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By letter dated July 6, 1998, Duke Energy Corporation submitted an Application for 
Renewed Operating Licenses for Oconee Nuclear Station, Units 1, 2, and 3 (Application).  
Exhibit A of the Application contains the technical information required by 10 CFR Part 54.  
On June 16, 1999, the staff issued its Safety Evaluation Report (SER) related to the review 
of the Oconee application.  

Within the SER, Open Item 2.1.3. 1 -1 concerns the scoping methodology used by Duke to 
comply with the requirements of 10 CFR §54.4. By letter dated June 22, 1999, Duke 
Energy provided a response to SER Open Item 2.1.3.1-1. Subsequently, the staff conducted 
an Oconee site visit from August 16-18, 1999, the results of which are documented in a 
meeting summary dated August 27, 1999.  

By letter dated October 8, 1999, the staff provided its proposed plan for the resolution of 
SER Open Item 2.1.3.1-1. The proposed plan consists of Duke performing an assessment 
of an event set that is broader than the set of events that was used in the Oconee License 
Renewal Scoping Methodology. On October 28, 1999, Duke met with the staff to discuss 
its understanding of the purpose of performing the assessment and some preliminary results.  
The results of this meeting are contained in a staff meeting summary dated November 4, 
1999. At this meeting, Duke agreed to provide the results of this assessment by the end of 
November. Accordingly, please find attached the results of the assessment requested by the 
October 8, 1999 NRC letter.  

Duke believes that these results provide a validation that the NRC Staff can rely upon in 
making the finding that there is reasonable assurance that the Oconee License Renewal 
Scoping Methodology described in the Application, in various RAI and SER Open Item 
responses (specifically in the Duke response to SER Open Item 2.1.3.1-1 provided in the 
Duke letter dated June 22, 1999) has identified all systems, structures and components 
relied upon to remain functional to ensure the functions identified in 10 CFR §54.4.
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Commitments are docketed statements that establish requirements or actions to be 
performed. There are no commitments contained within this letter.  

If there are any questions, please contact Bob Gill at 704-382-3339.  

Very truly yours,

M. S. Tuckman
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M. S. Tuckman, being duly sworn, states that he is Executive Vice President, Nuclear 
Generation Department, Duke Energy Corporation, that he is authorized on the part of 
said Company to sign and file with the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission this 
supplemental response to an NRC request for additional information concerning the 
Application to Renew the Facility Operating Licenses of Oconee Nuclear Station 
submitted by letter dated July 6, 1998; and that all statements and matters set forth herein 
are true and correct to the best of his knowledge and belief. To the extent that these 
statements are not based on his personal knowledge, they are based on information 
provided by Duke employees and/or consultants. Such information has been reviewed in 
accordance with Duke Energy Corporation practice and is believed to be reliable.  

M. S. Tuckman, Executive Vice president 
Duke Energy Corporation 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 2 "'day of 4,VEMBEP-.. 1999.  

" Ncary Public 

My Commission Expires: 

I 2 2
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OVERVIEW 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Staff issued the Safety Evaluation Report 
(SER) related to the renewal of the operating licenses of Oconee 1, 2 and 3 on June 16, 
1999. Over the course of preparation of this SER, the NRC staff had questions regarding 
aspects of the Oconee license renewal scoping process required by 10 CFR §54.4. At the 
time of issuance of the SER, the scoping issue remained open and was captured as Open 
Item 2.1.3.1-1. To address this issue, a series of meetings, both at technical and 
management levels, as well as written correspondence, have occurred between Duke 
Energy (Duke) and the NRC Staff. Most recently, in an October 8, 1999 letter, the NRC 
Staff proposed a plan for the resolution of the scoping issue which could constitute the 
basis upon which the NRC Staff could find the results of Duke's mechanical scoping 
methodology acceptable. The plan involved performing an assessment of ten events 
outside of the set Duke had considered as a part of Oconee license renewal. Duke and 
NRC management met on October 28, 1999 to further clarify management expectations 
associated with this plan. A meeting summary was published in an NRC letter dated 
November 4, 1999.  

At that meeting, Duke described its understanding that the purpose of performing this 
assessment was not to redefine the Oconee License Renewal Scoping Methodology as 
presented in the Oconee License Renewal Application, but to provide reasonable 
assurance that the methodology identifies all systems, structures and components relied 
upon to remain functional to ensure the functions identified in 10 CFR §54.4. At the 
October 28, 1999 meeting, Duke presented preliminary results of its ongoing assessment 
in the form of examples grouped into a number of categories. As requested by the NRC 
Staff, these groupings have been used in the presentation of the assessment results herein.  
When clarifying its management intent for the outcome of the assessment, the NRC Staff 
requested, for any instance where the assessment identified specifically-credited plant 
hardware that is outside of the scope of license renewal, that Duke discuss if and how the 
hardware is relied on to function in order to accomplish its committed function for the 
event. A specific grouping for this topic is provided in the presentation of the assessment 
results herein.  

The NRC Staff also requested that Duke's response to the October 8, 1999 letter include 
links to the Oconee License Renewal Application wherever appropriate. The links to the 
application materials, including the Duke responses to NRC Requests for Additional 
Information (RAIs) and to SER Open Items, are provided in the presentation of the 
assessment results herein. To further clarify management expectations, the NRC Staff 
requested and Duke agreed to include a discussion of the additions to the scope of license 
renewal that have occurred since the original application submittal on July 6, 1998.
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These additions were identified as part of the 10 CFR §54.21(b) annual application 
update and were provided in the Duke letter dated September 30, 1999. Other additions 
were identified as a result of responses to various safety evaluation open items and were 
provided in the Duke letter dated October 15, 1999. The scope additions from both Duke 
responses are discussed in the presentation herein.  

It is Duke's conclusion that the findings of this assessment provide a validation 'that the 
NRC Staff can rely upon in making a finding that there is reasonable assurance that the 
Oconee License Renewal Scoping Methodology identifies all systems, structures and 
components relied upon to remain functional to ensure the functions identified in 
10 CFR §54.4.  

OCONEE LICENSE RENEWAL SCOPING METHODOLOGY 

To put the results of the Duke assessment into perspective, an understanding of the 
Oconee License Renewal Scoping Methodology is helpful. The Oconee License Renewal 
Scoping Methodology contains seven separate features and does not rely solely on the 
scope of design basis events which are defined in Chapter 15 of the Oconee UFSAR to 
establish renewal scope. The seven features of the Oconee License Renewal Scoping 
Methodology are: 

1. Functionalflow path identification - All mechanical systems and their functions that 
are listed in the Oconee event mitigation calculations are included within the scope of 
license renewal. (The scope of these events is the subject of SER Open Item 
2.1.3.1-1.) Using the same criteria as those described in § 54.4(a)(1)(i), (ii), and (iii) 
as the success criteria for the events, these calculations document comprehensive 
technical evaluations to identify all mechanical flowpaths required to fulfill or support 
the fulfillment of those criteria. The event mitigation calculations are Oconee site 
documents that are used in a manner similar to how other sites may use a "Q-list" to 
identify those systems and components that fulfill or support the fulfillment of those 
functions described in §54.4(a)(1)(i),(ii), and (iii). Further information about these 
calculations and about the process of functional flow path identification are contained 
in the Duke response to Open Item 2.1.3.1-1 provided by the Duke letter dated June 
22, 1999.  

2. Fluid pressure boundary determination - All passive pressure boundaries required for 
mechanical systems identified in Feature 1 above are included within the scope of 
license renewal.  

3. Physical interference identification - Portions of mechanical systems whose failure to 
maintain their pressure boundary or to remain structurally intact would result in
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impacting the function of any essential system and component (e.g. seismic 11/I) are 
included within the scope of license renewal.  

4. Other designated item identification (safety-related, seismic) - Mechanical systems or 
portions of systems that contain safety-related and seismically designed piping that 
have not otherwise been included in the previous three categories are included within 
the scope of license renewal.  

5. Structures - All Oconee structures that are designated as either Class 1 or 2 as defined 
in the UFSAR are included within the scope of license renewal.  

6. Electrical Components - All Oconee electrical components are included within the 
scope of license renewal, except for the electrical components in the 525 kV 
Switchyard, the Jocassee, Calhoun, Oconee, and Dacus 230 kV transmission lines, the 
Radwaste Facility and the Oconee Retail Substation. These exceptions are described 
in the Duke response to RAI 2.6-1 found in the Duke letter dated February 17, 1999.  

7. Five regulated programs - All structures and mechanical systems required to 
demonstrate compliance with NRC regulations for events identified in 10 CFR 
§54.4(a)(3) are included within the scope of license renewal.  

OCONEE LICENSE RENEWAL SCOPING RESULTS 

The Application for Renewed Operating Licenses for Oconee Nuclear Station, Units 1, 2, 
and 3 (Application) was submitted to the NRC by letter dated July 6, 1998. Exhibit A of 
the Application contains the technical information required by 10 CFR §54.21. Chapter 2 
of Exhibit A describes the first major activity of the Oconee Integrated Plant Assessment 
- the identification of structures and components subject to aging management review.  
Inherent in the identification of structures and components subject to an aging 
management review is the identification of the systems and structures within the scope of 
license renewal required by §54.4.  

The methodology used to identify structures and mechanical systems at Oconee that are 
within the scope of license renewal is described in Section 2.2 of Exhibit A of the 
Application. The results of applying this methodology are provided in Sections 2.3, 2.4, 
2.5 and 2.7 of Exhibit A. The methodology used to identify electrical components and 
the results of the application of the methodology are described in Section 2.6 of 
Exhibit A.  

The Staff review of the Application commenced in the fall of 1998. Staff requests for 
additional information were made in several letters sent to Duke from October through
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December 1998. Duke responses to these letters were provided in letters dated December 
14, 1998, January 25, 1999, February 8, 1999, February 17, 1999, March 18, 1999, March 
29, 1999, April 6, 1999, and May 10, 1999. The SER related to the license renewal of 
Oconee Nuclear Station was published by the Staff on June 16, 1999. Since the issuance 
of the SER in June 1999, Duke has submitted letters dated June 22, 1999 (which provided 
a partial response to SER Open Item 2.1.3.1-1), September 30, 1999 (which provided the 
update of the Application as required by §54.21((b)), and October 15, 1999 (which 
provided responses to several SER Open and Confirmatory Items and Duke comments on 
the SER).  

As a consequence of the Staff review of the Application, the changes to the current 
licensing basis of Oconee and the Duke responses to SER Open Items, the original scope 
of systems, structures and components provided in the Application has been expanded.  
The following is a summary of the systems, structures and components added after the 
initial scoping for license renewal was performed and the reasons for their addition: 

1. The Essential Siphon Vacuum System, the Siphon Seal Water System, the Essential 
Siphon Vacuum Trenches and the Essential Siphon Vacuum Building were added to 
the scope of license renewal as a result of the completion of a plant modification after 
the Application was submitted (Amendment 1 - CLB Changes for 1999, Duke letter 
dated September 30, 1999).  

2. Portions of the Component Cooling System were added to the scope of license 
renewal as a result of a revised steam generator tube rupture analysis after the 
Application was submitted (Amendment 1 - CLB Changes for 1999, Duke letter 
dated September 30, 1999).  

3. Portions of the Low Pressure Water System were added to the scope of license 
renewal as a result of a management decision to implement a functional change in the 
Reactor Building Auxiliary Coolers after the Application was submitted 
(Amendment 1 - CLB Changes for 1999, Duke letter dated September 30, 1999).  

4. The Chilled Water System and portions of the Condenser Circulating Water System 
and of the Control Room Pressurization and Filtration system were added to the scope 
of license renewal due to a change to the Oconee current licensing basis as a result of 
implementing Improved Technical Specifications in 1999 (Response to SER Open 
Item 2.2.3.4.3.2.1-1 contained in Duke letter dated October 15, 1999).  

5. Two complete systems and portions of two other systems (which other parts were 
already within the scope of license renewal) were added to the scope of license 
renewal as a result of a revised component evaluation boundary definition of the 
Standby Shutdown Facility (SSF) diesel generator. The Diesel Jacket Water Cooling
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System and the SSF Diesel Generator Lube Oil System were added due to the revised 
component evaluation boundary definition. Additional components in the SSF Diesel 
Generator Fuel Oil System and the Starting Air System were added to the scope of 
license renewal due to a change of the component boundary definition from the skid 
connection to the engine connection (Response to SER Open Item 2.2.3.4.8.2.1-1 
contained in Duke letter dated October 15, 1999).  

DUKE ASSESSMENT OF THE TEN EVENTS IDENTIFIED IN THE OCTOBER 8, 1999 LETTER 

In its October 8, 1999 letter, the NRC Staff asked Duke to perform an assessment of ten 
events not considered by Oconee to be scoping events for the purposes of license renewal.  
These ten events are thus not included in Duke's scoping process associated with 10 CFR 
§54.4 and the Oconee License Renewal Scoping Methodology. The purpose of this 
assessment is to provide the NRC Staff with additional assurance that the Oconee License 
Renewal Scoping Methodology identifies those systems, structures and components that 
are relied upon to remain functional to ensure the functions identified in 10 CFR 54.4.  

The ten events requested to be included in the assessment are (1) high energy line break, 
(2) loss of decay heat removal, (3) loss of spent fuel pool cooling - heat transfer function, 
(4) loss of control room, (5) steam generator overfill, (6) steam generator dryout, (7) loss 
of instrument air, (8) internal flooding (Auxiliary Building), (9) control of heavy loads, 
and (10) loss of condensate.  

As requested by the NRC in the October 8, 1999 letter, the review of each of the ten 
events is limited to a review of licensing commitments in five defined document sets that 
are a subset of the Oconee current licensing basis. The five defined document sets are (a) 
the Oconee UFSAR, (b) license conditions, (c) Commission orders, (d) Commission 
regulations, and (e) exemptions granted by the Commission.  

The process to review the ten events was performed by members of the Oconee License 
Renewal Team. The Oconee current licensing basis was reviewed to determine how each 
of the ten events may be identified within each of the five defined document sets. For 
each event, the document sets containing any reference to the event were reviewed and an 
evaluation of the Oconee response to that event was compiled and analyzed. The 
compiled Oconee response to each event was then reviewed by an expert panel consisting 
of both Oconee engineering and licensing experts in order to confirm the adequacy of the 
review and its results. This review identified the specific plant capabilities relied on for 
these ten events as described in the five defined document sets. The results of this review 
are presented herein.
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RESULTS OF THE DUKE ASSESSMENT 

A review of the results of the Duke assessment has identified four groupings among the 
ten events that helps put the results into perspective. These groupings were discussed at 
the October 28, 1999 management meeting between Duke and the NRC Staff, and the 
assessment results here will be provided by these groupings. The four groupings are: (i) 
events not described in the five defined document sets, (ii) events that solely credit plant 
systems, structures and components that are already within the scope of license renewal, 
(iii) events that credit only operator action and mention non-specific plant hardware, and 
(iv) events that credit plant hardware in addition to systems, structures and components 
already within the scope of license renewal.  

(i) Events Not Described In The Five Defined Document Sets 
In this first group, Duke's assessment revealed three events identified in the Staff's 
October 8, 1999 letter that were not described in the five defined document sets. The 
control of heavy loads, the loss of condensate and internal flooding (Auxiliary Building) 
are not described in the current licensing basis information contained in the Oconee 
UFSAR, plant license conditions, Commission orders, Commission regulations, and 
exemptions granted by the Commission.  

While these three events could be excluded from the scope of this review, an additional 
perspective can be offered related to the control of heavy loads and internal flooding in 
the Turbine Building. Because of the association of heavy loads with cranes, Duke did 
note that, though the mechanical portion of the scoping process did not consider control 
of heavy loads to be included, the structural screening process completed as a part of the 
integrated plant assessment did capture crane rails and girders in Application Section 2.7.  
These non-safety related components were included since their failure could prevent 
satisfactory accomplishment of a required safety related function.  

Internal flooding related to the Auxiliary Building is not discussed in the five defined 
document sets. Internal flooding is discussed in the Oconee UFSAR related to the 
Turbine Building. Mitigation of an internal flood in the Turbine Building does involve 
the exterior of a common wall shared between the Turbine Building and the Auxiliary 
Building. This common wall was identified as being within the scope of license renewal 
as part of the Auxiliary Building in Application Section 2.7. One of its identified 
functions was to provide a protective barrier for such an internal flood event.  

(ii) Events Solely Crediting Plant SSCs Already Within The Scope of License Renewal 
In the second group, five events solely credit plant systems, structures and components 
that were already within the scope of license renewal. These events include high energy
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line break, loss of control room, steam generator overfill, steam generator dryout, and loss 
of instrument air.  

High energy line break is discussed in the five defined document sets. The Oconee 
UFSAR references a study performed as a result of a 1972 request from the predecessor 
of the NRC to provide analyses and other relevant information needed to determine the 
consequences of a postulated pipe failure outside Reactor Building containment. This 
event is not described in the current licensing basis information contained in plant license 
conditions, Commission orders, Commission regulations, or exemptions granted by the 
Commission. The 1972 Duke study includes references to non-specific shutdown paths 
as well as plant modifications required to comply with the NRC request. For the 
purposes of this assessment, the references to non-specific shutdown paths were not areas 
of further focus in a manner similar to the other event falling within category (iii) herein.  
The specific plant modifications resulting from the 1972 study were further examined in 
this assessment. The hardware associated with each of the modifications was previously 
identified as being within the scope of license renewal and is included in the Application 
by several of the seven scoping methodology features previously described herein. The 
hardware associated with the modifications was included in license renewal as a result of 
the mechanical scoping process described in Application Section 2.5, the structures 
screening process described in Application Section 2.7, and the electrical scoping feature 
described, among other places, in the Duke response to RAI 2.6-1 found in the Duke 
letter dated February 17, 1999.  

Loss of control room is discussed in the five defined document sets. The Oconee UFSAR 
describes the capabilities of the control room in several sections. This event is not 
described in the current licensing basis information contained in plant license conditions, 
Commission orders, Commission regulations, or exemptions granted by the Commission.  
The Oconee UFSAR describes the non-safety related auxiliary shutdown panel as a 
means to shut down the plant and to maintain it in a safe shutdown condition in the event 
of loss of the control room. The auxiliary shutdown panel was installed at the time of 
original Oconee construction. Since original licensing and operations began, the safety
related Standby Shutdown Facility has been added to the plant, in part, to mitigate the 
consequences of fire in the control room. The Standby Shutdown Facility makes 
available an alternate means to attain hot shutdown in the event of loss of control room.  

Though the capability of the auxiliary shutdown panel is mentioned in the defined 
document sets, no specific requirement exists for the operator to use the auxiliary 
shutdown panel in the event of loss of control room. Further, no specific requirement 
exists to have two methods of attaining hot shutdown in the event of loss of control room.  
The ability to maintain hot shutdown via the auxiliary shutdown panel was not identified 
by the Oconee License Renewal Scoping Methodology. However, the physical portions 
of the auxiliary shutdown panel, including the panel itself along with the instrumentation
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and cabling are included within the scope of license renewal by other features of the 
scoping methodology. The structural portions of the panel are included in Application 
Section 2.7, while the electrical portions of the panel are included by the electrical 
component scoping feature described, among other places, in the Duke response to 
RAI 2.6-1 found in the Duke letter dated February 17, 1999. The Standby Shutdown 
Facility contains mechanical systems, structures and electrical components that were also 
identified as being within the scope of license renewal in various sections of the 
Application.  

It should be noted that the status of the auxiliary shutdown panel's relationship to the 
Application has changed from the preliminary results presented by Duke at the October 
28, 1999 meeting and described in the November 4, 1999 NRC written summary of this 
meeting. This change was needed since the panel was incorrectly noted as being 
excluded from the scope of license renewal in the Duke presentation materials.  

Steam generator overfill is discussed in the five defined document sets. The Oconee 
UFSAR describes how overfill of water to the steam generator that results in a high water 
level will automatically trip the main feedwater pumps and subsequently initiate the 
Emergency Feedwater System. This event is not described in the current licensing basis 
information contained in plant license conditions, Commission orders, Commission 
regulations, or exemptions granted by the Commission. The instrumentation associated 
with the high water level indication as well as the electrical initiation circuitry associated 
with this event has been included within the scope of license renewal via the electrical 
component scoping feature described, among other places, in the Duke response to 
RAI 2.6-1 found in the Duke letter dated February 17, 1999. The Emergency Feedwater 
System was identified as being within the scope of license renewal in Application 
Section 2.5.9.3.  

Steam generator dryout is discussed in the five defined document sets. The Oconee 
UFSAR describes how a low level indication associated with dryout in the steam 
generators will automatically initiate the Emergency Feedwater System. This event is not 
described in the current licensing basis information contained in plant license conditions, 
Commission orders, Commission regulations, or exemptions granted by the Commission.  
The low-level initiation electrical circuitry associated with this event has been included 
within the scope of license renewal via the electrical component scoping feature 
described, among other places, in the Duke response to RAI 2.6-1 found in the Duke 
letter dated February 17, 1999. The Emergency Feedwater System was identified as 
being within the scope of license renewal in Application Section 2.5.9.3.  

Loss of instrument air is described in the five defined document sets. The Oconee 
UFSAR describes specifically how the Low Pressure Service Water System fulfills its 
function following a loss of coolant accident where a loss of offsite power leading to the
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loss of instrument air is also assumed to occur. The loss of instrument air event is not 
described in the current licensing basis information contained in plant license conditions, 
Commission orders, Commission regulations, or exemptions granted by the Commission.  
The specific Low Pressure Service Water System functions and hardware are included 
within the scope of license renewal and identified in Application Section 2.5.6.5. The 
UFSAR also includes loss of instrument air as a typical situation addressed by emergency 
procedures, but does not mention specific plant capability credited for the event. For the 
purposes of this assessment, the references to non-specific shutdown paths were not areas 
of focus in a manner similar to the other event falling within category (iii) herein.  

The consideration of a loss of instrument air function is included within the Oconee 
License Renewal Scoping Methodology by virtue of the fact that the Instrument Air 
System is assumed to be lost coincident with other evaluated events. The Instrument Air 
System loses function any time a loss of offsite power is experienced. With regard to the 
components within the Instrument Air System, the portion of the system that passes 
through the Reactor Building containment boundary was identified as being within the 
scope of license renewal in the Application Section 2.5. The appropriateness of this 
scope for the Instrument Air System was confirmed by the onsite NRC license renewal 
inspection documented in NRC Inspection Report 50-269/99-11, 50-270/99-11 and 
50-287/99-11.  

(iii) Events Crediting Only Operator Action and Mentioning Non-specific Plant 
Hardware 
In a third group, one event - loss of spent fuel pool cooling - credits only operator action 
and mentions non-specific plant hardware as part of the plant capabilities.  

Loss of spent fuel pool cooling is discussed in the five defined document sets. The 
Oconee UFSAR describes the results of an analysis of loss of spent fuel pool cooling.  
This event is not described in the current licensing basis information contained in plant 
license conditions, Commission orders, Commission regulations, or exemptions granted 
by the Commission. During normal operation, pool heat is removed by the Spent Fuel 
Pool Cooling System which, in turn, is cooled by the non-safety related Recirculating 
Cooling Water System. In the event of the loss of spent fuel pool cooling, only operator 
actions and non-specific sources of water to restore pool inventory are credited to restore 
the pool inventory, to keep the fuel covered and to preclude releases that would exceed 
Part 100 guideline values. The operator would depend on spent fuel pool level 
instrumentation to manage pool level.  

Although only operator actions and non-specific sources of water are credited to restore 
pool inventory, the spent fuel pool itself and the spent fuel racks within the pool must 
remain in tact for these actions to be effective. The spent fuel pool was identified as
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being within the scope of license renewal in Application Section 2.7.3. The spent fuel 
racks within the pool were also identified as being within the scope of license renewal in 
Application Section 2.7. All instrumentation required to monitor pool level is within the 
scope of license renewal via the electrical component scoping feature described, among 
other places, in the Duke response to RAI 2.6-1 found in the Duke letter dated February 
17, 1999.  

(iv) Events Crediting Plant Hardware In Addition To SSCs Within The Scope of License 
Renewal.  
In the fourth group, one event - loss of decay heat removal - credits plant capabilities in 
addition to systems, structures and components already within the scope of license 
renewal.  

Loss of decay heat removal is discussed in the five defined document sets. The Oconee 
UFSAR as well as the license conditions described in the plant technical specifications 
describe the actions required to mitigate loss of decay heat removal. This event is not 
described in the current licensing basis information contained in Commission orders, 
Commission regulations, or exemptions granted by the Commission. The normal action 
to mitigate loss of decay heat removal is operator action to restore the operation of the 
safety-related Low Pressure Injection System - the Oconee system that provides decay 
heat removal capabilities. The Low Pressure Injection System was identified in 
Application Section 2.5.5.3 as being within the scope of license renewal.  

In response to NRC Generic Letter 88-17, "Loss of Decay Heat Removal," a number of 
administrative and programmatic actions, as well as one plant hardware addition, were 
implemented at Oconee. The hardware component consists of an instrument that is 
installed during certain shutdown modes to assist the operator in detecting low inventory 
levels in the Reactor Coolant System so that he can take appropriate corrective action, 
such as that mentioned above, to restore the Low Pressure Injection System. This 
instrument is stored in a warehouse when not in use and is verified to be functional when 
it is calibrated prior to being placed into service. The electrical component scoping 
feature described, among other places, in the Duke response to RAI 2.6-1 found in the 
Duke letter dated February 17, 1999 includes all instrumentation and associated electrical 
lines within the scope of license renewal. A related issue on equipment within the scope 
of license renewal and normally stored in the warehouse is discussed in Duke response to 
SER Open Item 2.2.3.7-2 provided in the Duke letter dated October 15, 1999. The 
mechanical fluid pressure boundary determination scoping feature also includes the 
Reactor Coolant System tubing associated with this instrument within the scope of license 
renewal in Application Section 2.5.
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One of the administrative actions associated with the Duke response to NRC Generic 
Letter 88-17 was to implement several commitments to further reduce the risk of loss of 
decay heat removal. These commitments are described in the Oconee UFSAR. They 
involve operator actions to establish and maintain specific plant conditions. The 
hardware associated with establishing and maintaining these conditions includes the 
Containment structural components, components in the Reactor Coolant System, 
mechanical system containment penetrations and electrical power and instrumentation 
components. The Containment structural components were identified as being within the 
scope of license renewal in Application Section 2.3. The components in the Reactor 
Coolant System were identified as being within the scope of license renewal in 
Application Section 2.4. Components associated with mechanical system containment 
penetrations were identified as being within the scope of license renewal in Application 
Sections 2.3 and 2.5. Electrical power and instrumentation components were identified 
as being within the scope of license renewal via the electrical component scoping feature 
described, among other places, in the Duke response to RAI 2.6-1 found in the Duke 
letter dated February 17, 1999.  

One other commitment is related to adding inventory to the Reactor Coolant System.  
Specifically, three additional means of adding inventory to the Reactor Coolant System 
were identified. First, a gravity flow path from the borated water storage tank in the Low 
Pressure Injection System was identified. Second, the capability for adding inventory via 
a high pressure injection pump in the safety-related High Pressure Injection System was 
identified. Third, inventory addition via the use of a non-safety related reactor coolant 
bleed transfer pump and connecting piping was identified. The gravity flow path from 
the borated water storage tank and the high pressure injection pump are safety-related and 
were thus identified as being within the scope of license renewal in Application 
Section 2.5. The non-safety related reactor coolant bleed transfer pump and connecting 
piping were not identified by the Oconee License Renewal Scoping Methodology and are 
not included in the Application.  

CONCLUSIONS FROM DuKE AsSESSMENT 

Duke's assessment of the ten events identified in the October 8, 1999 letter revealed only 
one instance where specific plant hardware falling outside the scope of license renewal 
was identified as a result of the implementation of the methodology contained in the 
Staff's October 8, 1999 letter. For three of the events, no information exists in the five 
defined document sets. For five of the events, the five defined document sets credit only 
plant systems, structures and components that are already within the scope of license 
renewal. For one event, the five defined document sets credit only operator action and 
mention non-specific plant capabilities.
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The one event that mentions specific hardware not within the scope of license renewal is 
the loss of decay heat removal. For this event, the Oconee UFSAR credits the availability 
of the non-safety related reactor coolant bleed transfer pumps and connecting piping in 
addition to two other safety-related systems and components as means of adding 
inventory to the Reactor Coolant System. The two safety-related systems and 
components are within the scope of license renewal.  

A review of the UFSAR discussion indicates that the reactor coolant bleed transfer pumps 
and connecting piping are not uniquely relied upon to function in order to add inventory 
to the Reactor Coolant System should a loss of decay heat removal occur. Rather, each of 
the three means of adding inventory to the Reactor Coolant System serves as an 
alternative available to the operator. Since this non-safety hardware alternative is not 
uniquely relied upon to function and specifically designated components that were within 
the scope of license renewal had already been identified, no further investigation was 
warranted into how it would accomplish its function.  

The overall plan for resolution of the scoping issue related to the NRC review of the 
Oconee Application involved performing an assessment of ten events outside of the set of 
events Duke had considered as input to the Oconee License Renewal Scoping 
Methodology. The purpose of this assessment was to provide the NRC Staff with 
additional assurance that the Oconee License Renewal Scoping Methodology identified 
all systems, structures and components relied upon to remain functional to ensure the 
functions identified in 10 CFR §54.4. The results of the assessment provided herein 
identified no hardware uniquely relied on to perform a function associated with any of the 
ten events that was not already within the scope of license renewal. Duke believes that 
these results provide a validation that the NRC Staff can rely upon in making the finding 
that there is reasonable assurance that the Oconee License Renewal Scoping Methodology 
described in the Application, in various RAI and SER Open Item responses (specifically 
in the Duke response to SER Open Item 2.1.3.1-1 provided in the Duke letter dated June 
22, 1999) has identified all systems, structures and components relied upon to remain 
functional to ensure the functions identified in 10 CFR §54.4.  

It is Duke's view that these materials previously provided on the docket contain sufficient 
information to describe the scoping methodology in the SER. This SER description 
should, in turn, be sufficient to provide a technical basis from which the NRC Staff can 
conclude that there is reasonable assurance that the Oconee License Renewal Scoping 
Methodology identified those SSCs that are relied upon to remain functional to ensure the 
functions identified in 10 CFR §54.4. The validation of the Oconee license renewal 
scoping results by this assessment can serve to support this conclusion.
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