
December 1, 1998 

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

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR THE REVIEW OF THE 
OCONEE NUCLEAR STATION, UNITS 1, 2, AND 3, LICENSE RENEWAL 
APPLICATION 

Dear Mr. McCollum: 

By letter dated July 6, 1998, Duke Energy Corporation (Duke) submitted for the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission's (NRC's) review an application pursuant to 10 CFR Part 54, to renew 
the operating licenses for the Oconee Nuclear Station (Oconee), Units 1, 2, and 3. Exhibit A to 
the application is the Oconee Nuclear Station License Renewal Technical Information Report 
(OLRP-1001), which contains the technical information required by 10 CFR Part 54. The NRC 
staff is reviewing the information contained in OLRP-1 001 and has identified, in the enclosure, 
areas where additional information is needed to complete its review. Specifically, the enclosed 
questions are from the Quality Assurance, Vendor Inspection, and Maintenance Branch 
regarding OLRP-1 001 Sections 2.0, 2.2, 2.6.1, 2.6.7, 2.7.1, and 4.13.  

Please provide a schedule by letter, electronic mail, or telephonically for the submittal of your 
responses within 30 days of the receipt of this letter. Additionally, the staff would be willing to 
meet with Duke prior to the submittal of the responses to provide clarifications of the staff's 
requests for additional information.  

Sincerely, 

Joseph M. Sebrosky, Project Manager 
License Renewal Project Directorate 
Division of Reactor Program Management 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
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REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
OCONEE NUCLEAR STATION, UNITS 1. 2. AND 3 

LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION, EXHIBIT A 

OLRP-1001 Section No.  

2 Identification of Structures and Components Subject to Aging Management Review 

2-1 Various Oconee license renewal basis documents contained blocked "confirmation 
required" annotations. However, the staff was informed during a site visit from 
October 27 through 30, 1998, that there were no formal administrative control processes 
in place to track these items to resolution. [OLRP-1001 Section 2.0] 

Please describe the actions that have either been implemented or that Duke anticipates 
will be taken to resolve this issue dealing with QA-1 documentation.  

2.2 Identification of Systems, Structures, and Components Within the Scope of License 
Renewal 

2.2-6 In OLRP-1001, Section 2.2, "Identification of Systems, Structures, and Components 
Within the Scope of License Renewal," the applicant identifies the methodology used to 
identify structures and mechanical systems at Oconee that are within the scope of 
license renewal. The methodology used to identify electrical components within the 
scope of license renewal and subject to aging management review is described in 
Section 2.6 of OLRP-1001.  

In Subsection 2.2.1.1, "Mechanical Systems," the applicant states "Because Oconee 
was licensed before terms such as 'safety-related' were more precisely defined by the 
NRC, a list of the Oconee safety-related systems, structures, and components, in and of 
itself, will not meet the intent of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1). Because the criteria in 
10 CFR 54.4(a)(1) are the scoping criteria of many modern-day, regulatory-required 
programs, Oconee conducted a design study that validated all functions required for the 
successful mitigation of Oconee design basis events and identified the systems and 
components relied upon to complete those functions. The individual design basis event 
mitigation calculations produced as a result of the study contain a list of the system 
functions required to successfully mitigate each event. Duke determined that the 
systems that perform these functions are within the scope of license renewal." 

During a site visit to review the Oconee license renewal scoping and screening process, 
which was conducted by the NRC staff on October 27 through 30, 1998, at Duke Power 
Corporate offices in Charlotte, North Carolina, the staff learned that the "design study" 
identified in Subsection 2.2.1.1 and the Oconee Safety-Related Designation Clarification 
(OSRDC) project were one and the same.  

Specifically, in its November 4, 1983, response to Generic Letter (GL) 83-28, "Required 
Actions Based on Generic Implications of Salem ATWS Events" (July 1983), as 
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supplemented by letters dated January 17, 1984, and June 9, 1987, Duke described the 
scope of the Oconee operational quality assurance (QA) program for safety-related 
equipment classification. TheNRC staff approved the scope of the Oconee operational 
QA program via a safety evaluation dated November 4, 1987.  

In a supplemental response to GL 83-28, dated April 12, 1995, Duke provided 
amplifying information on Oconee's QA-1 licensing basis, and on information provided to 
the NRC Region II staff during a February 6, 1995, meeting. In Attachment 3 to this 
letter, "Supplemental Response to Subpart 1 of Section 2.2.1 of GL 83-28 General 
Criteria for Classifying QA-1 SSCs [structures, systems, and components]," Duke stated 
that the list of additional QA-1 SSCs would be developed through the OSRDC project 
by July 10, 1995. Also, in Attachment 4, "Oconee Licensing Position on Non QA-1 
SSCs which are used to Mitigate Accidents," Duke committed to developing a new QA 
classification (QA-5) such that these SSCs can be identified "for testing and 
maintenance under selected Appendix B [to 10 CFR Part 50] criteria without procuring 
the SSCs per Appendix B." [OLRP-1 001, Section 2.2] 

Based on the above, the staff is requesting that Duke provide the following information: 

a. Please clarify the extent to which the Oconee license renewal process described in 
OLRP-1001 relied upon the OSRDC results.  

b. Please describe the specific process (and its current status) used by Duke to confirm 
that the OSRDC project has identified all Oconee structures, systems, and 
components (including electrical) that perform the functions identified in 
10 CFR 54.4(a).  

c. Please identify and describe the administrative controls (and associated 
commitments) currently in place at Oconee to ensure that QA-5 structures, systems 
and components (identified through the OSRDC project), and subject to aging 
management review, will be adequately managed during the life of the renewed 
license. If such controls are not in place, please provide justification.  

2.6.1 Description of the Process to Identify Electrical Components Subject to Aging 
Management Review 

Note: While reviewing various Oconee license renewal basis documents (including OSS
0274.00-00-0006, "Oconee Electrical Component Aging Management Review for 
License Renewal," Rev. 0) during the October 27-30, 1998, site visit, the staff developed 
the following four questions.  

2.6.1-1 OSS-0274.00-00-0006, Subsection 3.1.4.2, "Scoping Based on System Function," 
states, in part, that "[t]he second part of electrical component scoping is performed 
by looking at the system functions performed by the electrical components and 
comparing these system functions to the functions identified in 10 CFR 54.4." 
Therefore, at this stage of the process, electrical components are determined to
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require an aging management review only if the system-level function performed by 
the component meets the scoping criteria in 10 CFR 54.4.  

Section 54.21 (a)(1) states, in part, that "[s]tructures and components subject to an 
aging management review shall encompass those structures and components - (i) 
[t]hat perform an intended function, as described in 10 CFR 54.4, without moving 
parts or without a change in configuration or properties." Accordingly, the staff and 
the industry (in NEI 95-10, Subsection 4.1.2, "Determining Structures and 
Components Subject to Aging Management Review and Their Intended Functions") 
have interpreted this requirement to mean that the selection of components subject 
to an aging management review should be based on component-level intended 
function(s) and not system-level functions. Specifically, NEI 95-10, Subsection 
4.1.2, states, in part, that "[t]he structure or component intended function(s) is the 
specific function of the structure or component that supports the system intended 
function." [OLRP-1001 Section 2.6.1] 

a. Please describe the process used by Duke to identify the system function(s) 
performed by electrical components and how this process confirms that the 
intended function(s) (as defined in NEI 95-10) of electrical components has been 
identified.  

b. Please provide a justification for using system-level functions to exclude 
electrical components from requiring an aging management review.  

2.6.1-2 OSS-0274.00-00.0006, Subsection 3.1.4.2.1, "Bounding The Actual Set of In-Scope 
Components," states that "[w]hen applying the 10 CFR 54.4 scoping criteria to the 
electrical components, it is necessary to identify the higher level system functions 
performed by the electrical component type and compare these system functions - in 
the context of the Oconee current licensing basis (CLB) - to the functions identified 
in 10 CFR 54.4." However, this subsection also adds: "When component 
identification per 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1) or 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) is not clear or workable, a 
larger, bounding set of electrical components is identified." [OLRP-1001 Section 
2.6.1] 

a. Please explain why "component identification per 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1) or 10 CFR 
54.4(a)(2) is not clear or workable at Oconee" and describe how Duke can 
demonstrate compliance with the scoping requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a) when 
this is the case.  

b. Please describe the extent to which the OSRDC results were used by Duke 
when component identification per 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1) or 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2) was 
not clear or workable. If the OSRDC results were not used, please provide 
justification.  

2.6.1-3 OSS-0274.00-00.0006, Subsection 3.2.1, "10 CFR 54.21 (a)(1)(i) Determination," 
states that "[t]he starting point of this determination is the generation of the list of all 
electrical component types along with identification of the basic component
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functions." Subsection 3.2.2, 10 CFR 54.4, "Scoping," adds: "The system function 
scoping is performed based strict/v on the functions the component performs within 
its system as described in Oconee current licensing basis (CLB) documents." 

Section 54.21 (a)(1) states, in part, that "[s]tructures and components subject to an 
aging management review shall encompass those structures and components -- (i) 
[t]hat perform an intended function, as described in 10 CFR 54.4, without moving 
parts or without a change in configuration or properties." Accordingly, the staff and 
the industry (in NEI 95-10, Section 4.0 and Section 4.1.2) have interpreted this 
requirement to mean that the active/passive determination should be performed 
using component-level intended function that is based on the criteria under 
10 CFR 54.4(a). [OLRP-1001 Section 2.6.1] 

a. Based on the above, the staff requests that Duke provide its basis for concluding 
that the approach described in OSS-0274.00-00.0006, Subsection 3.2.1, is 
consistent with the requirements of the rule.  

b. Regarding the system function scoping approach described in OSS-0274.00
00.0006, Subsection 3.2.1, please describe the extent to which the OSRDC 
results were used by Duke. If such results were not used, please provide 
justification.  

2.6.1-4 OSS-0274.00-00.0006, Subsection 3.1.5, "Determine Which Electrical Components 
Are Subject To Replacement Based On A Qualified Life Or Specified Time Period," 
states that "[t]his step is accomplished by investigating each electrical component 
type within scope to determine if any plant program or procedure identifies a Ltme
based component life and has provisions to replace the component prior to the end 
of its life.  

Section 54.21 (a)(1) states, in part, that "[s]tructures and components subject to an 
aging management review shall encompass those structures and components - (ii) 
That are not subject to replacement based on a qualified life or specified time 
period." [OLRP-1001 Section 2.6.1] 

Please describe the difference, if any, between the requirements of the rule and the 
language in OSS-0274.00-00.0006, Subsection 3.1.5, regarding the identification of 
structures and components not subject to replacement based on a qualified life or 
specified time period. Specifically: 

a. Describe the criteria used by Duke for determining that an electrical component 
type has a time-based component life.  

b. Define what constitute provisions [in any plant program or procedure] to replace 
the component prior to the end of its life.
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c. Identify the difference, if any, between the term "time-based component life" as 
used in OSS-0274.00-00.0006, Subsection 3.1.5, and the term "qualified life" as 
used in 10 CFR 54.21 (a)(1)(ii).  

2.6.7 Structures and Areas Containing Electrical Components Subject to Aging Management 
Review 

Note: Question 2.6.7-1 applies to Sections 2.6.7 and 2.7.1 of OLRP-1001.  

2.6.7-1 In Appendix A, "Scoping Electrical Components Based on Their Installed Location," 
to OSS-0274.00-00.0006, electrical components associated with the 100kV 
transmission line and Transformer CT5 were excluded from the scope of license 
renewal based solely (apparently) on the determination that structures associated 
with the 100kV transmission line and Transformer CT5 were not classified as 
Class 1 or Class 2 in the Oconee UFSAR, and therefore, are considered Class 3.  

Appendix A states that "[t]here are Class 1, Class 2, and Class 3 structures where 
Class 1 and Class 2 structures are within license renewal scope and Class 3 
structures are not within license renewal scope [Reference 10, Chapter 3].  
Appendix A also adds that "there is reasonable assurance that if a structure is not 
identified as required to demonstrate compliance with the regulated events identified 
in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3), it does not support any electrical components needed to meet 
the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3)." [OLRP-1001 Sections 2.6.7 and 2.7.1] 

a. Please describe the extent to which the OSRDC project results were used to 
reach the conclusion that structures associated with Transformer CT5 and the 
100kV transmission line are Class 3. If such results were not used, please 
provide justification. This justification should address the role of Transformer 
CT5 and the 100kV transmission line in the Oconee Technical Specifications and 
Emergency Operating Procedures.  

b. Please describe the methodology used during the scoping process of Oconee 
structures to identify all electrical components that perform the functions 
identified in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1), 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), or 10 CFR 54.4(a)(3). If the 
electrical components were not explicitly identified during this process, please 
provide justification for Duke's reliance on installed location for scoping electrical 
components.  

c. Please describe the extent to which the OSRDC project results were used during 
the scoping process of Oconee structures to identify all electrical components 
that perform the functions identified in 10 CFR 54.4(a)(1), 10 CFR 54.4(a)(2), or 
10 CFR 54.4(a)(3). If the OSRDC project results were not used, please provide 
justification.  

2.6.7-2 In OLRP-1001, Subsection 2.6.7, "Structures and Areas Containing Electrical 
Components Subject to Aging Management Review," Duke states, in part, that "[b]y 
eliminating structures and areas that do not contain any electrical components that
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are within the scope of license renewal and by adding direct buried cables as part of 
Yard Structures, the structures and areas that contain electrical components within 
the scope of license renewal are identified." [OLRP-1001 Section 2.6.7] 

a. Please describe in detail the process used by Duke to identify all the Oconee 
"structures and areas that do not contain any electrical components that are 
within the scope of license renewal." 

b. Please describe the extent to which the OSRDC project results were used in this 
process. If they were not used, please provide justification.  

4.13 Duke Quality Assurance Program 

4.13-1 In OLRP-1001, Subsection 4.13, "Duke Quality Assurance Program," Duke states, in 
part, that it has "established and implemented a Quality Assurance Program which 
conforms to the criteria established in 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, 'Quality 
Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants and Fuel Reprocessing Plants.'" This 
subsection further states that "[t]he Quality Assurance Program is presented in the 
Duke Power Topical Report "Quality Assurance Program," DUKE-1A, which is 
incorporated by reference into Chapter 17 of the Oconee UFSAR. The Quality 
Assurance Program addresses all aspects of quality assurance at Duke's nuclear 
power stations." Subsection 4.13, also asserts that, "[t]wo of these aspects that are 
pertinent to the aqing management programs identified for license renewal are 
"Corrective Actions" and "Document Control" which are briefly described below." 
Subsections 4.13.1 and 4.13.2 provide a limited description of the implementation 
aspects of Duke's corrective action and document control programs as they relate to 
safety-related structures, systems and components subject to an aging management 
program. However, the aging management program for Oconee includes both 
safety-related and nonsafety-related SSCs.  

Please describe the methodology and processes that will be used by Duke to 
address corrective actions, confirmation processes and administrative controls for 
nonsafety-related SSCs subject to an aging management program at Oconee in a 
manner consistent with the guidance in draft "Standard Review Plan for the Review 
of License Renewal Applications for Nuclear Power Plants" (SRP-LR). If Duke has 
elected not to use the guidance in the draft SRP-LR, please provide justification.


