations where the falure likelihood of SSCs is changed to ) Bevaded 3y 10}
new t‘(—‘.'.lm-(em the level corresponding to the failure likelihood for the revised treatment requirements. s e'\h'ﬁ'v:'{-y gh,z,
robabi "'Z on
P raz""? Estimated changes to CDF and LERF must be small and consistent with the guidance in section ®q
rea 4 yoo assume 224 of RG 1,174
‘vent
hat Cailures wovld fhe impact of the revised treatment requirements cannot be easily quantified or in cases when
+his wev' 2 PRA model is not available to evaluate the chan e in risk from an external initiating event or
neresdt, 9
£ hbgpen viti ¥ plant operating mode, the IDP must provide justification, on the basis of bounding analyses or
e ‘Z‘; . “f‘“&. qualitative considerations, that the change in rigk will be small as defined by the guidelines
P - \ i i .
2orng oc provided in RG 1.174. L, Revired +reatmest # change in 13k
222 Use of Risk Insights for SSCs Not Modeled in PRA
For SSCs that are not explicitly modeled in the PRA or when external event initiators or the low
power and shutdown plant operating modes are not modeled, the IDP shall assess the safety
significance of these SSCs by determining if: prolute 7 RG
relative er &
(i) Failure of the SSC will ncrease the frequency of an initiating event, including %
those initiating events originally screened out in the PRA. What dees this gs b 7 RG ' s /M ;9:: !
- . . . . N 4o £ 3 som n )
(i) Failure of the SSC will compromise the mtezﬁt‘y of thgereagt'ér cooﬁant pressure boundary. "‘““&As:ne cro'«? one
ltis expected that a sufficiently robust categorization process would result in the reactor «\so oo resvlt in ol
coolant pressure boundary being categorized as HSS [RISC-1). Ll this | ubs beint |
1 '3,
signiflecant RG ASmE “M‘)RSS 2 oF

Failure of the SSC will fail a safety'function, including SSCs that are assumed to be

T his :3r\ore$ f—"ci:“ll]/fﬂhc“”‘)' of 'Q\"l"" and filvee mode, and :5 csunter
' DRAFT
to  probabkilistic rick us‘e;snmf(e.g. nocma.l(7 open mgnu.( valve in maln process f:PL'_?)
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inherently reliable in the PRA (e.g., piping and tanks) and those that may not be explicitly Co.*qof"-*{" on is
modeled (e.g., room cooling systems, and instrumentation and control systems). For Lir active
example, it is expected for PWRs that a sufficiently robust categorization process would
categorize high energy ASME Section Iil Class 2 piping of the main steam and feedwater
systems as HSS or MSSee, |, tess #heir fuilore Lerld net affect a SE
Safely function.

(iv) The SSC supports important operator actions requiredy to mitigate an accident, including the

operator actions taken credit for in the PRA.

- Cormpor] ents

Rq

Se*l‘ " tions ( (v) Failure of the SSC will result in failure of safety significant SSCs (e.g., through spatial
Lot “:‘ ;a“'{ ve interactions}_, ¢ ﬁ\(w"\ Foncticnal reliance of one S9C on the sther RC
c[ul 2
er Lpily res (vi) Failure of the SSC will impact the plant's capability to reach and/or maintain safe shutdown
conditions.
In addition fo being safety significant (HSS/MSS) in terms of their contribution to CDF or LERF ' ket othdr mettic” |
SSCs can also be safety significant (HSS/MSS) in terms of@iher risk melrics or condiions &— RG |
Therefore, when an SSC is not identified as safety significant (HSS/MSS) by the PRA, the IDP
must establish its safety significance by determining if: Hiat dhere
. k: aSW'M‘ . L
Agqain old Fhin “’_{yii) The SSC is a part of a system that acts as a barrier to fission product release during '\ zee small PH™ e
4 igreres 97 ] \*7» severe accidents. It is expected that a sufficiently robust categorization process would lines M the Res .
hat 13 fulore mides, resul in fission product barriers (e.g., the containment shell or liner) being categorized as a ce LSS/VVS, beeatt
redible T ? least MSS [RISC-1). * . wovld
4 siee ot b"‘*"\"‘ dhe'e Lail
L st
-’ eC (viii) The SSC is depended upon in the Emergency Operating Procedures or the Severe net result i & 53
Accident Management Guidelines. celease - |SF
10l cestrictive.
Inavly esulE inall (ix) Failure of the SSC will result in unintentional releases of radioactive material even in the
youtd [ tems absence of severe accident conditions.  Tn excess of fart 02 = +h RG
shwagte Y6 Any felease? — No ¢ Uhat is the 2 ctinetion
seing 155 [msS Ay The SSC is relied upon to control or to mitigate the consequences of transients and ) gbtfw cen Hhis an
S accidents. and pfo Lgkl\:‘h’ of an SSC Lallure, REC xifi 2
R
If any of the above ten cghditions are true, the IDP should use a qualitative evaluation process &
to determine the impact i i iabili This
Too cestrictive, evaluation should include identifying the functions being supported by SSC operation, the
notents relationship between the SSC’s failure modes and the functions being supported, the SSC 2
s"“". Fra : ’: failure modes for which the failure rate may increase, and the SSC failure modes for which €— What ard these <
ave Urjimpertak detection could become more difficult. The IDP can justify low safety significance (LSS/NRS) of Gk
4o tigk. the SSC by demonstrating one-er-more-of the-following:
S¥

*  The reclassification is consistent with the defense-in-depth philosophy (per section 2.2.3
below) and sufficient safety margin is maintained (per section 2.2.4).

DRAFT
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@‘\\ ¢ e-9*" +  Operating experience does not indicate active failure mechanisms (e.g., for piping flow
Q‘(m”‘ g6 accelerated corrosion or MIC), relaxing the requirements will have minimal impact on the
g - \ i failure rate increase, and failures can be detected in a timely fashion
°9 “
¢ ‘,\w‘H + * Relaxing the requirements will have a minimal impact on the expected onsite occupational
Mowce Y or offsite doses from transients and accidents that do not contribute to CDF or LERF.
‘ H .

* Failure of the SSC will have Iile o¢ no impact on risk Re

2.2.3. Maintaining the defense-in-depth philosophy

When categorizing SSCs as LSS/NRS [RISC-3], the IDP must demonstrate that the
defense-in-depth philosophy is maintained. Defense-in-depth is considered adequate if the
overall redundancy and diversity among the plant's systems and barriers is sufficient to ensure
the risk acceptance guidelines are met, and that:

* Reasonable balance is preserved among prevention of core damage, prevention of
containment failure or bypass, and mitigation of consequences of an offsite release

+  System redundancy, independence, and diversity is preserved commensurate with the
expected frequency of challenges, consequences of failure of the system, and associated
uncertainties in determining these parameters

*  There is no over-reliance on programmatic activities and operator actions to compensate
for weaknesses in the plant design, and

*  Potential for common cause failures is taken into account

ok slani€s
2.2.4 Maintenance of safety margins risk 540 process pe

When categorizing SSCs as LSS/NRS [RISC-3), the IDP shall demogstrate that there are
sufficient safety margins to account for uncertainty in the engineert io and in the
supporting data. Safety margin shall be incorporated when determining performance
characteristics and parameters (e.g., component, system, and plant capability) or when defining
mission success criteria (e.g., the number of system trains required to mitigate an initiating event
or the ability of an SSC to perform in a certain environment). The amount of margin should
depend on the uncertainty associated with the performance parameters in question, the

L
availability of alternatives to compensate for adverse performance, and the consequences of fensift. Deesnt
failure to meet the performance goals. Demonstration of available safety margins shall be Teo ©F [deady
accomplished by use of data from plant operations or research studies, or by use of analyses ) the RA &% ?
using established engineering codes and standards or NRC-approved alternatives. answers this

2.3 Documentation of the Integrated Decision-making Process and the Decision Criteria
Used

DRAFT




| Slen Schinzel - STP and rip50 review guidelines.071700.wpd

Pages]

Teo €

\?et-‘
,"-\vu“

it

T{-cw&m-

b the €F

be pes witled!

SE .

DRAFT

2.3.1. Requirements of the Integrated Decision-making Panel

2.3.1.1 The IDP shall be described in a formal plant procedure which includes:

() The designated chairman, panel members, and panel alternates;

(i) Required training and qualification's for the chairman, members and alternates;
(iii) Requirements for a quorum, attendance records, agendas, and meeting minutes;
(iv) The decision-making process;

(v) Documentation and resolution of differing opinions; and

(vi) Implementation of feedback/corrective actions.

Vecy @res erigtive

? k¢

gpresented on the IDP:; plant operations,

2.3.1.2 Expertise in the following fields shall bg
design (mechanical and electrical) and matefféls engineering, systems engineering and
operating history, €afety anal /sis engineering guality assurance, plant ficensing, plant
maintenance, androbabilisfic risk assessmenl Members may be experts in more than one
field, however excessive reliance on any one member’s judgement should be avoided.

t S
2.3.1.3 The licensee shall establish and document specific requirements for ensdfng aﬁiequate
expertise levels of IDP members, and shall ensure that expertise levels are maintained. There
shall be at least three members of the IDP with a minimum of five years experience at the plant,
and there shall be at least one member of the IDP who has worked on the modeling and
updating of the plant-specific PRA for a minimum of three years.

Too pees erighiy

¥

I

2.3.1.4 The IDP shall be trained in the specific technical aspects and requirements related to

te
the categorization process. Training shall address, at a minimum, documentes

avditab e

(i) The purpose of the categorization,

(i) Present treatment requirements for SSCs including requirements for design basis events,

(i) PRA fundamentals, and details of the plant-specific PRA including the modeling scope and
assumptions,

(iv) The defense-in-depth philosophy and requirements to maintain this philosophy.

(v) Safety margins

Each of these topics shall be covered to the extent necessary to provide the IDP with a level of

knowledge sufficient to evaluate and approve SSC categorization using both probabilistic and
deterministic information.

STe
2.3.1.5 IDP decision criteria for categorizing SSCs as HSS/MSS [RISC-1 or RISC-2] or *s ::;,pr:.
LSS/NRS [RISC-3] shall be documented. When there are differing opinions, and if a resolution
cannot be achieved concerning the safety significance of an SSC, then the SSC shall be ) Ne. EP &
classified as HSS/MSS [RISC-1 or RISC-2].

peciodicall RC

2.3.1.6 SSC categorization shall be revisited’by the IDP when the PRA is updated or when the

other criteria used by the IDP are affected by changes in plant operational data or changes in
plant design or plant procedures or information developed by the corrective action program.

DRAFT

Dees this nped fo be

& ge

3 and
?

GS

methed
el

GS
judge-
GS




[GTen S2hinzel- STP and pB0 Teview guideTnes 0 T700 wed Page 7]

DRAFT

ft'
2.3.2 Documentation of the IDP process

The following shall be documented and available for NRC review:

*  Results of the relative risk importance of SSCs modeled in the PRA including the results of
sensitivity analyses.

t

*  Results of the final SSC categorization including a summary of IDP deliberations for each W hat abef »

SSC classified as LSS/NRS [RISC-3] and each non-safety-related SSC classified as Box Vs L
HSS/MSS [RISC-2]. Technical basis documents used to support the categorization shall GS

also be available.

' +his.
218 2t - verall in_plant risk as a re hanges in treatment requirements, including ) We dont §l* &s
Set o ,.u-*’ the baseline CDF and LERF and the change in this CDF and LERF.
e Lo *  Regquirements for the IDP including, the plant procedure, expertise, membership, training,
and decision-making guidelines. :
*  The PRA used and the supporting analyses, together with a description assuring the quality
of PRA. ‘
2.4 Changes to the decision-making process and guidance criteria
4 iont
1
At this time guidelines for controlling changes to the decision-making process and guidance N eed "_‘°'° T Jh
criteria have not been developed. The staff has developed alternative approaches to on this. GS
implementing a change control process into the exemption and is evaluating whether the
exemption process can accommodate each approach.
“This 1¢¢ u‘re.l‘ I 3.0 TREATMENT GUIDELINES ’;eni"‘?cam‘-'— Re
‘Sen O'F A"u“l’ . L{ n_bo .
, Safety-related SSCs remain under requlaidfy contryl of the Code of Federal Regulations,
& , S¥ although the exient of special treatment fequiremerks may be reduced or eliminated

commensurate with the safety i of the individual SSCs. The design and functional
requirements of the facility continue to be satisfied ( .g., the capability of electrical and

mechanical SSCs to perform their safety functions a{ seismic and environmental design g this
conditions). Sufficient process controls will be retainkd to demonstrate the capability of For NRS, got Aest
safety-related SSCs to perform their safety functiong (initially and on a continuing basis) with the mean NS, dementt
level of confidence commensurate with the safety of the individual SSC. Thé key

attributes of the procedures and processes that ensure safety-related SSCs remain functionally "‘"”"“’ © oGS
capab!e@be described in an appropriale icensee aocumjenD. To what level of detasl

+ and

hat iy e ?
3.1 Safety-related SSCs categorized as HSS or MSS [RISC-1]: — © 1¢ intewt ! GS

3.1.1 All special treatment requirements must continue to be applied to these SSCs.

DRAFT




§ WPl wuliiicel - ot P dlU Tipov TevVIEW guidennes.u/ 1 /VU.wWpa Page

°]

Jhat

Q *hie ¢
‘ nss % ecC

Hss(!

No, o
2850CH
Ass [0
guhct

svege

oded with the (g Following facility changes that affect safety significant functions, an evaluation must be)
'Tq'mio\a and d

DRAFT

3.1.2 In addition to the special treatment requirements, the following also apply:
’ 4his
(a) For beyond design basis (DB) safety significant functions, the licensee must validate U"‘{.‘lﬂ
assumptions credited in the risk assessment for SSCs that support or perform these regr
eyond DB functions. In this regard, the risk assessment may be assuming that the SSC (mf clw‘)
performs an entirely different function (for example--valve needs to close when its DB
Vaaue . Laat  function is to open), or the SSC may be performing the same DB function but at beyond DB the ¢
does i+ mean? limits (for example, expecting the component to maintain integrity to its ultimate failure
" point), or performing the DB function or a beyond DB function in an environment outside its

13 \ DB envelope (for example without room coolers). The validation shall consist of a
documented engiNEeMMIEVAIIAION)  fpit fovel of detail 7 Audifable? Qs

(b) The performance of these SSCs must be monitored at the train or component level and
all failures must be evaluated. If 10 CFR 50.65 is utilized to meet this requirement, it must
be supplemented to monitor all functional failures not just maintenance preventable failures.

4
(c) Following facility changes that affect safety significant beyond DB functions, an To be done

evaluation must be performed and documented that concludes there continues to be Grovp o g "

reasonable assurance that safety significant beyond DB functions continue to be satisfied
and that the credit taken in the categorization process continues to be validated.

wﬁ(. «\*(d) Evaluations are performed to determine whether enhanced treatment is warranted for
hon & ¥ SSCs categorized as HSS or MSS [RISC-1] to assure that the beyond DB safety significant
Sy function is satisfied.

3.2 Nonsafety-related SSCs categorized as HSS or MSS [RISC-2]: £

_'k‘vs.-p."f Sl" 'cﬂu‘tl“ﬂ L q’
3.21  Any applicable special treatment requirements continue to apply to these SSCs.

3.2.2  In addition to any applicable special treatment requirements, the following also apply:

e
¢ the e""_'° < (a) The licensee must validate the assumptions credited in the risk assessment for these l Vague. ."’
esolt ©F SSCs. The validation shall consist of a documented engineering evaluation. does Hhis

(b) The performance of these SSCs must be monitored at the train or component level and
all failures must be evaluated. If 10 CFR 50.65 is utilized to meet these requirements, it

L T ™ must be supplemented to monitor all failures not just maintenance preventable failures.
ailures

performed and documented that concludes there continues to be reasonable assurance

L that safety significant functions continue to be satisfied.
~ the c

S .
ted by the S (d) Evaluations are performed to determine whether enhanced treatment is warranted for
S

RC SCs categorized as HSS or MSS [RISC-2] to assure that the safety significant function is
% satisfied.

DRAFT

s v°F

vl poﬂ‘- ?1

. he
! \\SS/ mss

uhu{" © |

.

RC
GS

pPre
?

GS

!

ra

«

ket &;S‘l




g v =i el 0 R WM W T VIV MW IOV VLY fayge 3'

DRAFT
3.3 Safety-related SSCs categorized as LSS or NRS [RISC-3]:

3.31 10CFR 50.59 deslgh only GS

10 CFR 50.59 shall continue to apply to the technical requirements associated with the LSS and
NRS [RISC-3] safety-related SSCs (i.e., the special reatment requirements are no longer
applicable to these SSCs). Regarding the facility change to remove these SSCs from the scope
of the special treatment requirements, there is an exemption [footnote to 50.59 for RIP50] to
change the safety significance categorization (but not the safety-related and nonsafety-related
classification) for SSCs in accordance with the STP risk-informed categorization [Appendix T)
without the need for an associated 10 CFR 50.59 safety evaluation to accompany the
categorization (i.e., the categorization process is sufficiently robust to address 50.59 issues for
removing special treatment requirements and as such it is redundant to require an additional
50.58 evaluation to support the risk-informed categorization).

3.3.2  Design, Procurement, Installation, Operation, and Maintenance Processes

LSS and NRS [RISC-3] SSCs shall be designed, procured, installed, operated, and maintained
using balance of plant (BOP) commercial practices with the attributes described in Section 3.5
such that they remain capable of performing their design functions. Functional capability can be
addressed through the BOP commercial practices, or to the extent these processes do not
address design functionality, an engineering evaluation may be performed that concludes S, U ing a confidente level
functional capability is maintained. commensvrate with the
. . cisk ﬁsi\:c"eance +het
3.3.3  Monitoring Requirements y

pisk commenrucate REC RG
The perfomance and condition of LSS and NRS [RISC-3] safety-related SSCs shall be
monitored consistent with the assumptions made in the risk assessment and to provide at the plaat lkvel, ¢ ¥
adequate‘assurance of continued functionality. BOP commercial practices, if used shall fallore aflectls +he
encompass the attributes described in Section 3.5 related to monitoring. Failed and/or , . .
degraded condition shall be repaired and/or restored in accordance with the licensee's safety sig funetion, ,
corrective action process. The results of this monitoring shall be incorporated into the Hew at the sy K tem /+w?o. ;’

categorization process. fevel

GS
3.4 Nonsafety-related SSCs categorized as LSS or NRS [Out-of-scope]:

3.4.1 No additional requirements are necessary to implement the STP exemption,
Ahat these progesses are

Suf{ftdmﬂy Seunkl o provid
& teaserable lefel of

The following aspects of BOP commercial processes to be applied to safety-related SSLs  a ssvrance ), Eommengured |
categorized as having low individual risk significance (LSS/NRS SSCs) at South Texa Project Gith +he
need to be addressed to allow the NRC staff to reach a conclusion wi ireer
besis that these SSCs will perform their specified safety functions. The acceptable level of
confidence in the functionality of safety-related LSS/NRS SSCs will be lower than the level of ‘ Rc

3.5 Minimal Acceptable Commercial Practices and Controls

etk
Slgnificance,
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Ly 2°¢ 5 environmental design conditions). The BOP commercial practices and controls utilized for any or
1 hes® ©  allaspects BIHSS, MSS)LSS, or NRS safety related SSCs [RISC-1, RISC-2, RISC-3 SSCs)

GS
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* 13.5.2.4 Receipt inspection to e

provide reasonable, tisk- commensurate assurance that pe
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confidence in the fufictionality of safety-related HSS and MSS SSCs. BOP commercial
practices shall functional requirements of the facility continue to be satisfied (e.g., the
capability of electrical and mechanical SSCs to perform their safety functions at seismic and

shall satisfy the following minimum programmatic criteria:

3.56.1 DesignP S ¢ do
5. gn Process Pon -t « GS

3.5.1.1 Maintenance of design in functional requirements. This includes (1) the
capability of electrical, instrury fon and control system components and mechanical
components to ¢ 3 pusing the appropriate structural design response
spectra including component level seismic and other applicable loads in combination; and
(2) the capability of elecffical and instrumentation and control system components to
«thstand a harsh environmen based on the environmental envelope.

3.5.1.2 Repair, replacement or modification of pressure-retaining capability of
and Class 3 systems usingfRationally recognized consensus standards

This terd is vsed

cepesctedly . Tt is

EClass2 ¢ netePined ¢ offen - ended .
Me.\l ftiuife Eontinval

3.5.1.3 Accomplishment of design activities in accordance with commercially accepted national © "=*3¢¢ as Ftandasds

consensus standards as applicable and to the extent that national consensus standards \';"' s "“/ <'-’W~3¢-l-
exist for a subject. ve .
) E SF
a8

3.5.2 Procurement Process

can e procvte K. a

3.5.2.1 Sufficient engineering basis for the acceptance of the SSC based on design ~ catalog 2

specifications including the original design inputs and assumptions. J Qs
3.5.2.2 Accomplishment of procurement in accordance with commercially accepted national

consensus standards as applicable and to the extent that national consensus standards

exist for a subject meeting the requirements of the design standard.
3.5.2.3 Shipping, storage and handling requirements consider vendor recommendations or a docvmen

documented basis for alternatives.

- J,o,\:t 4(:.:‘\75

provide cea le ass
3.5.3  Installation Process Same as the SSC owlered. g

eceived s Hhe

-operatien.] g
3.5.3.2" Installation in accordance with commercially accepted national consensus standards as

applicable and to the extent that national consensus standards exist for a subject meeting
the requirements of the design standard.

DRAFT
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5. i ' o 4 fhis
| 354 Maintenance Process provide reasonable assurance of e L be Aot A
This eyecedt (3 5.4.1 Preventive maingnance considering vendor recommendations or documented basis for ne@- 1 48
9.;, . %.,\ dient alternatives to continued SSC functionality. ~
o
S t does this meanT
3.5.4.2 Cormrective maintenance to implement corrective action process. Whe °r e " GS
as agprepriate, RC
3.5.4.3 Post-maintenance testing and evaluatlon,’fmcludmg examination and testing of repaired \) PMT arel s
items) to assure proper performance of maintenance and subsequent operation. Fegv latorfly reqid!
d y .
3.5.4.4 Maintenance in accordance with commercially accepted national consensus standards qzs
as applicable and to the extent that national consensus standards exist for a subject.  \Q
Does #fe need
3.5.5 Inspection, Test, and Survelllance Process o be ok »
provide reasenable assurance of RC Proves
Thi ey not 3.5.5.1 Inspection, test, and surveillance considering vendor recommendations or documented. \ G§
Sensibles { basis for alternatives to continued SSC functionality uﬁéer—destgn-basrs-condym];: Dk A4 +ais
be ""“‘ﬂ and¢ ial for service 1 dagipge.__ Now
‘ that Aoves 'é""' mean ? GS 1 qs
3.5.5.2 Activities accomplished in accordance with commercially accepted national consensus
standards as applicable and to the extent that national consensus standards exist for a
subject.
3.5.6 Corrective Action Process
(The NRC recognizes that STPNOC has not requested exemptions from the 10 CFR 50, s
Appendix B, Criterion XV or XVI related to nonconformances and corrective actions. ) Reo ot c..vsr; &V
-~ req'd?
3.5.6.1 Corrective action process o determine and feedback the cause of verse to 1 4s
quality (e.g., identified from the inspection, test and surveillance process and maintenance
process) and to resolve the adverse condition.
3.5.6.2 Activities planned and accomplished in accordance with written approved and controlled
procedures.
3.5.7 Management and Oversight Process jes
3 N
3.5.7.1 Activities planned and accomplished in accordance with written approved and controlled ! ’“: 1 ds wil
procedures. actt cedvres.
wast ant P e
Vuj"‘ . | 3.5.7.2 Assessments and follow-up actions. S¥
st
S
G DRAFT
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Uhe Jx‘ m’*&"l‘h\
— s f‘cz;“

3.5.7.3 Training and qualification of plant pers. | considering vendor r ations and as

in accordance with commercially accepted national consensus standardgs as applicable and
to the extent that national consensus standards exist for a subject.

Svch documentation is not U-zrru\‘l‘d-
$or LSS‘/ Vs c.meoncn{l . SFG,S
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P

3.5.7.4 Documentation to support Section 3.5 processes. |

3.5.7.5 Control of inspection, test and surveillance equipment. ._ uq7 ve
Qs

3.5.8 Configuration Control Process

3.5.8.1 Configuration control of SSCs and plant documents (e.g., procedures and drawings)to .. Vaqee
reflect current plant status and design changes. 3

4.0 LICENSING BASIS DOCUMENTATION GUIDELINES

4.1 STPNOC's exemption request should provide the basis to support granting the exemptions
as a stand alone document. .

4.2 STP has requested that all commitments associated with safety-related LSS and NRS Not |an a“‘”‘h
SSCs be deleted. Commitments should continue to be managed in accordance with the cetion -
NRC-endorsed commitment management guidelines in NE! 99-04, "Guidelines for qepetit
Managing NRC Commitment Changes.” If there are regulatory obligations associated with S¥
certain commitments for LSS and NRS SSCs for which STP believes an exemption is 48

warranted, STP should explicitly identify these requirements and the basis for granting
these additional exemptions.
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