
 
 
 

September 22, 2008 
 
 
Mr. Edward D. Halpin 
Chief Nuclear Officer 
STP Nuclear Operating Company 
South Texas Project 
P. O. Box 289 
Wadsworth, TX  77483 
 
SUBJECT:   SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT, UNITS 1 AND 2 – GENERIC LETTER 2008-01, 

“MANAGING GAS ACCUMULATION IN EMERGENCY CORE COOLING, 
DECAY HEAT REMOVAL, AND CONTAINMENT SPRAY SYSTEMS,” 
PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE COURSE OF ACTION AND REQUEST FOR 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (TAC NOS. MD7881 AND MD7882) 

 
Dear Mr. Halpin: 
 
On January 11, 2008, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) issued Generic Letter (GL) 
2008-01, “Managing Gas Accumulation in Emergency Core Cooling, Decay Heat Removal, and 
Containment Spray Systems” (Agencywide Documents Access and Management System 
(ADAMS) Accession No. ML072910759).  The GL requested licensees to submit information to 
demonstrate that the emergency core cooling, decay heat removal, and containment spray 
systems (hereinafter referred to as the “subject systems”) are in compliance with the current 
licensing and design bases and applicable regulatory requirements, and that suitable design, 
operational, and testing control measures are in place for maintaining this compliance.   
 
In accordance with Section 50.54(f) of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR), 
GL 2008-01 required that each licensee submit a written response providing the requested 
information within 9 months (hereinafter referred to as the “9-month submittal”) of the date of the 
GL.  The GL stated that, if a licensee cannot meet the requested 9-month submittal date, the 
licensee shall provide a response within 3 months (hereinafter referred to as the “3-month 
submittal”) of the date of the GL, describing the alternative course of action it proposes to take, 
including the basis for the acceptability of the proposed alternative course of action. 
 
By letter dated May 12, 2008 (ADAMS Accession No. ML081400712), STP Nuclear Operating 
Company (STPNOC, the licensee), submitted a 3-month response to GL 2008-01 for South 
Texas Project, Units 1 and 2 (STP-1 and STP-2).  The NRC staff’s assessment of the licensee’s 
responses for STP-1 and STP-2 is contained in Enclosure 1 and 2, respectively.   
 
For STP-1, the NRC staff concluded that, with the exception of the clarifications and associated 
requests discussed in Enclosure 1, your proposed alternative course of action related to your 
9-month response is acceptable.  Because it is September 2008, instead of requesting that you 
submit a 3-month supplemental response to revise your proposed alternative course of action 
related to your 9-month supplemental (post outage) response for STP-1 as described in 
Enclosure 1, the NRC staff requests that you address the requested revision to your proposed 
alternative action in the October 11, 2008, letter to be submitted. 
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For STP-2, the NRC staff reviewed the licensee’s proposed alternative course of action and the 
associated basis for acceptance and concluded that for STP-2, with the exception of the 
clarifications and associated requests discussed in Enclosure 2, they are acceptable. 
 
This letter allows the licensee to implement its proposed alternative course of action provided 
that implementation is consistent with the clarifications and associated requests discussed in 
Enclosures 1 and 2. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to me at (301) 415-1476. 
 

Sincerely,  
 
 /RA/ 
 
 
Mohan C. Thadani, Senior Project Manager 
Plant Licensing Branch IV 
Division of Operating Reactor Licensing 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

 
Docket Nos.:  50-498 and 50-499  
 
Enclosures: 
As stated 
 
cc w/encls:  See next page 
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South Texas Project, Units 1 and 2       9/3/2008 
 
cc: 
Senior Resident Inspector 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
P. O. Box 289 
Wadsworth, TX  77473 
 
C. M. Canady 
City of Austin 
Electric Utility Department 
721 Barton Springs Road 
Austin, TX  78704 
 
J. J. Nesrsta/R. K. Temple 
E. Alercon/Kevin Pollo 
CPS Energy 
P.O. Box 1771 
San Antonio, TX  78296 
 
INPO 
Records Center 
700 Galleria Parkway 
Atlanta, GA  30339-3064 
 
Regional Administrator, Region IV 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
612 E. Lamar Blvd., Suite 400 
Arlington, TX  76011-4125 
 
Mr. Kevin Howell, Ms. Catherine Callaway, 
  and Mr. Jim von Suskil 
NRG Energy, Inc. 
1301 McKinney, Suite 2300 
Houston, TX 77010 
 
Mr. Nate McDonald 
County Judge for Matagorda County 
1700 7th Street, Room 301 
Bay City, TX  77414 
 
A. H. Gutterman, Esq. 
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius 
1111 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20004 
 
Mr. Tim Powell, Vice President, Engineering 
STP Nuclear Operating Company 
South Texas Project Electric 
 Generating Station 
P.O. Box 289 
Wadsworth, TX 77483 

Mr. David W. Rencurrel, Site Vice President 
STP Nuclear Operating Company 
South Texas Project Electric 
 Generating Station 
P.O. Box 289 
Wadsworth, TX 77483 
 
S. M. Head, Manager, Licensing 
STP Nuclear Operating Company 
P.O. Box 289, Mail Code N5014 
Wadsworth, TX  77483 
 
C. T. Bowman, General Manager, Oversight 
STP Nuclear Operating Company 
P.O. Box 289 
Wadsworth, TX  77483 
 
Ms. Marilyn Kistler 
Senior Staff Specialist, Licensing 
STP Nuclear Operating Company  
P.O. Box 289, Mail Code 5014 
Wadsworth, TX  77483 
 
Environmental and Natural Resources 
Policy Director 
P.O. Box 12428 
Austin, TX  78711-3189 
 
Mr. Jon C. Wood 
Cox, Smith, & Matthews 
112 E. Pecan, Suite 1800 
San Antonio, TX  78205 
 
Director, Division of Compliance & Inspection 
Bureau of Radiation Control 
Texas Department of State Health Services 
1100 W. 49th Street 
Austin, TX  78756 
 
Mr. Ted Enos 
4200 S. Hulen, Suite 422 
Ft. Worth, TX  76109 
 
Mr. Brian Almon 
Public Utility Commission of Texas 
P.O. Box 13326 
Austin, TX  78711-3326 
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Ms. Susan M. Jablonski 
Office of Permitting, Remediation 
 and Registration 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
MC-122 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, TX 78711-3087 
 
Mr. Ken Coates 
Plant General Manager 
STP Nuclear Operating Company 
South Texas Project Electric 
  Generating Station 
P.O. Box 289 
Wadsworth, TX 77483 
 
Mr. Anthony P. Jones, Chief Boiler Inspector 
Texas Department of Licensing 
  and Regulation 
Boiler Division 
E.O. Thompson State Office Building 
P.O. Box 12157 
Austin, TX  78711 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 

EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION 
 

OF SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT NUCLEAR OPERATING COMPANY’S  
 

3-MONTH RESPONSE TO GENERIC LETTER 2008-01 
 

SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT, UNIT 1 
 

DOCKET NO. 50-498  
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On January 11, 2008, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) issued Generic Letter (GL) 
2008-01, “Managing Gas Accumulation in Emergency Core Cooling, Decay Heat Removal, and 
Containment Spray Systems” (Agencywide Documents Access and Management System 
(ADAMS) Accession No. ML072910759).  The GL requested licensees to submit information to 
demonstrate that the emergency core cooling, decay heat removal, and containment spray 
systems (hereinafter referred to as the “subject systems”) are in compliance with the current 
licensing and design bases and applicable regulatory requirements, and that suitable design, 
operational, and testing control measures are in place for maintaining this compliance.  
Specifically, the GL requested licensees to provide:  (1) a description of the results of 
evaluations that were performed in response to the GL; (2) a description of all corrective actions 
that the licensee determined were necessary; and (3) a statement regarding which corrective 
actions were completed, the schedule for completing the remaining corrective actions, and the 
basis for that schedule. 
 
In accordance with Section 50.54(f) of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR), 
GL 2008-01 required that each licensee submit the requested information within 9 months 
(hereinafter referred to as the “9-month submittal”) of the date of the GL.  The GL also stated 
that if a licensee cannot meet the requested 9-month response date, the licensee is required to 
provide a response within 3 months (hereinafter referred to as the “3-month submittal”) of the 
date of the GL, describing the alternative course of action it proposes to take, including the 
basis for the acceptability of the proposed alternative course of action. 
 
LICENSEE’S PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE COURSE OF ACTION 
 
By letter dated May 12, 2008, STP Nuclear Operating Company (STPNOC), the licensee, 
submitted a 3-month response to GL 2008-01 for South Texas Project, Units 1 and 2 (STP-1 
and STP-2).  The licensee indicated that it could not complete the necessary walkdowns of 
some segments of piping of the subject systems, including the High Head Safety Injection 
(HHSI), Low Head Safety Injection (LHSI), Containment Spray (CS), and Residual Heat 
Removal (RHR) systems within the 9-month time period requested by GL 2008-01.  
 

 

Enclosure 1
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The licensee could not complete within the 9-month period the detailed walkdowns and 
evaluations for portions of piping of the subject systems inside the reactor containment, 
because GL 2008-01 was issued so close to the STP-1 spring 2008 refueling outage.  
Therefore, the license could not complete by October 11, 2008, the requested information 
pertaining to the STP-1 corrective actions.  The licensee was able to perform walkdowns of the 
portions of the subject systems inside containment that are not accessible at power to validate 
that vents shown on design drawings are installed and evaluate the piping configuration to 
determine consistency with the plant drawings.  The walkdowns and evaluations of the piping 
inside containment did not involve scaffold erection, insulation removal, or a rigorous 
determination of piping elevations, because resources were unavailable to erect scaffolding or 
remove insulation, and the technique or tools required to perform in-field validations were not 
scheduled for the spring 2008 outage.  
 
The licensee plans to complete and submit a 9-month response by October 11, 2008.  The 
response will include the evaluation of the reviews of the licensing basis, the design drawings, 
and the testing and system operating procedures.  The piping of the subject systems outside 
containment will be the subject of walkdowns.  The licensee will use the results of generic 
activities performed by the owners’ group that are applicable to the STP.  This would include 
best practices for filling and venting, acceptance criteria for voids in discharge piping and in 
suction piping, guidance for potential sources of gas, and guidance for vent locations.  The 
licensee will then supplement the 9-month response by January 30, 2009, to include the results 
of the STP-2 evaluation and any additional STP-1 evaluation determined to be necessary. 
 
As an alternative course of action, the licensee’s letter dated May 12, 2008, listed the following 
commitments:  
 

(1) Submit the results of the reviews performed on the licensing basis, the design 
drawings, and the testing and operating procedures for the subject systems in 
the October 11, 2008, response. 

 
(2) Supplement the October 11, 2008, response to GL 2008-01 to include the result 

of the Unit 2 evaluation and additional Unit 1 evaluation determined to be 
necessary by January 30, 2009.  

 
The licensee stated that STP has a robust, independent three-train design that includes 
dedicated HHSI, LHSI, CS, and RHR pumps.  This independent, three-train design minimizes 
the cross-connection issues on both the suction and discharge lines found with most two-train 
designs.  With exception of the RHR system, which is entirely contained in the reactor 
containment building, most suction lines for the GL subject systems can be walked down at 
power.  The licensee has confidence the GL subject systems can fulfill their required design 
functions, based on the current design basis (previous drawing reviews and/or design basis 
verifications), plant-specific operating experience, and the results of previous system 
inspections.  As such, the licensee concluded that completing detailed walkdowns outside the 
required 9-month period, as well as submission of a supplemental response with inclusion of the 
results of the STP-2 evaluation and additional STP-1 evaluation determined to be necessary by 
January 30, 2009, is an acceptable course of action. 
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NRC STAFF ASSESSMENT  
 
The NRC staff finds that for STP-1, with the exception of the clarifications and associated 
requests discussed below, the licensee’s proposed alternative course of action related to its 
9-month initial response is acceptable.  This is based on the above-described operating 
experience, current designs, and inspection results associated with managing gas accumulation 
at the STP.   However, the NRC staff requests that the licensee submit a 3-month supplemental 
response for STP-1 to revise its proposed alternative course of action related to its 9-month 
supplemental response as described below. 
 
The NRC staff noted that in its 3-month submittal dated May 12, 2008, the licensee committed 
to provide a 9-month supplemental response that includes the results of the STP-2 evaluation 
and any additional SPT-1 evaluations determined to be necessary by January 30, 2009, to meet 
the GL request.  The licensee did not clearly state that the remaining walkdowns that were not 
completed by October 11, 2008, will be completed and results will be described in a supplement 
to the October 11, 2008, response for STP-1.  The NRC staff requests that the licensee submit 
the information requested in the GL as follows: 

 
(1) 9-Month Initial Submittal - For the portions of the subject systems that are 

accessible prior to the fall 2008 refueling outage for STP-1, provide all GL 
requested information to the NRC by October 11, 2008.  The NRC staff finds that 
licensee’s commitment regarding the 9-month initial response is acceptable. 

 
(2) 9-Month Supplemental (Post-Outage) Submittal - Except for the long-term items 

described below, provide all remaining GL requested information for the subject 
systems to the NRC 90 days following completion of the first refueling outage 
that initiates after October 11, 2008, for STP-1.  The NRC staff requests the 
licensee to submit a 3-month supplemental response to provide a revised 
commitment. 

 
For each of these two submittals (the 9-month initial and supplemental submittals), and 
consistent with the information requested in the GL, the licensee should provide:  (1) a 
description of the results of evaluations that were performed in response to the GL; (2) a 
description of all corrective actions that the licensee determined were necessary; and (3) a 
statement regarding which corrective actions were completed, the schedule for completing the 
remaining corrective actions, and the basis for that schedule. 
 
The NRC staff noted that the licensee’s submittal dated May 12, 2008, did not mention other 
potential long-term actions that are identified in the GL.  For instance, the industry is assessing 
whether it is necessary to perform pump testing to determine the allowable limits on ingested 
gas volume in pump suction piping as well as whether analysis development is needed to 
assess gas transport in the subject system piping as a function of system flow.  It is unlikely this 
industry effort will be complete for the 9-month initial or supplemental submittals.  Further, 
technical specification changes may be necessary to reflect the improved understanding 
achieved during response to the GL, but these cannot be fully developed for the 9-month initial 
or supplemental submittals.  A Technical Specifications Task Force traveler may provide a 
generic example that can be adopted by licensees.  The NRC staff requests that the licensee  
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address in its 9-month submittal how it plans to track such long-term actions (e.g., Corrective 
Action Program and/or commitment tracking).  The NRC plans to perform follow-up inspections 
of licensee responses to GL 2008-01 at all plants using a Temporary Instruction inspection 
procedure. 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 

EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION 
 

OF SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT NUCLEAR OPERATING COMPANY’S  
 

3-MONTH RESPONSE TO GENERIC LETTER 2008-01 
 

SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT, UNIT 2 
 

DOCKET NO. 50-499  
BACKGROUND 
 
On January 11, 2008, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) issued Generic Letter (GL) 
2008-01, “Managing Gas Accumulation in Emergency Core Cooling, Decay Heat Removal, and 
Containment Spray Systems” (Agencywide Documents Access and Management System 
(ADAMS) Accession No. ML072910759).  The GL requested licensees to submit information to 
demonstrate that the emergency core cooling, decay heat removal, and containment spray 
systems (hereinafter referred to as the “subject systems”) are in compliance with the current 
licensing and design bases and applicable regulatory requirements, and that suitable design, 
operational, and testing control measures are in place for maintaining this compliance.  
Specifically, the GL requested licensees to provide:  (1) a description of the results of 
evaluations that were performed in response to the GL; (2) a description of all corrective actions 
that the licensee determined were necessary; and (3) a statement regarding which corrective 
actions were completed, the schedule for completing the remaining corrective actions, and the 
basis for that schedule. 
 
In accordance with Section 50.54(f) of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR), 
GL 2008-01 required that each licensee submit the requested information within 9 months 
(hereinafter referred to as the “9-month submittal”) of the date of the GL.  The GL also stated 
that if a licensee cannot meet the requested 9-month response date, the licensee is required to 
provide a response within 3 months (hereinafter referred to as the “3-month submittal”) of the 
date of the GL, describing the alternative course of action it proposes to take, including the 
basis for the acceptability of the proposed alternative course of action. 
 
LICENSEE’S PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE COURSE OF ACTION 
 
By letter dated May 12, 2008, STP Nuclear Operating Company (STPNOC), the licensee, 
submitted a 3-month response to GL 2008-01 for South Texas Project, Units 1 and 2 (STP-1 
and STP-2).  The licensee indicated that it could not complete within the requested 9-month 
period the necessary walkdowns of some segments of piping of the subject systems, including 
the High Head Safety Injection (HHSI), Low Head Safety Injection (LHSI), Containment Spray 
(CS), and Residual Heat Removal (RHR) systems within the time period requested by 
GL 2008-01. 
 

Enclosure 2
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The licensee stated that it could not complete the requested information pertaining to the STP-2 
corrective actions by October 11, 2008, because it would be unable to complete the detailed 
walkdowns of GL systems inside containment during the fall 2008 refueling outage and evaluate 
the results before the October 11, 2008.  The STP-2 fall 2008 outage spans the requested GL 
response date of October 11, 2008, and the walkdown and evaluation of the results will be 
ongoing. 
 
The licensee plans to complete and submit a 9-month response by October 11, 2008.  The 
response will include the evaluation of the reviews of the licensing basis, the design drawings, 
and the testing and system operating procedures.  The piping of the subject systems outside 
containment will be the subject of walkdowns.  The licensee will use the results of generic 
activities performed by the owners’ group that are applicable to the STP.  This would include 
best practices for filling and venting, acceptance criteria for voids in discharge piping and in 
suction piping, guidance for potential sources of gas, and guidance for vent locations.  The 
licensee will then supplement the 9-month response by January 30, 2009, to include the results 
of STP-2 evaluation and any additional STP-1 evaluation determined to be necessary. 
 
As an alternative course of action, the licensee’s letter dated May 12, 2008, listed the following 
commitments:  
 

(1) Submit the results of the reviews performed on the licensing basis, the design 
drawings, and the testing and operating procedures for the subject systems in 
the October 11, 2008, response. 

 
(2) Supplement the October 11, 2008, response to GL 2008-01 to include the 

result of the Unit 2 evaluation and additional Unit 1 evaluation determined 
to be necessary by January 30, 2009.  

 
The licensee stated that the STP has a robust, independent three-train design that includes 
dedicated HHSI, LHSI, CS, and RHR pumps.  This independent, three-train design minimizes 
the cross-connection issues on both the suction and discharge lines found most two-train 
designs.  With exception of the RHR system, which is entirely contained in the reactor 
containment building, most suction lines for the GL subject systems can be walked down at 
power.  The licensee has confidence the GL subject systems can fulfill their required design 
functions, based on the current design basis (previous drawing reviews and/or design basis 
verifications), plant-specific operating experience, and the results of previous system 
inspections.  As such, the licensee concluded that for STP-2, completing detailed walkdowns 
outside the required 9-month period, and submission of a supplemental response to the GL by 
January 30, 2009, is an acceptable course of action. 
 
NRC STAFF ASSESSMENT  
 
The NRC staff finds that for STP-2, with the exception of the clarifications and associated 
requests discussed below, the licensee’s proposed alternative course of action is acceptable 
based on the above-described operating experience, current designs and inspection results 
associated with managing gas accumulation at the STP. 
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The NRC staff noted that the licensee’s 3-month submittal dated May 12, 2008, did not clearly 
describe the content for the 9-month submittals.  The NRC staff requests that the licensee 
submit the information requested in the GL as follows: 
 

(1) 9-Month Initial Submittal - For the portions of the subject systems that are 
accessible prior to the fall 2008 refueling outage for STP-2, provide all GL 
requested information to the NRC by October 11, 2008. 

 
(2) 9-Month Supplemental (Post-Outage) Submittal - Except for the long-term items 

described below, provide all remaining GL requested information for the subject 
systems to the NRC by January 30, 2009 (consistent with the licensee’s 
proposed schedule), for STP-2. 

 
For each of these two submittals (the 9-month initial and supplemental submittals), and 
consistent with the information requested in the GL, the licensee should provide:  (1) a 
description of the results of evaluations that were performed in response to the GL; (2) a 
description of all corrective actions that the licensee determined were necessary; and (3) a 
statement regarding which corrective actions were completed, the schedule for completing the 
remaining corrective actions, and the basis for that schedule. 
 
The NRC staff noted that the licensee’s submittal dated May 12, 2008, did not mention other 
potential long-term actions that are identified in the GL.  For instance, the industry is assessing 
whether it is necessary to perform pump testing to determine the allowable limits on ingested 
gas volume in pump suction piping as well as whether analysis development is needed to 
assess gas transport in the subject system piping as a function of system flow.  It is unlikely this 
industry effort will be complete for the 9-month initial or supplemental submittals.  Further, 
technical specification changes may be necessary to reflect the improved understanding 
achieved during response to the GL, but these cannot be fully developed for the 9-month initial 
or supplemental submittals.  A Technical Specifications Task Force traveler may provide a 
generic example that can be adopted by licensees.  The NRC staff requests that the licensee 
address in its 9-month submittal how it plans to track such long-term actions (e.g., Corrective 
Action Program and/or commitment tracking).  The NRC plans to perform follow-up inspections 
of licensee responses to GL 2008-01 at all plants using a Temporary Instruction inspection 
procedure. 
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