
April 8, 2002

APPLICANT: Exelon Generation Company, LLC (Exelon)

FACILITIES: Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station, Units 2 and 3

SUBJECT: TELECOMMUNICATION WITH EXELON GENERATING COMPANY TO
DISCUSS INFORMATION IN THEIR LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION ON
SECTION 2, “STRUCTURES AND COMPONENTS SUBJECT TO AGING
MANAGEMENT REVIEW” 

On February 20, 2002, after the NRC staff reviewed information provided in Section 2 of the
license renewal application (LRA), a conference call was conducted between the staff and
representatives of Exelon Generating Company to clarify information requested in Requests for
Additional Information (RAIs) 2.0-1, 2.0-2, 2.2-1.1, and 2.3.3.7-3.  The information discussed
and the follow-up actions are in Attachment 1. 

A draft of this telephone conversation summary was provided to the applicant to allow them the
opportunity to comment on the contents of its input prior to the summary being issued.
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Raj K. Anand, Project Manager
License Renewal Section
License Renewal and Environmental Impacts Program
Division of Regulatory Improvement Programs
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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SUMMARY OF TELECOMMUNICATION WITH 
EXELON GENERATING COMPANY
PEACH BOTTOM UNITS 2 AND 3 

Structures and Components Subject to Aging Management Review (Section 2.0)

RAI 2.0-1 The staff is unable to identify, with any reasonable certainty, the components
considered in-scope using the license renewal boundary drawings provided by
the applicant, particularly for those components which have been re-categorized
from out-of-scope systems.  The license renewal drawings do not adequately
show the boundary of the components subject to license renewal, and if copied
the drawings are not discernable.  Provide two copies which properly indicate
boundary between in-scope and out-of scope components even when copied
(multiple copies of any drawings provided will have to be duplicated by the staff
for other reviewers).

ISSUE: Exelon stated that a complete set of license renewal drawings was
provided to the staff on September 24, 2001.  On December 7, 2001, at
the conclusion of the scoping methodology audit, a complete set of
license renewal drawings was provided which was highlighted to
delineate in-scope from out-of-scope components.  The staff stated that,
although the drawings that were provided were adequate to allow the
staff to identify components that were re-categorized from out-of-scope
systems to in-scope systems, there was a concern regarding whether the
information would be auditable and retrievable for review and inspection
during the extended period of operation, as required by 10 CFR 54.37.  
The purpose of the question was to clarify how the applicant will ensure
that the information regarding re-categorized components will meet this
requirement.  The staff agreed to reword the RAI to clarify what
information is requested and the basis for the request.  NOTE:
Subsequent to this telecon, this RAI was deleted.

RAI 2.0-2 The component groups identified in Tables 2.3.x, 2.4.x, and 2.5.x do not clearly
identify the structures and components considered within the scope of license
renewal and subject to an AMR.  Instead, these tables ambiguously describe
components as though they are commodity groups with generic titles such as
castings and forgings.

• Clarify the description of structures and components in each table
so that these components can be identified in a clear and
traceable manner.

• Explain the rationale for the various component groups used in
tables 2.3.x, 2.4.x, and 2.5.x. 
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• Explain how the categories of component groups listed in the
various tables were developed and how do those groups relate to
the various system components.

• Components re-categorized to within scope systems must be
identifiable and traceable to the out-of-scope systems.  Provide a
method for identifying those components from out-of-scope
systems, that are in the scope of license renewal, as re-
categorized to in-scope systems. 

ISSUE: Exelon wanted to understand the basis for this question.  The staff
explained that they were attempting to understand how the commodity
groups were developed so that they could determine if the conventions 
were consistently applied.  The staff committed to revising the RAI to
provide a more clear basis for the question.

Mechanical System Scoping Results (Table 2.2-1)

RAI 2.2-1.1 Table 2.2-1, page 2-18, "Mechanical System Scoping Results," states that the
systems identified below are out-of-scope, but specific components of these
systems have been re-categorized to other systems for the purposes of license
renewal.

• Drywell Ventilation System
• Primary Containment Leak Test System
• Reactor Building Ventilation System
• Reactor Building Closed Cooling Water System
• Reactor Water Cleanup System
• Chilled Water System
• Instrument Nitrogen System
• Instrument Air System
• Service Air System
• Plant Equipment and Floor drain System
• Process Sampling System
• Torus water Cleanup system
• Post Accident sampling System
• Traversing In-Core Probe System 

– Provide a brief description of each of these out-of-scope systems.

– Provide a textual description of the types of components re-
categorized in each of the above listed systems.

– Provide your rationale for re-categorizing the various components
(e.g., physical location, fluid system interaction, support to in-
scope system, etc.).
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_ Provide details regarding the various function(s) each component
serves.

– State how the re-categorized components meet the criteria of 10
CFR 54.4(a)(1), (2), or (3). 

ISSUE: Exelon wanted to understand the basis for this question.  Exelon did not
feel that a description of these out-of-scope systems is consistent with
the treatment of other out-of-scope systems.  The staff explained that the
treatment of these out-of-scope systems is different because, though
these systems may not have intended functions, they contain
components with intended functions, and therefore, the staff needs to be
sure that the systems from which the components come are truly out-of-
scope.  With regard to the methodology used to identify these in-scope
components, Exelon stated that this will be addressed in response to RAI
2.1.2-2.  The staff stated that the response to RAI 2.1.2-2 would be
sufficient to answer the methodology question, but the component
descriptions would still need to be provided.

Fire Protection System (Section 2.3.3.7)

RAI 2.3.3.7-3 Section 2.4 identifies the fire resistance function of reinforced concrete walls,
slabs, columns and beams, and reinforced concrete block walls, but not for any
structural steel columns or beams.  Table 3.5-14, “Aging Management Revision
Results for Hazard Barriers and Elastomers,” identifies cementitious fire proofing
(spray-on fire proofing) as a material of construction associated with fire wraps. 
Identify by location, for each structure in Section 2.4, if fire resistive coatings
have been applied to structural steel members serving as part of fire barriers and
if they are in scope.

ISSUE: Exelon wanted to know if it was necessary to identify by room, elevation,
and drawing quadrant where fire resistive coatings have been applied to
structural steel.  The staff clarified that a general statement stating
whether cementitious fire proofing is applied to structural steel would be
sufficient. 
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