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2 Scoping and Screening Methodology for Identifying Structures
and Components Subject to an Aging Management Review, and
Implementation Results

This section documents the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff’s review of the
methodology used by the applicant to identify structures, systems, and components (SSCs) that
are within the scope of the Rule, and to identify structures and components (SCs) that are
within the scope of the Rule and are subject to an aging management review (AMR). SCs
subject to an AMR are those that perform an intended function, as described in Title 10 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 54 (the Rule), and meet the following two criteria.

(2) They perform such functions without moving parts or without a change in configuration
or properties, as set forth in 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)(i) (denoted as “passive” SCs).

2) They are not subject to replacement based on a qualified life or specified time period, as
set forth in 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)(ii) (denoted as “long-lived” SCs).

The identification of the SSCs within the scope of license renewal is called “scoping.” For those
SSCs within the scope of license renewal, the identification of passive, long-lived SCs that are
subject to an AMR is called “screening.”

The staff's review of the scoping and screening methodology is presented in Section 2.1 of this
Safety Evaluation Report (SER). The staff's review of the results of the implementation of the
scoping and screening methodology is presented in Sections 2.2 through 2.5 of this SER.

By letter dated June 14, 2002, the applicant submitted its request and application for renewal of
the operating license for the H.B. Robinson Steam Electric Plant, Unit No. 2 (RNP). As an aid
to the staff during the review, the applicant provided evaluation boundary drawings that identify
the functional boundaries for systems and components within the scope of license renewal.
These evaluation boundary drawings are not part of the license renewal application (LRA). By
letter dated October 23, 2002, the applicant provided supplemental LRA information concerning
interim staff guidance for fire protection (FP) system aging management, station blackout
(SBO), aging management of concrete components, and 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2).

On February 11, 2003, the staff issued requests for additional information (RAIS) regarding the
applicant’s methodology for identifying SSCs at RNP that are within the scope of license
renewal and subject to an AMR, and the results of the applicant’s scoping and screening
process. This was supplemented by another RAI dated February 21, 2003. By letter dated
April 28, 2003, the applicant provided responses to the RAIs. By letter dated October 23, 2002,
the applicant provided supplemental LRA information concerning interim staff guidance for FP
system aging management, SBO, aging management of concrete components, and 10 CFR
54.4(a)(2). This was supplemented by a letter dated February 21, 2003 requesting additional
information.

The staff conducted a scoping and screening inspection from March 31 to April 4, 2003, to
examine activities that supported the LRA, including the inspection of procedures and
representative records, and personnel interviews regarding the process of scoping and
screening plant equipment to select SSCs within the scope of the Rule and subject to an AMR.
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The inspection team found several SSCs which the applicant omitted from the scope of license
renewal. When such SSCs were found, the inspection team expanded its inspection to
determine whether additional SSCs had been omitted. In each case, no additional SSCs were
found to be omitted from scope. With the inclusion within scope of the omitted SSCs, the NRC
staff concluded that the applicant’s scoping and screening process was successful in identifying
those SSCs required to be considered for aging management. In addition, for a sample of plant
systems, the inspection team performed visual examinations of accessible portions of the
systems to observe any effects of equipment aging. Finally, the inspection concluded that the
scoping and screening portion of the applicant’s license renewal activities were conducted as
described in the LRA and that documentation supporting the application is in an auditable and
retrievable form. Inspection open items that were identified during the inspection are discussed
in this SER.

2.1  Scoping and Screening Methodology
2.1.1 Introduction

Pursuant to 10 CFR Part 54, "Requirements for Renewal of Operating Licenses for Nuclear
Power Plants,” Section 54.21, “Contents of Application—Technical Information,” each
application for license renewal must contain an integrated plant assessment (IPA).
Furthermore, the IPA must identify and list those SCs that are subject to an AMR from the
SSCs that are within the scope of license renewal, in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a).

In Section 2.1, “Scoping and Screening Methodology,” of the LRA, the applicant described the
scoping and screening methodology used to identify SSCs at the RNP that are within the scope
of license renewal, and 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 RNP LRA, the applicant
considered the requirements of the Rule, the Statements of Consideration for the Rule, and the
guidance presented in the Nuclear Energy Institute’s (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, the applicant also considered the NRC staff's
correspondence with other applicants and with the NEI in the development of this methodology.

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, “Scoping and Screening
Results—Mechanical Systems”; Section 2.4, “Scoping and Screening Results—Structures”; and
Section 2.5, “Scoping and Screening Results—Electrical and Instrumentation and Control (1&C)
Systems,” of the LRA amplify the process that the applicant used to identify the SCs that are
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subject to an AMR. Chapter 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”

Section 3.2, “Aging Management of Engineered Safety Features”

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 Containments, Structures, and Component

Supports”
. Section 3.6, “Aging Management of Electrical and Instrumentation and Controls”
. Chapter 4 of the LRA, “Time-Limited Aging Analyses,” contains the applicant’s

identification and evaluation of time-limited aging analyses
2.1.2.1 Scoping Methodology
2.1.2.1.1 Application of the Scoping Criteria in 10 CFR 54.4(a)

10 CFR 54.4(a)(1)

In Sections 2.1, “Scoping and Screening Methodology”; 2.1.1, “Scoping”; and 2.1.1.1, “Safety-
Related Criteria Pursuant to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1),” of the LRA, the applicant discussed the
scoping methodology as it related to the safety-related criteria found in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1).

The LRA states that 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1) pertains to safety-related SSCs and that SSCs within
the scope of license renewal include safety-related SSCs which are relied upon to remain
functional during and following design-basis events (as defined in 10 CFR 50.49 (b)(1)) to
ensure the following functions:

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

potential offsite exposure comparable to the guidelines in 10 CFR 50.34(a)(1),
10 CFR 50.67(b)(2), or 10 CFR 100.11, as applicable

In addition, the LRA states that these criteria are consistent with those used to develop the
original Q-List at RNP, as documented in the RNP Continuing Quality Assurance Program
Manual and the RNP procedures that control the Q-List. Consistent with commitments in the
RNP current licensing basis (CLB), the RNP Q-List criteria define the SSCs relied upon to
remain functional during and following design-basis events described in Chapter 15 of the
Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR), as well as in other sections of the UFSAR
where the design bases for SSCs are defined by postulated events such as earthquakes and
other external hazards.

The process of identifying safety-related SSCs included the use of the RNP PassPort
Equipment Database (EDB) as the primary source used to define a comprehensive list of the
systems and structures that make up the RNP, and to identify those systems and structures
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that are classified as safety related. The EDB was developed using the RNP Q-List and extends
the classification of systems to the component level. For the purposes of license renewal, any
system/structure, including support systems, that contains one or more safety-related
components was considered to be a safety-related system/structure.

The RNP design and CLB documentation were also reviewed to compile a comprehensive list
of functions that each system and structure at RNP is credited with performing. Primary
sources of this information include design-basis documents (DBDs), the EDB, and the UFSAR.
System functions that meet the criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1) were identified. These are the
system/structure intended functions that are the basis for inclusion in license renewal scope.

10 CFR 54.4(a)(2)

In Sections 2.1, “Scoping and Screening Methodology”; 2.1.1, “Scoping”; and Section 2.1.1.2,
“Non-Safety-Related Criteria Pursuant to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2),” of the LRA, the applicant
discussed the scoping methodology as it related to the non-safety-related criteria found in
accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2). With respect to the non-safety-related criteria, the
applicant stated, in part, that a review has been performed to identify those non-safety-related
SSCs whose failure could prevent satisfactory accomplishment of the safety-related intended
functions identified in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1).

The LRA states that 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) indicates that SSCs within the scope of license renewal
include those non-safety-related SSCs whose failure could prevent satisfactory accomplishment
of any of the functions identified for safety-related SSCs. The relationship by which this
criterion of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) might be satisfied takes on one of two forms (1) functional
dependencies, wherein non-safety-related equipment is required to perform a function in order
to support the function of safety-related equipment, or (2) physical interactions, wherein the
failure of non-safety-related equipment might inhibit the performance of nearby safety-related
equipment (e.g., seismic interaction, flooding effects, high-energy line break effects, etc.). At
RNP, the procedural requirements for component classification state that components that do
not perform a safety-related function, but whose failure could prevent the satisfactory
accomplishment of a safety-related function during or following design-basis accidents and
transients, are to be classified as safety-related. However, there are instances in which the
CLB permits use of non-safety-related systems to support the function of safety-related
systems. In these cases, the systems are classified in accordance with CLB commitments.
Therefore, an evaluation was performed to assure that all SSCs meeting the criteria of 10
CFR 54.4(a)(2) were identified.

In addition, the LRA states that the RNP design and licensing basis information was reviewed to
identify non-safety-related SSCs that directly support a safety-related system or structure and
whose failure could prevent the performance of a required intended function. Sources of this
information included design basis documents, the UFSAR, the EDB, the Maintenance Rule
Database, and docketed correspondence. Each instance was identified in which non-safety-
related SSCs were credited in the performance of an intended function or whose failure could
prevent the performance of an intended function of a safety-related SSC. In each case, the
specific function that is required of the non-safety-related system/structure was identified. The
SSCs meeting these criteria were designated as within the scope of license renewal in
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accordance with the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) criteria, and the associated function or interaction was
considered to be a system/structure intended function.

The RNP design and licensing basis information was reviewed to identify non-safety-related
SSC interactions with safety-related SSCs that could prevent the performance of a required
intended function. Sources of this information included design-basis documents, the UFSAR,
plant drawings, and other CLB documentation, as well as the EDB and the Maintenance Rule
Database. For each such instance, the specific interaction that might affect the function of
safety-related SSCs was identified. The SSCs meeting these criteria were designated as within
the scope of license renewal in accordance with the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) criteria, and the
associated interaction was considered to be a system/structure intended function.

The LRA also states that interactions of nonseismically qualified SSCs with seismically qualified
SSCs (commonly referred to as Seismic Il over I) are not part of the CLB for RNP. The RNP
CLB, however, considers the effects of physical interactions on the SSCs necessary to achieve
and maintain safe shutdown, consistent with the plant’s responses pertaining to resolution of
Unresolved Safety Issue (USI) A-46. The USI A-46 review imposed criteria for evaluating
interactions between seismically qualified SSCs and nonseismically qualified SSCs associated
with proximity, structural failure and falling, and flexibility of attached cables and piping. This
type of interaction was considered in the license renewal process, and a spaces- or area-based
approach was used to identify components in this category. As part of the screening process, a
plant area-based approach was implemented to identify spatial interactions between non-
safety-related SSCs and safety-related SSCs that could adversely affect the accomplishment of
an intended function. Plant walkdowns were performed to identify potential seismic interactions
and non-safety-related structural components (e.g., pipe supports, raceway supports,
equipment supports, and miscellaneous structures) associated with seismic interactions were
identified based on their location relative to safety-related SSCs.

10 CFR 54.4(a)(3)

In Sections 2.1, “Scoping and Screening Methodology”; 2.1.1, “Scoping”; and Section 2.1.1.3,
“Other Scoping Pursuant to 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3),” of the LRA, the applicant discussed the
scoping methodology as it related to the regulated event criteria found in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3).

The LRA states that 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3) indicates that SSCs relied upon in safety analyses or
plant evaluations to perform a function that demonstrates compliance with the Commission's
regulations for FP (10 CFR 50.48), environmental qualification (EQ) (10 CFR 50.49),
pressurized thermal shock (PTS) (10 CFR 50.61), anticipated transients without scram (ATWS)
(10 CFR 50.62), and station blackout (SBO) (10 CFR 50.63) are within the scope of license
renewal. CLB evaluations have been performed and documented which facilitate the
identification of those SSCs credited in compliance with each of these regulations. For these
SSCs, the system/structure level intended function is that function which is relied upon in safety
analyses or evaluations to demonstrate compliance with NRC requirements for the regulated
event. A system/structure function-based approach is not needed to identify intended
functions, but can be used as necessary to identify the boundaries of credited equipment.
Systems or structures that have one or more components credited for demonstrating
compliance with one of the regulated events are within the scope of license renewal in
accordance with the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3) criteria.
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2.1.2.1.2 Documentation Sources Used for Scoping and Screening

In Sections 2.1.1.1, 2.1.1.2,2.1.1.3,2.1.2.1, 2.1.2.2, and 2.1.2.3 of the LRA, the applicant
stated that information derived from the CLB, licensing-basis documents, DBDs, the UFSAR,
plant drawings, the Q-List, the Maintenance Rule Database, and the EDB was reviewed during
the license renewal scoping and screening process. The applicant used this information to
identify the functions performed by plant systems and structures. These functions were then
compared 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. These sources were also
used to develop the list of SCs subject to an AMR.

2.1.2.2 Screening Methodology
2.1.2.2.1 Mechanical Screening

The LRA states that following the scoping for mechanical systems, the applicant performed
screening to identify those mechanical components that were subject to an AMR. The applicant
stated in Section 2.1.2.1, “Mechanical Systems,” of the LRA that the following methodology was
used.

For mechanical systems, the screening process was performed on each system identified to be
within the scope of license renewal. This process evaluated the individual components included
within in-scope mechanical systems to identify specific components or component groups that
require an AMR.

For the systems in scope for license renewal, mechanical system evaluation boundaries were
established. Generally, these boundaries were determined by mapping the pressure boundary
associated with license renewal system intended functions onto the system flow diagrams.
License renewal system intended functions are the functions a system must perform relative to
the scoping criteria of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1), 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), and 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3).

The evaluation boundaries associated with license renewal system intended functions were
mapped onto the system’s flow diagram. The entire flow path was considered to include all
components credited for the successful completion of each intended function.

Based on a review of flow diagrams, design drawings, plant documentation, and the system
component list from the EDB, components that were included within the system intended
function boundaries were identified. Although mechanical system intended function boundaries
ordinarily occur at a valve location, the seismic boundary may extend to a support past the
valve and may include a section of non-safety-related piping. This piping segment and the
associated support also were included in the scope of license renewal.

The components within the system intended function boundary that perform an intended
function without moving parts or without a change in configuration or properties (i.e., the
screening criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)(i)), were identified. Active and passive screening
determinations were based on the guidance in Appendix B to NEI 95-10. Part 54.21(a)(1)(i) of
Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations provides a summary of specific component types
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that are excluded from the scope of license renewal. These specific component types are
screened based on the provisions of the Rule. Some components were determined to be part
of a complex assembly as discussed in NEI 95-10 and were screened accordingly.

The passive, in-scope components that were not subject to replacement based on a qualified
life or specified time period (the screening criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)(ii)) were identified as
requiring an AMR. The determination of whether passive, in-scope components have a qualified
life or specified replacement time period was based on a review of plant-specific information
including the EDB, maintenance programs, and procedures.

The components that were within the scope of license renewal (i.e., required to perform a
license renewal system intended function) were identified and the component intended
functions for in-scope components were identified. The component intended functions
identified were based on the guidance of NEI 95-10.

2.1.2.2.2 Structural Screening

The LRA states that following structural scoping, the applicant performed screening to identify
those civil/structural components that were subject to an AMR. In Section 2.1.2.2, “Civil
Structures,” of the LRA, the applicant described the methodology used to screen civil/structural
components. The applicant stated that the following civil/structural screening methodology was
used.

The applicant performed the screening process on each structure identified to be within the
scope of license renewal. This method evaluated the individual SCs included within in-scope
structures to identify specific SCs or SC groups that require an AMR.

The evaluation boundaries associated with each civil/structural intended function were identified
and documented using appropriate drawings and other documentation. Evaluation boundaries
between mechanical components, electrical components, and structures and structural
components were coordinated between the discipline reviewers. The civil/structural
components included items such as walls, supports, and non-current carrying electrical and 1&C
components ( i.e., conduits, cables trays, electrical enclosures, panels, and related supports).
Civil/structural intended functions were identified during performance of the scoping process.

Based on a review of the civil/structural evaluation boundaries, the SCs and commaodity types
within the intended function boundaries for the given structure were identified and documented.
A generic list of commodity types was developed using guidance from Table 4.1-1 of

NEI 95-10, and potential intended functions for the commaodity types were identified. Structural
components were identified using the EDB as a starting point. In the screening process, no
differentiation was made between individual component and commodity types; they were
grouped together under common types. Implementation of this methodology conservatively
includes many components and commodities within the scope of license renewal that otherwise
would be screened out as not supporting any system intended function.

The in-scope SCs that performed an intended function without moving parts or without a

change in configuration or properties (the screening criterion of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)(i)), or that
are not subject to replacement based on a qualified life or specified time period (the screening
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criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)(ii)), were identified. Active/passive screening determinations
were based on the guidance in Appendix B to NEI 95-10.

Component intended functions for in-scope SCs were determined and documented. The
component intended functions were based on the guidance of NEI 95-10. Those SCs that have
a component or commodity group intended function that supports a structure intended function
were determined to be subject to an AMR.

2.1.2.2.3 Electrical and Instrumentation and Controls (1&C) Screening

The LRA states that screening of electrical and I&C system components was performed
differently than for mechanical and structural components. In Section 2.1.2.3, “Electrical and
I&C Systems,” of the LRA, the applicant described the methodology used to screen electrical
and 1&C components.

The LRA stated that the method used to determine which electrical and I&C components were
subject to an AMR was based on the component commodity group approach consistent with
the guidance of NEI 95-10. The primary difference between this method and the method used
for mechanical systems and structures was the order in which the component screening steps
were performed. This method was selected for use with the electrical and 1&C components
because most electrical and 1&C components are active.

Using the EDB, appropriate plant design drawings, and other documentation, the different types
of electrical components within the electrical and I&C systems determined to be in scope for
license renewal were identified. The component types associated with the electrical and 1&C
systems within the scope of license renewal were organized into commodity groupings (i.e.,
circuit breakers, cables, sensors). In general, grouping of component types followed the
guidance in NEI 95-10 regarding grouping of components based on similar functions.

The electrical and 1&C component commodity groups that perform an intended function without
moving parts, or without a change in configuration or properties (the screening criteria of

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)(i)), were identified. Active or passive screening determinations were based
on the guidance in Appendix B to NEI 95-10. Commaodity groups that have passive functions
and may be subject to an AMR were identified.

For the passive electrical and I&C component commodity groups, component commodity
groups that are not subject to replacement based on a qualified life or specified time period (the
screening criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)(ii)) were identified as requiring an AMR. Commodity
group components that are replaced based on qualified life, determined in accordance with the
Environmental Qualification Program, were determined not to be subject to AMR.

2.1.3 Staff Evaluation

As part of the review of the applicant’'s LRA, the NRC staff evaluated the scoping and screening
activities described in the following sections of the application to assure that the applicant
outlined a process for determining structural, mechanical, and electrical components at RNP
that are subject to an AMR for renewal, in accordance with the requirements of

10 CFR 54.21(a)(1) and 10 CFR 54.21(a)(2):
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. Section 2.1, “Scoping,” to ensure that the applicant described 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), 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), and 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3)

. Section 2.2, “Plant Level Scoping Results”; Section 2.3, “Scoping and Screening
Results—Mechanical Systems”; Section 2.4, “Scoping and Screening
Results—Structures”; and Section 2.5, “Screening Results—Electrical and
Instrumentation and Control (1&C) Systems”

In addition, the staff conducted a scoping and screening methodology audit at RNP from
September 17 through 20, 2002. The focus of the audit was to ensure 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 calculations which describe the
scoping and screening methodology implemented by the applicant. The applicant documented
the results of licensee renewal evaluations by means of calculations. In addition, the audit team
conducted detailed discussions with the cognizant engineers on the implementation and control
of the program, and reviewed administrative control documentation and selected design
documentation used by the applicant during the scoping and screening process. The audit
team further reviewed a sample of system scoping and screening results reports for safety
injection, auxiliary feedwater, component cooling water, and main feedwater to ensure that the
methodology outlined in the administrative controls was appropriately implemented. The results
were found to be consistent with the CLB, as described in the supporting design
documentation.

2.1.3.1 Scoping Methodology

The audit team reviewed implementation procedures and calculations which described the
scoping and screening methodology implemented by the applicant. These procedures included
EGR-NGGC-0501, “Nuclear Plant License Renewal Plan,” Revision 3; EGR-NGGC-0502,
“System Structure Scoping for License Renewal,” Revision 3; and RNP-L/LR-0007, “System
Structure Scoping for License Renewal,” Revision 3. 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’s staff 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 portions of the UFSAR, DBDs, the EDB,
system drawings, and selected licensing documentation which were relied upon by the
applicant during the scoping and screening phases of the review.

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

10 CFR 54.4(a)(1)

Pursuant to 10 CFR 54(a)(1), the applicant must consider all safety-related SSCs which are
relied upon to remain functional during and following design-basis events to ensure the
following functions, (i) the integrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary, (ii) the capability to
shut down the reactor and maintain it in a safe shutdown condition, or (iii) the capability to
prevent or mitigate the consequences of accidents that 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
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10 CFR 100.11, are included within the scope of license renewal. The audit team determined
that the applicant had included the criteria for safety-related SSCs, as defined in 10 CFR
54(a)(1), in both the LRA and the license renewal implementing procedures.

The applicant used the EDB, which contained the list of safety-related components, as the
primary source to determine the systems which would be in scope in accordance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1). Additional sources included the UFSAR, DBDs, and the
CLB. The EDB was developed using the RNP Q-List and extends the classification of systems
to the component level. The applicant had determined that any system which contained a
safety-related component, as indicated by the EDB would be considered in scope in
accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1). The applicant had documented system scoping on
scoping worksheets developed for each system listed in the EDB.

The audit team determined that the system and component intended functions had been
identified in the system DBDs. However, during the scoping process, certain intended functions
had been grouped and reworded (relative to the intended functions contained in the DBDs)
when listed on the scoping worksheets. This issue was identified as RAI 2.1.1-3 in the NRC
letter to the applicant dated February 11, 2003.

By letter to the NRC dated April 28, 2003, in response to RAI 2.1.1-3, the applicant indicated
that the process of identifying system intended functions included (1) determining design-basis
information, (2) cataloging potential, system level, intended functions and maintaining the
associated source references, (3) determining relevant DBD functional statements, and (4)
comparing the functional statements with information cataloged from other CLB sources.

The applicant identified duplicate or overlapping functional statements and used the one that
best described the broadest aspects of the function. If necessary, the statements were
expanded to capture the complete functional requirements within the basis for modifications or
statements provided. This was in the form of a reference or comment that described the
relevant information. The applicant made a determination on whether the functional statement
was an intended function and recorded the basis in the form of a reference or a comment. The
final set of functions was listed on the appropriate system worksheet.

The applicant stated that the scoping process and results had subsequently been the subject of
a self-assessment, as well as a Nuclear Assessment Section assessment. The applicant
further stated that there were no cases identified of incomplete, missing, or incorrect intended
functions. Based on the information reviewed during the audit and the supplemental
information provided by the licensee, the audit team concluded that the applicant had applied
an acceptable method for determining and documenting intended functions. Therefore,

RAI 2.1.1-3 is considered resolved.

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, and 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 verified 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)(1) criteria. On the
basis of this sample review and discussions with the applicant, the audit team determined that
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the applicant’'s methodology for identifying systems and structures meeting the scoping criteria
of 10 CFR 54(a)(1) was adequate.

10 CFR 54.4(a)(2)

10 CFR 54(a)(2) requires, in part, that the applicant consider all non-safety-related SSCs whose
failure could prevent satisfactory accomplishment of any of the functions identified in
paragraphs 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.

As part of the evaluation of the applicant’s scoping methodology associated with the

10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) criteria, the applicant presented the audit team with a detailed discussion on
the development and current implementation of the pertinent design calculations. The audit
team also provided the applicant with additional information on the treatment of non-safety-
related SSCs affecting safety-related SSCs described in the staff's Interim Staff Guidance (ISG)
documents, and reviewed the design calculations developed by the applicant to address the
evaluation of the plant SSCs for this topic. Specifically, the staff noted that, by letters dated
December 3, 2001, and March 15, 2002, respectively, the NRC issued a staff position to the
NEI which described areas to be considered and options it expects licensees to use to
determine the SSCs that meet the 10 CFR 54.4(a)2 criteria (i.e., all non-safety-related SSCs
whose failure could prevent satisfactory accomplishment of any safety-related functions
identified in paragraphs (a)(1)(i), (ii), and (iii) of 10 CFR 54.4).

The letter of December 3, 2001, 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 criteria.

The March 15, 2002, letter further described the staff's expectations for the evaluation of
nonpiping SSCs to determine which additional non-safety-related SSCs are within scope. The
letter states that applicants should not consider hypothetical failures, but rather should base
their evaluation on the plant’s CLB, engineering judgment and analyses, and relevant operating
experience. The letter further describes operating experience as all documented plant-specific
and industry-wide experience that can be used to determine the plausibility of a failure.
Documentation could include NRC generic communications and event reports, plant-specific
condition reports, industry reports such as safety evaluation reports, and engineering
evaluations.

Consistent with the staff position described in the aforementioned letters, the staff reviewed the
draft calculations prepared by the applicant to resolve the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) ISG issues.

These calculations were developed by the applicant’s engineering staff to help ensure that all
SSCs in the CLB that address the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) have been identified and
considered for inclusion in the scope of the LRA. The calculation RNP-L/LR-0006, “Non-Safety-
Related Equipment Affecting Safety-Related Equipment—License Renewal System/Structure
Scoping,” specifically provides detailed guidance for evaluating potential non-safety-related
SSCs affecting safety-related SSCs, including interpretation of guidelines to be considered
during the application of the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) requirements, description of interactions and
events including functional dependencies between non-safety-related and safety-related SSCs,
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and physical dependencies between these systems. The calculation also includes a description
of mitigative and support functions and a summary of potential interactions of interest as a
result of certain operational occurrences, such as flooding, high winds, heavy loads, and high-
energy line breaks. The applicant developed two additional calculations, RNP-L/LR-0396,
“Screening and Aging Management Review Criterion 2 Piping,” and RNP-L/LR-0393, “Aging
Management Review Seismic Piping (Il over | and Seismic Continuity Piping),” to further
describe the scoping and screening criteria established for the review, identify affected systems
considered within scope, and identify information associated with the AMR (i.e., material
environment combinations for each). The RNP-L/LR-0396 calculation also contained a
walkdown worksheet for each system evaluated which described the structure housing the
system of interest and the reviewers’ comments during the walkdown. The audit team reviewed
these calculations and verified that the applicant had adequate plans to incorporate the results
of these efforts into the scoping methodology process. However, the audit team identified
certain discrepancies between the scoping and screening process described in the current
calculations and the actual process that was described by the applicant’s staff during the audit
activities. Specifically, the calculation RNP-L/LR-0006 did not provide a clear description and
account of all essential activities in the scoping and screening process related to the
determination of Criterion 2 SSCs. The report described a process by which only certain non-
safety-related SSCs would be brought into scope if failure of these non-safety-related SSCs is
postulated in the CLB and their failure would result in the loss of a safety-related intended
function. In fact, during the methodology audit, the audit team clearly established that the Rule
required that all non-safety-related SSCs whose failure could result in the loss of ability of a
safety-related SSC to perform its intended function would be included in scope. As a result of
reviewing prior LRA application correspondence, the applicant had revised its design
documentation to strike the criterion which specified that only certain safety-related equipment
must be included. The applicant showed the audit team a draft of the revised calculation which
did contain the revision. The team found that the revision adequately addressed the staff’s
concerns.

As a result of the discussions on the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) evaluation and a review of the draft
calculations prepared by the applicant, the audit team indicated that an RAI would be
forthcoming on the issue to allow the applicant an opportunity to complete implementation of
the revisions to the draft calculations, perform the evaluations as described in those
calculations, and provide the staff with the results from that effort. This issue was identified as
RAI 2.1.1-1 in the NRC letter to the applicant dated February 11, 2003.

By letter to the NRC dated October 23, 2003, the applicant provided the information contained
in the draft calculations, discussed above, which had been previously reviewed during the audit
and determined to be acceptable. The information contained a list of piping systems included
within the modified license renewal scope which had been determined to be in scope in
accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), identification of the piping systems having non-safety-
related components requiring an AMR, and the aging management programs (AMPSs) credited
for managing the identified aging effects. The staff's review of the applicant’s scoping results
and aging management evaluation of SCs in these systems is presented in Section 2 and 3 of
this SER, respectively. The applicant indicated that site-specific and industry operating
experience was reviewed in support of AMRs. Operating experience sources considered
included Institute of Nuclear Power Operations operating experience items, NRC documents
(information notices, generic letters, violations, and staff reports), 10 CFR Part 21 reports, and
vendor bulletins, as well as corporate internal operating experience information from Progress
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Energy nuclear sites. In addition, this information was included in the letter to the NRC, dated
April 28, 2002, which was provided in response to RAI 2.1.1-1.

The staff reviewed the additional information supplied by the applicant, including (1) 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, (2) determination of the credible failures
which could impact the ability of safety-related SSCs to perform their intended functions, (3)
evaluation of relevant operating experience, and (4) incorporation of identified non-safety-
related SSCs into the applicant's AMPs and the results of NRC inspection and audit activities.
On the basis of the review of the above information and documents, 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 within the scope of license
renewal. Therefore, RAI 2.1.1-1 is considered resolved.

10 CFR 54.4(a)(3)

10 CFR 54.4(a)(3) requires, in part, that the applicant consider all SSC'’s relied upon in safety
analyses or plant evaluations to perform a function that demonstrates compliance with the
Commission’s regulations for fire protection (10 CFR 50.48), environmental qualification

(10 CFR 50.49), pressurized thermal shock (10 CFR 50.61), anticipated transients without
scram (10 CFR 50.62), and station blackout (10 CFR 50.63) to be within the scope of the
license renewal.

The applicant used CLB evaluations which had been performed and documented to facilitate
the identification of those SSCs credited in compliance of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3). For these SSCs,
the system/structure level intended function is that which is relied upon in safety analyses or
evaluations to demonstrate compliance with NRC requirements for the event in question.
Systems or structures that have one or more components credited for demonstrating
compliance with one of the regulated events are within the scope of license renewal in
accordance with the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3) criteria. The applicant had identified the SSCs credited
in the CLB by reviewing the CLB and applicable documentation. Also, by letter to the NRC
dated October 23, 2003, the applicant responded to the ISG-02 regarding scoping of equipment
relied on to meet the requirements of the Station Blackout Rule (10 CFR 50.63) for License
Renewal (10 CFR 54.4(a)(3)).

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, and 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 verified that the
applicant had identified and used pertinent engineering and licensing information 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 Mechanical Scoping

The applicant performed a review of all systems and structures in accordance with calculation
RNP-L/LR-0007, “System/Structure Scoping for License Renewal,” and standard procedure
EGR-NGGC-0502, “System/Structure Scoping for License Renewal.” The calculation and
procedure provided guidance for the identification of systems and structures included within the
scope of license renewal. The documents described sources of information required to
determine if any SSCs satisfied the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1-3) criteria and additional rules for
identifying mechanical intended functions. The calculation also provided a worksheet for each
mechanical system/structure identified during the scoping activities and indicated whether that
mechanical system/structure was considered in scope, which of the 10 CFR 54.4 criteria it
satisfied, and the specific intended functions for that structure.

The applicant initially identified all systems listed in the EDB which contain safety-related
mechanical components for inclusion within scope of renewal. For each system which satisfied
the criteria established in RNP-L/LR-0007, the applicant developed a detailed worksheet. The
system intended functions were determined from a review of detailed design documentation
such as the UFSAR, DBDs, generic issues documents, evaluation reports for the regulated
events, and vendor specifications where necessary.

The audit team reviewed a sample of system scoping and screening results reports for safety
injection, auxiliary feedwater, component cooling water, and main feedwater to ensure that the
methodology outlined in the administrative controls was appropriately implemented. The results
reports were found to be consistent with the CLB as described in the supporting design
documentation. The audit team 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.

2.1.3.1.3 Structural Scoping

The applicant performed a review of all systems and structures in accordance with calculation
RNP-L/LR-0007 and standard procedure EGR-NGGC-0502. The calculation and procedure
provided guidance for the identification of systems and structures included within the scope of
license renewal. With respect to structure scoping, the documents described sources of
information required to determine if any structures satisfied the 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1-3) criteria and
additional rules for identifying structure intended functions. The calculation also provided a
worksheet for each structure identified during the scoping activities and indicated whether that
structure was considered in scope, which of the 10 CFR 54.4 criteria it satisfied, and the
specific intended functions for that structure. The audit team reviewed a sample of the
structure worksheets developed in accordance with the calculation and did not identify any
discrepancies between the sample reviewed and the guidance requirements.

The applicant first identified all structures with unique mark numbers from the EDB for inclusion
within scope of renewal. Those structures within the database were typically safety-related
structures. The applicant reviewed a series of detailed drawings of plant structures to identify
initially all structures at the facility. These structures were then further evaluated through
walkdowns of the physical structure to determine which structures housed safety-related
equipment or could pose an interaction with, and potentially affect, safety-related equipment,
and to determine which structural components needed to be addressed. Those structures that
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could potentially prevent satisfactory failure of a safety-related function were classified as
safety-related by the applicant and addressed as such in the EDB. For each structure which
satisfied the criteria established in RNP-L/LR-0007, the applicant developed a detailed
worksheet. The structure intended functions were derived from component level data in the
EDB, if available, and from review of detailed design documentation, such as the UFSAR,
DBDs, generic issues documents, evaluation reports for the regulated events, and vendor
specifications where necessary.

As a secondary evaluation method, the applicant then performed a review of all mechanical and
electrical system components that were determined to be within the scope of license renewal
and identified which structures contained any of these components. The results were
compared to the initial list of structures identified in the EDB and additional structures were
added to scope if they satisfied one of the scoping criteria.

The audit team reviewed a sample of the structural drawing packages assembled by the
applicant for the reactor containment building and intake structure 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.

2.1.3.1.4 Electrical and Instrumentation and Controls Scoping

The applicant performed electrical and 1&C component scoping and screening using the
commodity group method. Electrical and I&C scoping and screening is discussed in
Section 2.1.3.2.3.

2.1.3.2 Screening Methodology
2.1.3.2.1 Mechanical Screening

The audit team reviewed the screening implementation procedures and a selected sample of
the system screening reports to ensure consistent application of the applicant’s screening
methodology. The applicant developed standard procedure EGR-NGGC-0503, “Mechanical
Component Screening for License Renewal,” to define the process for performing screening of
mechanical components.

The applicant established mechanical system evaluation boundaries for SSCs which had been
determined to be within scope. Generally, these boundaries were determined by mapping the
pressure boundary associated with the license renewal system intended functions onto the
system flow diagrams. The entire flow path was considered to include all components credited
for the successful completion of each intended function. The applicant identified the
components that were included in the system through a review of flow diagrams, design
drawings, plant documentation, and the system component list from the EDB.

The applicant then determined the components within the system intended function boundary
that performed an intended function without moving parts or without a change in configuration
or properties. Active/passive screening determinations were based on the guidance in
Appendix B to NEI 95-10. The passive, in-scope components that were not subject to
replacement based on a qualified life or specified time period were identified as requiring an
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AMR. The determination of whether a passive, in-scope component has a qualified life or
specified replacement time period was based on a review of plant-specific information including
the EDB, maintenance programs, and procedures. The passive, in-scope components that are
not subject to replacement based on a qualified life or specified time period (i.e., screening
criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1)(ii)) were identified as requiring an AMR. The in-scope
components identified as requiring an AMR were then compared to the NUREG-1801, “Generic
Aging Lessons Learned (GALL) Report,” dated July 2001, to ensure that differences are valid
and justified. The components that were determined to be within the scope of license renewal
were identified and the component intended functions for in-scope components were identified.
The component intended functions identified were based on the guidance of NEI 95-10.

The results of the mechanical component screening process were documented in system
screening reports which contained the system intended function boundaries, identified the
components subject to screening, and documented the screening results for each system
component. The component documentation included the component ID, commodity type,
screening results (active or passive), the supporting reference calculation, a description, and
the intended function. The audit team reviewed a sample of the mechanical screening
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 screening methodology documented and the implementation results.

2.1.3.2.2 Structural Screening

The audit team reviewed the screening implementation procedures and a selected sample of
the structure screening reports to ensure consistent application of the applicant’s screening
methodology. The applicant developed calculation RNP-L/LR-0124, “License Renewal—
Identification of Civil Commodity Types and Bulk Screening Criteria,” and standard procedure
EGR-NGGC-0506, “Civil/Structural Screening and Aging Management Review for License
Renewal,” to define the process for performing screening and AMRs of the civil/structural
components and to identify typical civil commodity types pertinent to the RNP design. The
procedure also provided a description of the criteria to establish evaluation boundaries for each
structure. In order to determine which commodity types were applicable to RNP, the applicant
compared the commodity listings developed in the NEI 95-10 guidance, as well as all those
identified by previous license renewal applicants. The resultant list of commodities captured
those items relevant to the RNP design. In addition, the calculation provided a list of 13
component intended functions which were used during the screening process to establish which
specific components or commodity types supported a structure intended function.

Because most structural members (e.g., walls, beams, grating, foundations, duct banks,
sumps, etc.) do not have individual mark numbers, the structural screening was initiated by first
identifying structural members which support the intended function(s) that the structure
performs. The structural members were identified by reviewing detailed structural drawings for
the in-scope structures. After the structural members were identified, they were assigned to
commodity groups where applicable and identified as such in the structural screening
calculations. When structures and structural members did not have unique identifier numbers,
the applicant’'s methodology called for creating a pseudo system number for the purposes of
cataloging the structure or structural component within the framework of the screening process.
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The applicant developed calculations RNP-L/LR-0103, “License Renewal
Screening—Structures and Structural Components,” and RNP-L/LR-0104, “License Renewal
Screening—Containment Structure, Internal and External Structural Components,” to capture
the results of the screening effort. The calculations provided a concise list of structures and
structural components subject to an AMR and described and justified the methodology used to
develop that list. The in-scope components identified as requiring an AMR were then compared
to the Generic Aging Lessons Learned (GALL) Report to ensure that differences are valid and
justified. Additionally, the calculations provided a description of each structure, identified the
structure intended functions and the structure evaluation boundary, and described all
components which were transferred into the system from other disciplines (e.g., mechanical,
electrical) or other structural systems. The audit team reviewed a sample of the structural
screening 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 screening methodology documented and the implementation
results.

2.1.3.2.3 Electrical and Instrumentation and Controls Screening

The audit team reviewed the screening implementation procedures and a selected sample of
the system screening calculation results to ensure consistent application of the applicant’s
screening methodology. The applicant developed standard procedure EGR-NGGC-0505,
“Electrical Component Screening and Aging Management Review for License Renewal,” to
define the process for performing screening of electrical components.

The applicant developed a generic list of electrical component types following the guidance in
Appendix B to NEI 95-10, reviewed the EDB to identify electrical equipment that had electrical
tag numbers for in-scope systems, and reviewed plant documentation, such as modifications,
drawings, specifications, vendor manuals, DBDs, the UFSAR, and maintenance records, to
identify electrical component types that were not identified by EDB tag numbers.

The electrical and 1&C components were then grouped by type into commodity groups (e.g.,
circuit breakers, cables, sensors, elements). Component types with similar basic functions
were grouped for the purpose of evaluation. Component types with unique design
characteristics required unique groups and were evaluated separately. The applicant then
documented the electrical commodity groups in an electrical screening calculation.

The screening calculation identified the commodity groups within which each electrical
screening component type would be evaluated; the basic component groupings, such as similar
function, design, materials of construction, aging effects, aging management practices, internal
and external operation, environments, and operating experience; and the applicable design and
licensing basis references for determining the commodity group.

The applicant reviewed the electrical commodity groups and identified those which met the
scoping requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1-3). The components, within the commodity groups
that met the scoping criteria, were reviewed to determine whether the components met the
criteria of 10 CFR 54.21(a)(1). Commodity groups which contained long-lived, passive
components, and were not replaced based on qualified life or specified time period, were
determined to be subject to an AMR. The in-scope components identified as requiring an AMR
were then compared to the GALL Report to ensure that differences are valid and justified.
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The NRC audit team reviewed certain calculations used to implement standard procedure
EGR-NGCC-0505. These calculations identified the electrical component commodity group for
systems determined to be in scope in accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a). The licensee
calculations also documented which electrical components were active, passive, or long-lived.
The audit team reviewed a sample of electrical screening results 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 screening methodology
documented and the implementation results.

2.1.4 Evaluation Findings

The staff review of the information presented in Section 2.1 of the LRA, the supporting
information in the RNP calculations and procedures, the information presented during the
scoping and screening audit, and the applicant’s responses to the staff’'s RAIs formed the basis
of the staff's safety determination. The staff verified that the applicant’s scoping and screening
methodology, including its supplemental 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) review which brought additional
non-safety-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 non-safety-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
SCs 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 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

This section addresses the plant-level scoping results for license renewal. Pursuant to
10 CFR 54.21(a)(1), the applicant is required to identify and list SCs subject to an AMR. These
are passive and long-lived SCs that are within the scope of license renewal.

In LRA Tables 2.2-1, 2.2-2, and 2.2-3, the applicant provided a list of the plant systems and
structures and identified those that are within the scope of license renewal. The Rule does not
require the identification of all plant systems and structures. However, providing such a list
allows for a more efficient staff review. On the basis of the design-basis events considered in
the plant’s current licensing basis (CLB), other CLB information relating to non-safety-related
systems and structures, 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(a). To verify that the applicant has properly implemented its methodology, the
staff has focused its review on the implementation results to confirm that no plant-level systems
and structures within the scope of license renewal have been omitted.

2.2.2 Staff Evaluation

In LRA Section 2.1, the applicant describes its methodology for identifying the SCs that are
within the scope of license renewal and subject to an AMR. This methodology typically consists
of a review of all plant SSCs to identify those that are within the scope of license renewal in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4. From those SSCs that are within the scope
of license renewal, an applicant will identify and list those SCs that are passive (i.e., that
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perform their intended functions without moving parts, or without a change in configuration or
properties), and are long-lived (i.e., that are not replaced based on a qualified life or specified
time period). The staff reviewed the scoping and screening methodology and provided its
evaluation in Section 2.1 of this SER. The applicant documented the implementation of the
methodology in LRA Sections 2.3 through 2.5. The staff's review of the applicant’s
implementation can be found in Sections 2.3 through 2.5 of this SER.

To ensure that the scoping and screening methodology described in LRA Section 2.1 was
properly implemented, and that the SCs that are subject to an AMR were properly identified, the
staff performed an additional review. The staff sampled the contents of the UFSAR based on
the listing of systems and structures in LRA Tables 2.2-1, 2.2-2, and 2.2-3 to determine whether
there were systems or structures that may have intended functions as defined by 10 CFR 54.4,
but were not included within the scope of license renewal.

Scoping is performed to identify SSCs that perform intended functions within the scope of
license renewal as required by 10 CFR 54.4. The RNP scoping process employed a
multifaceted approach to ensure that the systems and structures meeting the requirements are
identified. The LRA states that the process was designed to make optimum use of existing
plant documents and databases to populate the list of systems and structures within the scope
of the Rule.

In accordance with 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3), all SSCs relied on in safety analyses or plant evaluations
to perform a function that demonstrates compliance with the Commission’s regulations for fire
protection (10 CFR 50.48), environmental qualification (10 CFR 50.49), pressurized thermal
shock (10 CFR 50.61), anticipated transients without scram (10 CFR 50.62), and SBO (10 CFR
50.63) are within the scope of license renewal. The LRA states that current licensing basis
evaluations have been performed and documented which facilitate the identification of those
SSCs credited in compliance with each of these regulations. It also states that, for these SSCs
the system/structure level intended function is that it is relied upon in safety analyses or
evaluations to demonstrated compliance with NRC requirements for the event in question.

In the LRA the applicant stated, and the staff agrees based on its review of the LRA and the
UFSAR, that the scoping process to identify systems and structures relied upon and/or
specifically committed to for fire protection, environmental qualification, pressurized thermal
shock, anticipated transients without scram, and SBO is consistent with 