
Nuclear Operating Company

South Texas Project Electric Generating Station P0. Box 289 Wadsworth Texas 77483 -

October 11, 2010
U7-C-STP-NRC-100218

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: Document Control Desk
One White Flint North
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852-2738

South Texas Project
Units 3 and 4

Docket Nos. 52-012 and 52-013
Response to Request for Additional Information

Attached are STP Nuclear Operating Company (STPNOC) supplemental responses to RAI
question 02.04.12-47, related to Combined License Application (COLA) Part 2, Tier 2,
Section 2.4S. 12, "Groundwater," and RAI question 02.05.02-28, related to COLA Part 2, Tier 2,
Section 2.5S.2, "Vibratory Ground Motion." Attachments 1 and 2 provide the responses to the
RAI questions listed below:

02.04.12-47, Supplement 1 02.05.02-28, Supplement 2, Revision 1

When a change to the COLA is required, it will be incorporated into the next routine revision of
the COLA following NRC acceptance of the RAI response.

There are no commitments in this letter.

If you have any questions, please contact Scott Head at (361) 972-7136, or Bill Mookhoek at
(361) 972-7274.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on /I

Scott Head
Manager, Regulatory Affairs
South Texas Project Units 3 & 4

rhb

Attachments: RAI 02.04.12-47, Supplement 1 -d ý>o
RAI 02.05.02-28, Supplement 2, Revision 1

STI 32758616
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cc: w/o attachments and enclosure except*
(paper copy)

Director, Office of New Reactors
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
One White Flint North
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852-2738

Regional Administrator, Region IV
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 400
Arlington, Texas 76011-8064

Kathy C. Perkins, RN, MBA
Assistant Commissioner
Division for Regulatory Services
Texas Department of State Health Services
P. 0. Box 149347
Austin, Texas 78714-9347

Alice Hamilton Rogers, P.E.
Inspection Unit Manager
Texas Department of State Health Services
P. 0. Box 149347
Austin, Texas 78714-9347

C. M. Canady
City of Austin
Electric Utility Department
721 Barton Springs Road
Austin, TX 78704

* Steven P. Frantz, Esquire

A. H. Gutterman, Esquire
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
1111 Pennsylvania Ave. NW
Washington D.C. 20004

*Tekia Govan

Two White Flint North
11545 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852

(electronic copy)

* George F. Wunder
*Tekia Govan

Loren R., Plisco
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Steve Winn
Joseph Kiwak
Eli Smith
Nuclear Innovation North America

Peter G. Nemeth
Crain, Caton & James, P.C.

Richard Pefia
Kevin Pollo
L. D. Blaylock
CPS Energy
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02.04.12-47, Supplement 1

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTION:

The response to RAI 02.04.12-47 was submitted to the NRC in Letter U7-C-STP-NRC-100195
on August 30, 2010. However, the response submitted inadvertently omitted, Table 4,
"Comparison of water budgets among GHB sensitivity runs."

RESPONSE:

This supplemental response to RAI 02.04.12-47 provides Table 4, "Comparison of water budgets
among GHB sensitivity runs," which is discussed in the original response but was inadvertently
omitted when the response was submitted to the NRC in STPNOC Letter U7-C-STP-NRC-
100195 on August 30, 2010.



Table 4. Comparison of water budgets among.GHB sensitivity runs

Description New1~Top6

IFlFowsTOutfows
Ialooml 1880

201 NewTopoGHBO0

Inflows Outflows
fooml) lOoMI

MCR DischargeTotal t3557,5 00 3580.8 0.0
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02.05.02-28, Supplement 2, Revision 1

SUPPLEMENTAL 6UESTION:

During a public teleconference with the NRC on September 22, 2010, STPNOC agreed to further
clarify the supplemental response to RAI 02.05.02-28 which addresses a minor discrepancy
identified in the Mmax distribution used for the Bechtel Earth Science Team (EST) Gulf Coast
Source Zone (GCSZ) BZ1 in the STP 3 & 4 COLA.

RESPONSE:

As part of the review of the maximum magnitude (Mmax) distribution used to revise the EPRI-
SOG Gulf Coastal Source Zones (GCSZs) for the STP 3 & 4 COLA, a minor discrepancy was
identified in the Mmax distribution used for the Bechtel Earth Science Team (EST) Gulf Coast
Source Zone (GCSZ) BZ1. The distribution reported in the STP 3 & 4 COLA for BZ1 based on
an initial interpretation was 6.1, 6.4, and 6.6 with weights of 0.1, 0.4, and 0.5, respectively. The
correct updated distribution that should have been presented is 6.1, 6.4 and 6.6, and 6.7 with
weights of 0.1, 0.4, 0.1, and 0.4, respectively. A sensitivity study has been performed showing
that the effect of adopting the correct BZ 1 Mmax distribution would result in increases of 0.1% or
less in ground motion design response spectrum values over those based on the initial updated
Mmax distribution. Based on these results, it is concluded that this increase is insignificant, and
that the design ground motions derived from the spectra in FSAR Tables 2.5S.2-18 and
2.5S.2-19 remain appropriate for the STP site.

The following COLA markup to FSAR Subsection 2.5S.2.4.3.1 and Table 2.5S.2-13 is being
provided as a supplemental response to RAI 02.05.02-28 (STP Letter U7-C-STP-NRC-100057
(ML100770389) dated March 15, 2010), to reflect the correct updated distribution for Zone BZl
and a description of the sensitivity analysis performed.

The second and third paragraphs of FSAR Subsection 2.5S.2.4.3.1 and the first row of Table
2.5S.2-13 are being revised as shown below:

The update o . ,6.,an .6 iteihin&o 0. 1 0A aind 0 5 L:§§
hOTable 2.5S.21 a~owfromThe following summarizes the Bechtel Group's
methodology I ffr defining Mmxdistributions'2, as described within their EST volumea
fflows-(Reference 2.5S.2-13), and its appliclation to update Zore BZ1

" The lowercbound magnitude of the distribution is defined as the greater of either the
largest observed earthquake magnitude within the zone, or mt, 5.4 itlva weghtof
0. 1: For Zone BZI this lower-bound Mmax,, value is mnt 6.1 with a weighit of 0. 1.

* The next higher magnitude is 0.3 magnitude units greater than the MIA'lower-L

bound M,,, value and is given a weig f 0.4. ForZone BZthis results ian M,,,
,Value of in, 6.4 witha weight of 0.4.
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" AThe third magnitude is 0.6 magnitude units above the n-iiiimurr~ower-bound M,,.,,
value and is rgiven a weight olf.0:14. For Zone, BZ1tIhi-s reSUltS in an M,,a,, alue ~Of rnb
6.7 wihawih o~f &4-

" AT~he- fourth magnitudle, -and up~per bouind of the clistributiorn, is rmb 6.6 interpreted by,
the Bechtel EST as the largest ntraplate e-parthquake n the $EU~S with Oýspecif ic
exceptions, and is given a weight of 0.1.

" The- weightings on the four M,,,, values are G-70-4-0-4. an-4, Ligqe
Ge s ctv~r-h minim u m- -vle

if. these -guidclines result in an uppeF bound miagnýitude-or miagnitude-s-greater than -nmj
6.6, then the uppcM distribution s trunc datedatr-6-.6,-and all weightings fo-

magn tudto 6ret6 thno- ý um4and G'colapsed onto the m-agnitd'6:6
tipperbeupApplying this methodology to account fo~r the Emnb 6.1 e~arthquake results in
updated M,,,, values, listed in increasing magnitude order, of 6. 1, 6.4, 6.6,~ and 6. with

1. ght of 0.1, .4, 0. 1,n 0.4 rsetvl, forZone BZ1 (Table 2.5S.2-13).,

It is noted, how~ever, that a differentitnitialinterpretation of the Bechtel methodology was
used in the ,developmr~ent of the r~ock U~HRS shiown in Tables 2.5S.2-18 and 2.5S.2-19.
The resultant Madistribution and weights fo~r BZ1 based on the initial nterpretation was
6.1, 6.4, and 6.6 with weights of 0. 1, 0.4 and 0.5, respective~ly. A se~nsitivity Stdha

bee performed showing that the effect of adopting the updated BZ1 M,,,,,distribution
shown in~ Table 2.5S.2-13 w~ould result kininicreases of 0. 1% or less in grouind mnotion
,design response spectrum values over those based~ on the initial updated Vm~aý -dist'ribution. Based on these resuJlt~s. it is concluded that this increase is insignifica~it,,
and tht the design ground motions d eriv~ed from the spectra in Tables 2.5S.2-18 and
2~.5S.2-1 9 remain appropriatefor the STP site.
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Table 2.5S.2-13 Comparison of EPRI EST Characterizations of Gulf of Mexico
Coastal Source Zones and Modifications for STP 3 & 4

EPRI Model Updated Model for STP 3 &
4

Contributes to Smoothing
Sourc Mma. (mb) 99% of Hazard Mmax (mb) Options and

EPRI EST e Description and Wts. [1] [2] and Wts [3) Wts. [4]
Bechtel BZ1 Gulf Coast 5.4 [0.1] Yes •6.1 [0.10] No Update
Group 5.7 [0.4] 6A [0.40]

6.0 [0.4] 6.6[0-5
6.6 [0.1] 0.10]

6.7,[0.'40]
Dames & 20 South 5.3 [0.8] Yes 5.5 [0.80] 1(0.2)
Moore Coastal 7.2 [0.2] 7.2 [0.20] 11(0.4)

Margin III (0.4)
Law 126 South 4.6 [0.9] Yes 5.5 [0.90] No Update
Engineering Coastal 4.9 [0.1] 5.7 [0.10]

Block
Rondout 51 Gulf Coast 4.8 [0.2] Yes 6.1 [0.30] No Update
Associates to Bahamas 5.5 [0.6] 6.3 [0.55]

Fracture 5.8 [0.2] 6.5 [0.15]
Zone

Weston 107 Gulf Coast 5.4 [0.71] Yes 6.6 [0.89] No Update
Geophysical 6.0 [0.29] 7.2 [0.11]
Corporation
Woodward- B43 Central US 4.9 [0.17] Yes No Update No Update
Clyde Background 5.4 [0.28]
Consultants s 5.8 [0.27]

6.5 [0.28]

[1] Mrax distribution and weights from EPRI 1986 model (EPRI, Reference 2.5S.2-16)
[2] Whether or not the source contributes to 99% of the hazard at STP 3 & 4

[3] Updated Mmax distributions and weights as described in Subsection 2.5S.2.6.2

[4] Updated smoothing options and weights as described in Subsection 2.5S.2.6.2.7.1
I: Constant a, constant b, strong prior on b of 1.04

I1: Medium smoothing on a, medium smoothing on b, strong prior on b of 1.04
III: high smoothing on a, high smoothing on b, strong prior on b of 1.04


