From: Hood, Tanya

To: Ernie.Kapopoulos@duke-energy.com

Cc: Duc, Joshua Brian; Grzeck, Lee

Subject: CORRECTION: H. B. ROBINSON STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT 2 — REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
REGARDING SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO GENERIC LETTER 2004-02 (EPID L-2017-LRC-0000)

Date: Friday, April 22, 2022 9:15:00 AM

Attachments: Robinson RAIs for GL 2004-02.pdf

This is being Resent to correct the title in the subject line.

SUBJECT: H.B.ROBINSON STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT 2 - REQUEST FOR
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO GENERIC
LETTER 2004-02 (EPID L-2017-LRC-0000)

Dear Mr. Kapopoulos, Jr.,

By letter dated September 30, 2021, Duke Energy Progress, LLC (the licensee) submitted a
final supplemental response to Generic Letter (GL) 2004-02, dated September 13, 2004,
“Potential Impact of Debris Blockage on Emergency Recirculation during Design Basis
Accidents at Pressurized-Water Reactors” (Agencywide Documents Access and
Management System (ADAMS) Accession No. ML21273A365 and ML042360586,
respectively), for the H.B. Robinson Steam Electric Plant, Unit No. 2.

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff has reviewed the licensee’s submittal and
determined that additional information is required in order to complete the review. The
requested additional information is attached. The draft questions were sent to Mr. Joshua
Duc of your staff to ensure that they were understandable, the regulatory basis for the
questions was clear, and to determine if the information was previously docketed. Based
on insight from the discussion it was determined that the response will be provided by May
23, 2022.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (301) 415-1387 or Tanya.Hood@nrc.gov.
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REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

REGARDING SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO GENERIC LETTER 2004-02

DUKE ENERGY PROGRESS, LLC

H. B. ROBINSON STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT 2

DOCKET NO. 50-261

By letter dated September 30, 2021, Duke Energy Progress, LLC (the licensee) submitted a
final supplemental response to Generic Letter (GL) 2004-02, dated September 13, 2004,
“Potential Impact of Debris Blockage on Emergency Recirculation during Design Basis
Accidents at Pressurized-Water Reactors” (Agencywide Documents Access and Management
System (ADAMS) Accession No. ML21273A365 and ML042360586, respectively), for the H.B.
Robinson Steam Electric Plant, Unit No. 2.

Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Part 50, “Domestic Licensing of
Production and Utilization Facilities,” Section 50.46, “Acceptance Criteria for Emergency Core
Cooling Systems for Light-Water Nuclear Power Reactors,” requires that plants maintain the
ability to provide long-term core cooling following any initial loss-of-coolant accident response.
The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff has reviewed the information submitted
by the licensee and determined that additional information is required to complete its review. To
ensure that long-term core cooling is available, licensees demonstrate that in-vessel fiber
accumulation will not adversely affect the required function.

In its supplemental response for GL 2004-02, the licensee provided the debris amounts used in
testing to determine the amount of fiber that could penetrate the emergency core cooling system
strainer. The debris amounts do not appear to be based on the break with the limiting fibrous
debris amount. The NRC staff noted on page 27 in the supplemental letter, dated

March 7, 2008 (ADAMS No. ML0807302901), that it appears the debris amounts should have
been based on the reactor coolant pumps (RCP) “C” Bay break instead of the "B" bay break.
The NRC staff notes that the debris transport methodology, including accounting for erosion,
was revised and described to the NRC in various request for additional information responses.
The NRC could not determine how these revisions were implemented for the penetration
testing. Additionally, the NRC staff could not determine how the transport fractions for the fine
and small debris used in the testing were determined or whether erosion of fiber in the pool was
accounted for.

Provide the following:

1) Basis for using the fibrous debris amounts from the RCP “B” Bay break instead of the
RCP “C” bay break,

2) Methodology for calculating the transport fractions provided in the debris table in
Section 3.n.1.4 of the final supplemental response,

3) Method used to account for fiber eroded from larger pieces in the penetration testing.






