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Mr. G. R. Peterson September 9, 1998
- Site Vice President ~ Sy
Catawba Nuclear Station
Duke Energy Corporation
4800 Concord Road -
York, South Carolina 297452535

SUBJECT:  ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT - CATAWBA NUCLEAR STATION, UNIT 1
(TAC NO. MA2461)

Dear Mr. Peterson:

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 171 to Facility
Operating License NPF-35 for the Catawba Nuclear Station, Unit 1, in response to your
application dated August 6, 1998. This amendment is issued under exigent circumstances; an
identical amendment for Unit 2 will be issued separately under routine Eireu_rpstances.

The amendment deletes Surveillance Requirement 4.8.1.1.2.i.2, regarding diesel fuel oil system
pressure testing, from the Technical Specifications on the basis that the staff had previously
approved alternative surveillance based on Code Case N-498-1 of the American Society of
Mechanical Engineers. The amendment also supersedes the Notice of Enforcement Discretion
granted to you verbally on August 6, 1998, and confirmed by letter dated August 7, 1998
(98-6-013).

A copy of the related Safety Evaluation is also enclosed. A Notice of Issuance will be included
in the Commission's biweekly Federal Register notice.

Sincerely,

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY:

Peter S. Tam, Senior Project Manager
Project Directorate I-2

Division of Reactor Projects - I/l
Office of Nuclear Reactor Reguiation

Docket No. 50-413

Enclosures:
1. Amendment No. 171 to NPF-35
2. Safety Evaluation
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001
September 9, 1998

Mr. G. R. Peterson

Site Vice President

Catawba Nuclear Station

Duke Energy Corporation

4800 Concord Road

York, South Carolina 29745-9635

SUBJECT:  ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT - CATAWBA NUCLEAR STATION, UNIT 1
(TAC NO. MA2461)

Dear Mr. Peterson:

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 171 to Facility
Operating License NPF-35 for the Catawba Nuclear Station, Unit 1, in response to your
application dated August 6, 1998. This amendment is issued under exigent circumstances; an
identical amendment for Unit 2 will be issued separately under routine circumstances.

The amendment deletes Surveillance Requirement 4.8.1.1.2.i.2, regarding diesel fuel oil system
pressure testing, from the Technical Specifications on the basis that the staff had previously
approved alternative surveillance based on Code Case N-498-1 of the American Society of
Mechanical Engineers. The amendment also supersedes the Notice of Enforcement Discretion
granted to you verbally on August 6, 1998, and confirmed by letter dated August 7, 1998
(98-6-013).

A copy of the related Safety Evaluation is also enclosed. A Notice of Issuance will be included
in the Commission's biweekly Federal Register notice.

Sincerely,

@ZM

Peter S. Tam, Senior Project Manager
Project Directorate 11-2

Division of Reactor Projects - I/ll
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket No. 50-413

Enclosures:

1. Amendment No. 171  to NPF-35
2. Safety Evaluation

cc w/encl: See next page



Catawba Nuclear Station
cc:

Mr. M. S. Kitlan

Regulatory Compliance Manager
Duke Energy Corporation

4800 Concord Road

York, South Carolina 29745

Mr. Paul R. Newton

Legal Department (PBO5E)

Duke Energy Corporation

422 South Church Street

Charlotte, North Carolina 28201-1006

J. Michael McGarry, lll, Esquire
Winston and Strawn

1400 L Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005

North Carolina Municipal Power
Agency Number 1 .

1427 Meadowwood Boulevard

P. O. Box 29513

Raleigh, North Carolina 27626

County Manager of York County
York County Courthouse
York, South Carolina 29745

Piedmont Municipal Power Agency
121 Village Drive
Greer, South Carolina 29651

Ms. Karen E. Long

Assistant Attorney General

North Carolina Department of Justice
P. O. Box 629

Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Elaine Wathen, Lead REP Planner
Division of Emergency Management
116 West Jones Street

Raleigh, North Carolina 27603-1335

North Carolina Electric Membership
Corporation

P. O. Box 27306

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

Senior Resident Inspector

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
4830 Concord Road

York, South Carolina 29745

Regional Administrator, Region I

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Atlanta Federal Center

61 Forsyth Street, S.W., Suite 23T85
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Virgil R. Autry, Director

Division of Radioactive Waste Management

Bureau of Land and Waste Management

Department of Health and Environmental
Control

2600 Bull Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29201-1708

L. A. Keller

Manager - Nuclear Regulatory
Licensing ‘

Duke Energy Corporation

526 South Church Street

Charlotte, North Carolina 28201-1006

Saluda River Electric
P. O. Box 929
Laurens, South Carolina 29360

Mr. Steven P. Shaver

Senior Sales Engineer
Westinghouse Electric Company
5929 Carnegie Blvd.

Suite 500

Charlotte, North Carolina 28209



Catawba Nuclear Station
cc:

Mr. T. Richard Puryear
Owners Group (NCEMC)
Duke Energy Corporation
4800 Concord Road

York, South Carolina 29745

Richard M. Fry, Director
Division of Radiation Protection
North Carolina Department of
Environment, Health, and
Natural Resources
3825 Barrett Drive
Raleigh, North Carolina 27609-7721



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

DUKE ENERGY CORPORATION

NORTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORPORATION
SALUDA RIVER ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE. INC.

DOCKET NO. 50-413
CATAWBA NUCLEAR STATION, UNIT 1
AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 171
License No. NPF-35

1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

A. The application for amendment to the Catawba Nuclear Station, Unit 1 (the
facility) Facility Operating License No. NPF-35 filed by the Duke Energy
Corporation, acting for itself, North Carolina Electric Membership Corporation
and Saluda River Electric Cooperative, Inc. (licensees), dated August 6, 1998,
complies with the standards and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended (the Act), and the Commission's rules and regulations as set forth in
10 CFR Chapter |;

B. The facility will operate in conformity with the application, the provisions of the
Act, and the rules and regulations of the Commission;

C. There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized by this
amendment can be conducted without endangering the health and safety of the
public, and (ii) that such activities will be conducted in compliance with the
Commission's regulations set forth in 10 CFR Chapter I;

D. The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the common defense and
security or to the health and safety of the public; and

E. The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR Part 51 of the
Commission's regulations and all applicable requirements have been satisfied.
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2. Accordingly, the license is hereby amended by page changes to the Technical
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license amendment, and

paragraph 2.C.(2) of Facility Operating License No. NPF-35 is hereby amended to read
as follows:

(2) Technical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendix A, as revised
through Amendment No. 171, which are attached hereto, are
hereby incorporated into this license. Duke Energy Corporation
shall operate the facility in accordance with the Technical
Specifications.

3. This license amendment is effective as of its date of issuance.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

erbert N. Berkow, Director

roject Directorate [I-2

Division of Reactor Projects - I/l
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachment: Technical Specification
Changes

Date of issuance:  September 9, 1998



ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO. 171

FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. NPF-35
DOCKET NO. 50-413

Replace the following page of the Appendix “A” Technical Specifications with the enclosed
page. The revised page is identified by amendment number and contains vertical lines
indicating the areas of change.

Remove Insert

3/4 8-9 3/4 8-9



ELECTRICAL POWER SYSTEMS

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (Continued)

i.

4.8.1.1.3

1)

2)
3)

At least once per 10 years by:

Draining each fuel o0il storage tank, removing the accumulated
sediment and cleaning the tank using a sodium hypochlorite
solution or its equivalent, and

Deleted.

Performing tank wall thickness measurements. The resulting
data shall be evaluated and any abnormal degradation will be
justified or corrected. Any abnormal degradation will be
documented in a report to the Commission.

Reports - (Not Used)

4.8.1.1.4 Diesel Generator Batteries - Each diesel generator 125-volt battery
bank and charger shall be demonstrated OPERABLE:

d.

At least once per 7 days by verifying that:

1)

2)

3)

The electrolyte level of each battery is at or above the low
mark and at or below the high mark,

The overall battery voltage is greater than or equal to 125
volts on float charge, and

The individual cell voltage is greater than or equal to
1.36 volts on float charge.*

At least once per 92 days and within 7 days after a battery discharge
with battery terminal voltage below 110 volts, or battery overcharge
with battery terminal voltage above 150 volts, by verifying that:

1)

2)

There is no visible corrosion at either terminals or
connectors, and

The average electrolyte temperature of six connected cells is
above 60°F.

* Two different cells shall be tested each month.

CATAWBA - UNIT 1 3/4 8-9 Amendment No. 171
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***x**SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
RELATED TO AMENDMENT NO. 171 TO FACILITY QE- ERATING LICENSE NPF-35
DUKE ENERGY CORPORATION, ET AL.

CATAWBA NUCLEAR STATION, UNIT 1
DOCKET NQ. 50-41

1.0 INTRODUCTION

On August 6, 1998, Duke Energy Corporation (the licensee) determined that Surveillance
Requirement (SR) 4.8.1.1.2.i.2 of the Catawba Nuclear Station, Unit 1, Technical Specifications
(TS) was not being met. SR 4.8.1.1.2.i.2 requires the performance, every 10 years, of a
pressure test of those portions of the diesel fuel oil system, associated with the emergency
diesel generators (EDGs), designed to Section I, subsection ND of the American Society of
Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code (Code) at a test pressure
equal to 110 percent of the system design pressure.

By letter dated August 6, 1998, the licensee requested that the NRC exercise discretion not to
enforce compliance with the actions required by SR 4.8.1.1.2.i.2. The letter documented
information previously discussed with the staff in a telephone conversation on August 6, 1998.
As a result of its review, the staff verbally granted enforcement discretion on August 6, 1998,
and affirmed later by a Notice of Enforcement Discretion (NOED) letter dated August 7, 1998
(98-6-013). The NOED will expire upon issuance of an amendment to revise SR 4.8.1.1.2.i.2.

By separate letter dated August 6, 1998, the licensee submitted a request for amendment,

on an exigent basis, to delete SR 4.8.1.1.2.i.2 from the TS of both Catawba units. The staff's
evaluation of the licensee’s amendment request is for Unit 1 only. The amendment request for
Unit 2 does not meet the criteria for issuance under exigent circumstances, and will be acted on
separately.

2.0 DISCUSSION AND EVALUATION

The EDG fuel oil system provides for the storage of a 7-day supply of fuel oil for each EDG and
supplies the fuel oil to the engine when the EDG is needed. Major components in the fuel oil
system include the fuel oil storage tanks, the fuel oil day tank, pumps, valves, filters, strainers,
and piping. SR 4.8.1.1.2.i.2 requires the performance, every 10 years, of a pressure test of
those portions of the diesel fuel oil system, associated with the EDGs, designed to Section Ill,
subsection ND of the ASME Code at a test pressure equal to 110 percent of the system design
pressure.

The licensee, however, had conducted the surveillance at Unit 1, and planned to conduct the
surveillance at Unit 2, in accordance with ASME Section XI, Code Case N-498-1, which was
granted for use at Catawba Units 1 and 2 by the NRC in its letter dated February 13, 1995.
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This relief from ASME Code requirements, in Code Case N-498-1, permits the use of VT-2
visual examination in conjunction with a system pressure test on Class 3 systems in lieu of
hydrostatic testing. TS 4.0.5 requires that “Inservice Inspection of ASME Code Class 1, 2,

and 3 components...shall be performed in accordance with Section Xl of the ASME Boiler and
Pressure Vessel Code and applicable Addenda as required by 10 CFR Part 50, Section
50.55a(g), except where specific written relief has been granted by the Commission pursuant to
10 CFR Part 50, Section 50.55a(g)(6)(i).” The approval to use Code Case N-498-1 is one of
the reliefs granted by the staff.

Given application of Code Case N-481-1 to the diesel fuel oil system, hydrostatic testing of the
system to the requirements in SR 4.8.1.1.2.i.2 is unnecessary. Accordingly, the licensee’s
proposal to delete SR 4.8.1.1.2.i.2 from the TS is acceptable because a staff-approved diesel
fuel oil system surveillance procedure (Code Case N-498-1) will continue to be used.

3.0 STATEMENT OF EXIGENT CIRCUMSTANCES

The Commission's regulation, as stated in 10 CFR 50.91, provides special exceptions for the
issuance of an amendment when the usual 30-day public notice cannot be met. One type of
special exception is an exigency. An exigency exists when the staff and the licensee need to
act quickly and time does not permit the staff to publish a Eederal Register notice allowing
30 days for prior public comment, and the staff also determines that the amendment involves
no significant hazards consideration.

In accordance with 10 CFR 50.91(a)(6)(i)(A), the staff issued a Eederal Register notice on
August 17, 1998 (63 FR 43962), providing notice of an opportunity for hearing and proposing
that the requested amendments involve no significant hazards consideration. The public was
allowed 14 days after the date of publication of that notice to provide comments. No comments
were received.

The licensee's August 6, 1998, submittal requested that amendments be issued on an exigent
basis. Thus, the licensee provided a timely request for issuance of an amendment for Unit 1,
i.e., on the same day that the licensee requested and obtained an NOED.

Catawba Unit 1 was issued its operating license December 6, 1984. The licensee performed its
diesel fuel oil system surveillance on March 2, 1995, within the schedule permitted by the TS.
The surveillance was performed in accordance with Code Case N-498-1 which, as stated
previously, was approved for use at Catawba by the staff on February 13, 1995. Since
performance of the surveillance, the licensee did not realize that the surveillance was not in
compliance with SR 4.8.1.1.2.i.2. The error was recently discovered on August 6, 1998, as a
result of the licensee’s ongoing review of surveilance procedures against requirements in
preparation for implementation of the Improved Technical Specifications (a separate licensing
action currently under staff review). There had been no occasion for earlier discovery. Upon
such discovery, the licensee took timely action to request an NOED and an amendment to the
TS. The staff believes the licensee took timely actions to request the NOED and the
amendment.
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NRC Inspection Manual Part 9900, “Operations - Notices of Enforcement Discretion,” requires
that “Follow-up license amendments for NRR [Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation}-issued
NOEDs should be processed on an emergency or exigent basis, as appropriate. If an exigent
amendment is issued, it should be noticed in the Federal Register. The follow-up TS
amendment should be issued within 4 weeks of the issuance of the NOED unless otherwise
justified by any special circumstances.” ‘

On the basis of the above discussion, the staff has determined that exigent circumstances
exist, that the licensee used its best efforts to make a timely application, and did not cause the
exigent situation.

4.0 FINAL NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION

The Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 50.92 state that the Commission may make a final
determination that a license amendment involves no significant hazards considerations, if
operation of the facility, in accordance with the amendment would not (1) involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated; (2) create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated; or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

In its analysis of the issue of no significant hazards consideration, as required by 10 CFR
50.91(a), the licensee has provided the following:

First Standard

Implementation of this amendment would not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated. Approval of
this amendment will have no significant effect on accident probabilities or
consequences. The diesel generator fuel oil system is not an accident initiating
system; therefore, there will be no impact on any accident probabilities by the
approval of this amendment. Each unit’s diesel generator fuel oil system is
currently fully capable of meeting its design basis accident mitigating function.
Therefore, there will be no impact on any accident consequences.

Second Standard

Implementation of this amendment would not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated. No new
accident causal mechanisms are created as a result of NRC approval of this
amendment request. No changes are being made to the plant which will
introduce any new accident causal mechanisms. This amendment request does
not impact any plant systems that are accident initiators, since the diesel
generator fuel oil system is an accident imitigating system.



Third Standard

Implementation of this amendment would not involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. Margin of safety is related to the confidence in the ability of the
fission product barriers to perform their design functions during and following an
accident situation. These barriers include the fuel cladding, the reactor coolant
system, and the containment system. The performance of these fission product
barriers will not be impacted by implementation of this proposed amendment.
The diesel generator fuel oil system for each unit is already capable of
performing as designed. No safety margins will be impacted.

The NRC staff has evaluated the amendment against the three standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c),
and on the basis of the licensee’s analysis, the NRC staff concludes that the amendment meets
the three criteria of 10 CFR 50.92(c). Therefore, the staff has made a final determination that
the proposed amendment does not involve a significant hazards consideration.

5.0 STATE CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Commission's regulations, the South Carolina State official,
Mr. Virgil Autry, was notified of the proposed issuance of the amendment. The State official
had no comments.

6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment changes surveillance requirements. The NRC staff has determined that the
amendment involves no significant increase in the amounts, and no significant change in the
types, of any effluents that may be released offsite, and that there is no significant increase in
individual or cumulative occupational radiation exposure. The Commission has made a final
finding that the amendment involves no significant hazards consideration. Accordingly, the
amendment meets the eligibility criteria for categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR
51.22(c)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(b), no environmental impact statement or
environmental assessment need be prepared in connection with the issuance of the
amendment.

7.0 CONCLUSION

The Commission has concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that: (1) there
is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public will not be endangered by
operation in the proposed manner, (2) such activities will be conducted in compliance with the
Commission's regulations, and (3) the issuance of the amendment will not be inimical to the
common defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.

Principal Contributors: Donald Naujock
‘Peter S. Tam

Date: September 9, 1998



