November 9, 2007

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

FROM: Timothy Frye, Chief /RA/
Health Physics Branch
Division of Construction Inspection
& Operational Programs '
Office of New Reactors

SUBJECT: ACCEPTA-NlCE REVIEW RESULTS FOR THE SOUTH TEXAS -
" PROJECT UNITS 3 AND 4 COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATION
(TAC Nos. RA0023, RA0024, RA0025, RA0026, RA0027)

The Health Physics Branch (CHPB) has completed its acceptance review of the South Texas
Units 3 and 4 Combined License Application (COLA) submitted by South Texas Project Nuclear
Operating Company (STPNOC). This review covered the following COLA FSAR Sections for
which CHPB has primary review responsibilities and, in addition, applicable interface
documentation referenced in the FSAR:

» FSAR Tier 1 Sections 2.3.2,2.3.3, 3.2 and Tier 2 Sections 12.1; 12.2; 12.3; 12.4,
12.5; 12.5S.

* ABWR Design Control Document (DCD) Tier 1/2, Revision #4, Tier 1 Sections 2.3. 2
2.3.3, 3.2, and Tier 2 Sections 12.1, 12.2, 12 3,12.4,and 125

s Technical Report NEI 07-03

Completeness and Sufficiency

Based on this review, | conclude that the application contains the information required by
regulations and that the submitted information is technically sufficient for CHPB to commence
the STP units 3 and.4 COLA detailed technical review.

Schedule

The estimated effort for the detailed techriical review of the following STPNOC COLA

FSAR/SRP Sections by CHPB varies materially from the pre-baseline model in the EPM. This .
difference is due to the conservative nature of the pre-baseline EPM model estimates, as well as
STPNOC's referencing of Technical Report NEI 07-03, which substantially shortens the review
time needed. For each section, | have provided an updated resource plan for these tasks in
enclosure 2. Theresource plan includes the new estimated level of effort, the resource(s)
assigned, and the expected start date (or predecessor task that controls the start date e.g.,
application accepted mllestone) Revisions to the resource plans have been submitted for the

. fol|owmg FSAR Section reviews:




M. Gartman . 2

FSAR Section 12.1
FSAR Section 12.3
FSAR Section 12.4
FSAR Section 12.5

Review Dependencies

CHPB's detailed technical review of the STPNOC COLA is dependent upon completion of the
staff's ongoing review as identified in Enclosure 2.

Enclosures: 1. Table 1 (NUREG-0800 Sections 12.1- 12.5 and 14.3.8) of the Safety
Analysis Report Review Guide : ‘
2. Table 2 CHPB Chapter 12 Resource Pian Revisions for STP ABWR
COLA :

CONTACT: Timothy Frye, CHPB Chief
415-3900
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Table 1: Safety Analysis Report Acceptéﬁce Review Results for South Texas ABWR COLA

SAR Section: 12.1 (ALARA)
Branch Chief: T. Frye

Technical Branch: CHPB (Primary)
SRP Section: 12.1

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies cn concurrent reviews? No

Technical Reviewe
Date: 11/06/2007

adosg Jo Ino

specific review area/topic in table below.

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

[Z. Does COLC Section address The items required

1. Review
Area/Topic*

OL section technically sufficient for this
a/ topic? (yes/no)**

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.

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)

6.

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

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

thout the completion of a concurrent review? . -

(yes/no)

10. Can the review of the areaftopic be completed

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

0|(Yes/No)

RG 1.206,
C.v.1item3/
10 CFR
52.79(a) (means
of controlling
and limiting rad
exposure to wiin
10CFR20 limits)

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

~| 4. Can the technical deficiency be res)olved

=

wreview are
o

<[3. IsC

m

=z
O

RG 1.206; n/a
C.IV.1 item 4(ii)
/10 CFR
52.79(a) and
SAR Chap. 12
(design basis
and principal
design criteria)

Phase 1 and Phase 2 pre-
baseline schedules are too
conservative. )

mhwi

<
w

8d02g 30 1IN0

]

ENCLOSURE 1
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1. Review
ArealTopic*

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

D665 COL section address the ems required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.1V.1)?

(Yes/No)

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

3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this
through the RAI process? (yes/no)***

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

6. |s 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 schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no) .
Q. 'Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

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

ithout the completion of a concurrent review?

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

(yes/no)

RG 1.206,
C.1V.1 item 4(iii)
/10 CFR
52.79(a) and
SAR Chap. .12
(conformal
construction)

p= |
=
v

RG 1.208,
C.IV.1 item
5/ 10 CFR _
52.79(a)/ SAR
Chap. 12
(Margin of

" Safety)

n/a

RG 1.208,
C.IV.1item 39 .
/10 CFR
52.79(a),
20.1101/ SAR
Chp 12 (Rad
Prot Program
and its
implementation)

n/a

ENCLOSURE 1



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

[Z. Does CUL section address the items required

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

4. Can the technical deficiency be resclved

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

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)
9. ldentify the total review time in staff-hours*****

10. Can the review of the areaftopic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?

7 |y regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?

>[3. 1s COL section technically sufficient for this

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

=B. Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

Olrisk-significant SSC)? (yes/na)****

. zo information will be 8. For each no, identify the 2 | 11. For each no, identify which
1. Review @ needed for technical change (or basis for E application (DCD or COLA) and
‘Area/Topic* > review. change). >
RG 1.206, S YES | Compliance with
C.IV.1item 45/ 10CFR20.1406 is
10 CFR B addressed in Chapter
52.79(a), 11 of the STP COLA.
20.1406, SAR However, design
Chapter 12 approaches
(waste / contam. implemented to
minimized) comply with 20.1406

should be described ’
in this section.

RG 1.208, . n/a
C.IV.1 item 2(vii)
/10 CFR
50.34(f) and -~
NUREG 0737
Action Plan item
11.B.2 (vital area
access) )

J

3 ENCLOSURE 1
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| Changes to Planning Assumptions to be :
. Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form | Considered in Development of Baseline Review Review Dependencies Among Concurrent
~ Basis for Acceptability for Docketing . Schedule ) Reviews ]

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

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

change).

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

1. Review
ArealTopic*

—Does COL séction address the items required
4. Can the technical deficiency be resoived

through the RAI process? (yes/no)***
5. s the identified technical deficiency related to a

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

without the completion of a concurrent review?

9. Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****
(yes/no)

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

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

(Yes/No)

2 |by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
- [3. 1s COL section technically sufficient for this

RG 1.206, a
C.IV.1 item -
2(xvii) / 10 CFR
50.34(f) and
NUREG 0737 -
Action Plan item
IL.F.1
(containment hi
rad monitors)

RG 1.2086, n/a
C.IV.1 item .
2(xxvii) / 10 CFR
50.34(f) and
NUREG 0737
Action Plan Item 4
111.D.3.3 (routine
and accident in-
plant radiation &
airborne
radioactivity
monitoring)

10 CFR 20.1101 | YES YES | n/a

RG 8.10 (COL

ltem 12.1) YES YES | n/a

4 ' ENCLOSURE 1



1. Réview
ArealTopic*

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Con3|dered in Development of Baseline Review
Schedule

Revsew Dependencies Among Concurrent

Reviews

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

7. Does COL section address the tems required
(Yes/No)

3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this

review area/ topic? (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.

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)

8. For each no, identify the

change (or basis for
change).

\

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

10. Can the review of the areaftopic be completed
ithout the completion of a concurrent review?

9. ldentify the total review time in staff-hours**+*

(yes/no)

[

RG 1.8 (COL
ltem 12.2)

YES

<

E

wn
2
o

Occupational

Exposures (COL

ltem 12.3)

YES

YES | n/a

RG 8.8 (COL
ltem 12.4)

YES

YES | n/a

*Review Area/Topic: ltem identified in RG 1.206 or the regulations; for a COLA referencmg 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 nsk S|gntfcance information at time of review, if available.

****Identification of new review time is on a FSAR section basis and consistent with the review phases within the EPM. Changes from the pre-basline review schedule and
estimated hours should be on that basis. . :

ENCLOSURE 1
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Table 1: Safety Analysis Report Acce'pfanée Review Results for South Texas fmamco1 s

1%
SAR Section: 12.2 (Radbiation Sources) Technical Branch: CHPB (anary/Secondary) Technical Reviewe éﬂ
Branch Chief: T. Frye SRP Section: 12 2 Date: 11/06/2007
Does the section address the applicable regulatlons Yes ‘
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependenCIes on concurrent rewews? Yes Identify specific review area/topic in table below.
Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form Considered in Development of Baseline Review Review Dependencnes Among Concurrent
Basis for Acceptability for Docketing Schedule . ) Reviews
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D D 65 { §=< | completeness or 2o S<c B 23
= 8 9 | & | technical sufficiency, £E = o e g
D § ag | 22 | identify g8 k] £ o
Yy = o | £= . ; . hogps] o > £ o
» 8 5|0 & | € g | deficiency(ies). This o= £73 £ =< o
) o4 3,3 Oz |8 2 | information will be £ = © @ | 8. For each no, identify the S S 3 2 | 11. For each no, identify which
1. ‘Review p &2 | 22 | = £ | needed for technical @2y < E | change (or basis for =3 £ ‘@ | application (DCD or COLA) and
Area/Topic* i 22 g @] ¥ = | review. < ~ & | change). o S s > | section.
RG 1.206, YES | YES | nla YES 9 NO Review of COLA Sections11.1,
C.IV.titem3/ 2| 11.2, and11.3 must be completed
10 CFR g first
52.79(a) 10 ® .
CFR 20 (means
of controlling
and limiting rad )
exposure to wiin o .
10CFR20 limits) -
RG 1.206, YES | YES | n/a
C.IV.1 item 4(ii) -’
/10 CFR -
52.79(a) and
SAR Chap. 12 .
(design basis
and principal
design criteria)

6 ' ENCLOSURE 1



1. Review
Area/Topic*

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

[Z. Does CUL section address the items required

(Yes/No)

5. fno, for either
completeness or
technical sufficiency,
identify '
deficiency(ies). This
information will be
needed for technical
review.

i

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)™*

6. Is the identified technical deficiency related to 4

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

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

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

(yes/no)

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

section.

~

RG 1.2086,
C.IV.1 item 4(iii)
/10 CFR
52.79(a) and
SAR Chap. 12
(conformal
construction)

3 by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.I1V.1)?

a

RG 1.208,
C.IV.1 item
5/ 10 CFR
§2.79(a)/ SAR
Chap. 12
(Margin of
Safety)

n/a

ENCLOSURE 1



1. Review
Area/Topic*

Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

‘Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form

Cha

nges to Planning Assumptions to be

Considered in Development of Baseline Review

Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent
Reviews ]

Z. Does UUL section address the 1ltems requireq

(Yes/No)

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

3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this
through the RAI process? (yes/no)***

review area/ topic? (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)

8. For each no, identify the

change (or basis for
change).

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?

(yes/no)

~

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

section.

RG 1.206,
C.IV.1 item 39
/10 CFR
52.79(a),
20.1101/ SAR
Chp 12 (Rad
Prot Program
andits-
implementation)

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

ay

| RG 1.206,
C.iV.1item45/
10 CFR
52.79(a),
20.1406, SAR
Chapter 12
(waste / contam.
minimized)

n/a

] RG 1.208,
C.IV.1 item 2(vii)
/10 CFR
50.34(f) and

n/a

ENCLOSURE 1



Completeness and Technical Sufﬂciéncy Which Form

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

i

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

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

3. 1s COL section technically sufficient for this

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

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 RA!} process? (yes/no)***

6. Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

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

)

-baseline review schedule and

estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)
9. ldentify the total review timé in staff-hours****

7. Are the pre

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

: go information will be 8. For each no, identify the 2 | 11. For each no, identify which
1. Review a needed for technical change (or basis for E application (DCD or COLA) and
Area/Topic* > review. change). =
NUREG 0737

Action Plan item
[1.B.2 (vital area
access)

<. Does COL section address the items required

~ Mwithout the completion of a concurrent review?

‘RG 1.2086,
C.iV.1item
2(xvii) / 10 CFR
50.34(f) and
NUREG 0737
Action Plan lem
I1.LF.1 (Safety
related hi rad
containment
monitors)

n/a

ENCLOSURE 1
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1. Review-
ArealTopic*

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

N

3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this

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

7 Do6es TUOL section addiess the ems required
through the RAI process? (yes/no)***

(Yes/No)

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

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)

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

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

10. Can the review of the arealtopic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?

9. Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****
(yes/no)

RG 1.206,
C.IV.1item

2(xxvii) / 10 CFR-

50.34(f) and
NUREG 0737
Action Pian Item
111.D.3.3 (routine
and accident in-
plant radiation &
airborne
radioactivity
monitoring)

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

10

ENCLOSURE 1



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

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

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

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

D 1D6és COL section address Ihe items required
4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved
through the RAI process? (yes/no)***

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and

estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

=[6. Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

Iy regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
Orrisk-significant SSC)? (yes/no)****

>[3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this

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

: zo information will be | 8. For each no, identify the b 11. For each no, identify which
1. Review a needed for technical change (or basis for g‘ application (DCD or COLA) and
Area/Topic” z review. change). 2 | section.
Compliance with S YES | The SAR does not
10 CFR 20 and identify a departure from
10 CFR 50 the DCD in defining the
Appendix | (COL liquid and gaseous
item 12.5) ) effluent source terms.

SAR Chapters 11.2 to
11.3 refer to effluent
releases assodated with
normal operations and
anticipated operational
occurrences. However,
SAR Section 11.1 and
DCD Section 11.1 only
state equivalency
between the design basis
source term and normal
operation/ACO source
term for noble gases, but
not for radioiodines,
tritium, other fission
products, and activation

11 _ ENCLOSURE 1
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Changes to Planning Assumptions to be :
Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form | Considered in Development of Baseline Review Review Dependencies Among Concurrent
Basis-for Acceptability for Docketing ) . Schedule ) - Reéviews

3

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

is the identified technical deficiency related to a
ificant SSC)? (yes/no)**** '

through the RAI process? (yes/no)***
10. Can the review of the areaftopic be completed

T Does COL Section adaress The ems required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this
9. Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****
without the completion of a concurrent review?

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)

— c —_
o 2 information will be 2 8. For each no, identify the 2 | 11. For each no, identify which
1. Review @ needed for technical - change (or basis for '@ | application (DCD or COLA) and
Area/Topic* > review. ) o 2 change). > | section.
Compliance with and corrosion products.
10 CFR 20 and - | While the SAR refers to
10 CFR 50 normal operation/AQOC
Appendix | (COL source term in Sections
item 12.5), 11.2 and 11.3, itis not

dear if the development
of a such a source term
was planned but not
included in the SAR, or a
departure from the DCOD
should have been
included for the purpose
of expanding the
equivatency of the design
basis source term.to that
of normal operation/ACO
€ for radioiodines, tritium,
other fission products,
and activation and
corrosion products.

Continued from
above

STD DEP 5.4-1 YES YES | nfa

STD DEP 10.4-4 | YES YES | n/a N

STD DEP 11.2-1 | YES YES | n/a

STD DEP 11.4-1 | YES YES | nfa

12 . ' ENCLOSURE 1



1. ‘Review
ArealTopic*

Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form

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

Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

Reviews

by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
es/No)

[Z. Does CUL section address the items required

3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this

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

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved

through the RAIl 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/noy****

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. 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?

(yes/no)

. 'For each no, identify which.
apphcatlon (DCD or COLA) and
section.

STD DEP Admin

YES

YES

n/a

*Review Area/_Toplc ltem 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 area/topic which impact the staff's ability to begin the detailed technical review or complete its review within a predlctable

timeframe.

****DSRA will provide risk sngnlf cance 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-basline review schedule and
estimated hours should be on that basis.

7/

13

ENCLOSURE 1



SAR Section: 12.3 (Rad. Prot. Design Features)

Table 1: Safety Analysis Report Acceptaﬁéé'Review Results for South Texas ABWR COLA

Branch Chief: T. Frye
Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? No -

SRP Section: 12.3-4

Technical Branch: CHPB (Primary)

Teéhnical Reviews
Date: 11/06/2007

afo9s j0 1N

Identify specific review area/topic in table below.

0665 CUL section address the fems required.

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form

Schedule

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

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent
Reviews -

Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

5. Is the identified technical deficiency related to 3

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

design criteria)

9.\

> |2 |3 o

O = > §C

5 L 2 © %

= ‘E E *. 30

§ 12 |s% 2

» g |Z2= $ 5%

© 2 o a i 2%

Q o c E~ 3z 8

N >3 |8 2 29

o |8815% 2| 88

x £E8 |0 = o &

o S >{®3 e £ w

s 21285 | 5. Hfno, foreither ®) 25

% §215 3 completeness or A 82

= FERE- technical sufficiency, e @&

§ low |22 |identfy g S %

R ) £ | € = | deficiency(ies). This £ £3 o
22 | O = 8 2 | information will be 2 o @ | 8. For each no, identify the

1. Review ol 2. _;:c-’ needed for technical < < E | change (or basis for
Area/Topic* 2l | ™= | review. 2 ~ & | .change).

RG 1.2086, YES | YES | n/a NO Phase 1 pre-baseline
C.lV1item3/ schedule too conservative.
10 CFR Phase 2 hours are fine.

52.79(a) 10 **NOTE** Total P1 hours
CFR 20 (means for SRP Section 12.3-4 will
of controlling be 240 hr. This worksheet
and limiting rad only identifies COLA 12.3
exposure to w/in review effort, which is half
10CFR20 limits) of what is shown in EPM for

SRP section 12.3-4.

RG 1.2086, | YES | YES | n/a
C.IV.1 item 4(ii)

/10 CFR N
52.79(a) and
SAR Chap.12
(design basis
and principal

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

adosg Jo 1IN0

miwithout the completion of a concurrent review?

2 | 11. For each no, identify which
‘¢ | application (DCD or COLA) and
> _| section.

YES

14
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1. Review
Area/Topic*

Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be

Considered in Development of Baseline Review

Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

, Section C.IV.1)?

Does COL Section address the ttems required

by regulation (refer to RG 1.206

%.

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

/ topic? (yes/no)**
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)

“

8. For each no, identify the

change (or basis for

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

10. Can the review of the arealtopic be completed

ithout the completion of a concurrent review?

y

es/no)

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

RG 1.206,
C.IV.1 item 4(iii)
/10 CFR
52.79(a) and
SAR Chap. 12
{conformal
construction)

..<
m
0i(Yes/No)

=<[3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this

m

wreview area

2
o

RG 1.206,
C.IV.1 item
5/ 10 CFR
52.79(a)/ SAR
Chap. 12
(Margin of
Safety)

n/a

RG 1.206,
C.IV.1 item 39
/10 CFR
52.79(a),
20.1101/ SAR
Chp 12 (Rad
Prot Program
and its
implementation)

n/a

change).

15
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Changes to Planning Assumptions to be-
Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form | Considered in Development of Baseline Review Review Dependencies Among Concurrent
Basis for Acceptability for Docketing Schedule Reviews
o & e | & L
g > g © 8 hol :0) a%
o = < I} - &~ = E o
© O = > R ) 3 S5
w € £ [} o @ % £ ©9
c 8 = 3 e > =R = 8=
g B (Y o : 2. 3> i) 0o
- =8 Q 2o @ 2 @ B E
o N & Qe Gt 5% c g5
< o 5 >@ & 3 0 = = £ 0
-8 ] 2o @ 28 ) @ €
® & >t o> S e da £ %8
U — ey O . = S5 0 =
5 (9 8 g = % 8 4 § & 2 ® o
8 Ea215Q £2 o 2 2 £°
g e s>|§8 g | £o & | B8
o T 212 5| 5 lino, foreither =0 25 = ]
o @ co | E 9D [ © R
o B 8515 5 completeness or 2y S<c k<] =g
= 52| technical sufficiency, =€ o % @ 23
D 8 s | 22 | identfy g9g 5% £ o8
PN £ | € = | deficiency(es). This o E £73 £ TE -
) g g,g Oz |8 S | information will be £ o> o ® | 8. Foreach no, identify the S 83 2 | 11. For each no, identify which
1. Review D 28 | 22| " 2 | needed for technical o g < E | change (or basis for 2 . 2% | application (DCD or COLA) and
Area/Topic” 22 | @ | ¥ * | review. < 8 ~ & | change). . 235 > | section.
RG 1.206, YES | YES | n/a '
C.IV.1item 45/
10 CFR
52.79(a),
20.1406, SAR
Chapter 12
(waste / contam.
minimized)
(
RG 1.208, YES | YES | n/a
C.IV. 1 item 2(vii)
/10 CFR
50.34(f) and
NUREG 0737
| Action Plan ltem
11.B.2 (vital area ~
access)
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1. Review
Area/Topic*

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Farm
Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be

Considered in Development of Baseline Review

Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

IZ.Does CUL seclion address the items required -

y sufficient for this

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

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

4. Can the technical deﬁciéncy be resolved
-significant SSC)? (yes/no)****

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

P

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

8. For each no, idéntify the
change {or basis for
change). ) )

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

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

without the completion of a concurrent review?

9. ldentify the total review time in staff-hours*****
(yes/no)

RG 1.2086,
C.lV.1item
2(xvii)/ 10 CFR
50.34(f) and
NUREG 0737
Action Plan Item
II.F.1 (hirad
containment
monitors)

S[py regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?

0|(Yes/No)
w|review

m

 <[3. Is COL section technicall
=3
o

RG 1.208,
C.IV.1 item
2(xxvii) / 10 CFR
50.34(f) and
NUREG 0737
Action Plan ltem
111.D.3.3 (routine
and accident in-
plant radiation &
airborne
radioactivity
monitoring)

YES | YES | n/a

17
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\

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Farm
Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be

Considered in Development of Baseline Review

Schedule

Review Dependencies.Among Concurrent

&
ko S e) 3 E‘i
SN @ b H 9o
S > z o @ ° ) a2z
g £ ) 5 <z 5 E @
e s = > © ° Q5
c Rel Q [ o< £ < o
2 (=) -~ 0 _ T Q >~
E = = e : > 30 = o«
o O @ « 8 T > J3] o GC)
=3 | |8% 5 2 - @ a &
RC g |%$ 23 2L = 3
28 |2, |88 85| 58 e | g5
g 2182 =8| 2§ £ | 88
5 o 821s% 892 25 z 0l
S & ca |G § £> 0o g 5 £°
e o 521w 8 § o~ Ewn ® 5§
ST ST VL5 | 5. Ifno, for either <Q 25 = g
0 @ co|E 20 <] © b2
D 'S Sa | 5< | completeness or 2hn S £ g 28
O = | B2 | && |technical sufficiency, | E & o % © ok
D S LE-RE: 2 | identify g8 &% i 29
8= |3 5 1 cc | deficiency(ies). This ° E £3 o) pade = :
) o 3,2 Oz |8 2 | information will be £2 ® @ ; 8. For each no, identify the 5 & B3 2 | 11. For each no, identify which
1. Review N €3 | 22 |7 € | needed for technical o2 < E | change (or basis for 2 " 273 | application (DCD or COLA) and
faw @ > < £ i = O pp
ArealTopic 22 |5 @ | ¥ = | review. o2 | ~ & |change) o 2>
Airborne YES '{ YES | n/a :
Radionuclide
Concentration
Calculation
{(COL tem 12.6)
Operational
Considerations
(COL item 12.7)
) YES YES | n/a
Requirements of
10 CFR 70.24
(COL item 12.8) | YES YES | n/a
Material
Selection
(Unnumbered
COL item) YES YES | n/fa
Dose to
Construction
Workers YES YES | n/a
STD DEP 1.2-1 YES YES { n/a
STD DEP T1
3.4-1 YES YES | n/a
STD DEP 3.8-1 YES .| YES | n/a
18 ENCLOSURE 1



. Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form | Considered in Development of Baseline Review Review Dependencies Among Concurrent
Basis 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.
ithout the completion of a concurrent review?

through the RAI process? (yes/no)™*
6. Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

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

by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
9. Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

[T Does CUL Section address the tems required
3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this
review area/ topic? (yes/no)** '

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

. 2 information will be 8. For each no, identify the § 11. For each no, identify which
1. Revre\{v 4 needed for technical change (or basis for ?) application (DCD or COLA) and
Area/Topic” > review. change). S > | section.

STDDEPS4-1 | YES | YE

w

n/a

STD DEP 123-1 | YES | YES | n/a

STD DEP 12.3-2 | YES | YES | n/a

STDDEP 123-3 | YES | YES | n/a

STD DEP 12.34 | YES | YES | n/a " .

STD DEP Admin { YES YES | n/a

*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 comphance 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 area/topic which impact the staff's ability to begin the detailed technical review or complete its review within a predlctable
timeframe. ,

*+*DSRA will provide risk significance information at time of review, if available. - :
ww*|dentification of new review time is on a FSAR section basis and consistent with the review phases within the EPM. Changes from the pre-basline review schedule and
estimated hours should be on that basis. ) -

18 ' ' ENCLOSURE 1



Table 1: Safety Analysis Report Accepfénée Review Results for South Texas ABWR COLA

o]
SAR Section: 12.4 (Dose Assessment) Technical Branch: CHPB (Primary) Technical Reviewer! ;
- Branch Chief: T. Frye SRP Section: 12.3-12.4 Date: 11/06/2007 ]
Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? No, Identify specific review arealtopic in table below.
Changes to Planning Assumptions to be :
Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form | Considered in Development of Baseline Review Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

Basis for Acceptability for Docketing Schedule Reviews

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

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

8. For each no, identify the
1. Review s tne koo
ArealTopic*

RG 1.206,
ClV.1iitem3/
10 CFR
52.79(a) 10
CFR 20 {(means
of controlling
and limiting rad
exposure to w/in ) ’ T
10CFR20 limits) :

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

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

\

no

6. Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

risk-significant SSC)? (yes/no)****
10. Can the review of the arealtopic be obmpleted

without the completion of a concurrent review?

[Z. Does CUL section address the items required
(yes/no)

2 [by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.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)

(Yes/No)

['Y)

=

o
4
<
m
w

I

"
9d00§ 40 NG

RG 1.2086, . n/a
C.IV.1 item 4(ii)
/10 CFR
52.79(a) and
SAR Chap. 12
(design basis
and principal
design criteria)
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1. Review
ArealTopic*

Completeness and Technical Sﬁfﬁciency Which Form

Basis for Accepiability for Docketing

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

Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent
Reviews

7. Does CUL section address the iiems required

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-baéeline review schedule 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*™**

10. Can the review of the areaftopic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?

(yes/no)

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

section.

RG 1.2086,
C:IV.1 item 4(iii)
{10 CFR
52.79(a) and
SAR Chap. 12
(conformal
construction)

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

@ [Yes/No)

RG 1.206,
C.iv.1item

5/ 10 CFR
§2.79(a)/ SAR
Chap. 12
(Margin of
Safety)

n/a

21
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1. Review
ArealTopic*

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form

Basis for Accegtabll ity for Docketing

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

Review Dependencnes Among Caoncurrent

|Z. Does CUL section address the items required

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)y™*

3. Is 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)****

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

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)
9. Identify the total review time in staff-hours***

110. Can the review of the areaf/topic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?

(yes/no)

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

RG 1.208,
C.IV.1 item 39
/10 CFR
§2.79(a),
20.1101/ SAR
Chp 12 (Rad
Prot Program
and its
implementation)

3 |by reguiation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?

2 ¥Yes/No)

RG 1.206,
C.IV.1item 45/
10 CFR
52.79(a),
20.1406, SAR
Chapter 12
(waste / contam.
minimized)

n/a

RG 1.206,
C.IV.1 item 2(vii)
/10 CFR
50.34(f) and
NUREG 0737

n/a

22
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-

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

U065 COL Sechon 3307ess The Tems Tequired
by regulation (refer to RG 1.208, Section C.1V.1)?

(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.

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved

3. Is COL. section technically sufficient for this
through the RAI process? (yes/no)***

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

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)

change).

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

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?

(yes/no)

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

Action Plan ltem
11.B.2 (vital area
access)

RG 1.206,
C.\W.1item

2(xvii) / 10 CFR -

50.34(f) and
NUREG 0737
-Action Plan ltem
ILF.1 (hi rad
containment
monitors)

n/a

RG 1.2086,
C.IV.1 item .
2(xxvii) / 10 CFR
50.34(f) and
NUREG 0737
Action Plan item
111.D.3.3 (routine
and accident in--
plant radiation &
airborne
radioactivity
monitoring)

n/a

STD DEP 9.1-1

YES

YES | n/a

23

ENCLOSURE 1 .



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

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

Is COL section technically sufficient for this

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

through the RAI process? (yes/no)***
5. Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

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

[~ D6€s CUL section adaress the items required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

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

) é’ information wifl be 8. For each no, identify the § 11. For each no, identify which
1. Review 2 needed for technical change (or basis for ‘® | application (DCD or COLA) and
Area/Topic” 2l review. change). > | section.-
STD DEP 10.4-4 | YES YES | n/a

STD DEP 11.2-1 | YES YES | n/a

STD DEP Admin | YES YES | n/a
* *Review ArealTopic: 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 area/topic which impact the staﬁ’s ability to begin the detailed technical review or complete its review within a predictable
timeframe.

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

=+ {dentification of new review time is on a FSAR section basis and consistent with the review phases w:thm the EPM. Changes from the pre-basline review schedule and
estimated hours should be on that basis.
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Table 1: Safety Analysis Report Acceptance Review Results for South Texas ABWR COLA

SAR Section: 12.5 and 12.58

Branch Chief: T. Frye

Technical Branch: CHPB (Primary)
SRP Section: 12.5

Does the section address the apphcab|e regulat!ons Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptlons or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes

Technical Reviewel
Date: 11/06/2007

QOut of Scope

—

Completeness and Technical Suff iciency Which Form
Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

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

Schedule

Identify specific review area/topic in table below.

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

Reviews

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

"CFR 20 (means
of controlling
and limiting rad
exposure to wfin
10CFR20 limits)

RG 1.206, n/a
C.IV.A1 itemn 4(ii)
/10 CFR
52.79(a) and
SAR Chap. 12
(design basis
and principal
design criteria)

«Q
i = o
< . e
A .
32 |2 |3 2 b
o O = > ] ERC)
& L 2 2 o<
c o < O > ERH
238 |9 © = 8 )
6 ((/D) o o 8 Q - £ o
. S | @ e 9 oL | 38
2 & >t | oe o g
0 ROl &8 T3 = 90
S 88 S @ o8 (Y
=] c 3 v c
© X £812% £2| e¢&
S 2 8218090 . oS = w-
S 5 2|2 8| 5. Ifno, foreither el ®) % 'g
D5 52 | 5 | completeness or 2R se
= 5 9 | 2 | technical sufficiency, £z 0%
3'_5 R £ | identify 88 %
285 |D & | c g | deficiency(ies). This = £
' 022 |O 2| & 2| information will be 2 o ® | 8. For each no, identify the
1. Review N &2 | 2 ,_g needed for technical 2 < E | change (or basis for
= ] - . - .
Area/Topic AP AN review. <o 2 ~ @ | change):
RG 1.206, YES | YES | na NO Applicant references NEI
C.lV.1item3/ 07-03, which significantly
10 CFR reduces review time
52.79(a) 10 needed for both Phase 1

and Phase 2.

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

without the completion of a concurrent review?

2 | 11. For each no, identify which
'a | application (DCD or COLA) and
o :

NO Review of NEI 07-03 must be

completed first
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1. Review
ArealTopic*

Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form

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

Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

. Does LUL section address the items required

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. 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)

8. For each no, identify the

change (or basis for
change).

p. 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?

(yes/no)

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

RG 1.206,
C.IV.1 item 4(iii)
/10 CFR
52.79(a) and
SAR Chap. 12
(conformal
construction)

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

¥ AYes/No)

RG 1.2086,
C.IV.1 item

5/ 10 CFR
5§2.79(a)/ SAR
Chap. 12
(Margin of
Safety)

n/a

RG 1.206,
C.IV.1 item 39
/10 CFR
52.78(a),
20.1101/ SAR
Chp 12 (Rad
Prot Program
and its

YES

YES

n/a

implementation)

26

ENCLOSURE 1



Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be

Considered in Development of Baseline Review

Schedule

" Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

. voes LUL SeCtIOH address the 1tems required

Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

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

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved

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

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and'
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)
9. .1dentify the total review time in staff-hours*****

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed
ithout the’completion of.a concurrent review?

= |py reguiation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.1V.1)?

(3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this

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

=z 6. Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

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

) go information will be 8. For each no, identify the 2 | 11. For each no, identify which

1. Review g needed for technical change (or basis for g application (DCD or COLA) and
Area/Topic* > review. change). 2o
RG 1.206, S . YES | Compliance with
C.\V.1item 45/ 10CFR20.1406 is
10 CFR addressed in Chapter
52.79(a), 11 of the STP COLA.
20.1406, SAR However, operating
Chapter 12 procedures
(waste / contam. implemented to
minimized) comply with 20.1406

’ should be described

in this section.

RG 1.2086, n/a
C.IV.1 item 2(vii) .
/10 CFR
50.34(f) and
NUREG 0737

Action Plan ltem
11.B.2 (vital area
access)
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1. Review
Area/Topic*

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form
Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

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

Rewew Dependenmes Among Concurrent

o]
D
=
=1
o
1)
hed
-
E .
©
o
0
]
{3
e

<. Does LUL section a

(Yes/No)

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved

3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this
through the RAI process? (yes/no)™*

review area/ topic? (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)***

)

-baseline review schedule and

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

estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)
9. Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

7. Are the pre

10. Can the review of the areaftopic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?

(yes/no)

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

RG.1.206,
C.IV.1 item
2(xvii) / 10 CFR
50.34(f) and
NUREG 0737
Action Plan Item
Il.F.1 (hirad
containment
monitors)

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

i)

RG 1.208,
C.IV.1 item

1 20xvii) 710 CFR
50.34(f) and
NUREG 0737
Action Pian ltem
11.D.3.3 (routine
and accident in-
plant radiation &
airborne
radioactivity
monitoring)

YES

YES | w/a
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1. Review
ArealTopic*

Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form

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

Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

7 Does COL Section address the iems required
(Yes/No)

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

3. Is COL section technitﬁafly 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 schedule 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*****

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.

10 CFR 20.1101

Y

m

S

<
m
w

2

a

Rad Prot
Program (COL
item 12.9)

YES

YES

n/a

Compliance with
10 CFR
50.34(f)(2) (oxvii)
and NUREG-
0737 ltem
1.D.3.3 (COL
ltem 12.10)

"YES

YES

n/a

*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 area/topic which impact the staff's ability to begin the detailed technical review or complete its review within a predlctable

timeframe.

***[SRA will provide risk S|gn|f' cance information at time of review, if available.
»ne+|dentification of new review time is on a FSAR section basis and consistent with the review phases within the EPM. Changes from the pre-basline review schedule and
estimated hours should be on that basis.
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Table 14.3.8: Safety Analysis Report Accéptance Review Results for South Texas ABWR COLA

SAR Section: T12.3.2,2.3.3 and 3.2 (ITAAC)
Branch Chief: T. Frye

Does the section address the applicable regulatlons Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptlons or dependencies on concurrent reviews? No

Technical Branch: CHPB (Primary)
SRP Section: 14.3.8

Technical Reviewg
Date: 10/18/2007

adoag J0 1IN0

Identify specific review areaftopic in table below.

1. Review
Area/Topic*

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

. Does LOL section address The items required

/ 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)****

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

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

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

change).

RG 1.206,
C.v.1item3/
10 CFR
52.79(a) 10
CFR 20 (means
of contralling
and limiting rad
exposure to w/in
10CFR20 limits)

é by regulation (refer to RG 1.208, Section C.IV.1)?

l(Yes/No)

<|3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this

m \
wireview area

n/

)

-RG 1.2086,
C.IV.1 item 4(ii)
/10 CFR
52.79(a) and
SAR Chap. 12
(design basis
and principal
design criteria)

YES

YES

n/a

<
m
w

2doog §0 Y

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

without the completion of a concurrent review? -

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

YES .
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’

.Changes to Planning Assumptions to be

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form | Considered in Development of Basefine Review' Review Dependencies Among Co.ncurrent
' : Reviews :

Basis for Acceptability for Docketing Schedule ]

iZ. Uoes LUL sedlon address theitems required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.{V.1)?
6. Is the identified technical deficiency related to a
Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****
10. Can the review of the areaftopic be compieted

w . (\-
£ |3 2. S
5 =2 [ 8 S
< 2 L5 e
s | S 2L |5
s |3% . £ £
5 |73 i | o8 g
2: |58 S| 3% 8
252 | =8 e
219 | 58 5
£o0|=8 = 2w c
S >|@3 P = w 9
231 € & 5 Ifno, for either ) a5 =
&8 |5 | completeness or 2 82 8
8 9 [ 2 | technical sufficiency, < o€ &
a3 | 22| identfy 8 S % by
= | 8 § | € < | deficiency(ies). This S 238 . £ __
) 29z & & | information will be 2 o © | 8. Foreach no, identify the- 5 2 | 11. For each no, identify which

1. Review g |22 [~ £ | needed for technical < < E | change (or basis for 2@ | application (DCD or COLA) and

ArealTopic* > ® | Y= | review. 2 ~ & | change). o ‘S > | section.

RG 1.206, YES YES | n/a

C.IV.1 item 4(iil)

/10 CFR

52.79(a) and

SAR Chap. 12

(conformal

“construction) -

RG 1.2086, YES | YES n/a

C.IV.1item

5/ 10 CFR .

52.79(a)/ SAR

Chap. 12

(Margin of

Safety) S . ) : : .
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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

[Z. Does UUL seclion.address the items required

(Yes/No)

13. 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 to a

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

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

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

without the completion of a concurrent review?

9. ldentify the total review time in staff-hours*****
(yes/no)

RG 1.206,
C.IV.1 item 39
/10 CFR
52.79(a).
20.1101/ SAR
Chp 12 (Rad
Prot Program
and its
implementation)

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

a

section.

RG 1.206,
C.IV.1item 45/
10 CFR ’
52.79(a),
20.1406, SAR
Chapter 12
(waste / contam.
minimized)

n‘a

RG 1.206,
C.IV.1 item 2(vii)
/10 CFR
50.34(f) and

YES

YES

n/a
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Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which Form

Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
elopment of Baseline Review

Considered in Dev

‘Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent

Reviews

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

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

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved

3. Is COL section technically sufficient for this
through the RAI process? (yes/no)***

review area/ topic? (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)

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?

go' _ 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* z review. change). > | section.
NUREG 0737

Action Plan item
11.B.2 (vital area
access)

RG 1.206, .
C.iv.1 item

2(xvii) / 10 CFR

50.34(f) and
NUREG 0737
Action Plan ltem
ILF.1 (hirad
containment
monitors)

YES n/a

.RG 1.2086,
C.IV.1 item
2(xxvii) / 10 CFR
50.34(f) and
NUREG 0737
Action Plan item
1i1.D.3.3 (routine
and accident in-
plant radiation &
airborne
radioactivity

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

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

4, Can the technical deficiency be resolved

through the RAI process? (yes/no)***
ithout the completion of a concurrent review?

6. Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

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

[7 Does COL section address e items 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)**

17 Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)
9. ldentify the total review time in staff-hours****

. g information will be 8. For each no, identify the 2 | 11. For each no, identify which
1. Review o needed for technical change (or basis for '@ | application (DCD or COLA) and
Area/Topic* > review. change). 3 > | section.
monitofing)
STD DEP T4 YES { YES | n/a
2.14-1

*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 areaftopic which impact the staff's ability to begin the detailed technical review or complete lts review wnthm a predictable
timeframe.

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

widentification of new review time is on a FSAR section basis and consmtent with the review phases within the EPM. Changes from the pre- basllne review schedule and
estimated hours should be on that basis.

-
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Table 2: CHPB Chapter 12 Resource Plan Revisions for
South Texas ABWR COLA.

Task Changes Resource Changes
SAR . Concurrent Revised | Revised } v .
Section |  SAR Section Title Task * Dependent Review Start Finish Name of Resource .(r: ha:gs R:;ﬁ;d
No. Activity ** Date Date yp
Out of Scope - Out of Scope
SER Section 12.1 i
12.1 _ ALARA Phase 1 n/a ) n/a n/a | - Revised
_— SER Section 12.1 :
12.1 ALARA Phase 2 n/a n/a n[a Revised
Rad. Prot. Design SER Section 12.34 o
12.3 Features Phase 1 n/a n/a n/a Revx;ed
124 Dose Asse;ssment SER Section 12.3-4 n/a v n/a n/a Revised
Phase 1 .
12.5 Health Physics Program SER gi;t:;q 12.5 Review of NEI 07-03 n/a nla. Revised
125 | Health Physics Program | SER Sedtion 12.5 1 g iew of NEI 07-03 n/a n/a Revised
_ Phase 2 I ,
L4
This template is to be used to facilitate management of revised planning data resultlng from application acceptance retrews—crangespranning data resulting from ‘ oo

acceptance reviews may include identifying dependenmes to concurrent activities in other projects, new or deleted tasks, or revisions to task durations, staffi ng, labor
estimates, or start/finish dates. v

* Specify the task being revised: SER Phase 1 — PSER and RAls Prepared
. SER Phase 2 — Evaluation Completed
QOther — Give task name
Indicate if this task or SER section is new (not yet in the schedule).

** Concurrent Dependent Review Activity:  Identify, if any, the project and actlvxty that precedes the affected task in this schedule (e.g., Taskin a desngn certification review
that precedes a COL review).

= Change Type indicates how the resource is being Revised — For an existing task, if 2 currently assigned resource is staying the same, but the hours or dates are bemg changed.

changed: New — For an existing task or a new task, if a new resource is being added to the task.
Deleted — For an existing task and a currently assigned resource, if the resource is being removed from the task.
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