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Duke Power Company

ATTN: Mr., William O. Parker, Jr.
Vice President
Stean Production

Post Office Box 2178

Charlotte, North Carolina 28242

Gentlemen:

By letter dated March 22, 1976, you requested an exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix H, Section II.C.2, to permit
the operation of Oconee Unit 3 for the remainder of Cycle 1 with the
reactor vessel surveillance specimens removed from the reactor vessel.
You additionally requested corresponding Technical Specification changes
to reflect the removal of the surveillance capsules and to establish
provisions to revise the capsule withdrawal schedule prior to Cycle 2
operation,

By letter dated April 15, 1976, you additionally proposed limiting

» conditions for operation fer Oconee 3, Cycle 1 to assure that the
possibility of further degradation of the surveillance capsule holder
tubes is minimized and to assure that a failed holder tube ceuld be
detected.

We have concluded that if the reactor vessel surveillance capsules are
removed for the remainder of Oconee Unit 1 Cycle 1 operation, the reactor
vessel surveillance program would continue to fulfill the purpose of

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix H.

An exemption to the requirements of Section II.C.2 of Appendix H is
therefore granted for Oconee Unit 3 and operation with the surveillance
capsules removed for the remainder of Cycle 1 is hereby authorized. In
addition, the Commission has issued the enclosed Amendments No. 7%, 7%
and 1., for Licenses DPR-38, DPR-47 and DPR-55, for the Oconee Nuclear
Station, Units 1, 2 and 3. These awendments provide for the removal of
the surveillance capsules during a portion of Unit 3 Cycle 1 operation,
require that the capsule withdrawal schedule be revised prior to Cycle 2
and impose additional Limiting Conditions for Operation for operation of
Unit 3 for the remainder of Cycle 1.
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Duke Power Cowmpany

A 1 s 1978

Copies of the Safety Evaluation and the Federal Register Notice are

enclosed.

Enclosures: i

Amendment No. %7 to DPR-38
2. Amendment No. 77 to DPR-47
3. Amendment No, /'’ to DPR-55
4, Safety Evaluation
5. Federal Register Notice

cc w/enclosures:
See next page

Sincerely,

Victor Stello, Jr., Director
Division of Operating Reactors
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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Duke Power Company

cc w/enclosures:

Mr. William 1. Porter

Duke Power Company

P. 0. Box 2178

422 South Church Street
Charlotte, North Carolina 28242

Mr. Troy B. Conner

Conner & Knotts

1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, D. C. 20006

Oconee Public Library

201 South Spring Street

Walhalla, South Carolina 29691
Honorable Reese A. Hubbard

County Supervisor of Oconee County
Walhalla, South Carolina 29621

cc w/enclosures & incoming:

Office of Intergovernmental
Relations

116 West Jones Street

Raleigh, North Carolina 27603

-3 -

April 16, 1976
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. » UNITED STATES ﬂ
2 ~ NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

DUKE POWER COMPANY

DOCKET NO. 50-269

OCONEE NUCLEAR STATION, UNIT 1

AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No.23
License No. ppr- 38

1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (ihe Commission) has found that:

A. The application for amendment by Duke Power Company (the licensee)

E.

dated March 22, 1976, complies with the standards and requirements
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the Act), and the
Commissicn's rules and regulations set forth in 10 CFR Chapter I;

The facility will operate in conformity with the application,
the provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of
the Conmission;

There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized
by this amendment can be condutted without endangering the health
and safety of the public, and (ii) that such activities will be
conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations;

The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the common

defense and security or to the health and safety of the public; and

An en&ironmental statement or negative declaration need not be
prepared in connection with the issuance of this amendment.

Accordingly, the license is amended by a change to the Technical
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license
amendment. : '
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i 3. This license amendment is effective as of the date of its issuance.
.} FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
.

? - Robert A. Purple, Chief

j Operating Reactors Branch #1

j Division of Operating Reactors

? Attachment: b

Changes to the
Technical Specifications

Date of Issuance: April 16,1976
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SN DUKE POWER COMPANY

o DOCKET NO. 50-270

OCONEE NUCLEAR STATION, UNIT 2

'f AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

f Amendment No. 23

L License No. ppr-47

g 1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission)} has found that:

i A. The application for amendment by Duke Power Company (the licensee)

i dated March 22, 1976, complies with the standards and requirements

8 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1953, as amended (the Act), and the

: Commission's rules and regulations set forth in 10 CFR Chapter I;

:é B. The facility will operate in conformity with the application,

B the provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of

~§ the Commission; ’ . :

'- C. There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authori:zed
. by this amendment can be conducted without endangering the health
: and safety of the public, and (ii) that such activities will be
L, conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations;
i D. The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the common

defense and security or to the health and safety of the public; and
E. An environmental statement or negative declaration need not be
i prepared in connection with the issuance of this amendment.
gty 2. Accordingly, the license is amended by a change to the Technical
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it Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license
b ~ amendment. ) .
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3. This license amendment is effective as of the date of its issuance

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Robert A. Purple, Chlef
Operating Reactors Branch #1
Division of Operating Reactors

Attachment: ’ ' ' . _
Changes to the - -
Technical Specifications

Date of Issuance: April 16, 1976
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DUKE POWER COMPANY

" DOCKET NO. 50-287

OCONEE NUCLEAR STATION, UNIT 3

AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

L)

Amendment No. 20
License No. DPR-55

1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

A. The application for amendment by Duke Power Company (the licensee)
dated March 22, 1976, complies with the standards and requirements
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the Act), and the
Commission's rules and regulations set forth in 10 CFR Chapter I;

B. The facility will operate in conformity with the application,
the provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of
the Commission;

C. There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized
by this amendment can be conducted without endangering the health
and safety of the public, and (ii) that such activities will be

' conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations;

D. The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the common
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public; and

E. An environmental statement or negative declaration need not be
prepared in connection with the issuance of this amendment.

2. Accordingly, the license is amended by a change to the. Technical
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license
amendment. . '
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3. This licensé amendment is effective as of the date of its issuance.
FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATCRY COMMISSION
Robert A. Purple, Chief

Operating Reactors Branch #1
Division of Operating Reactors

Attachment: : b
Changes to the '
Technical Specifications : T

Date of Issuance: April 16, 1976
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i ’ ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT.NO.ZS TO FACILITY LICENSE NO. DPR-38

AMENDMENT NO. 23 TO FACILITY LICENSE NO. DPR-47

AMENDMENT NO. 20 TO FACILITY LICENSE NO. DPR-55

DOCKET NOS. 50-269, 50-270, AND 50-287

Revise Appendix A as follows:

Remove page 4.2-3 and insert revised page 4.2-3.

Remove page 3.17-1 and insert revised page 3.17-1
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ADDITIONA _OPERATING RESTRICTIONS FOR OCO..£ 3, CYCLE 1

Applicability

" applics to the operation of Oconue 3, Cycle 1 and is deleted after

Septesber 1, 1976.

Objective

To provide assurance that the operatien of Oeonse 3, Cycle 1 ig in much a
manner &g to stnimize the stress in depraded reacter veseel surveillence
specimen holder tuber and to assure the capabiliry to detect and ruspond tg
the possible failure of the holder tubes. '

Spccification
3.17.1 The Looge Pavte Yonitoriss SysCem shall have &6 g minfout two

1,17.2

3.17.3

3.17.4

- 3.17.5

3.17.6

vaector vesszl head service struzrure and one channel

bt
chsnnels on the re
yide tudcs eporable vhen any reactor acolant pumps ars

on the incore
opersting.
8. Any absorzmal 1w

&
2
£

s Loogs Pavrte Hoaitorine Syeten
t and aAn evaluation periormed .
euch factore es the deration of Indication, intonaity
catien, incation ot the Indication and corpnrability
of ths indication to praviourly obacrvad/raforenne indications,
Baxed on thiz evalusticon, n» detersmination shall be wmade =u to
whatber or not cootinuved operztion is acceptable.

b. The results of the evalustions perforsed pursuzat to 3.17.2.4
shall be reporced by telephone to KRU/OIE witidan 24 hours.

A Resctor Cooslunt System urocs gs—ms snslveis ehz=ll be perforeed

8a2ily. If Reactor Canlant System gross gatma aativity exccess 1.0
BICYOruele por mi3liliter whenever reactor coddlsnl puops are

cperating, & fross &lpha apalyads will be foitfazed within four

hours snd contizuzd oo a daily basis until gross gerees activity is

less than 1.0 nicracurics por miililiter.. The Rzactor Coslant

System gross alpha coacentratico shall not excsed 5x107 " microcuries =
per williliter,

¥ith the exception of startup &nd shutdewn, operation iz restricted
to four reactor conlsnt puzps.

Cperation of (conae 3, CGycle 1 shall be pormitted only wntil
Septesber 1, 1974,

If the conditions of Specifications 3.17.1, 3.17.3 or 3.17.4 are not :
met, or if any abnormal indication of a loose part in the reactor !
vessel occurs, a reactor shutdown shall be initiated immediately and
within 36 hours the reactor shall be in a condition in which no reactor
coolant pumps are operating.

..4' T Amendment No. 23, 23,and 20
3.17-1 April 16, 1976 -
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- Reactor Cecolanc Systexos, 1970, including 1970 winter 2ddenda, edizien.

removed from the reactor vessel and the provisions of Spegificatlon

4.2.9 will be revised prior to Cycle 4 operation. For Unit 3 Cycle

1 operation, the surveillance capsules will be removed.f?om the
 reactor vessel. for a portion of the cycle and the provisions of
_Specification 4.2.9 will be revised prior to Cycle 2 operation.-.

4.2.11 - During the first two refveling periods, two reacter cvclant
S -~ .. systea piping elbows shall be ultrasonically inspectad along -
- their lorgitudinal welds (4 inches teyond each sile) for clad
- bonding and for cracks in both the clad and tase mectal. The
.. elbows to be inspected are identified in 35W Seporc 1364
. dated December 1970. . R '

Bases :

The surveillance program has been developad to cozply with Section XI of
the ASMZ EBoiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Inservice Insgecticn of Nuclear -
Tne prograc places mzajor exnphasis on the area of hishess strsss concentrzaticns

and on areus where fast neutron irradiaticn might de sufiicieat to change
raterial properties. SR - :

The reactor vessel specizmen surveillance progran

for Unit 1 and Cnit 2 s
bared on equivalent exposure times of 1.8, 13,8, 33.4 and 9.5 wears. The
contunts. of the dilierent type of coguuzles ave éadinsd ovolsa.

A Type B Tvoe B

Weld Material : HAZ Material

HAZ Material | BT Baselice llatevizi |

Basalipe Materizl _ : : Sl T e
For Unit 3, the 2aaczor Vessel Surveillance Proazranm is based oa eguiviiens
~exposure tizmes of 1.8, 13.3, 26.7, 2nd 3J3.0 years. Tue specizens have been
selected and fabricated as specified in ASTM-E-1535-72. ’
Early inspection of Reactor Coolant 3vstez piping eltows is considered
desirable in ordar %o reccufirm the inzessity of the carhon stael base
catal when explosively clad with senzicized szzinlzss steci. - I o
degradation is cobserved during the two a2anual iaspecticus, surveillanc
requirements will revert to Section XI of£ the ASME Boiler and Prassure

Vessel Code.

Amendments 23, 23, 20

4.2-3 April 16, 1976

Fér Unit i Cycie 3 6peratioh,the-surveillahce'capsules will be o
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SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
i+ SUPPORTING AMENDMENT NO. 23 TO FACILITY LICENSE NO. DPR-38
- SUPPORTING AMENDMENT NO. 23 TO FACILITY LICENSE NO. DPR-47
'SUPPORTING AMENDMENT NO. 20 TO FACILITY LICENSE ¥O. DPR-S5
DUKE POWER COMPANY
OCONEE NUCLEAR STATION, UNITS 1, 2; AND 3
DOCKET NOS. 50-269, 50-270, AND 50-287
; Introduction

By letter dated March 22, and as supplemented April 12 and 15, 1976,
‘Duke Power Company (the licensee) requested an exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix H, Section II.C.2 to permit
the continued operation of Oconee Unit 3 for the remainder of Cycle 1
with the reactor vessel surveillznce capsules removed from the reactor
vessel. The licensee requested corresponding changes to the Technical
Specifications appended to Facility Operating Licenses Nos. DPR-33,

i . . DPR-47 and DPR-55 for the Oconee Nuclear Station, Units 1, 2 and 3.

E These changes would reflect the removal of the reactor vessel sur-

’ veillance capsules for the remainder of Cycle 1 operation and would
require the submittal of a revised surveillance capsule withdrawal
schedule prior to Cycle 2 operation. In addition, these changes would
add Limiting Conditions for Operation (LCO's) for Oconee 3 Cycle 1 to
minimize the possibility of further damage to the surveillance capsule
holder tubes and to assure that a failed holder tube could be detected.

Discussion

o The Oconee Unit 3 design includes three reactor vessel surveillance

Lo capsule holder tubes located adjacent to the reactor vessel inside

%i{ wall. Each holder tube contains two surveillance capsules which hold
g the specimens to be irradiated in accordance with the requiremsnts of
' the reactor vessel material surveillance program as described in
Appendix H to 10 CFR Part 50. The purpose of the surveillance program
is to monitor changes in the fracture toughness properties of ferritic
materials in the reactor vessel beltline region resulting from their
exposure to neutron irradiation and the thermal environment.

o
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In a recent inspection of the surveillance capsule holder tubes,
evidence of wear was observed at several locations within and on the
exterior surface of the holder tubes. The damage was evidently caused
by flow-induced relative motion between the holder tubes and components
of the surveillance capsule train which positions and holds the sur-
veillance capsules in place during reactor operation. In addition
excessive clearance between the shroud tube and the journal bearing
indicates that flow-induced relative motion exists between the shroud
tube and the journal bearing. In order to minimize the possibility

of further wear damage to the Oconee Unit 3 reactor vessel surveillance
capsule holder tubes, the licensee is proposing that 1) the surveillance
capsules and push rod assemblies be removed for the remainder of Cycle 1
operation; and 2) the Technical Specifications be revised to reflect the
removal of the surveillance capsules with the provision that a revised
withdrawal schedule be established prior to Cycle 2 operation and to

add LCO's for Oconee Unit 3 Cycle 1 operation.

Evaluation .
As required by Paragraph 11.C.2 of Appendix Hl to 10 CFR Part 50, the
surveillance capsules of Oconee Unit 3 are positioned during reactor
operation such that the neutron flux received by the specimens is at
least as high as, but not more than thrce times as high as, that rcceived
by the vesscl inner surface. More specifically, as reported in Babcock
and Wilcox Topical Report BAW-10100A, February 1975, the specimen

capsule locations in the Unit 3 reactor vessel provide a neutron flux

2.4 times greater than the inside % wall thickness (%t) location of the
reactor vessel beltline. The lead factor between the center of the
specimens and the 4t vessel wall location is considered when determining
the relative fracture toughness properties of the beltline region

" materials. To date, Cycle 1 has accumulated 0.96 effective full power

years (EFPY) of actual exposure for an equivalent capsule irradiation

of 2.30 EFPY. Total Cycle 1 operation is anticipated to be approximately

1.33 EFPY and, therefore, we agree that there would be considerable
margin betwcen the present capsule irradiation of 2.30 EFPY and the
maximum achievable exposure at the Lt reactor vessel beltline irradiation
at the end of Cycle 1. The irradiation effects accumulated by the
specimens to this point in Cycle 1 operation will not be altered and
appropriate allowances can be made to revise the capsule withdrawal
schedule and thus insure that the required data is obtained. Based on
the above we conclude that the licensee's proposed action to remove

the Unit 3 reactor vessel surveillance capsules for the remainder of
Cycle 1 operation will not adversely affect the Unit 3 surveillance
program and present no danger to the public health and safety. In
addition, a type B capsule removed from Unit 3 during the present outage
will be analyzed as part of the reactor vessel surveillance program and
will provide data for establishing the revised withdrawal schedule.
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Should the exemption request be denied operation of the plant would be
prohibited until a redesigned surveillance capsule holder assembly is
available. Best information presently available indicates that re-
placement holder assemblies will not be available prior to September
1976. The licensee has verbally advised the staff that the shutdown
of Unit 3 until September would incur substantial additional generating

_ costs that would be reflected in increased customer rates. From this,

we conclude that granting of the exemption request would be in the
public interest.

In summary, we have concluded that the licensee's request for exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix H, is authorized by law;
will not endanger life or property or the common defense and security
and is otherwise in the public interest.

In a meeting held on April 14, 1976 with representatives from Duke

_Power Company and Babcock and Wilcox, we reviewed the results of the

inspection conducted on the Unit 3 holder tubes. Areas discussed
included the mechanical integrity of the holder tubes, which would
remain in the core, and the possibility of further damage occuring to
the holder tubes. We agree with the licensee that by removing the
surveillance capsules and push rod assemblies, the major source of
internal wear would be removed. However, the inspection results also
indicated evidence of wear at the journal bearing area located at the
bottom of the shroud tube. A review of this information suggests that
this wear may be the result of flow forces on the exterior of the
shroud tube. -To remedy the effects of this wear, the licensee has

. expanded each holder tube in the journal bearing area to restore

adequate journal bearing support. In summary, based on the information
provided, which included data of known stress levels recorded on the
holder tubes during Hot Functional Testing, and analyses of the structural
strength of the holder tubes in their present condition, we agree that
there is reasonable assurance that the holder tubes can remain in the

core for the remainder of Cycle 1 operation withoutexperiencing signifi-
cant additional damage.

In the remote possibility that the holder tubes would experience
sufficient vibration to cause complete severance of the holder tubes
at any of the wear locations, it is highly unlikely that significant
core damage would result or that any accident would be involved. The
sections of the holder tubes would fall into the lower core plenum

and be constrained from reaching the core by the core flow distributor.
For the pieces to break up into pieces small enough to reach fuel
assemblies, several days of operation would be necessary. It is
unlikely that this could occur without being detected by the Loose

. Parts Monitoring (LPM) system. Thereliability of the LPM system has been

demonstrated. For example, a guide pin of the dimensions 3/4' X 4' was
determined to be missing from a Low Pressure Injection pump on Oconee Unit

2 in July 1974. Subsequent Monitoring on the LPM system detected the

presence of a metallic noise which was later confirmed to be the missing

pin when the reactor vessel was inspected. Even if some small fragments reached
the region of the fuel assemblies, the most significant hazard would

be the localized blockage of coolant flow which could lead to over-

heating of some fuel elements. If the overheating led to clad damage,

n
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it would be promptly detected by an increase in the primary coolant
system activity level. Clad damage from this occurrence is very unlikely
. (except in a very small area) because of the open lattice design of the
core which permits redistribution of coolant flow to cool the affected
assembly. In addition to the above, we have considered what possible
effects small fragments of the holder tubes nmight have on the operation
of the control rods. We have concluded that it is extremely unlikely
that the control rods could be affected such that their normal or
emergency functions would be jeopardized. Finally, we have reviewed
the effects that fragments of the holder tubes might have during a
, hypothetical Loss-Of-Coolant accident. We have ¢oncluded that the
! core flow would not be affected to any significant degree and that
the bases for such an accident remain valid. In summary, the breaking
up of the holder tubes .is a low probability event but, should it occur,
there is a very low probability of it leading to any significant con-
sequences with respect to public health and safety. We therefore
conclude that the surveillance capsule holder tubes can remain in the
Unit 3 core for the remainder of Cycle 1 operation (approximately 130

days).

In order to minimize the possibility of further damage occurring to the
surveillance capsule holder tubes, the licensee has proposed additional
LCO's for the operation of Oconee Unit .3 for the remainder of Cycle 1
operation. The LCO's would minimize the stress the holder tubes would
. , be subjected to and would assure the capability to detect and respond

; to the possible failure of the holder tubes. The additional LCO's

o ' proposed are as follows: '
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4, 1) The Loose Parts Monitoring (LPM) must be in operation when any

5 reactor coolant purps are operating and shall have as a minimum
two channels on the reactor vessel head service structure and one
channel on the incore guide tubes.

Gt 2) Any abnormal indication 6n_the LPM system must be promptly investi-
! gated and evaluated.

ey 3) A reactor coolant system gross gamma analysis must be performed
ey _ daily and if it exceeds 1.0 microcurie per millimeter whenever

i ' reactor coolant pumps are operating, a gross alpha analysis must
i be initiated within four hours .and continued daily until the gross
gamma activity is less than 1.0 microcuries per millimeter. Alpha
concentration shall not exceed 5 x 10 °microcuries per millimeter.

4) With the exception of startup and shutdown, operatibn is restricted
to four primary coolant pumps.
g ) ! _ o
. 5) Operation of Oconee '3 Cycle 1 shall be permitted only.until September 1,
' 1976. ~ -
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6) If the conditions of Specifications 1), 3) or 4) above are not met
or if any abnormal indication of a loose part in the reactor vessel
occurs, a reactor shutdown shall be initiated immediately and within
36 hours the reactor shall be in a condition in which no reactor
coolant pumps are operating.

We have reviewed the proposed additional LCO's for the operation of

Oconee Unit 3 and find them to be acceptable.

We have determined that these amendments do not authorize a change in
effluent types or total amounts nor an jncrease in power level and
will not result in any significant environmental impact. Having made
this determination, we have further concluded that these amendments
jnvolve an action which is insignificant from the standpoint of
environmental impact and pursuant to 10 CFR §51.5(d) (4) that an .
environmental statement, negative declaration, or environmental impact
appraisal need not be prepared in connection with the issuance of
these amendments.

Conclusion

We have concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that: (1)
because the change does not involve a significant increase in the probability
or consequences of accidents previously considered and does not involve a
significant decrease in a safety margin, the change does not involve a
‘significant hazards consideration, (2) there is reasonable assurance that the
health and safety of the public will not be endangered by operation in the
proposed manner, and (3) such activities will be conducted in compliance with
the Commission's regulations and the issuance of these amendments will not be
inimical to the common defense and security or to the health and safety of
the public.

Date: April 16, 1976
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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

'DOCKET NOS. 50-269, 50-270, AND 50-287

DUKE POWER COMPANY

~NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENTS TO FACILITY
OPERATING LICENSES®

Notice is hereby given that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(the Commission) ha; issued Amendments No. 23, 23., and 20 to Facility
Operating-Licenses No. DPR-38, DPR-47, and DPR¥55, respectively, issued
to Duke PowerACompany which revised Technical Specifications for
operation of the Oconee Nuclear Station, Units 1, 2, and 3, located in
Oconee County, South Carolina. The améndments are effective as of the
date éf issuance.

These amendments allow the removal of the reactor vessel surveillance

capsules from the Oconee Unit 3 reactor for a portion of Cycle 1 operation.

The application for the amendments complies with thestandards and

requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the Act), and

the Commission's rules and regulations. The Commission has made appropriate

fin&ings as required,by'the Act and the 'Commission's rules and regulations
in 10 CFR Chapter I, which are set forth in the license amendments. Prior
public‘notice of these amendments is not required since the amendments do
not involve a significant hazards consideration.

TheVCommission has determined that the issuance of these amendments
will not result in any significant environmental impact and that pursuant

to 10 CFR §51.5(d) (4) an environmental statement, negative declaration or

_environmental impact appraisal need not be prepared in connection with

issuance of these amendments.
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For further details with respect to the action, see (1) the
application for amendment dated March 22, 1976, (2) Amendments No. 23,
23 _ and 20 to Licenses No. DPR-38, DPR-47, and DPR-55, and (3) the
Commission's related Safety Evaluation...All of these items are available
for public inspection at the Commission's Public Document Room, 1717 H
Street, NW., Washington,” D.C. 20555, and at the Oconee County Library,
201 South Spring Street, Walhalla, South Carolina 29691.

A copy of items (2) and (3) may be obtained upon request addressed
to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555,
Attention: Director, Division of Operating Reactors.

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 16th day of April 1976.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY CO:IMISSION

Robert A. Purple Chle
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Operating Reactors Branch #1
Division of Operating Reactors
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“rolled out the tube in an effort to

PD- 105

PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

NOTICING OF PROPOSED LICENSTNG AMENDENT

LICENSEE: Duke Power Company , Oconee Unit 3 (50-287)

RENUEST FOR: Technical Specifications to reflect the removal of the reactor vessel
surveillance capsules from Unit 3 for a portion of Cycle 1 operation.

REGUEST DATE: March 22, 1976

PRGPOSED ACTION: () Pre-notice Recommended
{(xx) Post-notice Reconmended
{ ) Detcrmination delayed pending

complction of Safety Fvaluuation

£451S FOR DECISION: Vibration damage to reactor vessel surveillance capsule holder
tubes has been found in all operating B&W reactors. In some cases, the damage has
led to pieces that have broken off within the reactor vessel. In no case has there
been evidence of any damage to fuel assemblies, control rod drives, or core
support structure components.

The damage was initially believed to be caused by vibration of the push rods that

are within the holder tubes. Removal of these push rods and the surveillance specimens
they constrained was therefore believed to be a fix that would permit further

reactor operation without incurring further damage. This is the action that was

taken on Oconee Unit 1 and it was subsequently returned to normal operation.

On April 7, 1976, abnormal noise within the pressure vessel of Oconee Unit 2 was
detected by the Loose Parts Monitoring (LPM) system and the reactor was shut down.
It has not yet been examined. The licensee voluntarily shut down Unit 3 in order

to examine whether damage to the holder tubes was occurring in that reactor.
Examination revealed significant wearing (but no broken off pieces) and the licensee
has removed the push rod assemblies and surveillance specimens. The examination also
revealed that the vibration of the holder tubes may also be caused by water flow
external to the tubes. This new information indicates that removal of the tube
internals may not be sufficient to completely stop vibration damage. The remaining
source for damage is in the journal bearing supporting the tube against the vessel
wall. Wear and excessive looseness was observed at this bearing. The licensee has
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the gap between the tube and the bearing and thereby reduce vibration damage.

The licensee isnow proposing to resume operation of Unit 3 until the end of this fuel
cycle (or September 1, whichever occurs first). A license amendment is required to
reflect operation without the surveillance specimens in place for the rest of this
cycle and to incorporate certain added restrictions that provide added assurance

that damage will not occur and that if it does, it will be promptly detected and

the reactor shut down.

Significant Hazards Consideration Determination

The proposed amendment would involve a significant hazards consideration if: ()
it involves a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident, (2) it involves a significant decrease in a safety margin.

Based on the evidence available and the analyses that have been performed, we
consider it unlikely that the holder tubes will break apart during the limited
period of operation proposed. Even if they did, it is very unlikely that significant
core damage would result or that any accident would be involved. The pieces would
fall into the lower core plenum and would be constrained from reaching the core by
the lower core flow distributor. For the pieces to further break up into fragments
small enough to reach fuel assemblies would require several days of operation; it
is very unlikely that this would occur without being detected by the LPM. Even

if some small fragments reached the region of the fuel assemblies, the most
significant hazard would be the localized blockage of cooling flow which could

leald to overheating of some fuel elements. If the overheating led to clad

damage, it would be promptly detected by an increase in primary system fission
products. Clad damage from this occurrence is very unlikely (except in a very
small area) because of the open-lattice arrangement of this core which permits
redistribution of flow to cool the affected assembly. In any event, the breaking
up of the holder tubes, itself a low probability event, has a very low probability
of leading to any significant consequences with respect to public health and safety
and does not significantly decrease any safety margins. For these reasons, we
conclude that the proposed operation does not involve a significant hazards
consideration. :

Note further that the general question of operating the Oconee units with the
possibility of vibration damage to the holder tubes was the subject of a license
amendment issued March 26, 1976 (for Unit 1). This amendment was also found not to
involve a significant hazards consideration. It also served as an opportunity for
revealing the existence of any local public interest or concern about the continued
operation of Unit 1, a situation very similar to the present situation for Unit 3.
No request for hearing has been received or other public reaction noted as a result
of the Unit 1 licensing action.
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Proposed NEPA Action: { )i EIS Required \
( ) Negative Declaration (ND) and Environmental Impact
Appraisal (EIA) Required ‘

(xx) No EIS, ND or EIA Required

( ) Determination delayed pending completion of EIA

BASIS FOR DECISION: We have determined that the amendment does not authorize a change
in effluent types or total amounts nor an increase in power level and will not

result in any significant environmental impact. Having made this determination,

we have further concluded that the amendment involves an action which is

insignificant from the standpoint of environmental impact and pursuant to 10 CFR
§51.5(d) (4) that an environmental statement, negative declaration, or environmental
impact appraisal need not be prepared in connection with the issuance of this
amendment.



