
Nuclear Operating Company 

South Texas Project Electric Generating Station P0 Box2S9 Wadsworth, Texas 77483 

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission July 3, 2001 
Attention: Document Control Desk NOC-AE-01001134 
Washington, DC 20555 File: G03.15 

STI: 31313231 

South Texas Project 
Units 1 and 2 

Docket Nos. STN 50-498, STN 50-499 
Revised Request for Exemption to Exclude Certain Components 

From The Scope of Special Treatment Requirements Required by Regulations 

Reference 1: Factual Errors or Omissions in Preliminary Safety Evaluation on Exemptions 
Requested from Special Treatment Requirements (TAC Nos. MA6057 and 
MA6058), dated June 5, 2001 

The STP Nuclear Operating Company has completed its review of the Safety Evaluation 
transmitted in reference 1 and is providing the enclosed feedback on identified factual errors 
and omissions as requested. To facilitate NRC review and resolution, the feedback is 
provided in two tables. Table 1 specifies the material factual errors and omissions. Items 
that significantly affect the scope of the exemption or the implementation actions are 
identified by an asterisk (*). Table 2 specifies the other factual errors and omissions whose 
resolution would provide clarification and correctness to the Safety Evaluation.  

If you have any questions, please call Mr. Glen E. Schinzel at 361-972-7854 or me at 361
972-7206.  

M.A. McBurnett 
Director, Quality & Licensing 

Enclosures 
Table 1 Material Factual Errors and Omissions in the Preliminary SE for STPNOC 
Table 2 Other Factual Errors and Omissions in the Preliminary SE for STPNOC 
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TABLE 1

MATERIAL FACTUAL ERRORS AND OMISSIONS 
IN THE PRELIMINARY SAFETY EVALUATION (SE) FOR THE STP EXEMPTION

No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 
Sec. Pg 

1 2.8 10 The, tohnical requirement. -o rRplacement..... real td to The statement in the SE does not accurately 

matrial pi o adings, design; maethodology, an.d characterize STP's commitment. STP may use other 

gtress aolgoables 14ill remain co.nsitent with the original codes that contain a different design methodology 
SSC tch.nical requirem-nts. The repair or replacement item and stress allowables than the ASME Code. STP's 

will meet the technical requirements of the ASME Code or proposed change uses the actual language in UFSAR 

other nationally-recognized code, standard or specification. Table 13.7-1.  

2 4.2 26 STPNOC states that SSCs with medium or high safety STP will not evaluate all safety-related HSS and 

significance will be evaluated for enhanced treatment, if the MSS SSCs for enhanced treatment; it will only 
SSCs are non-safety-related or if the SSCs perform a risk- evaluate such SSCs for enhanced treatment if they 

significant function that is not being treated under STP's perform a risk-significant function that is not being 

current programs. treated under STP's current programs. STP's 
proposed change more precisely reflects the language 
in UFSAR 13.7.3.1.  

3 4.3.2 34 Further, proposed FSAR Section 13.7.3.2 states that the Not all risk-significant beyond-design-basis functions 
licensee will evaluate enhanced treatment for safety-related will be evaluated for enhanced treatment; instead 

HSS and MSS SSCs where credit is taken for risk-significant only such functions that are not being treated under 
beyond-design basis functions of those SSCs that are not STP's current programs will be evaluated for 

being treated under STP's current programs, using a process enhanced treatment. STP's proposed change uses the 
similar to that described for nonsafety-related HSS and MSS actual language in UFSAR 13.7.3.1.  
SSCs.



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 
Sec. Pg 

4 4.3.3 35 For example, STPNOC stated that validation of functionality The technical evaluation will be performed for MSS 

of HSS and ISMSS SSCs (safety-related SSCs for which SSCs, not LSS SSCs.  
existing special treatment does not provide the applicable 
level of confidence and non-safety-related SSCs) will consist This provision in the SE does not accurately 

of a documented technical evaluation to determine what characterize STP's position. As discussed above, 
enhanced treatment, if any, is warranted for these SSCs to STP will not be performing a technical evaluation for 

provide reasonable confidence that the applicable risk all safety-related HSS and MSS components. STP's 

significant functions will be satisfied. proposed change uses the actual language in UFSAR 
13.7.3.2.  

5 4.3.4.1 37 The @taff coensidersi STPNOC'S c2,1-Gommitm- n to c..on.tinue to STP has not agreed to maintain design inputs and 

"implem'en the, design .ontrol process i.... ccod.nc ith assumptions. To the contrary, UFSAR 13.7.3.3.1 

10 CUR Part 5Q, Appen.dix B, to i.nclude maintainin; g an.d explicitly states that STP may make changes using 

applyin;g the, design4 inputs and su.ption for. .afet latd the design control process in Appendix B to Part 50 

L22 and N R S t 0 P; Q, r. .ta p .r..a... o ab co n fidence in; the and other regulatory requirements such as 10 CFR 
ability of the•seh SSC GR to perform their. safoey functions undea 50.59.  
design-ba-Sis_ con--;-ditionQ14s throughout thei se1c ie 

6 4.3.4.2 38 national consensus commercial standards will be used at STP STP has not committed to use national consensus 

4.3.4.3 39 consistent with STP's normal commercial and industrial commercial standards in general. Instead, it has only 

4.3.4.4 40 practices committed to use the standards that it applies under 

4.3.4.5 41 its commercial practices. STP's proposed change 

4.3.4.7 44 uses the actual language from UFSAR 13.7.3.3.



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 
Sec. Pg 

7* 5.3 48 1. The licensee 4h@1 follow described the categorization, STP is only committed to follow the processes as 

treatment, and oversight (evaluation and assessment) described in UFSAR 13.7, not all of the other 
processes desr.ibed in its submittal dated July 13, 1999, as documents referenced in the SE.  
supplemented October 14 and 22, 1999, January 26 and 
August 31, 2000, and January 15, 18, 23, March 19, May 8 
and 21, 2001. , and rlied upon. by the. ot•',The staff relied 
on these descriptions in approving this exemption as 
discussed in the NRC's SE dated [to be determined]. The 
licensee has documented tLthg@its processes in a proposed 
FSAR submittal dated May 21, 2001, found acceptable by 
the staff as the regulatory basis for granting this exemption.  
The licensee shall incorporate this proposed FSAR submittal 
into the STP FSAR, and shall follow the processes as 
described in the FSAR.  

8 7.3.1 53 The licensee futher commit to Wmaintain the design STP has not agreed to maintain the design functions 
func.tions for t+he eXempted SSCs. of exempted SSCs. To the contrary, UFSAR 

13.7.3.3.1 explicitly states that STP may make 
changes using the design control process in Appendix 
B to Part 50 and other regulatory requirements such 
as 10 CFR 50.59.



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 
Sec. Pg 

9 9.4 69 Thus, the process for ensuring that these safety-related The statement in the SE does not accurately 
pumps and valves will remain capable of performing their characterize the UFSAR. STP's proposed change 
safety function under design-basis conditions on an ongoing uses the actual language in UFSAR 13.7.3.3.5.  
basis must include elements such as periodic testing and 
ealuation of- teO /eform'nc, data s8uffic•in•t t alloW 

STPNOC to conclude obtains data or information that allows 
evaluation of operating characteristics to support STP's 
determination that the pumps and valves will perform their 
safety function under design-basis conditions throughout the 
service life of the SSC.



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 
Sec. Pg 

10 10.3.1 73 The requested exemption from the requirements of 10 CFR The statement in the SE does not accurately 
50.55a(g) would enable STPNOC to replace LSS and NRS characterize the current language in UFSAR 13.7. At 
ASME Class 2 and 3 components or supports with non- the request of NRC, STP revised its proposal of 
ASME components or supports, subject to ensuring that the 8/31/00. STP may use other codes that contain a 
mnterial pi on d the deSign (design loadin,•, different design methodology and stress allowables 
design4 metholg . nd stres.. al .owable.s) ar@ cniQte than the ASME Code. STP's proposed change to the 
with the origina! requirements. repair or replacement item SE uses the actual language in UFSAR Table 13.7-1.  
will meet the technical requirements of the ASME Code or 
other nationally-recognized code, standard or specification.  

10.4.1 75 Regarding the repair and replacement of LSS and NRS 
ASME Code Class 2 and 3 components and supports, the 
licensee stated that the design and matr;ial requirements for 

with the origin~a! design requirements (see Section 3.3.7.3 of 
At-ta-ch-ment 1 ofe-, hothe aug u 0st 31 , 2 m,. repair or 

replacement item will meet the technical requirements of the 
ASME Code or other nationally-recognized code, standard or 
specification.  

11 11.5 80 The licensee's alternate treatment program requires that the STP has not agreed to maintain the design functions 
deisig; baes apd functionality of safety-related LSS and of exempted SSCs. To the contrary, UFSAR 

NRS components be maintained. 13.7.3.3.1 explicitly states that STP may make 
changes using the design control process in Appendix 
B to Part 50 and other regulatory requirements such 
as 10 CFR 50.59.



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 
Sec. Pg 

12 11.5 80 the capability to perform their functions under design basis NRC is granting an exemption from the 
environmental and seismic conditions q....;i,,o,, environmental and seismic qualification 
c;@;onent&-(Section 4.4 of IEEE 279) would be maintained requirements. Following the exemption, STP need 
for safety-related LSS and NRS components. not maintain the qualification of LSS and NRS 

components.  
13 14.4 89 Add the following as the first paragraph of this section: STP's proposed change uses essentially the same 

language as contained in existing SE Sections 15.4 
The staff evaluated the licensee's request for an exemption and 16.4 as applied to GDC 4 and 18. This proposed 

from the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix A, GDC change is needed to clearly state that special 
2, for important to safety LSS or NRS SSCs. As described treatment requirements are not within the scope of 
below, the staff concludes that the requirements for which an GDC 2.  
exemption has been requested are not within the scope of 
GDC 2. There is no apparent need for an exemption.  
Therefore, the STPNOC request for an exemption should not 
be granted.



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 
Sec. P9g

In its exemption request, STPNOC submitted for staff review 
an exemption from 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix J, Option B, 
Section III.B. This request would exempt certain 
containment isolation valves from the Type C leakage rate 
test and other LSS and NRS components from Type B local 
leak rate tests.  

As stated above, the licensee's request would exempt from 
Type C testing those containment isolation valves that satisfy 
a set of proposed criteria, and other LSS and NRS 
components would be exempted from Type B local leak rate 
tests.

The licensee's proposed exemptions will revise the licensing 
basis only by exempting certain identified containment 
isolation valves from Type C testing and other LSS and NRS 
components from Type B local leak rate tests.  

The licensee is proposing an exemption from 10 CFR 
Part 50, Appendix J, Option B, Section III.B, so that certain 
containment isolation valves will not be Type C leak rate 
tested and other LSS and NRS components will not be 
subject to Type B local leak rate tests.  

Based on these findings, the staff concluded that granting of 
the requested exemption from the Type C testing 
requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix J, Option B, 
Section III.B, for LSS and NRS containment isolation valves 
that meet the licensee's proposed criteria discussed and 
evaluated above, and granting the requested exemption from 
the Type B testing requirements, would pose no undue risk to

As provided in UP SAK I able 1I./- 1, 1 JFs 
exemption request encompasses certain "LSS 
containment isolation valves and other safety-related 
LSS or NRS components." (Emphasis added).

______ .1 ___________ J ______ _____________________________________________________________

14* 17.1

17.2 

17.3 

17.4 

17.5

93

94 

95 

96 

98

public health and safety.



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 
See. Pg 

15 18.4 103 If the catalog information specifies that the item can perform The statement in the SE is not consistent with 
it9 functio-n ubject toearthq ua..k motio, s descr.ibed in the UFSAR 13.7.3.3.2. STP's proposed change uses the 
design, bases includinge eimi i p ts and de'sign load actual language in UFSAR 13.7.3.3.2.  
Qmbi-aQo: performance characteristics for the item that 
satisfy the SSC's design requirements, it could be used to 
assure functionality of the SSC during an earthquake.  

16 18.4 103 If the vendor catalog does not contain this level of detail, The statement in the SE is not consistent with 
then the design seismic loads, including necessar. design UFSAR 13.7.3.3.2. There is no reason that 
load co.mbination at the location of the SSC, could be procurement specification should contain load 
provided in the procurement specification. combinations, as long as the load itself is specified.  

STP's proposed change uses the actual language in 
UFSAR 13.7.3.3.2.



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 
Sec. Pg 

17* 18.4 104 However, the STP FSAR (Section 1 cn 1 t Goains a dosign, The statement in the SE does not accurately 
requirement that seismi-c qualification of equipe•nt b paraphrase the provisions in UFSAR 3.10.1. This 
analysis o;r test is abe. to w.ithstand ses•mic loads As, a, reul.t Section is entitled "Seismic Qualification Criteria." 
of the- S-SE preceded by fi-vAe Es w•ithout lo 1ss of. Afutio (Emphasis added). The Section states: 

"Seismic qualification of equipment by analysis 
and/or tests demonstrates that the equipment is able 
to withstand seismic loads as a result of the Safe 
Shutdown Earthquake (SSE) preceded by five 
Operating Basis Earthquakes (OBE) without loss of 
function in the operating mode." (Emphasis added).  

Therefore, contrary to the statement in the SE, 
Section 3.10.1 of the UFSAR imposes a "seismic 
qualification" requirement, not a "design 
requirement." Since STP is obtaining an exemption 
from the seismic qualification requirements, this 
provision in Section 3.10.1 is not applicable to items 
within the scope of the exemption.  

18 19.4 107 Thus, this reest onradicUt•s t, th assumption that a11, LS TS @an-d The statement in the SE does not accurately reflect 
NRS comp nshod satisfy, all the cuentdesign. and STP's position.  
functional re r me t... - As provided in Attachment 4 of 
STP's letter to NRC dated 1/18/01, STP has clarified "that 
changes in the functional capability of Class 1 E equipment 
will be evaluated in accordance with STPNOC's design 
control program and process for implementing 10 CFR 
50.59."



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 
Sec. Pg 

19 19.5 107 Based on the staff s evaluation, the staff finds that the The statement in the SE does not accurately reflect 
licensee's request to replace Class lE LS S and NRS STP's position.  
components with Non-Class 1E components, in cases where 
the replacement does not meet all design and functional 
requirements, is ;,o consistent with the licensee's submittal 
and with the proposed rulemaking for the Risk-Informing 
Special Treatment Requirements and, therefore, is not 

b provided that the licensee implements the change 
using its design control process and 10 CFR 50.59, as 
applicable.  

Note: Items marked with an asterisk (*) significantly affect the scope of the exemption or the actions that STP is required to 
implement under the exemption. STP believes that correction of these items is vital.



TABLE2

OTHER FACTUAL ERRORS AND OMISSIONS 
IN THE PRELIMINARY SAFETY EVALUATION (SE) FOR THE STP EXEMPTION

No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 

Sec. Pg 
1 2.8 10 STPNOC is requesting exemptions from the requirements of Repair and replacement is governed by 10 CFR 

Section XI of the American Society of Mechanical Engineers 50.55a(g), not 50.55a(f).  
(ASME) Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code (Code), for repair 
and replacement of ASME Code Class 2 and 3 safety-related 
LSS and NRS SSCs required under 10 CFR 50.55a4.taý4 
(g).  

2 2.9 11 STPNOC relies on NRC's approval of the exemption as STP's proposed change more accurately paraphrases 

serving the same purpose as 10 CFR 50.59. t the bases for STP's exemption request, as stated in 

categorization ,of tha SSCS as an equi..alet e.a.ution of the STP's 8/31/00 Exemption Request, Attachment 1, p.  

'afet, •ignifiance . +-the SSCs and,, a... uch th ..... hon 60, and Attachment 2, p. 5.  

3 2.10 12 As discussed further in Section 19.0 of this SE, based on the As discussed below with respect to SE 19.4, the SE 

staff's evaluation, the staff finds that the licensee's request to does not accurately characterize STP's position, as 

rplace. s Clas E ISS and • NS, comQpo•nens ith Non provided in Attachment 4 of STP's letter to NRC 

Class lE components, in cass wer, e the ,.pl...... does dated 1/18/01.  
not meet al1 design andA functional requirements is not 
con~sisten~t wvith the licensee's submittal and with the 

Proposed rulemaking or theri formn Special 
Tretmet Rquiemets ndtheefoei's no0t acceOptable.



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 
Sec. Pg 

4 3.2.2.1.1 15 The guideline values used in STPNOC's categorization STP's proposed change more completely 
process (see Section 13.7.2.3 of the May 21, 2001, proposed characterizes the table, which also addresses MSS 
FSAR Section) are contained in the following table where components.  
HSS, MSS, and LSS designation is used for the groupings 
relative to the exemption request.  

5 3.2.2.1.2 16 The results of the licensee's sensitivity study showed that the STP's proposed changes reflect the updated numbers 
overall plant CDF increased from the current CDF of provided in its 5/8/01 response to Open Item 3.4.  
9.087E-6/year to about 9 9.159E-6/year, an increase of 
about 2 454 8.09E-8/year or about 1-7 0.9 percent. The 
LERF increased from 1.374E-7/year to I11 1.381E-7/year, 
an increase of about I -4Z-96.4E-10/year or about .4, 0.5 
percent.  

6 3.2.2.3 22 (1) the risk ranking methodology approe:ed for use at STP in NRC has not yet approved the RI-ISI relief request 
s.pport of its relie reque.tto ue a r.i. ;ifor-mad ipsrv,,i for Class 2 components. STP's proposed change 
ins.pe.tion, (AI 1S14 program,,. (see ADAMS Ac .. e.Sion NO, uses the actual language from UFSAR 13.7.2.5.  
MUl00374 9416 based on the NRC-endorsed EPRI risk
informed inservice inspection (RI-ISI) methodology 

7 3.2.2.4 23- With respect to maintaining safety margins when plant SSCs The categorization process does allow for and 
24 are categorized, the licensee reported that the Gaw.goi.ati account for design changes. STP's proposed change 

proceSS doe. s no.t alloA f.r changes in the design or function more accurately reflects the actual language in 
of SSCs (i.e., setpoints, procedures) will not be changed by UFSAR 13.7.2.6.  
the exemption.  

8 4.1 26 STPNOC states that safety-related SSCs classified as HSS or STP's proposed change more precisely reflects the 
MSS will continue to receive treatment required by the NRC language in UFSAR 13.7.3.1.  
regulations, and ;'.'!! be evaluated for risk-significant 
functions to identify. any func.tio;4s not being treated under its 
current programs will be evaluated for enhanced treatment.



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 

Sec. Pg 
9 4.3 32 Specifically, the licensee will apply (1) the current special STP's proposed change more precisely reflects the 

treatment requirements to safety-related HSS and MSS SSCs, language in UFSAR 13.7.3.1.  

and ealuiate their risk-significant functions to . ,iifz ...  
fu."4ti•ng not being adequately treated under its current 
programs will be evaluated for enhanced treatment 

10 4.3.4 35 Further, the licensee stated that it-the exemption will not STP may change the design and functional 

change any design or functional requirements in the STP requirements using established change control 

FSAR or TSs. processes; however, no such changes are being 
proposed as part of the exemption itself.  

Ill~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ 1,I1 fl~~1~1 I J~.~L~J1iiyI'' ,

or.gio • item being replaced...  
,.. ;,iina item being replaced...  

... oiginal SSC being replaced•...  
.. ;,gi4al SSC being replaced...  
o•.. i component being replaced•...  
•.. a requirements of the item being replaced•...  
•..gi.na design code of the item being replaced...  

... Qrgi design requirements of the item being replaced..  
.. 4gina item being replaced•...  

•.ig44ta design requirements of the item being replaced..  
•.. gi design requirements of the item being replaced..  

•.. origi4a! design of the item being replaced•...  

.. rigin4a! design requirements of the item being replaced..  

... gina design of the item being replaced...  

• ,gina, design requirements of the item being replaced..  
•.. riginal item being replaced...  

... 0,r,, component being replaced...
I.

item originally installed in the plant, but instead may 
be an item that itself was replaced to different 
criteria.

11 4.3.4.1 
8.2 
8.4 
8.4 
8.4 
10.3.1 
10.3.1 
10.4.1 
10.4.1 
11.3 
15.3 
15.3 
16.3 
16.3 
16.4 
18.4 
18.4

38 
62 
64 
65 
65 
73 
73 
75 
75 
77 
90 
90 
92 
92 
92 
103 
104

I



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 

Sec. Pg 
12 4.3.4.7 43 The current staff endorsed guidelines, prepared by the The SE could be misinterpreted as implying that 

Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI), state that documentation changes that affect a safety function require prior 

(such as NRC generic communications) pertinent to the NRC approval. STP's proposed change more 

change in commitment, should be reviewed to understand the accurately characterizes the NEI guidance and avoids 

safety basis of the commitments and to determine if the SSC the potential for misunderstanding regarding the 

would remain capable of performing its safety function(s). types of changes that require prior NRC approval.  

The NEI guidelines further state that such changes are 
significant to safety and may require prior NRC approval 
only if they involve a significant hazards consideration.  

13 7.4.4 59 All changes to the OQAP that supplement and complete this This change is needed to clarify that STP's formal 

exemption request should be submitted to the staff pursuant submission of the OQAP changes for the exemption 

to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(a)(3). As discussed in will not require any additional NRC approval.  

Section 7.4.5, the staff has determined that STP's proposed 
OQAP changes are consistent with this exemption; therefore, 
formal submission of these changes will not require any 
further NRC approval under 10 CFR 50.54(a)(3).  

14 8.4 64 provided that the vendor documentation specifies t~at- th The SE does not accurately reflect the UFSAR, and 

item .. .prfrm im; func..tion Sbjt to deSiB•,_ ba" contains provisions that do not reflect the type of 

c•.'-.diio4-s performance characteristics for the item that information contained in vendor document. Vendor 

satisfy the SSC's design requirements documentation, such as vendor catalogs, will not 
specifically discuss STP's design basis.  
Furthermore, STP's proposed change uses the actual 
language in UFSAR 13.7.3.3.2.  

15 8.4 64 The section entitled Equivalency Evaluation refers to Use of the term "equivalent" is more appropriate than 

"identical" components in four separate sentences. Instead, it "identical," because an identical component would be 

should refer to "equivalent" components. fully qualified and would not require an exemption.  
Furthermore, STP's proposed change uses the actual 
language in UFSAR 13.7.3.3.2, which refers to 
"equivalent" components.



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 

Sec. Pg 
16 8.4 65 However, technical analysis which is based on one or more Technical analyses do not necessarily require test 

engineering methods that include, as necessary, i4 data. STP's proposed change uses the actual 
combination .... h .......... supp;ting- test data a44 or other language in UFSAR 13.7.3.3.2.  
relevant information as described in Section 13.7.3.3 of the 
licensee's proposed FSAR Section dated May 21, 2001, can 
be used to demonstrate that the differences in design or 
materials would not impact the component's functionality 
when subjected to a design-basis event.  

17 8.4 66 Based on information presented in Attachment 4 of the STP is obtaining an exemption from the qualification 

January 23, 2001, letter, and proposed FSAR Section requirements. The five methods are in lieu of 

13.7.3.3.2, "Procurement Process," dated May 21, 2001, the qualification.  
staff determined that the documentation of the 
implementation of the above five STP proposed methods fo 
qualifiction; of c,•o;.poie... *is maintained through 
implementation of the licensee's design and procurement 
processes.  

18 8.5 67 The categorization process relies, in part, on the ability of The statement in the SE does not accurately 

thse SSCs, to perform the'ir s ,, during de,,ig1-, characterize STP's process. STP's proposed change 

bwsis ava-ntg, the importance of the system function supported uses the actual language in UFSAR 13.7.2.4.  
by the component.



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 

Sec. Pg 
19 10.2 72 The licensee provided 4 several clarifications regarding its These clarifications are needed to avoid the potential 

exemption request in the May 8, 2001, submittal, inference that the quoted statements from the August 
31, 2000, submittal are applicable.  

Add the following after the third paragraph of Section 10.2: 

Third, the licensee deleted the first two sentences quoted 
above from the August 31, 2000, submittal. In their place, 
the licensee stated that the repair or replacement would meet 
the technical requirements of either the ASME Code or other 
nationally-recognized code, and that STPNOC would 
perform a post-maintenance leak test at operating pressures 
for LSS or NRS welds.  

10.3.1 74 After the end of the two numbered paragraphs in this section, 
add the following: 

In addition, the May 8, 2001, submittal clarified that 
STPNOC would perform a post-maintenance leak test at 
operating pressures for LSS or NRS welds.  

20 10.3.1 74 Administrative requirements of the ASME Section XI Code The addition of the comma is necessary to accurately 

include QA program, ANI contracts, repair program, paraphrase STPNOC's commitment and to 

replacement program, stamping, suitability evaluation, code distinguish between the replacement program and 

data reports, records, and documentation. stamping.  

21 10.3.1 74 Regardless of which alternative is selected, the boundary Insertion of the term "ASME" in this place in this 

(e.g., welds) between HSS/MSS A4 and the LSS/NRS sentence appears to be a typographical error and 

portion of the system will continue to comply with the most could be misleading since LSS/NRS is not similarly 

limiting applicable code requirements for the associated qualified.  

boundary.



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 

Sec. Pg 
22 10.4.1 (3 75 ... Section 4 3.2... There is no Section 3.5. STPNOC assumes that the 

places) NRC intends to refer to Section 3.2.  

10.4.2 76 
23 12.4 83 The NEI process states that documentation (such as NRC The SE could be misinterpreted as implying that 

generic communications) pertinent to the change in changes that affect a safety function require prior 

commitment, should be reviewed to understand the safety NRC approval. STP's proposed language is needed 

basis of the commitments and to determine if the SSC would to completely characterize the NEI guidance and 

remain capable of performing its safety function(s). The NEI avoid the potential for misunderstanding regarding 

guidelines further state that such changes are significant to the types of changes that require prior NRC approval.  

safety and may require prior NRC approval only if they 
involve a significant hazards consideration.  

24 14.4 89 In three places, this section refers to "safety-related" when it GDC 2 and STP's exemption request use the term 

should refer to "important to safety." "important to safety," not "safety-related." 

25 19.1 105 STPNOC, in Section 4.1.2.1 of Attachment 1 of its August This change is needed to fully and accurately 

31, 2000, submittal, requested an exemption to allow characterize STP's submittal.  
replacement of existing Class 1 E LSS and NRS components 
with commercial components that meet the applicable design 
and functional requirements; the replacement components 
would continue to be classified as Class 1 E. The submittal 
also stated, without further explanation, that for those LSS 
and NRS safety-related components that do not meet all 
design and functional requirements, it proposes to replace 
Class lE LSS or NRS components with Non-Class lE 
components or install a fully qualified Class lE component.  
If a Non-Class 1 E component is used, the component will be 
isolated from the Class 1 E circuitry and proper separation 
would be maintained downstream of the isolation device(s).



No. SE SE STP's Proposed Change to Statement in the SE Reason for Proposed Change 
Sec. Pg 

26 19.2 105 STPNOC has not identified any specific regulation that is This change is needed to accurately characterize 
- 6 applicable for hii-such a change in #ra•mg.-design and STP's submittal. STP was not proposing to make 

functional requirements. However, since the licensee any changes in design and functional requirements or 
proposes to change the classification of a component from classification as part of the exemption. Instead, STP 
safety-related to nonsafety-related or from Class 1 E to Non- was identifying the steps it would take if it could not 
Class 1E, the staff believes that the licensee is required to use the exemption to procure a commercial 
perform a design change that includes a review per the replacement component that satisfied the design and 
requirement identified in 10 CFR 50.59 to determine that the functional requirements.  
proposed change(s) does not require prior NRC review and 
approval.


