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D UNIT #1 [] UFSAR CN D DESIGN CHANGE D OTHER -
D UNIT #2

(%) Bom™

ORIGINATING DOCUMENT NO Supplement to USQE 960046 REV.NO. 0
DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

Make editonial changes to USQE 960046 added reviewers clartfication notes ( section A 1 I and the summe.ry)

PRELIMINARY SCREENING
YES NO
1. Does the proposed change represent 8 change 1o the Plant Technical Specifications? D
2 I8 an Unreviewed Safety Question known 10 be associaled with the sutyect change? D E
NOTE: I "YES® 1o elther questions 1 or 2 refer 1o OPGPOS-ZN-0004
Does the proposed change represent
3 Achange to only correat & typographics.. editonal or drafting error? m D
4 Achange which is identical 1o and addressed in its entirety by an existing approved 10CFRE0 69
Soreening\USQE or NRC approved licensing submittal?
(2. )
6 Aspare of replacement part/component change with an equivaient part/component? n [_]
(See Section 2.3 for a definition of equivalent) -
£ A configuration change within existing desin specifications 7 ["] FJ

If all answers to the above questions are "NO* perform the final soreaning and mark N/A in the. approval blocks below

i the answer 1o any question (3) through (6) is *YES® a final SCreening 15 NoL NECesSary

Sign approval blocks below and discard pages 2 and 3

Provide a justification and references if any of tems (2) through (6) is answered "YES*

This change clartfies statements made in the onginal USQE, these changes are editonal and does not change the basis of the onginal
USQE and is bounded by the onginal 50 59 evaluation

-
Prepared Frank Cox 4 6209
y o TN L Sl (2 . e _—

Onginator

‘ Qualifwed Kevwwer
708110029 970804
PDR ™ ADOCK 03000498



PFlant Operations Review Commities

20\ 225 |

EQRC _RENIEW. COVER _BHEE]

Originating Document No, _ _USQOE S6-0046 . Revision Ro,

TITLE _Revise FUHAR From Pusl Train FPretection To Bingle Train Freteetion

The PORC hae reviewed thie ftem and hae determined that (check as
appropriate)

.

it doee does NOT inveolve an URREVIEWED BAFETY QUEBTION,

does i‘doeu BOT adversely impact plant nuclear safety,

it does " doew NOT adversely impact ‘he health and safety of pleant
pereonnel or the public

It~ does _ does NOT require further review by the FPlant Mgr, the NSKB, ox
other individuale/groups
7 Plant Mgr “ NBRB other, epecify below,
ul /7 vz

REMARKS

this Jtem fO1:

APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL OTHER

mpleted b \' ') &
'Ol obetary

SHALL be retained

nating 4 ument
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Unreviewed Salety Quaestion Evaluation & 860046 .

Originating Dooument: CR 067602

Rev,. No.O

-—

Pago

NOTE: Attach 10CFR50.60 Soreening Form or Livense Compliance Review Form 10 this USQE.

TPNG # NA

(W) UNIT2 (O

yslom two-letler designator of slructure name N/A UNIT 1

BOTH B

NOTE Use addilonal eheels as neoossary 1o pm fhe bases.

AN

L. Doos the subject of this evaluation Increase the probabliity of
ooourrence of an accldent previously evaluated In the Salety
Analysls Repon?

) ves

Bases: So00 attached shee!

NO

I, Does the subject of this evaluation Inorease the consequences
of an acoldent previously evaluated In the Salety Analysls
Repon?

(] YES

Bases: Soe attachod shoe!

NO

. Does the sutlect of this evaluation Increase the probabliity of
oocourrence of a maliunction of equipment imponant 10 safety
previously evaluated in the Salely Analysis Repon?

(0 VYES

Basos: Soo altached sheel

=

T ———— —— e ———

V. Does the subject of this evaluation Inorease the consequences
of a mallunction of equipment Imponant to salety previously
evalualed In the Safety Analysis Repon?

1 ves

Bases Seo atlachad shae!

)

NO

NO
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A1V (continued)

As explained in itern (2) above, the su of this evaluation does not increase the consequences
of equipment malfunction. Post fire shutdown can be achieved for all fire areas. No
mmotmwanmmmumw.manmmm
of fire damage. The adverse affects of fire induced malfunctions in the unprotected
pathways have been considered in the saf. shutdown analysis, and tory actions are
taken when necessary. The plant's ability to achieve and maintain post fire safe shutdown is not
adversely afferted.

*Reviewers clarification note: \ \_’_

The original Probabilistic Safety Analysis (PSA) did not model Thermo-lag protection. In 1994, A Fire )

\

Analysis Update (PSA for Selected Fire Zones) performed a sensitivity studiy to determine the maximum

possible benefit that may be achieved by taking credit for existing Thermo-lag protection of raceways. The

results of this analysis was tha' the use of Thomwlaqrwoutd have a negligible (decrease) impact on the

risk of core damage and large early release at South Texas Project. Therefore, the removal of, or damage )

10 the Thermo-lag bamer h’tunded by the original PSA results and the consequences of a fire in any area }
"~\ are not increa

/ /\.\\-,_\
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Form 2 Unreviewed Safety Question Evaluation Form (Sample) M

Unreviewed Galety Quastion Evaluation # 060040 Rev. No. 0 Page 3 of [

Originating Dooument CR 967692 Rev.No. ©

(A2
I Doos the subject of 1he evalualion create the possibliity of an acoldent of @
different type than any previously evaluale™ In the Galety Analysls Report?
(. YES 2 nNO
Basor The previous sale shuldown assessment assumed all equioment ki a given e 6:0a was losl as &
rasult of the "maxdimum postuleted fire*, and demonsirated tha! post fire sale shu.Jown of the plant
could be achleved uliiy lr:? uipment unatiected by the fire. Fost fire sale shutdown s slill assured
for all areas of the plant Uilizing equipment unafiected by the fire. Therelore, the subject o this
ovaluation does nol oreale the possibliity of an accldent of & different fype than any previous! y
evaluated In the Balety Analysls Report of Fire Hazards Anelysls Report

Doas the subject of this evaluation create the possibliity of e diferent type
ol maliunotion than any previously evaluatad in the Salety Analysls Report?
(J  YEs 2 nNO
Bases As explained In A2 | ebove, the previous analysls assumed all equipment In a glven fire area was

l0g! a8 & result of the maximum postulated fire. The analysls also Included a review ol all potential
spunous actuations which could adversely atiect post fire safe shutdown. The subject of Jm
evaluation considars these same malunctions, and therefore doas not oreate the possibiity of a
malionotion nol previously evaluated

Doas the sublect of this oy
the
basis for any Technlcal ¢
L Vi 2 NO
Fire Protection and post fire sale shutdown are not Epectically adgdrassed In the Technica
Spoctfiications. Therolora, this eval iation doas not reduce the margin of ealety as delined In the
ba {for any Teot al Spoct! (I




