
OA UNITED STATES 
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001 

December 14, 1999 

LICENSEE: Duke Energy Corporation (Duke) 

FACILITY: Oconee Nuclear Station, Units 1, 2, and 3 

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF MEETING BETWEEN THE U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION (NRC) STAFF AND DUKE REPRESENTATIVES REGARDING 
OPEN ISSUES FOR THE OCONEE UCENSE RENEWAL APPUCATION (LRA) 

On December 9, 1999, representatives of Duke met with the NRC staff at Rockville, Maryland, to 
discuss open issues that remain for the license renewal application (LRA) for Oconee Units 1, 2, 
and 3. A list of meeting attendees is provided in Enclosure 1. Enclosure 2 contains a copy of 
the handouts used by Duke during the meeting. Enclosure 3 contains a copy of the staff 
handouts.  

The open issues that remain for the Oconee LRA were documented in a letter to Duke dated 
November 18, 1999. Prior to the meeting some of the issues had been resolved through 
discussions with the staff. The status of the issues contained in the November 18, 1999, letter 
can be found In the first portion of Enclosure 3. Only the issues that remained open at the time 
of the meeting were discussed during the meeting. The following is a brief synopsis of the 
discussion of the issues and the resolution path(s) that was identified during the meeting.  

SER ooen item 2.1.3.1-1 (Scoringi Issue) 

Duke submitted its latest response to this issue in a November 30, 1999, letter. The staff stated 
that it believes that the November 30, 1999, letter resolves most of the issues associated with 
this open item. The staff stated that the one remaining issue was a concern regarding Duke's 
treatment of the loss of spent fuel pool event. Specifically, In Duke's response it states that "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 staff requested that 
Duke clarify what the "non-specific sources of makeup water were to the spent fuel pool and 
identify whether or not any of these sources were considered to be within the scope of license 
renewal. Upon confirmation of the fuel pool sources of makeup water, the staff considers this 
item resolved.  

SER open item 2.2.3-1 (Recirculated cooling water scopinrl) 

Based on Duke's November 30, 1999, response to the scoping issue the staff considers this 
issue resolved.
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SER open item 3.0-1 (Content of final safety analysis report (FSAR) supplement) 

The staff stated that it considered this item open because it did not have information on how 
Duke intended to address this issue. Duke stated that it was tracking the changes that were 
necessary to the original FSAR supplement that was contained In the license renewal application 
as Exhibit B. The changes were necessary because of responses to staff questions, changes in 
the application, or as a result of the staff's safety evaluation report dated June 16, 1999. Duke 
stated that it could provide a revised version of the FSAR supplement around the time the staff is 
scheduled to issue it final safety evaluation report (FSER). The staff is scheduled to issue the 
FSER February 12, 2000. Duke stated that it would update the FSAR supplement again after 
the FSER is issued to account for any changes required by the FSER.  

The staff stated that It would work with Duke In establishing a schedule for the review 
independent of the schedule for Issuance of the staffs FSER. Because the FSAR supplement 
does not have to be resolved prior to issuance of the staffs FSER the staff stated that it could 
close the Issue without further information from Duke.  

3.4.3.3-3. 3.4.3.3-5 and 3.4.3.3-6 (Frequency of reactor vessel internals aging management 
program inspections (RVI AMP) and renewal applicant action items for BAW-2248 

Duke's proposed response is contained in Enclosure 3. The staff stated that it did not believe 
that a one time inspection was sufficient. Rather the staff believes that the inspections should 
continue into the period of extended operation, consistent with the existing ASME Section XA 
Program. In addition, the staff stated that Duke needed to make a case for why one unit, Instead 
of all three units, needed to be inspected. The staff stated that it would need more information 
regarding the basis for which unit would be inspected.  

Duke stated that it would participate in the owner's group and industry programs as appropriate 
to continue investigating aging effects for RVI items (see slide 9 and 10 of Duke's presentation).  
The staff stated that it believed more than one inspection was necessary, and possibly at more 
than one unit. Duke stated that it would consider the staffs statements and provide a response 
to this issue. Until Duke provides more information the staff considers this item open.  

Subsequent to the meeting, Duke (Bob Gill, and Greg Robison) and the staff (Barry Elliot and 
Joe Sebrosky) discussed this issue further during a phone call on December 14, 1999. During 
the phone call the staff amended Its position from that discussed during the December 9, 1999, 
meeting. Specifically, the staff explained that it would consider one Inspection of each unit 
during the extended period of operation to be sufficient to resolve the issue. Therefore, the 
inspections would not necessarily be tied to the ASME Section Xl Inspection interval. The staff 
also stated that it believed the inspections should be planned during the period of extended 
operation, such that an Inspection would occur during the early, middle, and later parts of the 
period of extended operation. The staff also stated that the inspection that occurred late in the 
period of extended operation should be done prior to year 60 so that the results would be useful.  

Regarding renewal applicant action items for BAW-2248. The staff requested that Duke confirm 
all the appropriate renewal applicant action items were included in the regulatory basis for the 
Reactor Vessel Intemals - Inspection of Non-Cast Austenitic Stainless Steel RVI items. Duke



-3-

agreed to address the issue and inform the staff of the results. Until Duke provides this 
information the staff considers this item open.  

3.6.1.3.1-1 (Aging effects of HVAC sub components) 

Duke's latest proposed response is contained in Enclosure 3. The staff stated that it was 
concerned about the integrity of fan supports (mounts) for the auxiliary building ventilation 
system due to potential aging related degradation of the mounting material and requested that 
Duke provide more information about the material used for the vibration isolators of the fan 
supports to reduce the dynamic forces. The staff and Duke discussed three options to resolve 
this issue. The 3 options are: (1) confirm the material for the vibration isolators of the fan 
mounts is good for 60 years (therefore, it would require no aging management program), (2) 
provide an aging management program for the mounts, or (3) provide justification that failure of 
the mounts would not cause failure of the intended function. Duke stated that degradation of 
these supports would be readily detectedby personnel in the area at the continually operation 
fans, but agreed to consider the options and provide the Information to resolve the Issue. Until 
Duke provides more information the staff considers this item open.  

3.9.3-1 (Insulated Cables) 

Duke's latest response is contained in Enclosure 3. The staff stated that there were 4 areas 
associated with this issue and it considered 3 out of the 4 areas resolved based on Duke's 
proposed response. Specifically, the staff considered the issues involving the scope of the 
cable inspection program, acceptance criteria for visual inspections, and periodic service 
monitoring of service environment resolved based on Duke's proposed response. These items 
are staff comments 1, 2, and 4'in Duke's proposed response.  

The staff stated that it believes that there are electrical methods currently available to detect 
aging degradation prior to loss of function. The staff was concerned about degradation of cable 
that was not visually accessible (e.g., underground cabling and cable in conduit). The staff 
stated that it would need more information on how Duke intends to manage the aging for this 
cabling. Duke stated that they do not believe that electrical methods are sufficiently reliable; 
however, they could revise their response to include a discussion about the following: technical 
specification surveillance testing that are done on some of the inaccessible cabling, a discussion 
about how the visual inspection of accessible cables can provide information to infer the 
condition of inaccessible cables, and the testing that would be done on inaccessible cabling if it 
were removed.  

Subsequent to the meeting, Duke (Paul Colaiannt) and the staff (Paul Shemanski) had 
discussions regarding the environment for inaccessible cables and testing that would be done if 
inaccessible cable were removed. Duke stated that in response to this item it could provide a 
discussion of a program to monitor moisture and water accumulation in conduit and trenches, 
and a discussion about Duke's participation in industry efforts regarding condition monitoring 
techniques for electrical cable.  

Until Duke provides more information to address the staffs concerns about the aging 
management for inaccessible cables the staff considers this item open.
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Duke SER Comment # I (Clarify Basis for Program Evaluation conclusions) and # 8 (Revise the 
SER description regarding sconing' 

The staff stated that it did not believe that its SER needed to be changed as a result of Duke's 
comment number 1. The staff did not intend to change the SER as a result of Duke's comment 
number 8. Duke stated that it believed that additional detail needed to be contained in the staffs 
SER for future reference. Duke suggested that some of the information that is contained in the 
November 30, 1999, letter could be discussed in the SER to aid future staff members. The staff 
stated it would consider Duke's comment 

Because no further information is required from Duke to address these issues the staff considers 

these Items resolved.  

Duke SER comment #4 (Clarify Admin controls for Preventative Maintenance) 

The staff stated it was concerned about how commitments relative to administrative controls will 
be captured associated with license renewal and how corrective actions and confirmatory 
process elements of aging management preventative maintenance (PM) activities will be 
captured in Duke's Problem Investigation Process (PIP). Regarding administrative controls 
related to these PM activities, Duke stated that they will not be implemented under Appendix B.  
However, in its response to this issue Duke will describe how the administrative controls will be 
captured in the FSAR supplement. This description will be consistent with the descriptions 
contained in the aging management programs provided in its license renewal application and 
various RAI responses. Duke stated that it will provide a roadmap of the RAI response and a 
general discussion regarding this issue to address the staffs concern. Therefore, until Duke 
provides this information the staff considers this portion of the item open.  

Regarding prioritization of the PIP process, Duke stated that it did not believe this was an issue 
for the staffs SER. The staff stated that if Duke provided the information above regarding the 
FSAR it would not need any further information regarding the prioritization of aging management 
PM activities under the PIP process. Therefore, the staff considers this portion of the issue 
resolved.  

Conclusion 

Enclosure 4 contains an update to the open issues as a result of the meeting. At the end of the 
meeting the staff mentioned that it was pursuing an issue related to the insulation for the 
chemical and volume control system for the Calvert Cliffs license renewal application.  
Depending on the outcome of the issue for Calvert Cliffs the staff noted that there is a potential 
that Duke maybe asked a question regarding this issue. The staff will inform Duke as soon as 
possible If additional information is required.
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Because no further information is required from Duke to address these issues the staff considers 
these items resolved.  

Duke SER comment #4 (Clarify Admin controls for Preventative Maintenance) 

The staff stated it was concerned about how commitments relative to administrative controls will 
be captured associated with license renewal and how corrective actions and confirmatory 
process elements of aging management preventative maintenance (PM) activities will be 
captured in Duke's Problem Investigation Process (PIP). Regarding administrative controls 
related to these PM activities, Duke stated that they will not be implemented under Appendix B.  
However, in its response to this issue Duke will describe how the administrative controls will be 
captured in the FSAR supplement. This description will be consistent with the descriptions 
contained in the aging management programs provided in its license renewal application and 
various RAI responses. Duke stated that it will provide a roadmap of the RAI response and a 
general discussion regarding this issue to address the staffs concern. Therefore, until Duke 
provides this information the staff considers this portion of the item open.  

Regarding prioritization of the PIP process, Duke stated that it did not believe this was an issue 
for the staffs SER. The staff stated that if Duke provided the Information above regarding the 
FSAR it would not need any further information regarding the prioritization of aging management 
PM activities under the PIP process. Therefore, the staff considers this portion of the issue 
resolved.  

Conclusion 

Enclosure 4 contains an update to the open issues as a result of the meeting. At the end of the 
meeting the staff mentioned that it was pursuing an issue related to the insulation for the 
chemical and volume control system for the Calvert Cliffs license renewal application.  
Depending on the outcome of the issue for Calvert Cliffs the staff noted that there is a potential 
that Duke maybe asked a question regarding this issue. The staff will inform Duke as soon as 
possible if additional information is required.  

A draft of this meeting summary was provided to Duke to allow them the opportunity to comment 
prior to issuance.  

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

Docket Nos. 50-269, 50-270, and 50-287 
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Status of Oconee Items Contained in 11118/99 letter to Duke

Open Item Description History Current 
Number Status 

2.1.3.1-1 Scoping issue Duke proposed response provided 6/22. Site visit 8/16- Open 
8/19. Staff issued resolutionplan 10/8/99. Meeting held Action D 
10/28. Duke provided response lAW meeting presentation 

_ _,_ _ _ on 12/1. Discussed at 12/9 meeting , 
2.2.3-1 Recirculated cooling water system Duke proposed response provided during site visit 8/16- Resolved 

should be within scope 8/19. Staff issued resolution plan 10/8/99. Meeting held 12/9/99 
10/28. Duke provided response lAW meeting presentation 
on 12/1. Resolved aa 

3.0-1 Content of FSAR Supplement Duke provided SER 01 response 10/15/99. Proposed Resolved 
response 11/30 12/9/99 

3.1.1-1/AMR Aging effect inconsistencies in the Duke provided SER 01 response 10/15/99. Supplemental Confirm 
associated with license renewal application questions asked 11/4/99. Response 11/8/99. Additional Action D 
9/30/99 letter questions sent 11/17/99. Staff to inform Duke of additional 12/1/99 

questions by 12/3. 11/29, staff has no additional questions 
regarding AMR from 9/30/99 letter. No followon questions 
for 3.1.1-1 (11/30) 
Duke provided a proposed response 11/30.  

3.4.3.3-3 Identify limiting Reactor Vessel Duke provided proposed response at 7/19 meeting. Open 
Internals component items and Meeting on 9/29. Duke provided SER 01 response Action D 
incorporate into the ISI program 10/15/99. 11/18 letter identifies inspection frequency 

concern. Note: 3.4.3.3-3, 3.4.3.3-4, and 3.4.3.3-5 are 
grouped as one issue in the 11/18 letter. Duke provided 
proposed response 11/30. Discussed at 12/9 meeting 

3.4.3.3-4 Baffle former bolts inspection Duke provided proposed response at 7/19 meeting, see 
(Reactor Vessel Internals) Meeting on 9/29. Duke provided SER 01 response 3.4.3.3-3 

10/15/99. 11/18 letter identifies inspection frequency for status 
concern

Enclosure 4
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Status of Oconee Items Contained in 11118199 letter to Duke

Open Item Description History Current 
Number Status 

3.4.3.3-5 For loss of fracture toughness from Duke provided proposed response at 7/19 meeting. see 
synergistic thermal and neutron Meeting 8/24. Meeting 9/29. Duke provided SER 01 3.4.3.3-3 
embrittlement, perform response 10115199. 11/18 letter identifies inspection for status 
supplemental frequency concern 
examinationslevaluations of CASS 
items (Reactor Vessel Internals) 

3.4.3.3-9 Reactor Vessel monitoring pipes Issue added to track 10/27/99 letter to the B&WOG Confirm 
(not part of original SER added to regarding BAW-2251. Duke provided proposed response Action D 
track B&WOG issue) 11/5/99. Duke and B&WOG to determine how to respond to 12/3/99 

the letter. Question sent to Duke 11/9/99. Duke verbal 
response 11/9. Revised questions based on phone call 
held 11/10. 11/18 letter captures issue. Duke provided 
proposed response 11/29. B&WOG response 11/19.  
Phone call held 12/1 resolution path identified. Duke 
provided proposed response 12/2. Response acceptable 

3.6.1.3.1-1 Aging effects of HVAC sub- Duke provided SER 01 response 10/15/99. Phone Open 
component parts of isolators call10/27 to discuss aux building ventilation. Options Action D 

discussed were revisit scoping, provide AMP for elastomers, 
provide more rigorous analysis for why failure of the 
elastomers would not fail the intended function of smoke 
removal, or consider the elastomers a consumable. 11/18 
letter captures issue. Duke requested clarification 11/23.  
Clarification provided 11/30. Duke provided proposed 
response 12/1. Staff question 12/6/99. Discussed at 12/9 

_......._ meeting 
3.9.3-1 Insulated cables and connections identified in 9/21/99 inspection report. Staff issued letter Open 

(not part of original SER added due dated 10/8/99 to address issue added new SER 01. Duke Action D 
to inspection findings) provided proposed response 11/5/99. Question sent to 

Duke 11/9/99. Phone call held 11/10, decided that this 
issue is a management item. 11/18 letter captures issue.  
Duke proposed response 12/8 

Duke SER Clarify Basis for Program Evaluation Duke comment from 10/15/99 letter. Note: Comment #1 Resolved 
comment #1 Conclusions and 8 are grouped as one issue in the 11/18 letter. 12/9/99

-2-
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Status of Oconee Items Contained In 11118199 letter to Duke

Open Item Description History Current 
Number Status 

Duke SER Discuss leak-before-break Duke comment from 10/15/99 letter Confirm 
comment #3 evaluation in SER section 4.2 Item included in 11/18/99 letter to Duke. 11/22/99 telecon Action D 

to discuss response. Tentative agreement on proposed 11/30/99 
response to be included in Duke response to letter. No 

__additional information is required from Duke 
Duke SER Clarify admin Controls for Duke comment from 10/15/99 letter. 11/18 letter discusses Open 
comment #4 Preventive Maintenance staff's concern Action D 
Duke SER Revise the Description of the Duke comment from 10/15/99 letter see 
comment #8 "Technical Information for Identifying comment 

SSCs within scope of Ucense #1 for 
Renewal" status 

LRA 9/30/99 Two heat exchangers (Quench tank 9/30/99 Duke letter added portions of the component Confirm 
update to revise HX and the letdown coolers)do not cooling water system (CCW) to the scope of renewal. Action D 
steam generator have an AMR associated with them requested drawings. Duke provided drawing 10/28. Staff 12/8/99 
tube rupture question 11/3. Response 11/8. Staff question 11/9. Duke 
accident analysis revised 1 out of 2 response. Questions docketed 11/18/99.  

Duke provided proposed response 11/29. Staff question 
12/1/99. Duke response of 12/2 found to be acceptable by 
the staff. Staff continuing review of new AMP. Additional 
question asked 12/3/99, Duke response 12/6/99.  

Renewal Need to address renewal applicant Letter sent to Duke on 10/27 containing the 12 proposed Open 
applicant action action items #4 and #8 from the renewal applicant action items. 10 of the 12 renewal Action D 
items for BAW- 10/27 letter for BAW-2248. Issues applicant actions items were previously addressed by Duke.  
2248 deal with reports, and management 11/18 letter to Duke identifies 2 renewal applicant action 

of stress relaxation for bolted items that have not been addressed by Duke. Duke 
enclosures, respectively, provided proposed response 11/30. Renewal applicant 

action item 4 resolved 12/1/99. Duke to review applicant 
action #8. Duke revised response 12/7/99.

.3-
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Status of Oconee Items Contained in 11118199 letter to Duke December 9, 1999

-4-

.1 4., FA

Open Item Description History Current 
Number Status 

2.2.3.6.1.2.1-1 Issues involve structural sealants Prior to 11/18 the staff and Duke agreed to revisions to Confirm 
and 4.2.2.3-1 and trend lines for containment Duke's 10/15/99 letter for these open items that would Action D 

tendons resolve the staff's concerns. Because Duke still needs to 
formally submit the response these items were identified as 
confirmatory items in the 11/18 letter to Duke.



Oconee License 
Renewal Project

Open and Confirmatory 
Items Related to the 

Review of the Oconee 
License Renewal 

Application 

December 9, 1999

P Duke 
SPower. Agenda

"* Meeting Purpose 

"* Review of Issues 

"* Duke Final Response Schedule

Decemberg, 1999 Oconee License Renewal Project

Enclosure 2
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I Duke 
aPower.  

Afrlk~wVCmp~y Meeting Purpose

- To review the 14 open and confirmatory 
issues related to the Oconee License 
Renewal Application identified in the NRC 
Staff's November 18, 1999 letter

December 9, 1999 Oconee License Renewal Project

Open Item 2.1.3.1-1 (Scoping) 
Open Item 2.2.3-1 (Scoping) 
Open Item 3.0-1 (UFSAR Supplement) 
Open Items 3.4.3.3-3, -4, and -5 (Reactor Vessel Internals) 
Open Item 3A.3.3-9 (RV Monitoring Unes) 
Open Item 3.6.1.3.1-1 (Auxiliary Building HVAC) 
Open hem 3.9.3-1 (Cable Aging Program)

IWDuke 
OPower.

SER Open & Confirmatory Topics

1.  
2.  
3.  
4.  
6.  
6.  
7.

Bold Indicates confirmatory Issue - Issue resolved pending 
formal submittal of response

Oconee License RenewaW ProjectDecember9, 1999

3
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ShDuke 
EPower. SER Open & Confirmatory Topics 

(continued)

8. Duke 10/15199 SER Comment 3 (Leak Before Break) 
9. Duke 10/15/99 SER Comments 1 & 8 (Suggested SER 

Clarifications) 
10. Duke 10/15/99 SER Comment 4 (PM Activity Administrative 

Controls) 
11. Duke 9/30/99 Annual Update (Heat Exchanger AMR) 
12. Open Item 3.1.1-1 (Keowee Turbine Guide Bearing Oil Cooler) 
13. BAW-2248 Renewal Applicant Action Items (Reactor Intemals) 
14. Confirmatory Items (Structural) 

Bold Indicates confirmatory Issue - Issue resolved pending 

formal submittal of response 

Decernberg, 1999 Oconee License Renewal Project

PkDuke 
OPower. 1. Open Item 2.1.3.1-1 (Scoping) 

2. Open Item 2.2.3-1 (Scoping)

"* At issue is the scoping process that Duke used to 
comply with the requirements of 10 CFR 54.4 

"* NRC Issued a proposed resolution plan for this item on 
October 8, 1999 

", Duke/NRC meeting held on October 28, 1999
Duke performed an assessment based on the requests 
in the NRC resolution plan and submitted the results of 
Its assessment on November 30, 1999

December 9, 1999 Oconee License Renewal Proect
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P Duke 
DPower.

1. Open Item 2.1.3.1-1 (Scoping) 
2. Open Item 2.2.3-1 (Scoping) 

(continued)

a Conclusion from the Duke Assessment: 

"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 Ucense Renewal Scoping Methodology 
described in the Application, in vadous 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."

Decernber9, 1999

, Duke 
FPower.

Oconee License Renewal Project

2. Open Item 3.0-1 
(UFSAR Supplement)

w Duke is in the process of updating the initial UFSAR 
Supplement (Application Exhibit B) 

"* Duke will review the SER when issued to identify any 
additional changes that may be appropriate 

"[ Duke will submit an updated version of the UFSAR 
Supplement by TBD 

"* Duke understands that the staff will provide the updated 
UFSAR Supplement to the Commission for their 
information

December k. 1999 Oconee Ucense Renewal Project
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k Duke 
OPower.  

,A mk twV wn.my
4. Open Items 3.4.3.3-3, -4 and -5 

(Reactor Vessel Internals)

a The Oconee Reactor Vessel Intemals Aging 
Management Program consists of commitments to: 
# Participate In owners' group and Industry programs as 

appropriate to continue Investigating aging effects for 
reactor vessel Internals items 

# Perform analyses to determine Inspection parameters such 
as critical flaw sizes and required number of bolts 

* Perform inspections of baffle bolts, cast austenitic stainless 
steel reactor vessel Internals Items, and other reactor 
vessel Internals items by year 40 

# Report the results of the above and to determine the extent 
to which additional periodic Inspections are warranted

December9, 1999

SkDuke 
O:Power.  

AbvkfrhaC,s.m

Oconee License Renewal Project

4. Open Items 3.4.3.3-3, -4 and -5 
(Reactor Vessel Internals) 

(continued)

a At issue is the need to commit to periodic inspections 
prior to more fully characterizing the aging effects of 
concern and how best to manage them: 
* The staff position Is that Duke should commit to periodic 

Inspections during the period of extended operation (years 40 to 
60) 

* The Duke position Is that any decisions on further periodic 
inspections should be made after the Industry activities and the 
initial Oconee reactor vessel Internals Inspections are complete

Decenmber9, 1999 Oconee Lcense Renewal Project
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P Duke 
dPower. 5. Open Item 3.4.3.3-9 

. (Reactor Vessel Monitoring Lines) 

"- The reactor vessel monitoring lines include the reactor 
vessel drain line and the pressure test port line 

": These lines are in scope and have been subjected to 
aging management review 

", The staff Is concerned that these lines could crack and 
leak due to contaminants within the lines 

"* These lines are connected to 1/2 inch drilled holes within 
the upper shell assembly of the reactor vessel 

"* Because of the small diameter of the hole, the 
consequences of failure of the monitoring lines are 
minimized 

"* This is a confirmatory item awaiting formal submittal of 
the Duke response 

December 9, 1999 Oconee Ucense Renewal Project 11 

PkDuke 
OrPower. 6. Open Item 3.6.1.3.1-1 

AD.iraW. (Auxiliary Building HVAC) 

"• The Issue concerns the aging effects of neoprene
impregnated woven fiberglass vibration Isolators in the 
Auxiliary Building Ventilation System 

"* NRC provided 4 options to resolve the issue 
"• Duke provided a response to each option and provided a 

fifth option, an aging effects evaluation of the neoprene
impregnated woven fiberglass 

"* Duke concluded that there are no applicable aging effects for 
the subcomponent parts of the vibration isolators made of 
neoprene-impregnated woven fiberglass that could fail the 
system intended function and no aging management 
program is required 

December9, 1999 Oconee License Renewal Project 12
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P Duke 
OPower. 7. Open Item 3.9.3-1 

(Cable Aging Program)

"• Program was proposed by Duke and the NRC staff 
provided comments 

"* Duke agreed with most of the language proposed in 
the NRC staff comments and incorporated all 
comments into a revision of the aging management 
program except: 
# Electrical measurements for detecting aging degradation 
# Periodic monitoring of service environments

December 9, -1999

P Duke 
S'Power.

Oconee License Renewal Project

8. Duke 10/15/99 SER Comment 3 
(Leak Before Break)

"* Leak before break was identified by Duke as a time
limited aging analysis and an evaluation was 
provided in February 1999 

"• Five questions were provided in the staff letter dated 
November 18, 1999 

"• These questions have been answered and the issue 
will be managed by the Oconee Thermal Fatigue 
Management Program 

"* Thisis a confirmatory item awaiting formal submittal of 
the Duke response

December9, 1999 Oconee License Renewal Project
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SDuke 
DPower 9. Duke 10/15/99 SER Comments 1 & 8 

(Suggested SER Clarifications) 

n The NRC did not request further information for these 
items, but suggested the need to discuss at this meeting 
* Comment #1 - Clarify Basis for-Program Evaluation Conclusions 

Background - Duke and the NRC have used somewhat different 
program attributes. The link between the two sets of attributes Is not 
so apparent. Confusion may occur for future Duke program changes.  

* Comment #8 - Revise the Description of the "Technical 
Information for Identifying Systems, Structures, and Components 
within the Scope of Ucense Renewal" 

Background - Since the SER was published in June, a more concise 
description of the 7 features of Oconee license renewal scoping have 
been provided to the staff that can revise previous SER description 

Decernberg, 1999 Oconee License Renewal Project 15 

PDuke 
Power. 10. Duke 10/15/99 SER Comment 4 

(PM Activity Administrative Controls) 

a Comment #4 - Clarify Administrative Controls for 
Preventive Maintenance Activities 
* Descriptions of the Preventive Maintenance Activities 

(PMA) are being added to the UFSAR Supplement 
* SER needs to be revised to reflect PMA administrative 

controls as described in Duke letter dated 12/14/98 

# Additionally, Duke understands the staff concerns raised 
in NRC Inspection Report 99-12 about the corrective 
action prioritization process for license-renewal related 
SSCs and plans to address this issue as part of the 
project turnover process 

December9, 1999 Oconee License Renewal Project 16
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k Duke Power. 11. Duke 9/30/99 Annual Update 
A,&,. ..,we (Heat Exchanger AMR) 

"* The NRC noted that the Letdown Cooler shells and 
Quench Tank Coolers were not included in the 
Component Cooling System AMR in the annual update 

"* Upon review, Duke determined that the Letdown Cooler 
shells and the Quench Tank Coolers had been 
inadvertently overlooked for an AMR and an AMR was 
performed 

"[ Duke concluded in the AMR that the applicable aging 
effects will be managed by programs already credited 
for license renewal 

Decenter a, 1999 Oconee License Renewal Pijecd 17 

D Duke .  
9 Power. 12. Open Item 3.1.1-1 

AD.•b.,ffL. (Keowee Turbine Guide Bearing Oil Cooler) 

"* The NRC noted an Inconsistency between the Application and 
the response to Open Item 3.1.1-1 concerning the Keowee 
Turbine Guide Bearing Oil Coolers 

"* The Application notes that heat transfer and pressure 
boundary are Intended function of these coolers 

"* The response to Open Item 3.1.1-1 correctly notes that heat 
transfer Is not an Intended function, only pressure boundary 

"[ Upon further review, Duke concluded that heat transfer is not 
a license renewal Intended function of the Keowee Turbine 
Guide Bearing Oil Coolers 

"* This is a confirmatory Item awaiting formal submittal of the 
Duke response 

DecetberS, 1999 Oconee License Renewal Pmojecl 18
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I Duke 
WPower. Confirmatory Items 

(Structural)

"I Duke and Staff have reached agreement on revisions to 
two SER 01's: 
# Revised response to Open Item 2.2.3.6.1.2.1-1 clarifies aging 

management of caulking, sealants, and waterstops 
# Revised response to Open Item 4.2.2.3-1 provides additional 

Information on the management of the post-tensioning system 
loss of prestress 

"* This Is a confirmatory Item awaiting formal submittal of the 
Duke response

Decenberg. 1999 Oconee License Renewal Project 20

Duke 
kPower. 13. BAW-2248 Renewal Applicant Action Items 

(Reactor Internals) 

a Renewal Applicant Action Item #4 
* Duke has provided a commitment to participate In the B&WOG 

Reactor Vessel Internals Aging Management Program and other 
Industry programs as appropriate 

is Renewal Applicant Action Item #8 
* Duke has revised the Oconee Reactor Vessel Internals Aging 

Management Program inspections to Include management of 
stress relaxation for bolted closures of the reactor vessel 
intemals 

December 9, 1999 Oconee License Renewal Project 19
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Pk Duke 
OPower.  

A a Cm o

Duke Final Response 
Schedule

"* Current plans are to formally submit all of the responses 
to the items identified in the November 18, 1999 staff 
letter by December 17, 1999 

"* The updated version of the UFSAR Supplement will be 
provided to the staff after the SER is issued and prior to 
[date TBD]

Decemnberf, 1999 Oconee License Renewal Project 21
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NRC Staff Background Material 
for December 9, 1999, Meeting 
with Duke Energy Corporation 

Contents: 

- 11118199 Open Issue Status Table 

- 11118199 Open Issue Letter to Duke 

- Duke's 11/30199 Response to the Scoping Issue 

- Duke's SER Comments from 10/15/99 submittal 

- Duke's Proposed Reactor Vessel Internals Aging Management 
Program 

- Duke's Proposed Electrical Cabling Response 

- Duke's Proposed Response for HVAC Issue
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• A'

Status of Oconee Items Contained in 11118199 letter to Duke

Open Item 
KI1k.,,a=r

Description

December 9, 1999

I - -History �unentCrurnt 
Status

2.1.3.1-1 Scoping issue Duke proposed response provided 6122. Site visit 8116-8/19. Open 
Staff issued resolution plan 10/8/99. Meeting held 10/28. Duke Action N 

provided response lAW meeting presentation on 12/1 

2.2.3-1 Recirculated cooling water Duke proposed response provided during site visit 8/16-8/19. Open 

system should be within scope Staff issued resolution plan 10/8/99. Meeting held 10/28. Duke Action N 
provided response lAW meeting presentation on 12/1 

3.0-1 Content of FSAR Supplement Duke provided SER 01 response 10115/99. Proposed response Open 
11/30 Action N/D 

_ -J P l, -- - - - - - - - - - -... i%-.,a D"nfal . .a . .. A-- /",.~.un ii

3.1.1-1/AMR 
associated 
with 9/30/99 
letter 

3.4.3.3-3 

3.4.3.3-4
I

Aging effect inconsistencies in 
the license renewal application

Identify limiting Reactor Vessel 
Internals component items and 
incorporate into the ISI program

Baffle former bolts inspection 
(Reactor Vessel Internals)

I_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

DuKe providea btK uI response 1uii W99. Supplemental 
questions asked 11/4/99. Response 11/8/99. Additional 

questions sent 11/17/99. Staff to inform Duke of additional 

questions by 12/3. 11/29, staff has no additional questions 

regarding AMR from 9/30/99 letter. No followon questions for 
3.1.1-1 (11/30) 
Duke provided a proposed response 11/30.

Duke provided proposed response at 7119 meeting. Meeting on 
9/29. Duke provided SER 01 response 10/15/99. 11/18 letter 
identifies inspection frequency concern. Note: 3.4.3.3-3, 3.4.3.3
4, and 3.4.3.3-5 are grouped as one issue in the 11/18 letter.  
Duke provided proposed response 11/30

Duke provided proposed response at 7/19 meeting. Meeting on 
9/29. Duke provided SER 01 response 10/15/99. 11/18 letter 
identifies inspection frequency concern

Confirm Action D 
12/1/99

Open -

Open 
Action N

see 
3.4.3.3-3 
for status

I

1.

History

II 
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Status of Oconee Items Contained in 11/18199 letter to Duke December 9, 1999

Open Item Description History Current 

Number Status 

3.4.3.3-5 For loss of fracture toughness Duke provided proposed response at 7/19 meeting. Meeting 8/24. see 
from synergistic thermal and Meeting 9/29. Duke provided SER 01 response 10/15/99. 11/18 3.4.3.3-3 
neutron embrittlement, perform letter identifies inspection frequency concern for status 
supplemental 
examinations/evaluations of 
CASS items (Reactor Vessel 
Internals) 

3.4.3.3-9 Reactor Vessel monitoring Issue added to track 10/27/99 letter to the B&WOG regarding Confirm 
pipes (not part of original SER BAW-2251. Duke provided proposed response 11/5/99. Duke Action D 
added to track B&WOG issue) and B&WOG to determine how to respond to the letter. Question 12/3/99 

sent to Duke 11/9199. Duke verbal response 11/9. Revised 
questions based on phone call held 11/10. 11/18 letter captures 
issue. Duke provided proposed response 11/29. B&WOG 
response 11/19. Phone call held 12/1 resolution path identified.  
Duke provided proposed response 12/2. Response acceptable

Aging effects of HVAC sub
component parts of isolators

________ I 1*
Insulated cables and 
connections (not part of original 
SER added due to inspection 
findings)

UUKe proviaea SER 0i response 1UilO/9. Pnone caiu u0/to 
discuss aux building ventilation. Options discussed were revisit 
scoping, provide AMP for elastomers, provide more rigorous 
analysis for why failure of the elastomers would not fail the 
intended function of smoke removal, or consider the elastomers a 
consumable. 11/18 letter captures issue. Duke requested 
clarification 11/23. Clarification provided 11/30. Duke provided 
proposed response 12/1. Staff question 12/6/99
identified in 9/21/99 inspection report. Staff issued letter dated 
10/8/99 to address issue added new SER 01. Duke provided 
proposed response 11/5/99. Question sent to Duke 11/9/99.  
Phone call held 11/10, decided that this issue is a management 
item. 11/18 letter captures issue. Duke proposed response 12/8

Apen Action N/D

Open 
Action N/D

2

4 V.

3.6.1.3.1-1

3.9.3-1



Status of Oconee Items Contained in 11118199 letter to Duke

Open Item Description History Current 
Number Status 

Duke SER Clarify Basis for Program Duke comment from 10/15/99 letter. Note: Comment #1 and 8 Open 
comment #1 Evaluation Conclusions are grouped as one issue in the 11/18 letter. Action N/D 

Duke SER Discuss leak-before-break Duke comment from 10/15/99 letter Confirm.
comment #3 evaluation in SER section 4.2 Item included in 11/18/99 letter to Duke. 11/22/99 telecon to Action D 

discuss response. Tentative agreement on proposed response to 11/30/99 
be included in Duke response to letter. No additional information 
is required from Duke 

Duke SER Clarify admin Controls for Duke comment from 10/15/99 letter. 11/18 letter discusses staffs Open 
comment #4 Preventive Maintenance concern Action N/D 
Duke SER Revise the Description of the Duke comment from 10/15/99 letter see 

comment ff8 "Technical Information for comment 
Identifying SSCs within scope o #1 for 

License Renewal" status S. . .. ... A • • • .. • • iConfirm....

LRA 9/30/99 
update to 
revise steam 
generator tube 
rupture 
accident 
analysis

Two heat exchangers (Quench 
tank HX and the letdown 
coolers)do not have an AMR 
associated with them

I ____________________________________________

9/30/99 Duke letter added portions ot the component cooling 
water system (CCW) to the scope of renewal, requested 
drawings. Duke provided drawing 10/28. Staff question 1113.  
Response 11/8. Staff question 11/9. Duke revised 1 out of 2 
response. Questions docketed 11/18/99. Duke provided 
proposed response 11/29. Staff question 1211/99. Duke 
response of 12/2 found to be acceptable by the staff. Staff 
continuing review of new AMP. Additional question asked 
12/3/99, Duke response 12/6/99.

Confirm 
Action D 
12/8/99

3
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Status of Oconee Items Contained in 11118199 letter to Duke

Open Item Description History Current 
Number___ Status 

Renewal Need to address renewal Letter sent to Duke on 10/27 containing the 12 proposed renewal Open 
applicant applicant action items #4 and applicant action items. 10 of the 12 renewal applicant actions Action N 

action items #8 from the 10/27 letter for items were previously addressed by Duke. 11/18 letter to Duke 

for BAW-2248 BAW-2248. Issues deal with identifies 2 renewal applicant action items that have not been 
reports, and management of addressed by Duke. Duke provided proposed response 11/30.  
stress relaxation for bolted Renewal applicant action item 4 resolved 12/1/99. Duke to review 
enclosures, respectively, applicant action #8. Duke revised response 12/7/99.

2.2.3.6.1.2.1-1 
and 4.2.2.3-1

Issues involve structural 
sealants and trend lines for 
containment tendons

Pr[ior to I II I .10 : •the l stnMI UU IWI• vvulto• rei sion It• L O,. , UUI•e s 
10/15/99 letter for these open items that would resolve the staff's 
concerns. Because Duke still needs to formally submit the 
response these items were identified as confirmatory items in the 
11/18 letter to Duke.

Action D

________ J _______________________ I _________
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