" November 5, 2007

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

FROM: Jennifer L. Dixon-Herrity, Chief /RA by Anthony H. Hsia forI
’ Engineering Mechanics Branch 2
Division of Engineering - ~
Office of New Reactors

Anthony Hsia, Chief /RA/
Engineering Mechanics Branch 1
Division of Engineering

Office of New Reactors

SUBJECT: . = ACCEPTANCE.REVIEW RESULTS FOR SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT
' UNITS 3 AND 4 COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATION (TAC NOS.
RA0035, RA0036, and RAQ039)

Engineering Mechanics Branches 1 and 2 (EMB) in the Division of Engineering of the Office of
New Reactors has completed its acceptance review of the South Texas Project Units 3 and 4
(STP 3/4) Combined License application (COLA) submitted by STP. This review covered the
following COLA Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) sections for which EMB has review
responsibilities and, in addition, applicable interface documentation referenced in the FSAR;:

FSAR Sections 3.2.1, 3.2.2, 3.8.1, 3.9.2, 3.9.3,3.9.4, 395 310 3.12, 5211 and 5.2.1.2

 Enclosure 1 to this memorandum summarizes our acceptance review for the applicable sections

of the NRC Safety Evaluatuon Report (SER).

. Completeness and Sufficiency

Based on our review, EMB conciudes that the: apphcatlon contains the information reqmred by
regulations, and that the submitted information is technically sufﬁment for EMB to commence
the STP COLA detailed technical review.
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CONTACT: J. DixOn-Herfity, NRO/DE/EMB2

301-415-2967

A. Hsia, NRO/DE/EMB1:
301-415-6933



Schedule

The estimated effort for the detailed technical review of the all of the branch SRP section for the
STP 3/4 COLA by EMB have changed as a result of the level of information submitted and the
level of completion of the design in the STP COLA. The resource plan that currently exists in
the EPM should be modified accordingly. Enclosure 2 summarizes the EMB revisions to the
resource plan. Issues that involve schedule uncertainty include: '

Potential Adverse Flow Effects

- Since issuance of the ABWR Design Certification, operating experience at current BWR nuclear
power plants in the early 2000s has revealed a site-specific issue regarding potential adverse
flow effects as a result of acoustic resonance that has resulted in cracking and damage to the
steam dryer and damage to valves in the main steam line. GE Topical Report NEDO-33316
deals with potential adverse flow effects of flow-induced vibration and acoustic resonance and is
. referenced in the STP FSAR Sections 3.9.2 and 3.9.5. This report will be reviewed concurrent

with the STP COLA. Resolution of unresolved issues identified during this review have the -
potential to affect the STP COLA review schedule. :

Comgonént Design

Although the STP COLA states for COL Action item 3.30 that Design Specifications and
Reports will be made available for NRC audit, these documents were not completed at the point
the application was submitted. The applicant plans to complete the design and have the
specifications and reports available for audit prior to issuance of the license. However, if the
design is not completed such that an audit can be performed, Design Acceptance Criteria for
component design will be needed to proceed to licensing. This has the potential to affect the
STP COLA review schedule.

Review Dependencies

EMB's detailed technical review for the STP 3/4 COLA is mdependent of other ongomg
application reviews by the staff.

Enclosures:
1. STP 3/4 ABWR COLA Acceptance Review Results
‘2. EMB Resource Plan Revisions for STP 3/4 ABWR COLA

cc: ~ GWunder, NRO/DNRL/DDLO/NGE?2
DHabib, NRO/DNRL/DDIP/NPLS



Schedule

The estimated effort for the detailed technical review of the all of the branch SRP section for the
STP 3/4 COLA by EMB have changed as a result of the ievel of information submitted and the

_level of completion of the design in the STP COLA. The resource plan that currently exists in
the EPM should be modified accordingly. Enclosure 2 summarizes the EMB revisions to the
resource plan. Issues.that involve schedule uncertainty include:

Potential Adverse Fiow Effects

Since issuance of the ABWR Design Certification, operating experience at current BWR nuclear -
power plants in the early 2000s has revealed a site-specific issue regarding potential adverse
flow effects as a result of acoustic resonance that has resulted in cracking and damage to the -
steam dryer and damage to valves in the main steam line. GE Topical Report NEDO-33316
deals with potential adverse flow effects of flow-induced vibration and acoustic resonance and is
referenced in the STP FSAR Sections 3.9.2 and 3.9.5. This report will be reviewed concurrent
with the STP COLA. Resolution of unresolved issues identified during this review -have the
potential to affect the STP COLA review schedule.

Component Design
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Although the STP COLA states for COL Action ltem 3.30 that Design Specifications and
Reports will be made available for NRC audit, these documents were not completed at the point
the application was submitted. The applicant plans to complete the design and have the '
Specmcatlons and reports available for audit prior to issuance of the license. However, if the
design is not completed such that an audit can be performed, Design Acceptance Criteria for
component design will be needed to proceed to licensing. This has the potential to affect the
STP COLA review schedule. :

Review Dependencies

EMB’s detailed technical review for the STP 3/4 COLA is independent of other ongomg
application reviews by the staff.

Enclosures:
1. STP 3/4 ABWR COLA Acceptance Review Results
2. EMB Resource Plan Revisions for STP 3/4 ABWR COLA

cc: . GWunder, NRO/DNRL/DDLO/NGE?2
DHabib, NRO/DNRL/DDIP/NPLS
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SER Section: )
Branch Chief:_J. Dixon-Herrity
Does the section address the applicable regulatlons Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in plannmgaissumptlons or dependencies on concurrent rewews'? Yes ldentify specific review area/topic in table below.

3.2.1

Table 1: Safety Analysis Report Acceptance Review Results for STP ABWR [Z-COL - EMB

Technlcal Branch:_EMB2 (Primary/Secondary)
SRP Section: _3.2.1

Technical Reviewe
Date: _10/17

3 Out of Sdpj

U/

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline

Rewew Dependencnes Among Concurrent
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: The complete list of .
SSCs outside the
Identify site- | scope of the DCD,
specific such as the RSW
SSC_s pumps and RSW
outside the piping tunnel do not
scope of the appear to be
referenced seismically classified
certified in FSAR 3.2 and -
design (ref. . Table 3.2-1, but may
coL be identified in other
Information i sections such as
item 3.8.6.4) | No No | Yes | 3.8.6.4and9.2 Yes | "Yes NA NA Yes

Enclosure 1



Compliance with
current RG 1.29 .
Rev.4 identified in
FSAR Table 1.9S.1-

Compliance 1, but RG is not
with current included in Section -
RG 1.29 1.8
version No Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A Yes
Compliance ’
with current
RG 1.143 -
version Yes Yes NA NA N/A Yes N/A N/A Yes:
It is not clear that site ’
specific nonsafety-
related SSCs
important to safety
Non- ! have been )
Seismic seismically classified,
SSCs with evaluated and
risk- identified for risk-
significance significance. RTNSS May need concurrent review of
(RG.1.29 items are not ABWR Chapt 19 to identify risk-
C.2 items) No | No Yes addressed. ? Yes N/A N/A No significant components :

“Review Area/Topic: Item identified in RG 1.206 or the regulations; for a COLA referencmg a DC, this includes COL information items and departures from the des:gn

certification.

**Technical Sufﬁc»ency: 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 arealtoplc 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.




SER Section:

Branch Chief._J. Dixion-Herrity

3.2.2

Technical Branch:_ EMB2 (anary/Secondary)
SRP Section: _3.2.2

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes/No, Identify specific review arealtoplc in table below.

Technical Reviewer
Date:_10/17r07

o
34
)
—
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-
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1. Review
ArealTopic*

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in.Development of Baseline
Review Schedule '

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

Reviews

<. UO

by regulation (refer to RG 1.2086, Section C.IV.1)?

Yes/No)
3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this

Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

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

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

eview area/ topic? (yes/no)*

6. Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

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

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

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

9.

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

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

without the completion of a concurrent review?

(yes/no)

11. Fo
applica

r each no, identify which
tion (DCD or COLA) and

section.

Identify SSCs
outside the
scope of the
referenced
certified design

No

The complete list of
SSCs outside the
scope of the DCD,
such as the RSW
pumps and RSW
piping tunnel do not
appear to be quality
classified in FSAR
3.2 and Table 3.2-1,
but may be identified
v in other sections

' such as 3.8.6.4 and
| No Yes | 9.2

Yes

~

Yes N/A N/A

Yes




Compliance with N

stamping Class 2 and |

Compliance 3 components
with RG 1.26, identified in RG 1.26
} GDC 1 and 10 Rev.4, RIS 2005-17
CFR 50.55a for and regulations is not
N stamp of addressed in FSAR
Class 2 and 3 Section 1.8 or Table
components No No | Yes 1.9S8.1-1 Yes Yes N/A N/A Yes
Section 1.8 does not
identify a departure
| from the DCD in
regard to industry
safety classification
standard. As
identified in ABWR
FSER, ANS 52.1.is
Application of not NRC endorsed,
unendorsed but the standard is .
and withdrawn stil referenced in the .
ANS 52.1 No No | Yes DCD. Yes Yes N/A N/A Yes
Appropriate
quality -
requirements Identification of
for nonsafety- pertinent or
related risk- supplemental quality
significant site- requirements to
specific SSCs assure reliability of
important to .| site-specific risk-
safety per SRP significant SSCs do_
3.2.1, SRP not appear to be
3.2.2, 10CFR adequately defined in May need concurrent review of
50 Appendix B ) 3.2.2. RTNSS items ABWR Chapt 19 to identify risk-
and GDC1 No No | Yes | are not addressed. Yes Yes N/A N/A No significant components /




SER'Section: 3.6.5.1/3.6.2.5
Branch Chief. Jennifer Dixon-Herrity SRP Section: 3.6.2

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes/No

Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or.dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes/No, Identify s

Technical Branch: EMB2 (Primary/Secondary)
Date: 10/26/2007

Technical Reviewe

. ©d09§ §0 310

ecific review areaftopic in table below.

1. Review
rArealT opic*

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Basis

for Acceptability for Docketing

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

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

Reviews

2. Does COL section address the items

required by regulation (refer to RG 1:2086,

Section C.IV.1)? (Yes/No)

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)***

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

6. Is the identified technical deficiency related

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

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

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

9. Identify the total review time in staff-

hours-nnt

3.6.5.1,COL
License
Information,
etails of pipe
break analysis
results and
rotection
methods
3.6.2.5,
materials to be
supplied for the
operating
license review

No

Yes

No

The applicant has not
provided the COL
License Information and
simply moves the task to
an ITAAC that does not
cover all the required
details. The applicant
needs to provide an
alternatives along with
the justification
described in RG 1.206
C.111.4.3.

Yes

No

10. Can the review of the area/topic be
“completed without the completion of a

concurrent review? (yes/no)

section.

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

6do2s Jo IO

0d0og 0 1IN0

No

COLA 3.9.7.4 related to the
completion of piping design.




SER Section; 3.9.1 Technical Branch: EMB1_ (Primary/Secondary) ~ Technical Reviewer|
Branch Chief: Anthony Hsia SRP Section: 3.9.1 Date: 10/29/2007

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes/No, Identify specific review area/topic in table below.

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Basus_ Considered in Development of Baseline Review

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

for Acceptability for Docketin Reviews .
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SER Section: 3.9.2
Branch Chief: Anthony Hsia/J. Dixon-Herrity SRP Section: 3.9.2

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes Identify specific review arealtopic in table below.

Technical Branch: EMB1 (Primary/Secondary)

Date: 10/29/07

Technical Reviewe

Out of Scope

1. 'Review
Area/Topic*

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form

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)?

(Yes/No) -

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)***

Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

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

6. Is the identified technical deficiency related toa

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

[7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and

8. For each no, ideritify the-
change (or basis for
change).

estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

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

10. Can thie 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. -

FSAR Sectipn
3.8.2.1-
Vibration and
dynamic
effects testing
of piping
systems

Yes °

No

Yes

(See footnotes, ltem

5)

Yes

No

Qut of Scope

FSAR Section
3.923-
Dynamic
response of
reactor
internals under
operational
flow transients
and steady —
state
conditions

Yes |

No

Yes

(See footnotes, item
5)

Yes

Nqg

Qut of Scope

Out of Scope

No -

DCD Section 3.9.2.1

No

COLA Section 3.9.3.3




FSAR Section
3.9.24-
Preoperational ] _
flow induced ’ -
vibration . Out of Scape '
testing of
reactor : (See footnotes, tem | ) _ B : i
internals. Yes No | Yes | 5) . ‘| Yes No No COLA Section 3.9.2.4
FSAR-3.9.2.6- ' )
Corelations of
reactor
internals
vibration tests
with the
analytical ) (See footnotes, Item
results.- Yes No | Yes | 5) Yes No No COLA Section 3.9.2.6

ltem 5. GE topical report NEDO-33316 deals with potential adverse flow effects of flow-induced vibration and acoustic resonance and is
referenced in STP FSAR Sections 3.9.2.3, 3.9.2.4 and 3.9.4.6. It is being reviewed concurrently with the STP submittal. Resolution of
unresolved issues identified during the review of NEDO-33316 could potentially effect the STP review schedule.

-ltem 8. (a) Contractor hours originally anticipated will not be required.
(b) Tota!l work hours for TAC 1D RA0629 (STP P1 review) , are estimated to be 350 hours
(c) Total work hours for TAC ID RA1272- (STP P2 review), are estimated to be 200 hourg



Out of Scope

SER Section: 393 Technical Branch:_EMB2 (anaryISecondary) Technical. Reviewet

Class 2 or 3 or
Quality Group D

not been identified and
analyzed for the required

N/A

Components 60-year design life. This
with issue will be pursued
60-Year Design along with COL Info Item
Life 39.74
Design of Components is
{not yet completed..
FSAR Section However, the applicant
3.9.7.4 — Audit has indicated in a .
of Design conference call that the N/A
Specification design specification and
and Design reports for all Class 1, 2,
Reports and 3 components will be
provided for audit during
2009 to mid-2010
FSAR Secticn :
3.9.34.2~STD
DEP Admin —~ N/A N/A
Replacing Eq. -
3.9-1

Branch Chief: JenniferDixon- -Herrity SRP Section: _3.9.3 Date:_October 26, 2Uu:
Does the section address the applicable regufations: Yes/No N
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes/No, Identify specific review area/topic in table below
Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Basis for Acceptabll:ty Cganges t% Planning Assumptions fto Review Dependencies Among Concurrent
for Docketing e Considered in Development o Reviews
- - Baseline Review Schedule
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3.9.7.2 - ASME QG D components have .
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SER Section: __3.9.4
Branch Chief. _Anthony Hsia

Technical Branch: _EMB1
SRP Section: _3.94

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? No. ldentify specific review arealtopic in table below. N/A

(Primary/Secondary)

Date:

Technical Reviewer:

Out of Scope

10/24/2007

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form
Basus for Acceptablhty for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline

Review Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

Reviews

Is GOL section technically sufficient for this

view areal topic? (yes/no)**

T Dogs COLSECTON aaaress me nems requneda

f)y regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.1V.1)?

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

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)

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

9. Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****
without the completion of a concurrent review?

) 3 information will be 8. For each no, identify the 2 | 11. For each no, identify which
1 Revue\_:v E needed for technical change (or basis for - ?, application (DCD or COLA) and
ArealTopic* > | @ review.. change). > | section.
Incorporated by i
Reference Yes | Yes | N/A N/A N/A S N/A es N/A

-10 -




Out of Scope

SER Section: 3.9.5 Technical Branch: EMB1 (Primary) Technical Reviewer

"Branch Chief: A. Hsia/J. Dixon-Herrity © SRP Section: 3.9.5 DA TOrZ9rZour B
Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencnes on concurrent reviews? Yes/No, Identify specific review area/topic in table below.

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Basis Conggae?ggs;rroDZ:?er;gw;g Q\i%‘;’g@gﬂig&iiew Review Dependencies Among Concurrent
for Acceptability for Docketing P Reviews
Schedule
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QOut of Scope
RPV Yes  |No [ves [Seeatachedpage. lyoo |y ’ No COLA3.9.2.3
Internals : item 5)
[ ]
Table 1 (continued):
Item 5: Consideration of potential adverse effects of flow-induced vibration and acoustic resonance is dependent upon resolution of

unresolved technical issues raised during concurrent review of Topical Report NEDO- 33316, referenced in STP standard
supplement to FSAR Section 3.9.2.3. Treatment of the comprehensive vibration assessment program for reactor internals defined
by NEDO-33316 in response to guidelines contamed in R.G. 1.20 should be addressed in the context of both SRP 3.9.2 and SRP
3.9.5.

QOut of Scope
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SER Section: 3.10

Branch Chief: Jennifer Dixon-Herrity

Technical Branch: EMB2./ICE (Primary/Secondary)
SRP Sectio_n: 3.10

Technical Reviewe
Date: 10/26/2007

3doog 0 IO

1. Review
lArea/Topic*

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Basis

for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be .

Cpnsidered in Development of Baseline Review

Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

Reviews

required by regulation (refer to RG 1.206,

2. Does COL section address the items
Section C.1IV.1)? (Yes/No)

3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this

review area/ topic? (yes/no)™

5. If no, for either

sufficiency, identify

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved

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

completeness or technical

deficiency(ies). This
information will be needed
for technical review.

Is the identified technical deficiency related

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

6.

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

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

8. ldentify the total review time in staff-hours

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. :

Experience-Based
Method of
Qualification

Yes

No

|Yes
equipment.

No information is provided|
‘lin COLA for mechanical

No

o

£

S
3 ©°
p= 2
8 ¢
e 01U
2353
:C..'g(_):
5558
ZETE

Based on the
teleconference call with the
applicant on 10/25/2007, the
applicant indicated that it will
clarify, in the forthcoming
COLA, Revision 1, that this
method of qualification will
not be used for mechanical
equipment.

N/A

N/A

COLA Section 3.10

-12 -




The applicant will be
requested to provide an

implementation program,

including milestones and
completion dates with
appropriate information

The schedule and the staff

Availability of ‘ submitted with sufficient ‘INo, it will e
qualiﬁcatig\ Yes  |No os  [ime for staff reviewand | NA  os hours will be revised based |See | oo N/A
records approval prior to revised 1°" the applicant's response |Table 2

installation of the to RAls.

equipment, not prior to

fuel loading, in

accordance with Section

C.1.3.10.4 of RG 1.206.
Verification of . The records are not
qualification Yes No |Yes |available for staff review - [N/A Yes N/A N/A Yes N/A
records ( Audit) and audit now.

(
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SER Section:
Branch Chief:

3.12

A.Hsia

Technical Branch: EMBA1
SRP Section: 3.12

Does the section address ddress the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptlons or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes, Identlfy specific review arealtopic in table below.

(Primary/Secondary) Technical Reviewer:

Date: 10/29/07

=
Out of Scope

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form

Changes to Planmng Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline

Review Dependenctes Among Concurrent

Reviews

2. D0Es TULT SECNON 20arass e nems requrey

by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?

Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

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)***

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

5. |s the identified technical defiéiency related to a

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

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

Revi_ew Schedule

— . [3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this

9. 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?

§ information will be 8. For each no, identify the § 11. For each no, identify which
1. Review P4 needed for technical change (or basis for ‘% . | application (DCD or COLA) and
Area/Topic* > review. | change). ® % -section.
Design Report QOut of Scope j
Availability Yes Yes N/A N/A No yes
Postissuance
of COL activity
for ensuring .
final closure of
this item Yes N Yes N/A N/A No es

[— | I
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"'SER Section: 5.2.1

-

Technical Branch: EMB1 (Primary/Secondary) Technical Reviewer|

Branch Chief: Anthony Hsia SRP Section: 5.2.1
Does the section address the applicable negulatlons Yes/No
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes/No, Identify specific revnew arealtop:c in table below.

Date: 10/29/2007

2do2S 40 IO

Changes to Plann
Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Basis Consi derg d in Dev e|omgx?f"égt;:ﬂﬁéoRﬁ.ew Revuew Dependencies Among Concurrent
for Acceptability for Docketing : pm Reviews
Schedule
@ 2
= o ko]
. |z |2 T |58
2] 8 = © - 2% ' ®
EXN c 5 > 30 = o ®©
g< |g |8 gt |82 3 25
20 g | 8% - 25 | 5¢ c a2
D . " | =y
£ E < £-|5. Ifno, Tor either x.';_’ £ |22 Py % 5
1A. Review § e >3 2 ¢ |completeness or 3¢ | 3% £ g2
rea/Topic* ] TS | €= |techni ffici T= |50 . b @ 25 [11. For each no, identify which
P 355 | & Lo t _cal suthciency, Lo © 5 |8. Foreach no, identify the = ® gs 1 rorea 0, identify
588 €5 /5% identify deficiency(ies). | € G © F |change (or basis for change) 2 £ 3% |application (DCD or COLA) and
cc3 | §& |28 [mnisinformationwilbe | §8 | £ g 9 91 3 52S |sect
2€=> | 2« | 82 |needed for technical == | 85 = 23 o
23 co | ga - TS [ =2 T 532
S | S& | & = [review. 2g | B¢ 3 233
255158 |§3 Se |8 2 g3
B 8= b c ! G 2 e 3
02|28 |30 5| 2w = 2 3 =
O8G |48 | 2¢ 29 | 29 23 £3E
43¢ (8% |c= sx |38 T GaE
oL Q8 2 |sD =Z o4 ) Oa3
ASE |28 |03 oo | <E o £ g2
. Te .3 . £ .0 . @ . 2 RN
~N 20 m?® | E w08 I No o £ .+~ 0 a
Sec 5.2.1.1 es Yes |N/A /A Yes N/A N/A
Sec 5.2.1.2 Yes Yes IN/A Yés N/A N/A
Dep tables 5.2- ’
"and §.2-1a
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Table 2: EMB Resource Plan Revié_ions for
South Texas Project (STP) ABWR R-COL

Task Changes Resource Changes

SER . Concurrent Revised | Revised

Section : : Dependent Review Start Finish : .Change Revised
No. SER Section Title Task * _ Activity ** Date Date Name of Resource | Type *** Hours
‘ - R ) f d N Qut of Scope R ' But of Scope
- I eview reference evise -
3.2.1 Seismic Classification P1-3.2.1 technical reports NA NA
N T Review referenced Revise -
3.21 Seismic Classification P2-3.2.1 technical reports NA NA
: I:]

3.21 Seismic Classification P1

3.21 Seismic Classification P2

392 System Quality Group PSER and RAIs Review referenced NA NA Revised -

- Classification prepared technical reports ‘
System Quality Group . X Review referenced . .
3.22 Classification Evaluation completgd technical reports NA NA Rev?sed -
36.2 Details of Pipe Break P1-3.6.2 determ of OuterScppe
Analysis Results and rupture location,
Protection Methods RAD605
3.6.2 Details of Pipe Break P2-3.6.2 determ of
Analysis Results and rupture location,
Protection Methods RA1248

Enclosure 2




Qut of Scope
362 | Details of Pipe Break P4-3.6.2 determ of Outof Scope Ll [Geleted
Analysis Results and rupture location, RA
Protection Methods 1972
362 Details of Pipe Break P1-3.6.2 determ of revised
Analysis Results and rupture focation, .
Protection Methods _ RA0605
3.6.2 Details of Pipe Break P2-3.6.2 determ of revised
Analysis Results and rupture location, RA
Protection Methods 1248
’ . ' COLA 3.9.2 and N '
3.8.2 Ditto P?-3.9.2 (RA1272) NEDO-33316 NA NA
ASME Code Class 1, 2, and
3 Components and P4 - 3.9.3 ASME Code ~
Component Supports, and Class 1,2, and 3 .
3.9.3 Core Support Structures Components ‘N/A . Revised
39.4 | Control Rod Drive System P1 NA N/A N/A Revised
394 | Control Rod Drive System P2 N/A Revised
3.95 Reactor Pressure Vessel PI1-3.9.5 "COLA39.23and TR NA NA Revised
Internals RA0635 NEDO-33316
- . Out of Scogde
3.9.5 Pl-3.9.5 NA NA NA
RA0635
3.95 P2-3.9.5 COLA3923and TR | NA NA
RA1278 NEDO-33316
3.95 P2-3.9.5 NA NA NA
RA1278 . o
Piping Design Review P1-3.12 NA 17108 | 4111/08
3.12 : RAQ649
. , . P2-3.12
312 Piping Design Review RA1292 NA 5/9/08 6/18/08




P2-3.12

6/18/08

Hsu R Kaihwa

342 Piping Design Review RA0B4S NA 5/9/08 Revised
2
- ) . P4-3.12 ' 2 (
312 Piping Design R_evngw RA2016 NA 3/27/08. 8/3/09 :é’
L : : P4-3.12 :
312 Piping Design Review RA2016 NA 3/27/08 8/3/09
iy . . P4-312 '
312 Piping Design Review RA2016 NA 3/27/08 . 8/3/09
52.1.1 Compliance with 10CFR50, P1 N/A N/A N/A revised
Section- 50.55a ' .
5.2.1.1 Compliance with 10CFR50, P2 N/A N/A Revised
Section 50.55a :
5.2.1.1" | Compliance with 10CFR50, P4 N/A N/A Revised
Section 50.55a
52.1.2 Applicable Code Cases P1 N/A N/A N/A revised
5.2.1.2 | Applicable Code Cases P2 N/A N/A Revised
5.2.1.2 | Applicable Code Cases P4 N/A N/A Revised
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