
November 17, 1998

Mr. W. R. McCollum, Jr.  
Vice President, Oconee Site 
Duke Energy Corporation 
P. 0. Box 1439 
Seneca, SC 29679 

SUBJECT: TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES REVISION - OCONEE NUCLEAR 
STATION, UNITS 1, 2, AND 3 

Dear Mr. McCollum: 

By letter dated October 12, 1998, you informed the staff of a change to the Oconee Nuclear 
Station, Units 1, 2, and 3, Technical Specifications (TS) that affects Bases Section 2.1, which 
was revised on September 24, 1998, to explain the inclusion of a description and reference to 
new approved methodology. Bases Section 4.5.5 was also revised to update the offsite dose 
values to reflect the latest calculations.  

The purpose of this letter is to distribute the enclosed revised TS Bases pages to the 
appropriate TS manual holders.  

Sincerely, 

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY:

David E. LaBarge, Senior Project Manager 
Project Directorate 11-2 
Division of Reactor Projects - 1/11 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

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

Enclosure: Bases Change 

cc w/encl: See next page
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UNITED STATES 
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Oconee Nuclear Station

cc: 

Mr. Paul R. Newton 
Legal Department (PBO5E) 
Duke Energy Corporation 
422 South Church Street 
Charlotte, North Carolina 28201-1006 

J. Michael McGarry, Ill, Esquire 
Winston and Strawn 
1400 L Street, NW.  
Washington, DC 20005 

Mr. Rick N. Edwards 
Framatome Technologies 
Suite 525 
1700 Rockville Pike 
Rockville, Maryland 20852-1631 

Manager, LIS 
NUS Corporation 
2650 McCormick Drive, 3rd Floor 
Clearwater, Florida 34619-1035 

Senior Resident Inspector 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission 
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Seneca, South Carolina 29672 

Regional Administrator, Region II 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Atlanta Federal Center 
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Atlanta, Georgia 30303 

Virgil R. Autry, Director 
Division of Radioactive Waste Management 
Bureau of Land and Waste Management 
Department of Health and Environmental 

Control 
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Columbia, South Carolina 29201-1708 
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Walhalla, South Carolina 29621

Mr. J. E. Burchfield 
Compliance Manager 
Duke Energy Corporation 
Oconee Nuclear Site 
P. 0. Box 1439 
Seneca, South Carolina 29679 

Ms. Karen E. Long 
Assistant Attorney General 
North Carolina Department of 
Justice 

P. O. Box 629 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 
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Manager - Nuclear Regulatory 

Licensing 
"Duke Energy Corporation' 
526 South Church Street 
Charlotte, North Carolina 28201-1006 

Mr. Richard M. Fry, Director 
Division of Radiation Protection 
North Carolina Department of 

Environment, Health, and 
Natural Resources 

3825 Barrett Drive 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27609-7721 

Mr. Steven P. Shaver 
Senior Sales Engineer 
Westinghouse Electric Company 
5929 Carnegie Blvd.  
Suite 500 
Charlotte, North Carolina 28209



The 95 percent confidence level that DNB will not occur is preserved by ensuring 
that the DNBR remains greater than the DNBR design limit based on the applicable 
CHF correlation for the core design. In the development of the applicable DNBR 
design limit, uncertainties in the core state variables, power peaking factors, 
manufacturing-related parameters, and the CHF correlation may be statistically 
combined to determine a statistical DNBR design limit. Additional retained 
thermal margin may also be applied to the statistical DNBR design limit to yield a 
higher thermal design limit for use in establishing DNB-based core safety and 
operating limits. In all cases, application of statistical CNBR design methods 
preserves a 95 percent probability at a 95 percent confidence level that DNB will 
not occur.  

The Variable Low RCS Pressure Protective Limits presented in the Core Operating 
Limits Report represent the conditions at which the minimum allowable DNBR is 
predicted to occur for the limiting combination of thermal power and number of 
operating reactor coolant pumps. This curve is based upon the design nuclear 
peaking factors provided in the Core Operating Limits Report.  

Since power peaking is not a directly measurable quantity, DNBR limited power 
peaks and fuel melt limited power peaks are separately correlated to measurable 
reactor power and power imbalance. The Axial Power Imbalance Protective Limits 
presented in the Core Operating Limits Report define the values of reactor power 
as a function of axial imbalance that correspond to the more restrictive of two 

thermal limits - MDNBR equal to the DNBR limit or the linear heat rate equal to 
the centerline fuel melt limit.  

The core protection safety limits are based on an RCS flow less than or equal to 
385,440 gpm (4 pump operation). Three pump operation is analyzed assuming 74.7 
percent of four pump flow. The maximum thermal power for three pump operation is 
provided with the Axial Power Imbalance Protective Limits in the Core Operating 
Limits Report.  

References 

(1) Correlation of Critical Heat Flux in a Bundle Cooled by Pressurized Water, 
BAW-10000A, May 1976 

(2) BWC Correlation of Critical Heat Flux, BAW-10143P-A, April, 1995.  
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4.5.5 Low Pressure Injection System Leakage

Applicability 

Applies to Low Pressure Injection System leakage.  

Objective 

To maintain a preventive leakage rate for the Low Pressure Injection System which 
will prevent significant off-site exposures.  

Specification 

4.5.5.1 Acceptance Limit 

The maximum allowable leakage from the Low Pressure Injection System components 
(which includes valve stems, flanges and pump seals) shall not exceed two gallons per 
hour.  

4.5.5.2 Test 

Every 18 months, the following tests of the Low Pressure Injection System shall be 
conducted to determine leakage: 

a. The portion of the Low Pressure Injection System, except as specified in (b), 
that is outside the containment shall be tested either by use in normal 
operation or by hydrostatically testing at 350 psig.  

b. Piping from the containment emergency sump to the low pressure injection pump 
suction isolation valve shall be pressure tested at no less than 59 psig.  

c. Visual inspection shall be made for excessive leakage from components of the 

system. Any excessive leakage shall be measured by collection and weighing 
or by another equivalent method.  

Bases 

The leakage rate limit for the Low Pressure Injection System is a judgement value 
based on assuring that the components can be expected to operate with-out mechanical 

failure for a period on the order of 200 days after a loss of coolant accident. The 
test pressure (350 psig) achieved either by normal system operation or by 
hydrostatically testing, gives an adequate margin over the highest pressure within 
the system after a design basis accident. Similarly, the pressure test for the 
return lines from the containment to the Low Pressure Injection System (59 psig) is 
equivalent to the design pressure of the containment. The dose to the thyroid 
calculated as a result of this leakage is 1.78 rem for a two-hour exposure at the 

site boundary.  

REFERENCE 

FSAR, Section 15.15.4, and 6.3.3.2.2 
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