
Re: FOIA-2013-0239

Group D
RECORDS BEING WITHHELD IN PART

DESCRIPTION/(PAGE COUNT)/EXEMPTIONSNO. DATE

1 04/27/09 Non-Concurrence Process on Evaluation of Duke September 26, 2008
Response Related to External Flooding at Oconee (19 pages) Exemption
7F

2 04/29/11 Oconee Nuclear Site, Units 1, 2, 3, Response to Confirmatory Action
Letter (CAL) 2-10-003 (16 pages) Exemption 7F



4 A

NRC FORM. 757 U S. N.ICL FAR RGULILATORY COMMISSION

NON-CONCURRENCE PROCESS

SECTION A • TO BE COMPLETED BY NON-CONCURRING INDIVIDUAL

f.%aIIWTI,ýfI 0i DLIkl.' 26. DHIS Ruqmwý(. RcLot-LI I') I \110,11;1I :11 W illit't

3(11 --. 1 5- 1 I#.
,h ,Np h .- I I:[It'I'

A . (.. ;)I I I) 'k% ý I.\ 301-415-2N.' 4

D2C.u5'i/'E,--.', A'.3 l- '4 •. ,,. ... : :-:. "::'.X'v i k'7 ,

0I )(jjt. (it \uIlk ;I r I'vtatciil IzLl2II2ti11iollDvI)1jI.\ Dil-cclor. Di\ kilm I,' Rl'i\ Aý,svNIIIvTI(

IŽ ,A.S.,,N... "'[P NJ;, ' .

ste Il:ltl .

,' 111l. v h l.l fdoc l m '-5 , is )lficl.'~ l I %t'. )111i1['1 --.,.z r'It\-lt, 11: 110 1 111Jr :11it ,1

",CONTINU,-- IN S;C,;T-TI0l)N 17

DR 4-C< .. /YOU H,,, TpA
:::. .".•."1"-.L ,<'t=,,, S2O~YSR A-, ND COPY, T"O_ YOUR IMMEDiATE SUPcRVI'SOR AND

-''-.-- R :N$. v'PT':=... . PROGRAM MANAGER

Use ADAMS Template NRC-OC6 . :.. :1 , : . 1 1 .. : . .. I . : .



NRC FORM 757 U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
NRC MD 10.158

13-20091 NON-CONCURRENCE PROCESS

TITLE OF DOCUMENT ADAMS ACCESSION NO.

ML090570779

SECTION B - TO BE COMPLETED BY NON-CONCURRING INDIVIDUAL'S SUPERVISOR
(THIS SECTION SHOULD ONLY BE COMPLETED IF SUPERVISOR IS DIFFERENT THAN DOCUMENT SPONSOR.)

NAME
Mark Cunningham
TITLE
Director, Division of Risk Assessment

PHONE NO.

301-415-2884
ORGANIZATION
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COMMENTS FOR THE DOCUMENT SPONSOR TO CONSIDER

I HAVE NO COMMENTS

I HAVE THE FOLLOWING COMMENTS

1. 1 believe that the main points needing to be made in the document of concern were that:
a.The probabilistic evaluation being performed by the licensee could not demonstrate that dam failure was an "incredible"

event, and thus such a failure had to be considered in the licensee's response to the 50.54(o letter.
b.The licensee, therefore, had to perform deterministic evaluations of flood height. These had to consider a defensible range

of key parameters affecting the predicted flood height.

2. In my judgment, other issues noted in Ms. Galloway's non-concurrence statement could be addressed in subsequent
correspondence. That is, I judged it more important that this letter be sent to make the points noted above, rather than
further delay its issuance to include discussion of these other issues,

3. I have encouraged and will continue to encourage Ms. Galloway to communicate her thoughts on this challenging issue. I
believe her thoughts will help NRC to make appropriate and defensible decisions.
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Oconee NRC Reply Non-concurrence (9) linal.doc

~- SECURITY-RELATED INFO•

4/6/2009

I am non-concurring on the NRC response letter entitled "Evaluation of Duke Energy
Carolinas, LLC (Duke) September 26, 2008, Response to Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) Letter Dated August 15, 2008, Related to External Flooding at Oconee Nuclear
Station, Units 1, 2, and 3 (Oconee) (TAC Nos. MD8224, MD8225, and MD8226)"
(ML090570779) for the following two overarching reasons:

(1) We do not require the licensee to perform its inundation analysis in a way that will
allow the NRC to conclude with high confidence and sufficient safety margins that
adequate protection is provided.

(2) As a result, the letter does not clearly define a success path to timely resolution
consistent with the significance of the issue.

The adequate protection issue arises from no defense in depth should the Standby
Shutdown Facility (SSF) be inundated-with resultant core damage, containment failure,
and damage to fuel in the spent fuel pool-and the lack of safety margin in the licensee's
current analyses.

Background and explanation of significance of the issue

* No other potential initiating event at Oconee is as risk significant. The probability of
core damage from a Jocassee Dam failure is three times higher than the sum total
probability of core damage from all other initiating events. Duke has acknowledged
that, given a Jocassee Dam failure with subsequent site inundation, all three Oconee
units will go to core damage; that is, given a dam failure, the conditional core damage
probability (CCDP) is 1.0. Thus, for a Jocassee Dam failure frequency of 2E-4, there
is a conditional core damage frequency (CCDF) of 2.OE-4 (CCDF = IEF x CCDP).

" For a Jocassee Dam failure, using potentially optimistic assumptions, Duke estimates
that containment will fail approximately 59 to 68 hours after dam failure without
mitigating actions.

* Under the dam break conditions, resultant flood waters and infrastructure damage
would affect public evacuation and potentially affect Emergency Operations Facility
response capability. Duke has not demonstrated that its radiological emergency plan
actions can be adequately implemented under these conditions.

* To reduce risk from other, unrelated initiators, Duke is currently performing several
modifications to the Oconee site. As the table below indicates, these modifications will
improve risk less than improvements that would mitigate a Jocassee Dam failure.
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Risk Reduction from
Ongoing Modifications

Initiating Decrease
Event in CCDF

Tornado 6.8E-6
Internal Events 1.4E-5

HELB 1.OE-5
Fire 5.OE-5

Total of above 8.1 E-5

(b)(7)(F)

Explanation of specific reasons for non-concurrence

The overarching reasons for my non-concurrence above are supported by the following
specific points. The specific points explain why I believe that the letter does not clearly
communicate that information needed by NRC to resolve adequate protection of the Oconee
units against external flooding.

1. NRC's regulations and guidance documents consistently convey the need to assess
the most severe flooding, worst-case occurrences, highest water surface elevation,
etc. (Refer to the attached document entitled "Applicable Regulatory Guidance
Documents to External Flooding Issues Related to the Oconee Nuclear Site.") This
letter does not communicate this information which would guide the licensee's
assessment and appropriately define the regulatory criteria that will be used to ensure
a sufficient and timely decision is rendered. Duke does not currently plan to perform
an analysis which would ensure that such boundaries are considered consistent with
NRC's deterministic licensing requirements, use current, state-of-the-art practices
(probable maximum precipitation assumptions) nor does the letter as written request
Duke to do so.

2. The letter does not take into account the insights gained by NRC technical experts nor
insights conveyed to us by another Federal agency (Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission) that would allow the licensee to be better positioned to provide the
information we need to resolve this adequate protection issue. (Refer to the draft
memo, "Transmittal of NRO Staff Technical Evaluation of Duke Power Company's
Assessment of Postulated Jocassee Dam Failure Impacts on Oconee Nuclear Station"
(ML090570570) for documentation of insights.) I have attached an e-mail dated March
11, 2009, and include excerpts from the two attachments to that e-mail to include two
alternate paragraphs, either of which could be added to the letter to address this point.

3. The letter does not request Duke to consider more current information related to
whether an overtopping event can occur at Jocassee Dam. The current Duke analysis
of the probable maximum precipitation does not consider an antecedent storm or the
saturated soil conditions that would result from an antecedent storm. Doing so is
current practice and could impact whether the dam overtops. Given the greater
volume of water, dam overtopping results in the most significant inundation, and, given
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the significance of the issue, needs to be considered to ensure demonstration of
adequate protection. I recommend that the letter be modified such that the phrase
"reservoir levels" read as "reservoir levels including overtopping."

4. The letter does not request that Duke answer questions on the seismic capability of
the Jocassee Dam. Questions in the seismic arena were raised by an agency
seismology expert as a result of his review of a 2007 fragility study that Duke
submitted in relation to the Reactor Oversight Process issue regarding the hole in the
SSF wall. The
seismic issue needs to be resolved before NRC can conclude that adequate protection
against external flooding is provided. The letter should include the seismic questions
that were conveyed at the December 4, 2008, meeting or refer to another
communication with an indication that an adequate response is expected as part of our
adequate protection determination.

5. The letter, by not requesting a due date for the analyses, implies that we will accept
November 2009 as a submittal date. I recommend that the letter reflect our statement
at the November 5, 2008, management meeting that technical resolution be achieved
within one year. As such, the letter should reflect a date for Duke to submit its
inundation/sensitivity studies consistent with practicality in use of the HEC-RAS code
(2-4 months from date of letter) that will support and more likely assure agreed-upon
technical resolution by November 2009.

Summary

Given the high safety significance of the issue, it behooves the NRC to ensure the most
efficient path to resolution; my concerns surround the fact that the letter does not achieve that
objective. Given the significant staff expertise in flood analysis, seismic engineering, and
probabilistic risk assessment, I believe that the technical analysis done by these staff to date
is sound and supports a clear communication to the licensee regarding our needs to resolve
this issue. The staff's expertise in these areas was augmented through face-to-face
meetings with representatives of FERC. The analysis done by these staff and the
interactions need to be brought to bear in this letter. Further, the letter as currently written,
may result in more than one iteration of analysis with the licensee which will burden both staff
and licensee resources and add months of additional time to reach resolution. Results of the
staff's flooding and seismic analyses were presented to the licensee at meetings on
November 5 and December 4, 2008, so not doing so now seems to imply that we are backing
away from our earlier positions. I also am concerned that an approach that does not seek the
most efficient path is not one that the agency can defend well to outside stakeholders. In
conclusion,.I remain concerned that this approach is not in the best interest of public health
and safety and security, regulatory stability, and our role as a strong regulator.
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APPLICABLE REGULATORY GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS TO EXTERNAL FLOODING
ISSUES RELATED TO POTENTIAL DAM FAILURES

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The following text provides a summary of applicable regulatory guidance on external flooding
issues related to potential dam failures, with emphasis on failures due to causes other than
severe precipitation and seismic activity (i.e., covering random dam failures).

The references covered include General Design Criterion (GDC) 2, per 1OCFR Part 50,
Regulatory Guides, Standard Review Plans, and applicable industry standards.

Four Standard Review Plans (SRPs) are directly related to the issue of external flooding.
Evaluation of flooding analysis to appropriate postulations of the "worst-case flooding scenario"
is mentioned for sites on streams and rivers. For flood waves resulting from a dam breach or
failure, the resulting "highest water surface elevation" affecting an SSC important to safety is
indicated as an area for review, where failure of a single upstream dam that has the "most
severe impact on the site" should be evaluated using conservative assumptions. All four SRPs
make explicit reference to Regulatory Guide 1.59 to be used as guidance by the staff "as
supplemented by best current practices."

Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.59 indicates that the conditions resulting from the "worst site-related
flood probable" at the reactor site (plus attendant wave-activity) constitutes the design basis
flood conditions that safety-related SSCs "should be designed to withstand and retain capability
for cold shutdown and maintenance thereof." The specific guidance provided in RG 1.59 for
such cases indicates that combinations where the probability of occurrence is "at least
comparable" to the most severe hydrometeorological or seismically induced flood should be
considered. Appendix A to RG 1.59 incorporates by reference the standard N170-1976,
"Standards for Determining Design Basis Flooding at Power Reactor Sites" (for which the most
recent revision is ANSI/ANS-2.8-1992). This 1992 revision of the standard is also referred to in
the SRPs mentioned above.

ANSI/ANS-2.8-1992 states that "Nuclear reactor safety from flooding needs to be ensured not
only in floods from extreme precipitation but in floods from other causes as well. Surges from
upstream dam failures from nonhydrologic causes constitute potential threats." ANSI/ANS-2.8-
1992 includes in the events that shall be considered to determine the controlling flood elevations
(single or in combination) the failures of upstream dams from "hydrologic, seismic, or other
causes."

Regulatory Issue Summary (RIS) 2001-02 also delineates a process that can be used when
NRC's responsibility to ensure reasonable assurance of adequate protection at a site needs to
go beyond the regulation.

1



APPLICABLE REGULATORY GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS TO EXTERNAL FLOODING
ISSUES RELATED TO POTENTIAL DAM FAILURES

GDC 2 and Pre-GDC 2 Oconee UFSAR Commitments

The Oconee Nuclear Site (ONS) UFSAR Section 3.1.2 contains a description of the station's
design criterion titled "Criterion 2 - Performance Standards (Category A),' which is hereafter
called "Pre-GDC 2 Criterion." Oconee's Pre-GDC 2 criterion requires that:

Those systems and components of reactor facilities which are essential to the prevention
of accidents which could affect the public health and safety or to mitigation of their
consequences shall be designed, fabricated and erected to performance standards that
will enable the facility to withstand, without loss of the capability to protect the public, the
additional forces that might be imposed by natural phenomena such as earthquakes,
tornadoes, flooding conditions, winds, ice, and other local site effects. The design bases
so established shall reflect: (a) appropriate consideration of the most severe of these
natural phenomena that have been recorded for the site and the surrounding area and
(b) an appropriate margin for withstanding forces greater than those recorded to reflect
uncertainties about the historical data and their suitability as a basis for design.

The Oconee UFSAR Section 3.1.2 includes 'earthquake" as one of the natural phenomena,
which the SSCs should be able to withstand, without loss of capability to protect the public, the
additional forces that might be imposed by natural phenomena. It further states that the designs
are based uponthe most severe of the natural phenomena recorded for the vicinity of the site,
with an appropriate margin to account for uncertainties in the historical data.

The Oconee Station's pre-GDC 2 requirements appear to be quite similar, in their scope, to
those of the current GDC 2 criterion included in 10 CFR Part 50 Appendix A:

SSCs important to safety shall be designed to withstand the effects of natural
phenomena such as earthquakes, tornadoes, hurricanes, floods, tsunami, and seiches
without loss of capability to perform their safety functions. The design bases for these
SSCs shall reflect: (1) Appropriate consideration of the most severe of the natural
phenomena that have been historically reported for the site and the surrounding area,
with sufficient margin for the limited accuracy, quantity and period of time in which the
historical data have been accumulated, (2) appropriate combinations of the effects of
normal and accident conditions with the effects of the natural phenomena, and (3) the
importance of the safety functions to be performed.

Applicable Standard Review Plans (SRPs)

Four SRPs are directly related to the issue of external flooding: 2.4.2, 2.4.2, 2.4.3, 2.4.4, and
2.4.10. All four SRP make the following reference to RG 1.59:

Appropriate sections of the following Regulatory Guides are used by the staff for the
identified acceptance criteria: ... Regulatory Guide 1.59, as supplemented by best
current practices, provides guidance for developing the hydrometeorological design
bases ...
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Furthermore, all SRPs reference the standard ANSI/ANS-2.8-1992 in either the main text or the
reference list. In particular, SRP 2.4.2 states the following:

ANSI/ANS-2.8-1992 provides guidance for determination of appropriate combinations of
flooding mechanisms along with their relative severity within the combined events. The
staff uses the recommendations of ANSI/ANS-2.8-1992, supplemented with best current
practices: to review the applicant's submittal in order to ensure that the most severe
flood at the plant site has been determined.

A brief summary is provided below, followed by additional excerpted main statements (blue
italic) from the individual SRPs:

SRP 2.4.2 "Floods'

This SRP provides guidance in performing safety reviews of historical flooding bases with
respect to individual types of flood-producing phenomena and combinations thereof. Guidance
related to dam failure includes consideration of stream flooding with review of the PMF with
coincident wind-induced waves due to dam failure potential.

The flood history and the potential for flooding are reviewed for the sources and events

listed below. . . The review covers the following specific areas.

Section 2 Stream Flooding

The application should include documentation of the potential sources of flood and flood
response characteristics. Depending on the hydrology in the watershed where the
proposed site is located, estimates of tributary contributing area, PMF, coincident wind-
induced waves, floods produced due to dam failures, and combinations of less severe
river floods with coincident surges and seiches should be provided.

Section 6 Seismically Induced Dam Failures (or Breaches)

The application should include the flooding hazard at the plant site resulting from
seismically induced dam failure upstream of the site location.

Section 9 Combined Events Criteria

The staff reviews the combinations of individual flooding mechanisms that are
reasonably possible. It is possible that a combination of two or more flooding
mechanisms that individually result in floods less severe than their respective worst-case
occurrences may combine due to dependence among themselves and result in a more
severe flood than the worst case of any one of the mechanisms occurring in isolation.

SRP Section 2.4.3, Probable Maximum Flood (PMF) on Streams and Rivers"

"Probable Maximum Flood (PMF) on Streams and Rivers" describes the procedures for
determining the PMF using the information related to the reservoirs in the region available from
the US Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Geological Survey and the National Inventory of Dams.

3



The staff's review should include evaluation of pertinent information to determine if these
criteria are appropriately used in postulation of the worst-case flooding scenario at the
proposed plant site and in the adjacent streams and rivers.

SRP Section 2.4.4, "Potential Dam Failures"

This SRP section deals directly with guidance on the review of potential failure of onsite,
upstream, and downstream water control structures. Specific areas identified with respect to
dam failure include dynamic effects (flood waves), cascading failures, and failure of onsite water
control or storage structures.

Flood Waves from Severe Breaching of an Upstream Dam: Flood waves resulting from a
dam breach or failure, including those due to hydrologic failure as a result of overtopping
for any reason, routed to the site and the resulting highest water surface elevation that
may result in flooding of SSC important to safety

Flood Waves from Severe Breaching of an Upstream Dam: The location of dams and
potentially "likely" or severe modes of failure are identified. Failure of a single upstream
dam that has the most severe impact on the site should be evaluated using a
conservative mode of dam failure, consideration of reservoir level at full pool, and
appropriate combination of antecedent flows as described by ANSI/ANS-2.8-1992.

Domino-Type or Cascading Dam Failures: To meet the requirements of GDC 2, 10 CFR
52.17, 10 CFR Part 100. and 10 CFR 100.23(d), an appropriate configuration of the
cascade of dam failures and its potential to produce the largest flood adjacent to the
plant site is needed. Several possible cascading dam failures should be investigated,
including those induced by seismic and hydrological failures.

SRP Section 2.4.10, "Flooding Protection Requirements"

SRP 2.4.10 provides guidance on the comparison between the information reviewed in previous
sections regarding the design-basis flood conditions and the potential effects on safety-related
facilities for a given location and elevation. Also included in the guidance are considerations of
types of flood protection (e.g., "hardened facilities", sandbags, bulkhead, etc.) and emergency
procedures, as outlined in RG 1.102.

In this section of the safety analysis report (SAR), the hydrological design basis is
developed to ensure that any potential hazard to the safety-related facilities due to the
failure of onsite, upstream, and downstream water control structures are considered in
plant design.

Regulatory Guides

The following two Regulatory Guides provide guidance directly related to external flooding
issues:

Regulatory Guide 1.59. "Design Basis Floods for Nuclear Power Plants', Rev. 2, 1977

4



Th:s Regulatory D,!e deso'ibes acceplable, meirnods of determining design basis floods.
ýeferencing the Amercar' National Standards Ins.ture ,:ANSI) Standard N170-1976 IANS 2.8).
Standards for Determ. rung Design Basis Flooding at Power Reactor Siles aimost in its entirety

as t.he source for estimating Probab:le Maximum F.oocs (PM F). with the exception of specific
portiai-s renated to the evaluatcn of eros~on failure. GDC 2 !s explicitly mentioned i;n RG 1 59.

Nuclear sower plants shou.id be designed to prevent the loss of capability for coid
shutdown and maintenance ,heref resulting from the most severe flood conditions that
can reasonably be predicted to occur at a site as a result of severe hydrometeorolog:ca'l
conditions. seismic activity, or both.

The conditions resultng from the worst site-related flood probable at the nuc!ear power
plarnt (e q.. PMF, seism;cal:y induced flood. setihe. surge, severe local prec~p.ta: on) with
atte-dant wind-generated wave activity constitute the design basis flood contions that

safetvy-related structures systems. ana components .de-ntijec in Regulatory Guide 1.291
shOulo be designed to withstan-d and retain capability for co.d shu:tdown and
mainlenance tLhereof.

For sites acrng streams, the PMF generally provides the design basis flood. For s.es
a!ong lakes or seashores a flood condit.on Of comparable severty couid Oe produced by
the most severe combination of hydrometeorological parameters reasonably possible ...
or a reasonable comoination of less severe phenomenologically caused flood:ig evonls
snou.d bc considered in arr:vi,.nc a: design basis flood conditions comparable [I',
frequency of occurrence with a PiMF on streams.

The mater:a! previously conta~nec n Appendix A has beer replaced by American
National Standards lIst;tute (ANSI) Sta,-dard.N 170-1976, "Standards tor Determining
Design Basis %looding at Power Reacto.r Sics." wýith the following exception.

Sect~ons 5.5.4.2.3 and 5.5.5 of ANSI N 170..1976 contain references to mernods for evaiuating
the eros:0cr,'alre of earth fill or rock fill dams and deter-."ir'n: the resulting oJtfiow
hydrograpi's. The staff has founid tha, some of these methods may not be conservative necause
they predict slower rates of ercs:on than. nave historically occurred. Modifications to the nodels
may be mace to increase their conserva: sin. Such modificaons ,i be reviewed by the NRC
staft on a case-by-case oasis.

Regulatory Guide 1.102. RFood Protection for Nuclear Power Plants, Rev. 2. 1976. describes
acceptable types of flood orotection for the structures. systems and con.onents (see also

SRP 2.4. I1).

For purposes of this guide. the Design Basis Flooding Level (DBFL) is defined as tne
maximum water elevation attained by the controlling flood, including coinciceni win,ýo-
generated wave effects. The w.vind generated wave component of elevation is generally
conlrolled by fetch and water depth and may differ at ocations around the plant. Furtner
distinction musi be made between est:'.ates of "'structural" effects ii.e.. static and
dynamic forces: and floodmng or inunda:;on effects. Additionally. the controlling flood
event may be different for evaluating str.ictora. effects than for ewalua:",g inundalion
effects. For examp.e. tne Probable Ma:XL,:- Fioco PMF) may produce toe highest

water level and static forces on a given structure, but mne total static and cyr'amic forces
on the Stru;tLurf may be cramer duri.g a smaller (in elevatorn) flood wave from. te
seisi.cal',y .ndrced failure of anb ucstream dam.
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Applicable Standards

The following two standards provide guidance directly related to external flooding issues:

ANSI/ANS-2.8-1992, "Determining Design Basis Flooding at Power Reactor Sites"

This standard was prepared by the American Nuclear Standard (ANS) Working Group ANS-2.8.
It was first revised in 1981 (and published as ANSI/ANS-2.8-1981), with a second and latest
revision performed in 1992 (ANSI/ANS-2.8-1992), being withdrawn in 2002. ANSI/ANS-2.8-
1992 provides guidance on plant safety related to flooding; including considerations of
hydrological and nonhydrological dam failures; and evaluation criteria for combinations of
events.

Section 4.2. 1 Flood-Causing Event

No single flood causing event is an adequate design base for a power reactor. Usual
principal factors are precipitation, antecedent moisture, and wind, but special factors
include dam failures from differing causes. Events that shall be considered to determine
the controlling flood elevations are one, or appropriate combination of any, of the
following as outlined in Section 9, Combined Events Criteria: (2) Failure of dams and
other man-made structures from hydrologic, seismic, or other causes upstream,
downstream, and on site.

Analyses of dam failures are complex, many failures not being completely understood.
The principal uncertainty involves likely mode and degree of failure. Uncertainties can be
circumvented in situations where it can be shown that the complete and sudden
disappearance of a dam or dams will not endanger the nuclear plant. Otherwise,
reasonable failure postulations shall be used.

Section 5.5.4.2.3 Earth and Rockfill

Earth and rock embankments shall be evaluated for breaching from overtopping. If there
are two or more independent embankments. it may be necessary to fail only one if it
produces the most critical flood wave. .. If no overtopping is demonstrated, the
evaluation may be terminated and the embankment may be declared safe from
hydrologic failure. ... Caution shall be exercised in the selection of the method to be
used for each site-specific problem. Additionally, the sensitivity to parameter changes
and event timing shall be thoroughly investigated for each analysis.

Section 6.3 Dam Failures from Other Causes

Potential dam failures from earthquakes are associated with sharply defined natural
events of a few moments' duration and failures from extreme floods with natural events
of a few hours', days', or weeks' duration. Dam failures from other onsite causes might
result from gradual changes in, under, and adjacent to the dam. With proper inspection
and monitoring, gradual changes threatening dam safety might be detected and
adequate corrective measures can be taken.

6



Section 6.3.2 Failure Causes

On-site potential causes of partial or complete dam failure inc:ude the following:

(1) Deterioration of concrete Cue to cracking. weathering. or chemical growth.
(2) Deterioration of embarnKment protection such as riprap or grass cover.
(3) Excessive saturation of downstream face or lo of embankmenl.
i,4) Excessive embankment settlement.
(51 Cracking of embankment due to uneven settlement.
(6; Erosion or cavitation in waterways and chaannels. including spillways.
(7: Excessive pore pressure in structure, foundation. or abutment.
(3) Failure of spillway gates to operate during flood because of rnechanical or electrical
breakdown or clogging with debris.
(9) Buildup of silt load against dam.
(10) Excess"ve leakage through foundation
(11 ) Leakage along conduit in embankment.
(12) Channels from tree roots or burrowing
(13) Excessive reservo.r r-m leakage.
(14) Landslide in reservoir.

Section 9.2.4 Nonhydrologic ano Nonse.smic Darm Failures

No specific guidance or specific evernt combinations are provided in h:nis standard_;
because of uncertainty in postula:ung a rea:;stic dam failure from nonhydro;ogic and
non'seism:c causes. Refer to 6.3

ANSI/ANS-2 "2-2 978. 'Guidelines for Conmbining Na;ural ard External Man-Made Hazards at
Power Reactor Si:es. withdrawn

While no ONS reference was foL,nd to RG 1.59 or ANS-2.8 stanca-ds. ANSI/ANS-2.12-1978 is
referenced in Oconees Uni, 1 & 2 IPEEE submittal (December. '995) uwider the General
Methodology section; 'Natural and man-made external events of interest were identified using
other PRAs. NSAC/60. ANSI/ANS-2. 2 (Ref. 2.3), and the aforementiored NUREG!CR-2300."

The purpose of this standard, as stated is 'to establish a methodology for !dentufy~ng
comoinations of natural hazards and external man-made hazards for consideration in opaani
design. As existing standards do not cover all of the individual external man-madc hazards. this
standard can also serve as a reference wh.ch a designer can use in examining a specific s~te for
,rotec~jon agains, individual external man-mace ha7ards." Although mentioned in ANSI/ANS-

2 8. no soecific guidance is provided for combinations including flooding due to darn failures
from causes other th:an seismic and severe precipitation in ANSI/'ANS-2.8 itself. A particular
type of hazarc icorntified in ANSl/ANS-2.12 is a 'retaining structure failure" which encompasses
talLure of a cam due to causes other than flood, earthquake or tsunami" as a man-made hazarc
"which occurs external to a nuclear power gernerating station with the potential to affect safely-
related structures.

ANSIIANS-2.12 uses 10 Per year as a screening threshold, in order to "establish a division
between combinations of natural '.azards and external manmade hazards wh:ch must be
considered in the plant design ant 'nose which need not be considerec.' Additionally.
ANSI/ANS-2.12 explicitly cautoris that "overall safety risk to the public due to a tazard ýs

7



concerend (sic) not only with the probadility of occurrence of the hazardous event but also with
the probability that an essential safe-y furnction is significantly impairec by the event such that
there is release of radioactivity. Specific eva"iation of such consequences is beyond the scope
of this standard, out should be considered ,n the final selection of combined events to be used
for plant design. In other words, the designer must consider not only the probability of
occurrence (i.e., initiating event frequency) but also the consequence of mhe occurrence (i.e..
conditional core damage pro,.ability). Duke has stated in their letter to the NRC cated
Seplember 261', 2008 that the CCDP for an inundation of the ONS is 1.0.

Th:s slandard provides a conservatwve dam failure screening frequency of 10: per damn-years. It
further states that it would be u' to tie plan! designer to further investigate the failure
probabilities *-or damns and other water retaining structures Ir. hts area to determine whether
lower hazarc probabilities are jus*Jiable.

STATUTORY AUTHORITY ABOVE AND BEYOND EXISTING REGULATION

Th-•e Regulatory Issue Summary (RIS) 2001-02. 'Guidance on Risk-lnformec Decisionmaking in)
Lcense Amendment Review's." describes the use of risk information in icense amendment
actvit~es. it states in part'

"Wher. a license amendment request co:m'p-ies with the regulations and other license
requirements. there is a presumption by the Commission of acequate protection of pLbiic health
and safety (MaIne Yankee, ALAB-161, 6 AEC 1003 (1973)). However. circumstances may ar:s0
in which new information reveals an- unforeseen hazard or a substantially greater potentia. for a
known hazard to occur. such as identificatiorn of a design vullnerability or an issue that
substantially increases risk. In such situations, the NRC has the statutory authority to require
lhcensee action above and beyond existing regulaticns :o maintain the level cf protection
necessary to avoid undue r~sk to public health an• safety.'

The above guidance clearly d.rects the NRC to look beyornd the existing regulat.on to ensure
adequate protection in license apolications. In a draft Davis Besse order on reactor head
nozzles circunmferentaJ cracking sent "o the Commissioners dat.ed November 21, 2001
(ML022700327). Whe EDO states:

'Regulatory Issue Sun-mary 2001-02. provices a process for the staff to consider whether a
special circumstance exists which may rebut the presumption that compliance with the
regulations provides adequate protection of puolic health and safety. Although developed as a
tool [or staff reviews of !:cense amendment requests. the process in Regulatory Issue Summary
2001-02 is appropriate for oh,iier regulatory dec:sionmaKing purposes because it addresses a
fundamental requiremernt for operation of a nuclear reactor. i.e., reasonable assurance of
acequate protection of public health and safety."

This RIS delineates a process and the EDO's nieono requires the NRC needs to look beyond
the regu.Jlalion to ensure compliance w.th tle Atomic Energy Act adequate protection mandate i1
a lhcensee is fcund to meet all the appi~cabe regulation but a si(gnificant safety issue still
persists.
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trom. Melanie Galloway
Sent Wednesday. March 11. 2009 313 PM
To. Mark Cunningham, David Skeen: Patrick Hiland. Joseph Giitter: Jack Grobe: Bruce Boger
Cc. Allen Howe. Nilesh Chokshi. Scott Flanders: Brian Holian
Subject two versions reflecting 2 options on sensitivity study

All

I ve attached two versions illustrating two different options for requesting the sensitivity studies

V2 includes the request that I understood came from the 2/26 meeting with Joe, Pat Dave. Jack and Brian
V3 includes the request that I worked on with NRO.

Both versions have the same resul. in that they provide clearer expectations to the licensee in terms o; the
oounds of the sensitivity analysis and resolve several issues I see with the current wording Namely
1 Either version will provide a higher degree of likelihood that the licensee's analyses will meet our
expectations with only one request. creating efficiency for both the licensee in their analysis and us in
review.
2. As a result of item 1.. we should have a quicker path to resolution and thus put th;s iSSLie behind us
3 The +1- 50% is an arbitrary request and one we are hard pressed to explain By contrast, the two
versions rely on curren" methods and/or FERC guidelines (depending or which version you :OOk at, that
provide a defensible basis we can rely on when asking Duke to perform sensitiv;ty analysis

Also. note that I have inciuCec a request for Duke to consider overtopping reservoir levels when coing the
sensit,viy analysis Wien considering adequate protectmon. we are to look at current information and
standards and doing so gives rise to saturated soil and runoff considerations not inclUdeo in Duke's current
analysis

These issues ike'y require additional discussion. know jack Said t...e.....W.u.d b. a..thC- .cc.nc bui
the RIC this week and new versions being offered. I d:dn't want to wait to present these alternate views

Meianie



Cl USE - ECURITY-RELAT•

IL c.xrpis from Attachnients to March 11. 2000. I.-IEMail Showvinc Alternaite Parauraphs that Could
b11 Added o [Leiter to Addrcss Points 2. and 3. of Non -Concurrince
(teI; that extlC wording is not important buL rather the concept is what ;s important)

)ption I: Includes Calculated Staff Values Us lBoundaries for I)uke to Pcrform Sensitivity Studis

III vot response. to the 50.54(f) letter. 1)ukc corn mltcd to perlbrm 11i.1da1ion studies ushI g thel
mc10e ad3 anted i I ('-R.\ S model. The response lalso indicated thal Dul.ke would pcrln11 .se'nsitivitN
studies usinga the more nd% anted I1L..C-RA\S model "to further und1rst1nd the (C 'ccts on ihmd levels
-it the SF. I'he NRC. agrees that a. studv with the mo1re' ad 0 ancd mi idef and a s.'Clisitvil, aonath sl .
is nlecCssar\. bccausc of the uncer'tainty invol1Ved in predicth'iVn dan 11 ut-c l twl r1s1ltdanti ilood l00d
at the (.)coiCe site. Ke\ paramclers (breNach size. reservoir lev"els i lnuding M\ertoppin. time to
dam failIrC., ec.) I should he varieMd OVCT a SUfticienl range (ts show,.vn in Table I ) to, provide an
tinder-Sandin 0of hew changes to those paranclters impact 1h1 flood hei<_,ht estimates. [hesO valu es
weyre obtained fl-om NRC calculationIs uising current methocds. reCrenc'd in I... Arrmv Corps of
'neiteers and S.. 13 ureatu of Rcc lamation docUmVrnts. fhis senshitiv anal\ .sis should not be

limhite to one-at-a-ti me parameter variations. You will note that the sCnsi tiNtiv analNvsis reqtIested
Inctudes an assesslien acroiss possiblc NRCS cur\.c numbers Variation oJ'this paamter Is
incl uded because y'our chosen curve lnumbcr does not appear rellvctii e of lhe prccipitation and

runolH expected dturin a probable maximum precipitation fl.MP) event. Should you choose- ranges
dill(crernl 'from those presenlled in tablC I. yoU should pro\idc the ssocialted j.usti flcat iC f`or doi'n
SO.

Table I
,Iocassee D)am Model Input Parameters•

Parameter~l m'illillil~lll v aht . nla unrn V'ahlc

Jocasse D a s bit-n ic w idth f 11 I I.. ,.1
IoC:ISS.c Da lo i .[p N each \i% I] li0i .) t-1-]5 1 [770

.Ioc,!;.ýC:.• Diml !ottom bie;..tch ,dcvamOLn (.l1. \IS.);. 710 S, )00

,I ci c I, ; [) • im lo 11f i jIai rI ( hr,. ) I
.li-issci' Iusci\. * lcv•.' (ft. MSLi r1_ _ _ _12

IK o,,o v ; ,L .:lvtl I I.vi c l 730 IN I
. ltCS (.uC,.o number.XII

)ptIion 2: Includes Qualiitative D)iscussion to Guiiid D)uke's Sensitivity S.tudies

In \ outr response to the 50.54(f) letter. Duke commited to perrorm inundamion st sdies I]si'-g the
more ad, anccd I ..(C-IR.\ S model. The response. also indircated that ])uke \would pertorm snsi rivirv
si clies usi01c the mire advanced I [IC.-.-RAS model to furlher tatdersIand the efleCl, on Flood Cevels
aI- the .1s]:. thC NRU( a:recs that a si udM, fith the i1iore advanced nodel and a seni.,tiv.it anal .sis
is Iiacossar\ becau',s ofthC uncCrtainv\ in1 ofe'Id in predictiangl dam fitiIun-c and restihant flood Ioe'els
-I,, the ()conee site. ev pararhtcnrs ( breach, size. rIeservoir levels inoctcldinug ov.erloppiy. i't ti.,

da-mn Ilalure. etc. ) should be varied o\ el a sufniciCet vanIc to provide an undCrstand. inu of hox\

nFICA rIIJT-SCRT41L.E ~or1~~



Changes to those pmnmnlers impact the flood hei,_hht estiilates. The' parameters sCleted anCi ••.c
ran'aes otlths•s, param IIcI • ers Shoulld R ' inlied and should represcnt a conCsr\'Ctiu \e ran e•I'
hypothetical conditions. Ihe NRC' has reviewed the Iederal I-ncruv Retulatory (Commis.sion
ui~dnce regardiig breach size and tWne to failure. The 'ERC guidelines represent appropriate

ranues for a sensiIiit t anl tIvsis. W\e ha\ e also condutcted assessments usintT I lzlt metChods.
referenced in t..S. Arm,,- Corps of E1-.ngincers and U.S. Bfureau of RCla Itinitton documen1ts. ()ur
resulting calculoated v'a ltes icr some of1 Ie critical parameters. includin' bretch size and tinw' to
10ai-ure. for i.ocassee Darm analyses arc within the rangtes of the F.ER. Luidelines and coniirm thu
appropria.fteness cthese guidelines I1or a sensitivity aMnalvsis. In your slnisitivilv analvsi.,. you
should evaluate whether additional parameters. beyond those identCiii d b\ t h stal', ned it) be
varied over appropriate ranges to estimate the inundation flood levels. YOu: analysis shoui.
cOnSidr!- Vaiationt olf sevCe'iral j)ai ee,1s siulluaneu,.s]. We reco]inmeYnd I that we meet to discuss
your sensiti.ity atn:l-sis plan hebore you undertake the anal sto es tablish inmtual undcrstandtin
and avoid unneccssary reiteralive efforts
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fl~FICIAL U~E OI~LY B~CU~TY RE' K~ED INFQRMAT'QN

Document Sponsor Response to Non-concurrence on the Evaluation of Duke
September 26, 2008 Response Related to External Flooding at Oconee

Background and basis for letter

The potential safety significance of this issue was the basis for the NRC's issuance of a 10 CFR
50.54(f) letter to Duke in August 2008. One of the key drivers for the NRC's letter was the
recognition that the previous estimates for the probability of a random dam failure were an order
of magnitude smaller than they should have been.

The purpose of the NRC's letter to Duke Energy was to convey the following key points as
summarized below:

- Duke's September response to the 50.54(f) letter did not address NRC's concerns and
demonstrate that Oconee will be adequately protected in the long term from external flooding
events. NRC staff's position is that a Jocassee Dam failure is a credible event and needs to
be addressed deterministically.

- In the short term, NRC staff has concluded that there is not an immediate safety concern
necessitating prompt modification or suspension of the Oconee license for the short term
based on FERC inspections, monitoring by Duke, the current low level of the Jocassee Lake,
the sufficiently low estimated random failure frequency of the dam, and the timellnes in the
failure sequence that would allow for mitigating actions.

- To resolve these issues, Duke must provide a technically defensible inundation study
supporting the protection of Oconee from offsite flooding with an associated sensitivity
analysis. This study and sensitivity analyses were identified in Duke's 50.54(f) response.

- The sensitivity analyses must include varying key parameters that can affect the on-site flood
height (e.g., breach size, reservoir levels, time to dam failure) individually and in combination
over a sufficient range to provide an understanding of how changes impact the flood height
estimates. The selection of parameters to be varied and the range of variability for those
parameters need to be justified.

- The NRC staff expects that the analyses to establish an adequate licensing basis for
external flooding be completed by November 2009.

Actions preceding the non-concurrence:

In the course of developing the letter to Duke, NRR management, including the non-concurring
person, discussed issues to be addressed in the letter. At these meetings, the non-concurring
person's alternate views were discussed and not successfully resolved for the non-concurring
person.

The non-concurring person briefed the ET on January 14, 2009, on the safety significance of the
issue and the basis for allowing continued operation while the issue was being resolved. At that
meeting, the non-concurring person presented a basis for allowing continued operation of the
Oconee facility for the next two years, thus defining NRC's timeline for resolution of the issues.
As a part of discussing this non-concurrence response with the document sponsor, the non-

3FFICI,iL U•E ONLY - •,-uUiI 1u-,..t,.,L,.~ ............ Jt



concurring person questioned whether the current plans continue to support this 2-year timeline
for issue resolution.

Actions taken after the non-concurrence:

The non-concurrence references the need for the letter to address NRC's requirements and
guidance as well as consideration of insights from staff and from other Federal agencies. At a
meeting on April 3, 2009, and in other discussions prior to that meeting, the need to develop
NRC guidelines or criteria for assessing the information provided by the licensee was
discussed. Ultimately, NRR must determine the adequacy of Duke's inundation study. Given
the complexity of the licensing issues in this case, there may be more than one way to evaluate
the licensee's inundation study. It is the licensee's responsibility to perform an adequate
external flood analysis and provide justification for the parameters used to the NRC. NRR-DE
has Initiated the development of a plan to reach final resolution on this issue, including
establishing an approach to judge the adequacy of the flood analysis provided by Duke. To that
end, DE has engaged the Bureau of Reclamation to provide additional Input to NRC in
evaluating the information that will be provided by Duke. NRR will consider this and the other
developed inputs, including the considerations developed by NRO (currently in draft), to
determine the adequacy of the licensee inundation study.

In addition, the non-concurrence references an email describing options for the letter to Duke to
stipulate what would be needed to address NRC's concerns. The letter to Duke has been
revised to reference FERC guidelines or other applicable industry standards as potential
methods to represent appropriate ranges for a sensitivity analysis.

The non concurrence discusses the schedule for resolution of the issue. The letter was revised
to include the staffs expectation to hold regularly scheduled meetings with Duke (e.g., monthly)
to ensure the licensee Is taking action to facilitate timely resolution of this issue. The goal is to
reach a conclusion that Oconee is adequately protected in the event of a flood caused by the
failure of the Jocassee dam. To that end, NRC will need to reach a decision on an acceptable
estimate of the flood height at the site and for the licensee to provide a schedule for making any
necessary physical modifications to the plant, by November 2009.

The non-concurrence and the response to the non-concurrence were provided to the individuals
involved in concurrence of the letter to Duke.

Conclusion

The letter Is intended to be a step in the resolution of this issue, as a final NRC decision has not
been made on the adequacy of Oconee's external flood protection. The technical issues raised
in the non-concurrence are either addressed above, or will be considered further during final
resolution of this matter. Further action to resolve the overall issue is being led by the Division
of Engineering. The document sponsor agrees with the non-concurring person's supervisor,
that the appropriate issues can be addressed in subsequent correspondence. Finally, in
response to selected concerns in the non-concurrence, the letter has been modified to include a
reference to FERC guidelines or other industry standards as potential methods to develop
sensitivity analysis parameters; and the expectation that the schedule for technical resolution,
including NRC review, is November 2009.
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" Duke ltter contain rity sensitive info n (. T. PRESTON GILLESPIE, JR.
D ukergyd.,. Vice President

•-" thhold from Public Dis un 2.39 (d)(1)V Oconee Nuclear Station

Duke Energy
ONOl VP / 7800 Rochester Hwy.
Seneca, SC 29672

April 29, 2011 864-873-4478
864-873-4208 fax
T. Gillespie@duke-energy.com

Mr. Victor McCree, Regional Administrator
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission - Region II
Marquis One Tower
245 Peachtree Center Ave., NE, Suite 1200
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-1257

Subject: Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC
Oconee Nuclear Site, Units 1, 2, and 3
Renewed Facility Operating License, DPR-38, DPR-47, and DPR-55
Docket Numbers 50-269, 50-270, and 50-287
Oconee Response to Confirmatory Action Letter (CAL) 2-10-003

References:

1. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) letter from Luis A. Reyes to Dave Baxter (Duke
Energy), "Confirmatory Action Letter - Oconee Nuclear Station, Units 1, 2, and 3
Commitments to Address External Flooding Concerns (TAC Nos. ME3065, ME3066,
and ME3067)" dated June 22, 2010

2. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) letter from Eric Leeds to Preston Gillespie (Duke
Energy), "Staff Assessment of Duke's Response to Confirmatory Action Letter
Regarding Duke's Commitments to Address External Flooding Concerns at the Oconee
Nuclear Station, Units 1, 2, and 3 (ONS) (TAC Nos. ME3065, ME3066, and ME3067)"
dated January 28, 2011

3. Duke Energy letter from T. Preston Gillespie to Luis Reyes (Nuclear Regulatory
Commission), "Oconee Response to Confirmatory Action Letter (CAL) 2-10-003" dated
November 29, 2010

4. Duke Energy letter from Dave Baxter to U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, "Oconee
External Flood Interim Actions" dated January 15, 2010

The purpose of this letter is to respond to the NRC's request, as noted in the Confirmatory
Action Letter dated June 22, 2010 (Reference 1), for a list of all modifications necessary to
adequately protect the Oconee site from the impact of a postulated failure of the Jocassee Dam.

\, This lette ra ins s formatuon.
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Victor McCree
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
April 29, 2011
Page 2

Duke Energy agreed to provide this list and the associated implementation dates by
April 30, 2011 (Reference 3).

In Reference 2, the NRC found that the documentation previously supplied by Duke Energy
provided sufficient justification that the parameters and analysis used to evaluate the inundation
of the Oconee Nuclear Station (ONS) site, resulting from the postulated failure of the Jocassee
Dam, were bounded. The information provided by Duke Energy was in response to one of the
NRC's requests in Reference 1.

Attachment 1 is a proposed strategy for mitigating the external flood impacts from a postulated
failure of the Jocassee Dam. Calculations supporting this strategy are in progress and have not
been finalized. Attachment 2 is a description of proposed site modifications necessary to
implement the mitigation strategy. During design and implementation of these modifications,
the actions required by Reference 1 will remain in place. Also, periodic independent
assessments and emergency response organization drills of the interim actions will be
conducted to verify continued viability.

Design of the modifications is in progress and details may change as the process continues.
The capability to provide adequate protection of the Oconee units and the spent fuel from a
postulated failure of the Jocassee dam will be documented within the Updated Final Safety
Analysis Report (UFSAR).

Duke Energy will submit the design of the Intake Dike Diversion Wall and the Intake Dike Tie
Section modification (discussed in Attachment 2) to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC). Duke Energy will also submit any License Amendment Requests (LARs) to the NRC
that are necessitated by the power block flood wall modification. The modifications identified in
Attachment 2 will be completed within a time frame of thirty (30) months plus FERC and NRC
LAR review and approval time.

Duke Energy is committed to an orderly and thorough approach to resolution of the external
flood mitigation issues at ONS so that the dates provided above and completion of the related
modifications can be achieved. Duke Energy is proceeding, consistent with its corporate
governance requirements, to obtain necessary internal approvals to fund the implementation of
these commitments. Additionally, Duke Energy must undergo additional land acquisitions for
relocation of the 100 kV (Fant) line towers.

Since this letter contains security sensitive information, Duke Energy hereby requests the NRC
withhold the letter and its attachments from public disclosure pursuant to 10 CFR 2.390(d)(1),
"Public inspections, exemptions, requests for withholding."

If you have questions concerning this matter, please contact Bob Meixell, Oconee Regulatory
Compliance, at 864-873-3279.

This letter coop ins rlty ser lormatlon..
li ic --"
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on
April 29, 2011.

Sincerely,

T. Preston Gillespie, Jr.
Vice President
Oconee Nuclear Station

Attachments:

Attachment 1 - Jocassee Dam Failure Flood Mitigation Strategy
Attachment 2 - Description of Modifications

m-siner in--b crky s srve in atlon.
hold from Public Discios under 10CFR 2.3 d)(1)
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cc:

Mr. Joseph G. Giitter, Director
Division of Operating Reactor Licensing
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop 0-8 ElA
Washington, D. C. 20555

Mr. John Stang, Project Manager
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop 0-8 G9A
Washington, D. C. 20555

Mr. Andy Sabisch
Senior Resident Inspector
Oconee Nuclear Site

Susan E. Jenkins, Manager
Radioactive & Infectious Waste Management
Division of Waste Management
SC Dept. of Health and Environmental Control
2600 Bull Street
Columbia, SC 29201

• ,,*is letter contains s rty ensitive Infoati. _n..,
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JOCASSEE DAM FAILURE FLOOD MITIGATION STRATEGY
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Attachment 1 - Jocassee Dam Failure Flood Mitigation Strategy
Page 2

Jocassee Dam Failure Flood Mitigation Strategy

The strategy proposed within this attachment will continue to ensure adequate protection of the
Oconee units and spent fuel in the unlikely occurrence of a Jocassee Dam failure. This strategy
is provided based on the following initial Oconee site conditions:

" All three units are at power operation
* Unit 1&2 and Unit 3 Spent Fuel Pools (SFP) heat rates are consistent with that

associated with all three units at power operation (no full core offload)
" Condenser Circulating Water (CCW) is not dewatered
" The Standby Shutdown Facility (SSF) is available
" (b)(7)(F)

* Credited Systems, Structures, and Components are in normal alignments

When the Oconee site is not within these initial conditions or associated mitigation systems are
unavailable, appropriate compensatory measures will be taken based on the insight provided
through the 10 CFR 50.65(a)(4) program, as applicable.

Furthermore, the mitigation strategy assumes the following:

* The Jocassee Dam failure does not occur concurrent with design basis accidents,
design events, or transients.

* The Jocassee Dam failure does not occur concurrent with an earthquake.
* The occurrence of a single failure, as well as the failure of a control rod to fully insert, is

not assumed.

" Systems, Structures, and Components (SSCs) to mitigate a Jocassee Dam failure are
not required to be QA-1.

UFSAR Section 2.4.2.2 documents the Flood Design Considerations for both the Keowee and
Jocassee Reservoirs. The dams and other hydraulic structures were designed with adequate
freeboard and structural safety factors to safely accommodate the effects of Probable Maximum
Precipitation (PMP). UFSAR Section 2.4.4 documents that Jocassee has been designed to the
same seismic input conditions as Oconee Nuclear Station (ONS). Flooding due to the potential
failure of the Jocassee Dam or Keowee Dam was not addressed and was considered to be
beyond design basis. Thus, the current ONS licensing basis defines protection from external
flooding caused by a Probable Maximum Flood (PMF) applicable to ONS which was analyzed
based on the PMP. This basis satisfied General Design Criterion 2 of the UFSAR (Section
3.1.2).

Criterion 2 of the UFSAR imposes design criteria on select (designated as Essential) SSCs
associated with the forces and conditions associated with natural phenomena. As such, natural
phenomena events are not design basis events at Oconee, instead they impose design criteria

This lett cotai ecurity , sitve infor *on.
-m Public D s nde.90 (d)
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attachment 1 - Jocassee Dam Failure Flood Mitigation Strategy
Page 3

on SSCs identified for mitigation of accidents. As was the original site design for flooding
conditions, these design criteria are to remain within the constraints of the PMF applicable to
ONS which was analyzed based on the PMP. Therefore, the original PMF analysis will remain
as the flood design criteria for the Essential SSCs.

A Jocassee Dam failure can subject the Oconee Nuclear Site to adverse conditions beyond the
plant design basis. Specifically, the postulated failure of the Jocassee Dam could result in a loss
of off-site and emergency power, loss of external water sources and inundation of a majority of
the station's SSCs. As described and accepted within Reference 1, compensatory measures
are in place to mitigate these potential adverse consequences. Modifications are planned and
discussed in Attachment 2 to improve the capability to maintain the three Oconee units as well
as both SFPs in a condition that adequately protects the fuel. Upon completion of these
modifications and implementation of the mitigation strategy within station procedures and
processes, the compensatory measures described within Reference 1 will no longer be
required.

Flood barriers will be designed to protect the credited SSs Turbine Building,
Auxiliary Building and the SSF, and the surrounding yard l•' (7' F) following the

FMotltdJc..nn1rmfi,,= (b)(7)('rhis" -ensu-res a -dedictdifl~ood protectýea 1

power source for plant systems. The new flood protected power source would also allow the
SSF to be powered without starting the SSF diesel generator, thus preserving CCW inventory,

(b)(7)(F) 7

S(b)(7)(F) Thus, mitigation of

the Jocassee Dam failure would be limited by the loss of external water sources to ONS. The
water inventory trapped in the CCW system piping system would be the credited source of
water for core decay heat removal and SFP makeup.

The planned modifications have been assumed to be implemented in the mitigation strategy for
establishing and maintaining the three Oconee units as well as both SFPs in a condition that
adequately protects the fuel. The mitigation strategy for this scenario has been subdivided into
the following phases:

* Phase 1: Reactor shutdown and establishment of Mode 3
9 Phase 2: Initiation of Natural Circulation Cooldown of the Reactor Coolant System

(RCS) to 250°F
* Phase 3: Maintain RCS at <250OF
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Phase 1: Reactor shutdown and establishment of Mode 3

(b)(7)(F)

I Actions are taken to establish the flood

protective features, such as isolating Turbine Building and yard drain flowpaths and closing
flood barrier access openings.

(b)(7)(F)
Following notification, the ONS Switchyards are assumed to remain

available to each unit's startup transformer which provides power to normal and emergency
systems.

The operators will take actions to shutdown the reactor(s) and establish Mode 3 with Taw and
RCS pressure at approximately 525°F and 2155 psig respectively, using normal plant systems.
Operator actions will be undertaken to begin boration of the RCS for cold shutdown conditions.
Normal secondary plant systems will remain in operation during this phase.

The operators will take actions to disable the Essential Siphon Vacuum System and vent it to
prevent reverse siphon flow from the CCW inlet piping back to the Intake Canal when it is lost.
The emergency CCW discharge flow path will be disabled by operators to prevent any loss of
CCW. Actions will be taken to isolate the High Pressure Service Water (HPSW) outside of the
flood protected area to ensure its capability to provide cooling water to the High Pressure
Injection (HPI) pump motors.

Phase 2: Initiation of Natural Circulation Cooldown of the Reactor Coolant System to 250°F

(b)(7)(F) TSThis

results in a momentary loss of power to each of the units. The Reactor Coolant umps RCPs)
are lost due to the loss of power to the startup transformers from the 230kV ,switchyard. |

(b)(7)(F)t

normally powered from Unit 2's MFB, but it is load shed. Operator action will be taken to restore
power to the SSF from Unit 2's MFB. Following reset of the load shed, power for the SSF would
be provided from Unit 2's MFB to minimize any usage of the CCW inventory for SSF diesel
operation.

The rising flood water in the ONS Intake Canal is postulated to result in failure of the Lake
Keowee impoundment including the intake canal. This requires the shutdown of the Low
Pressure Service Water (LPSW) pumps to conserve water inventory in the CCW piping.

This le ains uV sensitive lnformatiýon
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Heat removal from the Spent Fuel Cooling system is normally provided by the Recirculated
Cooling Water (RCW) system. Following the overtopping of the Keowee Dam, the loss of CCW
flow results in a loss of RCW cooling. This leaves the Units 1 & 2 shared SFP and the Unit 3
SFP without cooling. The SFP will eventually heat up to the point of boiling. When boiling
occurs, the SFP level will decrease. Makeup to the SFP would be initiated from available
sources including the water contained within the CCW buried piping to maintain a sufficient
water level above the spent fuel stored in the pools.

The shutdown of the LPSW pumps results in a loss of cooling to such items as the Reactor
Building, HPI pumps, the Component Cooling System, the motor-driven EFW pumps, and the
Low Pressure Injection coolers.

With the shutdown of the CCW and LPSW systems, environmental conditions within the plant
would be established as needed by the use of temporary equipment and operation of necessary
existing and temporary ventilation systems. The temporary equipment will be powered from a
4160VAC electrical bus that receives power from CT5.

The HPI pumps can continue to operate because backup cooling is provided from the HPSW
system via the Elevated Water Storage Tank (EWST). Power to an HPSW pump would be
restored and the pump would be operated to replenish the EWST to maintain cooling water to
the HPI pump motor coolers. The HPI system operates to maintain pressurizer level at the
desired setpoint.

A loss of normal secondary systems is experienced due to the temporary loss of power to the
main feeder buses. Decay heat removal would initially be maintained by the EFW System. The
motor-driven EFW pumps must be secured due to the loss of LPSW cooling. The turbine-driven
EFW pump does not require LPSW for cooling and is therefore allowed to continue to operate to
feed the SGs. The loss of condenser cooling will result in the SGs being steamed to
atmosphere using the Atmospheric Dump Valves which results in depletion of the condensate
inventory.

Upon a loss of normal RCS letdown capability a cooldown is initiated. Since RCPs cannot be
operated based on a loss of cooling and power to the pumps, a natural circulation cooldown
must be performed. Depressurization of the RCS would be accomplished by means of the
Power Operated Relief Valve and/or auxiliary spray.

Core decay heat removal would eventually be transferred to the SSF Auxiliary Service Water
(ASW) system to utilize the trapped water inventory in the CCW piping. With the use of the SSF
ASW system, valve alignments would be made to maximize the available trapped water
inventory in the CCW piping to the SSF ASW pump suction. This would be accomplished by
cross-connecting the CCW inlet and discharge piping between all three units.

fis ottter containsem4 r sensitive In ation.
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When the cooldown has been completed, the operating HPI pump would be stopped. The SSF
ASW system would continue to supply the steam generators (SGs) to maintain decay heat
removal.

Phase 3: Maintain RCS at <25 0 °F

Core decay heat removal will be maintained by natural circulation of the RCS with the SSF ASW
system providing decay heat removal by means of SG feeding and steaming through the ADVs.
The HPI system will be operated as needed to maintain RCS water level within an acceptable
band. Pressurizer heaters will be operated as necessary to maintain RCS pressure. Water
level in the SFP will be maintained at a sufficient level above the spent fuel stored in the pools.
The suction source for the SSF ASW system and the SFP makeup system is the water
inventory trapped in the CCW piping.

This letter contain e rty sensitive oormation.
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ATTACHMENT 2

DESCRIPTION OF MODIFICATIONS
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Based on the mitigation strategy discussed within Attachment 1, the following table identifies
proposed modifications to mitigate site flooding following the postulated failure of the Jocassee
Dam.

Specifically, modifications will be required to protect the required SSCs to meet the mitigation
strategy and provide a dedicated flood protected power supply following a postulated Jocassee
Dam failure. Protection of the credited SSCs including the Turbine Building, Auxiliary Building,
SSF, and the surrounding yard (including CT5 Substation) will be accomplished with flood
barriers and associated infrastructure.

No Category Description

1 (b)(7)(F) (b)(7)(F)

(b)(7)(F)

1B CT5 Substation Modify CT5 Substation to supply the standby bus and a
new recovery equipment bus.

2 Protect Required Protect required SSCs and the surrounding yard due
SSCs and the to Keowee Impoundment failures and rising waters in
Surrounding Yard the tailrace area

2A Power Block Flood Wall Install a new flood wall located on the east side of the
Oconee site.

2B Intake Dike Diversion Install a new diversion wall along the northern side of the
Wall ONS intake dike

2C Turbine Building Drain Install barriers to minimize flood waters from entering into
Isolation the Turbine Building from rising waters in the tailrace area

2D Yard Drain Isolation Install barriers to minimize flood waters from entering the
site

3 SFP Makeup Utilizes stored water inventory for makeup to the SFP
3A SSF Service Water SSF ASW minimum flow line diverted to outside SSF for

Discharge Flow Path transfer to SFP
3B SFP Level Install new SFP level instrumentation rated for post-flood

Instrumentation conditions
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Description of Modifications:

1-Dedicated, Flood Protected Power

In order to ensure an adequate dedicated power path to the Oconee site after a Jocassee Dam
failure, the following modifications are required:

(b)(7)(F)

1B - CT5 Substation

(b)(7)(F) 7T h _The Jocassee am m
failure requires modification of the CT5 Substation to add multiple power paths for
mitigation. The initial function of the CT5 Substation will be to provide emergency power to
loads required to mitigate the Jocassee Dam failure from the Oconee Standby Buses.
Isolation for CT5 to the Standby Bus power path will be provided by a new breaker in the
CT5 Substation. A secondary function of the CT5 Substation will be to provide an additional
power path to temporary loads used for mitigation. These loads will be powered by a new
recovery equipment bus designed for the CT5 Substation. This bus will provide power to
portable distribution trailers at voltage levels of 4160V, 600V, 480V, 208V, and 120V for
these temporary loads. Isolation/protection of this bus will be provided by a new breaker.
Individual loads will be isolated/protected by load-specific fusible gang switches on the load
side of this bus.

General Design Parameters:

Loading of CT5 transformer does not exceed the 12/16/20MVA rating consistent with
UFSAR Section 8.2.1.4.

2-Protect Required SSCs and the Surrounding Yard

In order to prevent flood waters from flowing into the site from the Keowee impoundment failure
and from rising waters in the tailrace area, the following modifications are required:
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2A - Power Block Flood Wall

The new Power Block Flood Wall will envelope the eastern side and the southern end of the
ONS protected area. The wall is comprised of 3 sections: The Discharge Diversion Section,
The East Wall, and the Intake Dike Tie Section. The wall will have at least one vehicular
access and one personnel access located at the north road crossing, each of which will
have flood protection capability.

General Design Parameters:

Classification: Class 3, consistent with UFSAR Section 3.2.1.1.3
Design Loadings:

Dead + Wind (UFSAR Section 3.3.2.4) or
Dead + Hydrodynamic (Flood) (Reference 2)

Additional Design Considerations: General erosion; flood scour; debris; leakage from access
gates, expansion joints, and unidentified locations (details to be determined); site drainage;
and soil exploration and characterization. Interactions of non-seismic SSCs with seismic
SSCs will be addressed.

Discharge Diversion Section (approximately 300 ft long)

Wall Height: Top Elev. 830 ft. msl (min), approximately 15 ft. high
Protection Height Margin: Approximately 2 ft.
Wall Thickness: Material dependent
Design Codes: Similar to UFSAR Section 3.8.5.4.3
Design Methodology: UFSAR Section 3.8.5.4.3

East Wall Section (approximately 2000 ft. long)

Wall Height: Top Elev. 808 ft. msl (min), approximately 12 ft. high
Protection Height Margin: Approximately 2 ft.
Wall Thickness: Material dependent
Design Codes: Similar to UFSAR Section 3.8.5.4.3
Design Methodology: UFSAR Section 3.8.5.4.3

Access Barriers: Vehicular access closure is planned to be a gate (sliding or hinged,
possibly designed with some mechanical sealing devices), or stop logs (concrete or steel),
similar to standard flood gates or other similar barriers.
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intake Dike Tie Section (approximately 160 ft. long)

Wall Height: Top Elev. 808 ft. msl (min), approximately 12 ft. high tapering to zero height
Protection Height Margin: Approximately 2 ft.
Wall Thickness: Material dependent. Wall is planned to be a combination of Power Block
Wall transitioning to an embankment (compacted fill) wall tied to the existing Intake Canal
Dike embankment.
Design Codes: Similar to UFSAR Section 3.8.5.4.3
Design Methodology: UFSAR Section 3.8.5.4.3

28 - Intake Dike Diversion Wall

This wall will prevent the rising waters on Lake Keowee, more specifically the Oconee Intake
Canal, from flowing over the northern crest of the dike and directly into the yard. The wall
will be located on the northern side of the dike crest, going from the northeast corner of the
dike to the northwest comer of the dike where it will tie to higher ground. One access gate
is planned for the existing roadway connecting the western portion of the nuclear site to the
crest of the dike. Design parameters for the Intake Dike Diversion Wall are described below:

General Design Parameters

Classification: Class 3, consistent with UFSAR Section 3.2.1.1.3
Design Loadings:

Dead + Wind (UFSAR Section 3.3.2.4) or
Dead + Hydrodynamic (Flood) (Reference 2)

Additional Design Considerations: General erosion; flood scour; debris; leakage from access
gates, expansion joints, and unidentified locations (details to be determined); and soil
exploration and characterization. Interactions of non-seismic SSCs with seismic SSCs will
be addressed.

Wall Height: Top Elev. 825 ft. msl (min), approximately 10 ft high
Protection Height Margin: Approximately 2 ft.
Wall Thickness: Material dependent
Design Codes: Similar to UFSAR Section 3.8.5.4.3
Design Methodology: UFSAR Section 3.8.5.4.3

Access Barriers: Vehicular access closure is planned to be a gate or stop logs similar to
standard flood gates or other similar barriers.
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2C - Turbine Building Drain Isolation

The free-flowing capability of the Turbine Building drain will be restricted during the site
external flood by a flood gate or other similar barrier to minimize water flowing into the
Turbine Building from the flooded tailrace area. Design parameters are described below:

Classification: Class 3, consistent with UFSAR Section 3.2.1.1.3
Design Loadings: Dead + Hydrodynamic (Flood) (Reference 2)
Design Code: Sluice gate or valve, standard to be determined

2D - Yard Drain Isolation

This modification adds a flood gate or other similar barrier to minimize the amount of water
entering the flood protected area via the yard drains. Design parameters are described
below:

Classification: Class 3, consistent with UFSAR Section 3.2.1.1.3
Design Loadings: Dead + Hydrodynamic (Flood) (Reference 2)
Design Code: Sluice gate or valve, standard to be determined

3-SFP Makeup

In order to provide makeup to the Spent Fuel Pools after a Jocassee Dam failure, the following
modifications are required:

3A - SSF Service Water Discharge Flow Path

The capability to remove water from the CCW pipe by means of the SSF ASW Minimum
Flow Line will be added for collection and transfer to the Units 1 & 2 shared SFP and the
Unit 3 SFP.

3B - SFP Level Instrumentation

SFP level instrumentation will be designed to monitor the SFP level to ensure proper level is
maintained during SFP boiling conditions.
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