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‘November 1, 2007

MEMORANDUM TO: Michael R. Gartman, Chief
' ESBWR/ABWR Projects Branch 2
Division of New Reactor Licensing

FROM: Mark Thaggard, Chief /RA/
Hydrologic Engineering Branch
Division of Site and Environmental Reviews

SUBJECT: ACCEPTANCE REVIEW RESULTS FOR THE SOUTH TEXAS
PROJECT COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATION

The Hydrologic Engineering Branch (RHEB) has completed its acceptance review of the South
Texas Project (STP) Combined License application (COLA) submitted by NRG Energy. This
review covered the following COLA FSAR Sections for which RHEB has primary responsibilities
and, in addition, applicable interface documentation referenced in the FSAR: ,
FSAR Section 2.4.1

FSAR Section 2.4.2

FSAR Section 2.4.3

FSAR Section 2.4.4

FSAR Section 2.4.5

FSAR Section 2.4.6

FSAR Section 2.4.7

FSAR Section 2.4.8

FSAR Section 2.4.9

FSAR Section 2.4.10

FSAR .Section 2.4.11

FSAR Section 2.4.12

FSAR Section 2.4.13

FSAR Section 2.4.14

Completeness and Sufficiency

o

Based on this review, | conciude tHat in general, the application contains the information
required by regulations, and that the submitted information is technically sufficient for RHEB to
commence the STP COLA detailed technical review.

RHEB concludes that FSAR Sections 2.44,6246, and 2.4.12 in the STP COLA contain
information required by regulations. However, there are significant gaps in the submitted
information that could adversely affect the conduct of an effective and efficient technical review
and thus could cause a significant adjustment in the review schedule.

g7



Schedule

The estimated effort for the detailed technical review of the STP COLA sections by RHEB varies
materially from the pre-baseline model in the EPM. Because of extensive modeling used to
support Sections 2.4.2 — 2.4.5, additional time will be needed to verify the results of these
modeling analyses. Further, it is anticipated that additional analyses and data will be needed in
support of Sections 2.4.4, 2.4.6, and 2.4.12, which may require additional time by the applicant
in responding to request for additional information. Lastly, based on the nature of the site, and
the proposed reactor design, RHEB anticipate needing less time than originally forecast for
reviewing Sections 2.4.7 -2.4.9, 2.4.11, and 2.4.14. Please note that discussions we plan to

_have with NRG Energy in the last few days of our acceptance review regarding information in

 the COLA could require additional adjustments in our estimates of the level effort and the length
of time to complete the technical review. For each section, | have provided an updated rescurce
plan for these tasks in Enclosure 2. The resource plan includes the new estimated level of
effort, the resources assigned, and the expected start date. Revisions to the resource plans
have been submitted for the following FSAR Section reviews: ,

FSAR Section 2.4.1
FSAR Section 2.4.2
FSAR Section 2.4.3
FSAR Section2.4.4
FSAR Section 2.4.5
FSAR Section 2.4.6
FSAR Section 2.4.7
FSAR Section 2.4.8
FSAR Section 2.4.9
FSAR Section 2.4.10
FSAR Section 2.4.11
FSAR Section 2.4.12
FSAR Section 2:4.13 .
FSAR Section 2.4.14 \

Review Dependencies

RHEB's detailed technical review of the STP COLA is independent of other ongoing application
reviews by the staff. ' :

Enclosure: 1. Table 1 of the Safety Analysis Report-Review Guide ‘
2. Table 2 RHEB Resource Plan Revision for NRG Energy STP COL

CONTACT:  Mark Thaggard, DSER/RHEB
301-415-6971
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modeling analyses. Further, it is anticipated that additional analyses and data will be needed in
support of Sections 2.4.4, 2.4.6, and 2.4.12, which may require additional time by the applicant
in responding to request for additional information. Lastly, based on the nature of the site, and
the proposed reactor design, RHEB anticipate needing less time than originally forecast for
reviewing Sections 2.4.7 -2.4.9, 2.4.11, and 2.4.14. Please note that discussions we pian to
have with NRG Energy in the last few days of our acceptance review regarding information in
the COLA could require additional adjustments in our estimates of the level effort and the length
of time to complete the technical review. For each section, | have provided an updated resource
plan for these tasks in Enclosure 2. The resource plan includes the new estimated level of
effort, the resources assigned, and the expected start date. Revisions to the resource plans
have been submitted for the following FSAR Section reviews:

FSAR Section 2.4.1
FSAR Section 2.4.2
FSAR Section 2.4.3
FSAR Section2.4.4
FSAR Section 2.4.5
FSAR Section 2.4.6
FSAR Section 2.4.7
FSAR Section 2.4.8
FSAR Section 2.4.9
FSAR Section 2.4.11
FSAR Section 2.4.12
* FSAR Section 2.4.13
FSAR Section 2.4.14

Review Dependencies
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Table 1: Safety Analysis Report Acceptance Review Results for NRG Energy South Texas Project ABWR COL

N Qut of Scope
)ER Section: 2.4.1 ‘ : Technical Branch: RHEB Technical Reviewers!
3ranch Chief: Mark Thaggard SRP Section: 2.4.1 Date: 10/26/2007

Joes the section address the applicable regulations: Yes

e there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? No, Identify specific review area/topic in table below.
1. Review “Completeness ard Technical Sufficiency Which Form Changes to Planning Assumptions to be Review Dependencies Among Concurrent
Areal/Tapic* Basis for Acceptability for Docketing Caonsidered in Development of Baseline Review Reviews )
Schedule
- 5. If no, for either © 8. For each no, identify the . 2 11. For each no, identify which
— . . -— . .
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Site and Yes |- Yes . | N/A N/A ) Yes N/A Yes N/A
Facilities - ,
Hydrosphere Yes Yes N/A N/A He Need more slaff-hours lo Yes N/A
wrile PSER
Total /

*Review Area/Topic: Item identified in RG 1.206 or the regulations; for a COLA referencing a DC, this includes COL information items and departures from the design
certification.

**Technical Sufficiency: The application is compared against the SRP acceptance criteria. Note: New safety features, alternate regulatory compliance approaches, and/or
deviations from DCs, should not be treated as deficiencies and factored into the basis for rejecting the application, unless staff determines that there is insufficient technical
information associated with the respective item. These items are factored into confirmation of planning assumptions.

***Significant deficiencies are those review arealtopic which impact the staff's ability to begin the detailed technical review or complete its review within a predictable timeframe.

****DSRA will provide risk significance information at time of review, if available.

*****|dentification of new review time is on a FSAR section basis and consistent with the review phases within the EPM. Changes from the pre-baseline review schedule and

estimated hours should be on that basis.



ER SAection:
dranch Chief:

242

Mark Thaggard

Technical Branch: RHEB

SRP Section:

toes the section address the applicable régulations: Yes

re there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or de

2.4.2

Technical Reviewer

Date: 10/23/2007

Out of Scope

endencies on concurrent reviews? No, Aldentify specific review arealtopic in table below.

. Review Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Changes to Planning Assumptions to be Review Dependencies Among Concurrent
realTopic* Basis for Acceptability for Docketing Considered in Development of Baseline Review Reviews
Schedule :
- 5. If no, for either @ 8. For each no, identify the . B 11. For each no, identify which
~—~~ . * n .
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lood History Yes Yes N/A N/A Yes N/A ut of Scope Yes N/A
lood Design Yes Yes N/A- N/A Yes N/A Yes N/A
‘onsiderations .
ffects of Local Yes Yes N/A N/A Mo Need more staff-hours to Yes N/A

tense
‘recipitation

analyze PMF and wrile

FSER

ofal




iER Section:
tranch Chief:

243 Technical Branch:
Mark Thaggard ~ SRP Section: 2.4.3

oes the section address the applicable regulations: Yes

re there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumplions, or de

RHEB Technical Reviewer

Out of Scope

Date: 10/23/2007

endencies on concurrent reviews? No, Identify specific review area/topic in table below.

. Review Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Changes to Planning Assumptions to be Review Dependencies Among Concurrent
rea/Topic* Basis for Acceptability for Docketing Considered in Development of Baseline Review Reviews '
’ Schedule
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3ER Section:

3ranch Chief:

244

Mark Thaggard

Technical Branch: RHEB

SRP Section:

Joes the section address the applicable regulations: Yes

wre there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or de

244

Technical Reviewer:

Out of Scope

Date: 10/23/2007

endencies on concurrent reviews? No, Identify specific review area/topic in table below.

the Plant Site

Total

1. Review Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Changes to Planning Assumptions to be Review Dependencies Among Concurrent
ArealTopic* Basis for Acceptability for Docketing Considered in Development of Baseline Review Reviews
Schedule ’
o™ 5. If no, for either g 8. For each no, identify the . b 11. For each no, identify which
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Dam Failure Yes Yes N/A N/A 1 Yes N/A Out of Scope Yes N/A
Permutations , '
Unsteady Flow Yes hNo Yes Need to address No Need more staff-hours for Yes N/A
Analysis of the impacts of unsteady flow modeling
- Potential Dam mudflow from -
Failures failure of the MCR
embankment.
Water Level at Yes Yes N/A N/A Yes N/A Yes N/A




ER Section:
iranch Chief:

245
Mark Thaggard

Technical Branch: RHEB

SRP Section: 2.4.5

'oes the section address the applicable regulations: Yes

re there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or de

Technical Reviewer
Date: 10/26/2007

Qut of Scope

pendencies on concurrent reviews? No, ldentify specific review area/topic in table below.

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

Reviews

. Identify the total review time in staﬁ-hoﬁrs""'

. Review Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
rea/Topic” Basis for Acceptability for Docketing Considered in Development of Baseline Review
Schedule
o 5. K no, for either g 8. For each no, identify the |
B = " completeness or hat change (or basis for
3= | & 3 technical 2 o __ | change).
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urge and Seiche Yes Yes N/A N/A Mo Meed meore staff-hours for
later Levels storm surge maodeling
lave Action Yes Yes N/A N/A Yes N/A
esonance Yes Yes N/A N/A Yes N/A
rotective Yes Yes N/A N/A Yes N/A
tructures
otal

Qut of Scope

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

11. For each no, identify which
application (DCD or COLA) and
section. :

< without the completion of a concurrent review?

)

&£

1723

[}

>

s N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A




SER Section:

3ranch Chief:

2.4.6

Mark Thaggard

Technical Branch:
SRP Section: 2.4.6

Joes the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
\re there any technical deficiencies, changes in pianning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? No, Identify specific review areaftopic in table below.

RHEB

Technical Reviewer:

Date: 10/26/2007

Qut of Scope

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent Reviews

B. |dentify the total review time in staff-hours*****

)

11. For each no, identify which application
(DCD or COLA) and section.

|. Review Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Basis for Changes to Planning Assumpticns to be Considered in
\rea/Topic* Acceptability for Docketing Development of Baseline Review Schedule
— 5. K no, for either R 8. For each no, identify the
(=] . ™~ ° :
z z ] completeness or ] o change (or basis for change).
P 2 2 technical sufficiency, b g
LR o £ identify deficiency(ies). | o =
sX 2 > This information willbe | © s
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’robable Yes Yes N/A N/A Yes N/A
naximum
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distorical Tsunami Yes Yes N/A N/A Yes N/A
Record
Source Generator Yes Ne ves Doesn’t consider No Naed morte staif-hours for
>haracteristics additional sources cited litarature review and
in a recent USGS intarpretation
report.
I'sunami Analysis Yes Yes N/A N/A Yes N/A
I'sunami Water Yes M Yes Doesn't consider Mo Nasd mure staf-hours for
.evels impacts associated with tsunami modeling
sources cited in a
recent USGS reponr.
{ydrography and Yes Yes N/A N/A Yes N/A
{arbor or ’ -
3reakwater
nfluences on
[sunami
ffect on Safety- Yes Yes N/A N/A Yes N/A

. Related Facilities

-Total

Qut of Scope

«|10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed
‘_(,‘3 without the completion of a concurrent review? (yes/no)

N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A




\ER Section: 2.4.7 Technical Branch: RHEB
dranch Chief: Mark Thaggard SRP Section: 247

loes the section address the applicable regulations: Yes

re there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or de

Technical Reviewer:
Date: 10/26/2007

Out of Scope

N

endencies on concurrent reviews? No, Identify specific review area/topic in table below.

. Review Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form
reafTopic® Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline Review

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

Reviews

5. If no, for either
completeness or
technical
sufficiency, identify
deficiency(ies).
This information
will be needed for
technical review.

3. 1s COL section technically sufficient for this

review area/ topic? (yes/no)™
6. Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

risk-significant SSC)? (yes/no)****

(Yes/No)

? (yes/no)

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and

8. For each no, identify the
change (or basis for

change).

Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

<[2. Does COL section address the items required
@ lby regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
—| 4. Can the technical déﬂciency be resoived

E| through the RAI process? (yes/no)***

N/A

<
)
o

se Effects

© lestimated staff-hours appropnate

z

Reduce staff-hours bec:
the site is non-freezing zon

‘otal

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

11. For each no, identify which
application (DCD or COLA) and
section.

=< \without the completion of a concurrent review?

@®

® {(yes/no)

N/A




iER Section: 2.4.8
3ranch Chief:

Mark Thaggard

loes the section address the applicable regulatlons Yes
re there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependenc:es on concurrent reviews? No

Technical Branch: RHEB
SRP Section: 2.4.8

Technical Reviewern

Date: 10/22/07

QOut of Scope

for Acceptability for Docketing

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Basis

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline Review

Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

Reviews

2. Does COL section address the items required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?

Is COL section technicaily sufficient for this

review area/ topic? (yes/no)**

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved

through the RAI process? (yes/no)*™*

5. If no, for either
completeness or
technical sufficiency,
identify
deficiency(ies). This

Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

risk-significant SSC)? (yes/no)****

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

§ ). Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

P information will be 8. For each no, identify the
1. Review a needed for technical change (or basis for
Area/Topic* b © review. © change).
Reduce staff-hours because|
Cooling water canal and reservoir at the
canals and site are not safety related
resenvoirs Yes N/A - N/A N/A No SSCs

Total

without the completion of a concurrent review?

(yes/no)

11. For each no, identify which
application (DCD or COLA) and
section.

¥es

N/A




3ER Section: 2.4.9

3ranch Chief: Mark Thaggard

Technical Branch: RHEB

SRP Section: 2.4.9

")oes the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
e there any technical defi C|enC|es changes in planning assumptions, or dependenmes on concurrent reviews? No

Technical Reviewer

Date: 10/22/07

Qut of Scope

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Basis
for Acceptability for Docketing

Considered in Development of Baseline Review

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be

Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

Reviews

2. Does COL section address the items required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.2086, Section C.IV.1)?

3. |s COL section technically sufficient for this

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved
through the RAI process? (yes/no)*™*

review area/ topic? (yes/no)**

5. If no, for either
completeness or
technical sufficiency,
identify
deficiency(ies). This

5. |s the identified technical deficiency related to a

risk-significant SSC)? (yes/no)****

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

0. Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?

2 information will be 8. For each no, identify the § 11. For each no, identify which
1. Review a needed for technical change (or basis for ‘@ | application (DCD or COLA) and
Area/Topic* = review. change). > | section.
Reduce staff-hours becausg© ° Seere
Channel there is no potential for
Diversions Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A No channel diversion es N/A

Total




iER Section: 2.4.10
dranch Chief:

Technical Branch: RHEB
Mark Thaggard  SRP_Section: 2.4.10

‘oes the section address the applicable regulatlons Yes
re there anxtechnlcal deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? No

Technical Reviewer

Date: 10/22/07

Qut of Scope

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Basis

for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline Review

Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

Reviews

Is COL section technically sufficient for this

by regulation (refer to RG 1.208, Section C.IV.1)?
review area/ topic? (yes/no)**

2. Does COL section address the items required

5. If no, for either

| completeness or
technical sufficiency,
identify
deficiency(ies). This

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved

through the RAI process? (yes/no)***

6. |s the identified technical deficiency related to a

risk-significant SSC)? (yes/no)****
7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and

estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

D. Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

without the completion of a concurrent review?

= [10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

Zo information will be’ 8. For each no, identify the § 11. For each no, identify which
1. Review a needed for technical .change (or basis for E application (DCD or COLA) and
Area/Topic* > o review. change). = d
Flooding Better feel for level of review S
Protection Yes S No needed.

N/A N/A

Total




SER Section:
Branch Chief:

2.4.11

Mark Thaggard

Technical Branch: RHEB
SRP Section; 2.4.11

Joes the section address the apphcable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependenaes on concurrent reviews? No

Technical Reviewer
Date: 10/22/07

ado2g Jo 1hO

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Basis

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be

Considered in Development of Baseline Review

Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

Reviews

2. Does COL section address the items required
by regulation (refer to RG'1.206, Section C.IV.1)?

3. |s COL section technically sufficient for this

review area/ topic? (yes/no)**

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved

through the RAI process? (yes/no)***

for Acceptability for Docketing

5. If no, for either
completeness or
technical sufficiency,
identify
deficiency(ies). This

6. |s the identified technical deficiency related to a

risk-significant SSC)? (yes/no)*™*

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

. Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

. go information will be 8. For each no, identify the
1. Review 3 needed for technical change (or basis for
Area/Topic* z review. change).
Low Flow in -
Rivers and
Stream Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A Yes N/A
Low Water from Reduce staff-hours becaus
Surge, Seiche, or i surge, seiche, and tsunamiT
Tsunami Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A No are not bounding
Historical Low '
Water Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A Yes N/A
Future Cantrols Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A Yes N/A
Plant -

Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A " | Yes N/A

Requirements

Total

adoog 0 IO

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?

EC? 11. For each no, identify which
@ | application (DCD or COLA) and
> | section.

Yes N/A

Yes N/A

Yes N/A

Yes N/A

Yes N/A




SER Section: 2.4.12 Technical Branch: RHEB- ' : - Technical Reviewe

adosg 40 1D

jranch Chief: Mark Thaggard  SRP Section: 2.4.12 : Date: 10/22/07

Joes the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
wre there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? No .

_ Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Basis Considered in Development of Baseline Review Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

for Acceptability for Docketing Schedule Reviews

5. If no, for either
completeness or
technical sufficiency,
identify
deficiency(ies). This

Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

through the RAI process? (yes/no)™*

6. Is the identified technicalldeﬁciency related to a

risk-significant SSC)? (yes/no)**
10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

2. Does COL section address the items required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
3. |s COL section technically sufficient for this

review area/ topic? (yes/no)**
4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

- without the completion of a concurrent review?

. 2 information will be 8. For each no, identify the E 11. For each no, identify which
1. Review 2 needed for technical change (or basis for ‘@ | application (DCD or COLA) and
Area/Topic* z review. change). ) > | section.
Description and g:
Onsite Use Yes Yes N/A N/A “N/A Yes N/A 9 Yes N/A
Sources Yes Yes N/A N/A Yes N/A 3| Yes N/A
Subsurface Basis not fully : Need maore staff-hours for
pathways Yes No Yes supported. N/A No groundwater modeling Yes : N/A
Monitoring or
Safeguard : :
Requirements Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A Yes N/A Yes N/A
Site :
Characteristics
for Subsurface
Hydrostatic ’ : .
Loading Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A Yes N/A Yes N/A
Total




2d02s 40 100

3ER Section: 2.4.13 ' Technical Branch: RHEB ' ' Technical Reviewe
3ranch Chief: Mark Thaggard SRP Section: 2.4.13 Date: 10/22/07

Joes the section address the applicable regulations: Yes )
\re there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? No

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Basis Considered in Development of Baseline Review Review Dependencies Among Concurrent
for Acceptability for Docketing Schedule . Reviews

5. If no, for either
completeness or
technical sufficiency,
identify
deficiency(ies). This

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved
. ldentify the total review time in staff-hours*****

through_the RAI process? (yes/no)***

6. Is the identified technical deficiency related to-a

risk-significant SSC)? (yes/no)***

D. Does COL section address the items required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.1V.1)?
3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this
review area/ topic? (yes/no)**

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
lestimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

10. Can the review of the arealtopic be completed
without the completion of a concurrent review?

) 2 information will be 8. For each no, identify the § 11. For each no, identify which
1. Review a needed for technical change (or basis for g application (DCD or COLA) and
Area/Topic* b review. : change). 2 > | section.
Accidental £
Releases of b
Radioactive g
Liquid Effluent in . o
Ground and : Reduce stalf-howrs beraisg
Subsurface | . the model developed in

Water Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A No 2.4.12 be ytilized here Hao COLA Section 2.4.12

Total




SER Section: 2.4.14

Branch Chief:

~Mark Thaggard -

Technical Branch: RHEB

SRP Section: 2.4.14

Jaes the section address the applicable regulations: Yes

Technical Reviewel

Date: 10/22/07

2d02g 40 1n0

Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? No

—

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Basis

Considered in Development of Baseline Review

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be

Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

Reviews

2. Does COL section address the jtems required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?

3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this

review area/ topic? (yes/no)**

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved

through the RAI process? (yes/no)™*

for Acceptability for Docketing

5. If no, for either
completeness or
technical sufficiency,
identify
deficiency(ies). This

6. Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

risk-significant SSC)? (yes/no)****

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

. |dentify the total review time in staff-hours™**

. Zo information will be 8. For each no, identify the
1. Review s needed for technical change (or basis for
AreafTopic* > review. change).
;Z:Z?f:g:ions ' Reduce stali-hours because
and Emergency Hlood protection requiremant
Operation is applicable only to the on-

Requirements

Yes

N/A

N/A

N/A

o

site fleeding

Total

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?

(yes/no)

11. For each no, identify which
application (DCD or COLA) and
section.

2doos 40 IO

Yes

N/A

14



" Table 2: RHEB Resource Plan Revisions for

NRG Energy South Texas Project ABWR COL

(Suggested Format)

Task Changes ~ Resource Changes
SER 7 Concurrent Revised Revised : Chén e Revised
Section SER Section Title Task * Dependent Review Start Finish Name of Resource Tvpe *g** : Hours
No. ' Activity ** Date Date yp (planned)
2.41 | Hydrologic Description - Oufaf Scape Cutof Scope
. PSER and RAIs NA NA NA Revised
Prepared
242 Floods
PSER and RAls NA NA NA Revised
Prepared
243 Probable Maximum .
Flood (PMF*) on PSER and RAIS NA NA NA Revised
. repared
Streams and Rivers )
244 Potential Dam Failures '
(flood potential and low PSEP‘;‘;';‘L‘;A‘S NA NA | 3izones Revised
water level*) '
245 Probable Maximum
Surge And Seiche PSEPI:C":)‘;‘:;AIS NA NA NA Revised
Flooding®
2.46 Probable Maximum :
. PSER and RAL .
Tsunami Hazards Pre;"a red - s NA NA NA Revised
247 Ilce Effects —
PSER and RAIs NA NA NA Revised
Prepared ;
248 Cooling Water Canals ' !
and Reservoirs ' PSER and RAls NA NA NA Revised
s Prepared
2.4.9 Channel Diversions V i
PSER and RAls NA NA NA Revised
Prepared
2.4.10 | Flooding Protection P
requirements. PSER and RAIs NA NA NA Revised
a " Prepared
2.4.11 Low Water
o t . PSER and RAI .
Considerations Pr ;:;red S NA NA NA Revised

15



24 12 Groundwater PSER and RAI 37008 QOut of Scope Qut of Scape
an s NA NA *E Revised
Prepared
2.4.13 | Accidental Releases Of
‘ * | Liquid Effluents In PSER and RAIs .
: N NA R d
Ground and Surface Prepared NA A evise
Waters
2.4.14 | Technical Specification
and Emergency PSER and RAIs NA NA ' NA Revised
Operation Prepared .
Requirements
Total

* This tusk needs thiee additional mnmhs irom the plapned schedule for the stalf o review applicant tsunami source identitication and modeling and to make
necessary contfirmatory analysis,
*2 This task needs two additional nmmhs from the planned schedule because of the possible need by the applicant to install o additional monitoring wells and the
applicant and staff to conduct groundwater pathway analyses. .

his template is to be used to facilitate management of revised planning data resulting from application acceptance reviews. Changes in planning data resulting from

icceptance reviews may include identifying dependencies to concurrent activities in other projects, new or deleted tasks, or revisions to task durations, staffing, labor
astimates, or start/finish dates.
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