* Duke Power Company M 5 Tuoxsay
P.O. Box 1006 Senior Vice President
Chariofte, NC 28201-1006 Nuclear Generation
(704)382:2200 Office
(704)3824360 Fax

May 18, 1995

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Attention: Document Control Desk

Subject: Catawba Nuclear Station
Docket Numbers 50-413 and -414
Technical Specification Revision and Exemption to 10 CFR 50 Appendix J

Attached 1s a request for a change to Catawba Nuclear Station’s Technical Specifications to
defer the next scheduled containment integrated leak rate test (ILRT) at Catawba Unit 2 for
one outage, from the end-of-cycle (EOC) 7 refueling outage (scheduled for October, 1995) to
EOC 8 (scheduled for March, 1997). 10 CFR 50, Appendix J, requires that three integrated
leak rate tests (ILRTs) be performed at approximately equal intervals during each 10-year
service period at a nuclear station. "Approximately equal intervals” is defined in Catawba
Nuclear Station's Technical Specitications as 40 + 10 months. The proposed one-time change
would allow Catawba to extend that interval to < 70 months.

Appendix J and Technical Specifications aiso require that the third ILRT of each 10-year
service interval be performed during the 10-year in-service inspection (ISI) outage. While the
ISI work has been staggered over several outages, the upcoming outage will occur
approximately 10 years after the plant was licensed (February, 1986). Therefore, an
exemption to this requirement is also requested, as well as the associated Technical
Specification change.

It is concluded that the proposed change, a one-time extension of the interval between the
second and third ILRTs at Catawba Unit 2, is justified for the following reasons:
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Previ ins hi

The Catawba Unit 2 test history provides substantial justification for the proposed test interval
extension. In each of the 2 previous periodic ILRTs at Catawba Unit 2, the as-found leakage
was less than or equal to 48.7% of the allowable leakage, L,, thereby demonstrating that
Catawba Unit 2 is a low-leakage containment.

: | Capability of Contai

There are no known mechanisms which would adversely affect the structural integrity of the
containment, or that would be a factor in exten/ing the test interval by 20 months. However,
as a preventative maintenance measure, a containment civil inspection will be performed
during EOC-7 to verify that no structural degradation exists.

Risk Assessment

Any additional risk created by the longer interval between ILRTs is considered to be
negligible, in part because Type B and C testing will continue unchanged, and the probability
of gross containment failure is very low.

The NRC's own analysis, published in draft NUREG-1493, concluded that increasing the
ILRT interval to once every 20 years would "lead to an imperceptible increase in risk." It
follows logically that increasing a test interval from 40 + 10 months to < 70 months would
amount to a fraction of that already "imperceptible” increase in risk. As evidence of this
minimal risk, it 1s noted that for the 2 previous periodic ILRTs at Catawba Unit 2, the as-
found leakage was equal to or less than 48.7% of the allowable leakage, L,.

Approval of this one-time exemption and Technical Specification change is expected to save
Duke Power approximately $900,000 in avoided replacement power cost, with additional
savings associated with labor and employee exposure. This is consistent with the NRC's
initiatives to reduce sigificant cost associated with unnecessary regulatory requirements, and
reduce exposure.

This proposed change is applicable to Unit 2 of Catawba Nuclear Station only.
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The bases for exemption from the requirements of 10 CFR 50 Appendix J, and the justification
for Technical Specification change appears in Attachment I, the appropriate marked-up
Technical Specification page in Attachment II, and a No Significant Hazards Analysis in
Attachment III.

By copy of this letter, the State of South Carolina is being notified of this proposed Technical
Specification change.

If any additional information is required, please call Scott Gewehr at (704) 382-7581.

Very truly yours,

M5 e lbvn—

M. S. Tuckman
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Mr. R. E. Martin, Project Manager
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop 14H2S5, OWEN
Washington, D, C. 20555

Mr. S. D. Ebneter, Regional Administrator

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission - Region
101 Marietta Street, NW - Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30323

R. J. Freudenberger

Senior Resident Inspector

Catawba Muclear Station

Max Batavia, Chief

Bureau of Radiological Health

South Carolina Department of Health
and Environmental Control

2600 Bull Street Columbia, South Carolina 292

Amencan Nuclear Insurers

¢/o Dottie Sherman, ANI Library
l'own Center. Suite 300A

29 South Main Street

West Hartford. CT 06107-2

INPO Records Center

1100 Circle 75 Parkway

Atlanta, GA 30339
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| 166 Avenue of the America
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M. S. Tuckman, being duly swom, states that he is Senior Vice President of Duke Power
Company; that he is authorized on the part of said Company to sign and file with the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission this revision to the Facility Operating Licenses NPF-35 and NPF-52 of the
Catawba Nuclear Station; and that all the statements and matter set forth herein are true and correct
to the best of his knowledge.

H Qidbe

M. S. Tuckman, Senior Vice President

Subscribed and sworn to before me this l l%‘ day of ﬂ/ l 45 , 1995
Notary Public

My Commission Expires:

an 22, 1990




Attachment |
for E o 2 T ( 10 CFR 50 lix J
and
fustification for Tachniesl Sopcification O3

Basis for Exemption

10 CFR 50.12 states the NRC may grant exemptions to its regulations if: no undue risk to the
health and safety of the public is created, and if special circumstances exist.

No Undue Risk to the Public

In order to justify the granting of an exemption to the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50,
paragraph 50.12(a)(1) requires that the licensee show that the proposed exemption will not
pose an undue risk to the public. That this proposed change will not pose an undue risk is
demonstrated by the analysis presented in draft NUREG-1493, which concludes that an
increase in the test interval to once every 20 years would “lead to an imperceptible increase in
risk.” The analyses in draft NUREG-1493 are considered to be specifically applicable to
Catawba because: 1) the requested exemption would result in a one-time increase in the test
interval to about 5 years, not 20; 2) the population density around Catawba is less than that
used in the study (329 people per square mile, vs. 340 used in the study); 3) no ILRT at
Catawba has failed; 4) the core inventory used in the study was represented by a 3412 Mwt
PWR. Catawba is a 3411 Mwt PWR. Other factors which lead to the conclusion that the
proposed change will not pose an undue risk include the fact that local leak rate testing, which
identifies 97% of leakage in excess of prescribed limits, will remain in place at its current test
frequency; the detailed, proceduralized containment civil inspection which is normally
performed tn conjunction with an ILRT will be performed in place of the scheduled ILRT, to
identify potential structural deteriorations; and the historical leak-tightness of the containment
structure, as evidenced by 2 successive ILRTs in which the as-found leakage did not exceed
48.7% of the allowable leakage rate. A table which shows the leak test history of Catawba
Unit 2 follows this Attachment,

A comparison was made between the risk analysis presented in draft NUREG-1493 and a
probabilistic risk assessment performed for Cataw'a Nuclear Station. While the quantitative
results of the NUR' G are not directly applicable to plants not used in the study, conclusions
similar to those presented in the NUREG can be made concerning Catawba. NUREG-1493
indicates that reactor accident risks are dominated by accident sequences that result in failure
or bypass of the containment. This conclusion is also valid for Catawba. Considering only the
Catawba accident sequences that do not result in containment failure, containment leakage
contributes approximately 0.08 to 0.09 percent to off-site risk (whole-body person-rem,
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Special Circumstances Present

Special circumstances, as Jdefined in 10 CFR 50, 12(a)(2)(11), are considered to exist if -

application of the regulation ... is nof necessary to achieve the underlying purpose of the

ndix J, are to ensure that: a)

rule." The purposes of the rule, as stated in Sectior

eakage through the p \ry reactor conts ent and systems and components penetrating
ontainment shq Ol exceed OwabI( ¢ ¢ D) penod STV iNCE O reactor
O ¢ 7 { { N« vatio \ wrio o O tha "woper n ntenance and
) rc a () O the g i 131 M N | the Dropose( \\\H;Vw;, W1l
i DOSE N und risk 1o the pub the 10Cal (eak rate testing (LLR
vhicl pertor |. That the LLRT progr: it Catawba provides an eftective mechanism for
ning containment integrity 1s perbaps best demonstrated by the fact that the most recent
[I1.RT ( Unit 2 was performed at the front end ot the refueling outage, before any
I rs Or af ! IS We ade 1o » ( o penetrations. Nevertheles as-found
Vel N E ‘I" L CXLCH X / Of LNe ¢ 0 {{ cal ¢ rate N¢ t that no j\\"u’_k D '}\
vere identified by an ILRT, and that the [LRT met the acceptance criteria with significant
nat confit 1 he of the Tvype | ( |
1 NC 11K ney & ope o ¢ 'l w B ar C LLRI pro € O D changed by this
¢X 10N reg L 'he LLR'T prog: \ O ¢ elicctively g [ containment leakage
¥ [ tro the I ! { Oia cO DON AL p
ontainment penetr ) Admit ri ¢ D ¢stab ed for each Type B or (
) W) at a 1 { O6 the allowabig K ratg t any leakage detected 1n excess of
! 11V¢ \ { DO Valve ( ) tration degradatior In instances
nace ) cal € X O 1S proceaur red controls in the
¢ "o ( I repair VTN t
{ { { N ) { () | NOL NECe p 1 Y
{ ) ( | h" \ i ) ) " { . I U FOg { (8
ri | K { 1\\: ) | | dl { I ;l'u“‘)»‘\v.r\'“ L
. (Fex R \ P 1538, Oct / I%6) 1o el nate the

Additional Justification







Modifications that would alter the passive containment structure are infrequent and would
receive extensive review to ensure containment capabilities are not diminished. In addition, 10
CFR 50, Appendix J, Section IV.A, requires Type A testing to be performed following any
major modification to primary containment boundary. This requirement will be maintained.

Risk Assessment

Draft NUREG-1493 includes the results of a sensitivity study performed to explore the riss
impact of several alternate leak rate testing schedules. Alternative 4 from this study examines
relaxing the ILRT frequency from 3 tests in 10 years to | test in 10 years. Using best estimatr
data, the draft NUREG concludes that the increase in population exposure risk to those in the
vicinity of the five representative plants ranged from .02% to 14%. This very low impact en
risk is attributable to: 1) the effectiveness of Type B and C tests in identifying potential leak
paths (only about 3% of leakages that exceed current requirements are detectable only by Type
A tests, and those few failures were only marginally above prescribed limits), 2) a low
likelihood of ILRT-identified leakages in excess of 2 times allowable, and 3) the insensitivity
of risk to containment leak rate (e.g., no discernable increase in population dose risk with
containment leak rates 100 times greater than currently allowed). This led the authors of draft
NUREG-1493 to conclude that even increasing the ILRT frequency to once in 20 years would
“lead to an imperceptible increase in risk."

Th'., proposed exemption to the requirements of 10 CFR 50 Appendix I, and the concurrent
Technical Specification change, are considered to be justified based upon the minimal safety
significance.



