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LICENSEE: Duke Energy Corporation (Duke)

FACILITY: Oconee Nuclear Station (ONS), Units 1, 2, and 3

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF MARCH 20, 2000, PHONE CALL BETWEEN THE U.S.
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION (NRC) STAFF AND DUKE
REPRESENTATIVES TO DISCUSS STRUCTURAL ISSUES RELATED TO THE
OCONEE LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION (LRA)

On March 20, 2000, representatives of Duke had a phone call with the NRC staff in Rockville,
Maryland, to discuss the Oconee license renewal application. The purpose of the phone call
was to discuss the staff comments on the content of the supplement to the updated final safety
analysis report (UFSAR) in the structural area that were given to Duke in a March 17, 2000,
letter. The Duke participants were Debbie Keiser and Robert Gill. The staff participants were
David Jeng, Hans Ashar, and Joe Sebrosky.

The first comment that was discussed related to the crane inspection program. The staff
commented in the March 17, 2000, letter that the inspection program contained in draft UFSAR
Section 18.3.5 should be augmented by (a) listing of specific inspection frequencies for each of
the cranes listed in the table contained in Section 18.3.5 and (b) the discussion of Oconee
experience briefly mentioned under “Frequency” should be further elaborated. Duke stated that
it did not believe that the inspection frequencies needed to be explicitly stated because Duke
references the applicable guidance documents (i.e., ANSI B30.2.0 and B30.16) under
“Frequency” in Section 18.3.5. Duke also stated that all of the crane inspections listed in the
table occur at least once every 18 months. Based on the reference to the ANSI standards, and
based on the inspection occurring at least once every 18 months, the staff agreed that adding
inspection frequencies to the table in draft UFSAR Section 18.3.5 was not necessary.
Regarding the second part of the staff’s comment, Duke stated that the operating experience
should not have been referenced under the “Frequency” Section in 18.3.5. Duke stated that the
regulatory basis cites the license renewal application (LRA) and the staff’s safety evaluation
report (SER) both of which discuss operating experience. Therefore, Duke stated that the
sentence discussing operating experience was redundant and should be removed. The staff
agreed with removing the sentence because the SER and the LRA are cited in the regulatory
basis section of 18.3.5.

The staff’s comment on draft UFSAR Section 18.2.4, “Once Through Steam Generator (OTSG)
Upper Lateral Support Inspection” contained in the March 17, 2000, letter was then discussed.
The staff commented that the “Sample Size” portion should be changed to note that the pads
that will be chosen will be randomly selected from a population of 10 pads. Duke stated that
one OTSG contains 5 pads and that the pads from one OTSG will be selected for the
inspection. Therefore, the total population of pads at Oconee is 30 (5 pads per steam
generator and 6 steam generators at the site). If problems are found then other pads in other
OTSGs maybe
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inspected. The staff and Duke agreed that the following sentence should be added to the
“Sample Size” discussion contained in Section 18.2.4: The OTSG containing these pads will be
randomly selected from the total population of six OTSGs at Oconee.

One of the comments that was discussed related to the containment post-tensioning system. In
the comment that was provided to Duke in the March 17, 2000, letter the staff stated that Duke
should augment the description of the aging management program in the UFSAR in this area to
be consistent with Duke’s response to safety evaluation report open item 4.2.2.3-1. Duke
stated that one of the items that it references for the disposition of this issue in table 18.1 of the
draft UFSAR is selected licensee commitment (SLC) 16.6.2. Duke stated that the “bases” for
SLC 16.6.2 contained the information that Duke believed would resolve the issue. Furthermore,
Duke stated that the SLCs are considered to be part of the UFSAR and therefore, they have the
regulatory controls associated with the UFSAR. The staff reviewed the “bases” section of SLC
16.6.2 and agreed with Duke that it resolves the issue. The staff and Duke agreed that the
LRA and its associated SER would be referenced in section 16.6.2 of the SLC. In addition, the
staff pointed out that section 16.6.2 of the SLC references Regulatory Guide 1.35 revision 3.
This reference is no longer applicable and the correct reference should be to IWL of ASME
section XI. Duke acknowledged that a change to section 16.6.2 was necessary and stated they
would ensure that such a change was identified to the appropriate personnel.

Subsequent to the phone call, Duke provided the staff with updated text for Section 16.6.2 of
the SLCs. This Section was recently updated to be consistent with a technical specification
change that was approved by the NRC on January 18, 2000. The new SLC 16.6.2 states that
inservice examination of post-tensioning systems of concrete containments are performed in
accordance with Section XI, Subsection IWL of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code
and applicable addenda as required by 10 CFR 50, Section 55a(b)(2)(viii)(B). The SLC also
states that Oconee has implemented a Containment Inservice Inspection Plan to comply with
the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55a. Duke also provided the staff with page 24 and 25 of the
Containment Inservice Inspection Plan (Document #O-62-CISI-0001, Rev 1) that provides
details on how Duke complies with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55a. Based on its review of
this material, the staff determined that Duke’s reference to Sections 18.3.3, 3.8.1.5.2, and SLC
16.6.2 of the UFSAR and its reference to 10 CFR50.55a, has resolved the comment contained
in the March 17, 2000, letter.

The staff’s comments regarding draft UFSAR Section 18.3.23, “Tendon - Secondary Shield
Wall - Surveillance Program” contained in the March 17, 2000, letter were then discussed. The
staff believed that Duke should incorporate prestressing force monitoring of three randomly
selected tendons, and provide corresponding acceptance criteria in this surveillance program.
Duke stated that it would add the term “randomly selected” under the Method and Frequency
Section of the program to address the staff’s concern. In addition, Duke stated that it would
provide a range of values for the lift-off forces under the acceptance criteria portion of the
program to be consistent with a phone call summary dated December 10, 1999. The staff then
asked Duke if the program would cover vertical tendons as well. Duke stated that it would not
because Duke reviewed the structural analysis for the secondary shield wall tendons and
determined that the vertical tendons are not relied upon to withstand the postulated loadings.
Therefore, no lift-off surveillance program is required for the vertical tendons. The staff agreed
that based on Duke’s review a surveillance program for the vertical tendons was not necessary.
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A draft of this meeting summary was provided to Duke to allow them the opportunity to
comment on the summary prior to its issuance.

/RA/

Joseph M. Sebrosky, Project Manager
License Renewal and Standardization Branch
Division of Regulatory Improvement Programs
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket Nos. 50-269, 50-270, and 50-287

cc: See next page
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