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Dear Mr. Cottle:
SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT, UNITS 1 AND 2 - AMENDMENT NOS. 60

AND 49 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NOS. NPF-76 AND NPF-80
(TAC NOS. M88984 AND M88985 )

SUBJECT:

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment Nos. 60 and 49 to Facility
Operating License Nos. NPF-76 and NPF-80 for the South Texas Project, Units 1
and 2 (STP). The amendments consist of changes to the Technical
Specifications (TSs) in response to your application dated March 14, 1994.

The amendments change the Appendix A Technical Specifications by adding a new
Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO), 3.0.6. LCO 3.0.6 will allow equipment
removed from service or declared inoperable to comply with actions to be
returned to service, under administrative controls, solely to perform testing.
The new LCO will provide temporary relief from the applicable action statement
to perform the surveillance testing required to demonstrate the operability of
the equipment being returned to service or the operability of other equipment.

A copy of our related Safety Evaluation is enclosed. The Notice of Issuance
will be included in the Commission’s next biweekly Federal Register notice.

Sincerely,
Original Signed By Suzanne C. Black for

Lawrence E. Kokajko, Senior Project Manager
Project Directorate IV-2

Division of Reactor Projects III/IV

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

94051450090 240429
PDR ADBCK-OSOOgggB

Enclosures:

1. Amendment No. 60 to NPF-76
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1. The

A.

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY

CITY PUBLIC SERVICE BOARD OF SAN ANTONIO

CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

CITY OF AUSTIN, TEXAS

DOCKET NO. 50-498

SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT, UNIT 1

AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 60
License No. NPF-76

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

The application for amendment by Houston Lighting & Power Company*
(HL&P) acting on behalf of itself and for the City Public Service
Board of San Antonio (CPS), Central Power and Light Company (CPL),
and City of Austin, Texas (COA) (the licensees) dated March 14,
1994, complies with the standards and requirements of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the Act), and the Commission’s rules
and regulations set forth in 10 CFR Chapter I;

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

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;

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

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. :

* Houston
Service
Austin,

Lighting & Power Company is authorized to act for the City Public
Board of San Antonio, Central Power and Light Company and City of
Texas and has exclusive responsibility and control over the physical

construction, operation and maintenance of the facility.
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2. Accordingly, the license is amended by 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-76 is hereby
amended to read as follows:

2. Jechnical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendix A, as revised
through Amendment No. 60, and the Environmental Protection Plan
contained in Appendix B, are hereby incorporated in the license.
The licensee shall operate the facility in accordance with the
Technical Specifications and the Environmental Protection Plan.

3. The license amendment is effective as of its date of issuance to be
implemented within 31 days of its issuance. '

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Suzannjzng:::tk, Director

Project Directorate IV-2
Division of Reactor Projects III/IV
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachment:
Changes to the Technical
Specifications

Date of Issuance: April 29, 1994



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY

CITY PUBLIC SERVICE BOARD OF SAN ANTONIO

CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
CITY OF AUSTIN, TEXAS

DOCKET NO. 50-499

SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT, UNIT 2

AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 49
License No. NPF-80

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

A. The application for amendment by Houston Lighting & Power Company*
(HL&P) acting on behalf of itself and for the City Public Service
Board of San Antonio (CPS), Central Power and Light Company (CPL),
and City of Austin, Texas (COA) (the licensees) dated March 14,
1994, complies with the standards and requirements of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the Act), and the Commission’s rules
and regulations set forth in 10 CFR Chapter I;

B. The facility will operate in conformity with the application, as
amended, 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;

D. The issuance of this license amendment will not be inimical to the
common defense and security or to the heaith 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.

* Houston Lighting & Power Company is authorized to act for the City Public
Service Board of San Antonio, Central Power and Light Company and City of
Austin, Texas and has exclusive responsibility and control over the physical
construction, operation and maintenance of the facility.



2. Accordingly, the license is amended by 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-80 is hereby
amended to read as follows:

2. Technical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendix A, as revised
through Amendment No. 49, and the Environmental Protection Plan
contained in Appendix B, are hereby incorporated in the license.
The licensee shall operate the facility in accordance with the
Technical Specifications and the Environmental Protection Plan.

3. The license amendment is effective as of its date of issuance to be
implemented within 31 days of its issuance. ‘

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

e

Suzanne C. Black, Director

Project Directorate IV-2

Division of Reactor Projects III/IV
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachment: .
Changes to the Technical
Specifications

Date of Issuance: April 29, 1994



ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NOS. 60 AND 49
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NOS. NPF-76 AND NPF-80

DOCKET NOS. 50-498 AND 50-499

Replace the following pages of the Appendix A Technical Specifications with
the attached pages. The revised pages are identified by Amendment number and
contain marginal lines indicating the areas of change. The corresponding
overleaf pages are also provided to maintain document completeness.

REMOVE INSERT




—

3/4 LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION AND SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

3/4.0 APPLICABILITY

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION

3.0.1 Compliance with the Limiting Conditions for Operation contained in the
succeeding specifications is required during the OPERATIONAL MODES or other
conditions specified therein; except that upon failure to meet the Limiting
Conditions for Operation, the associated ACTION requirements shall be met.

3.0.2 Noncompliance with a specification shall exist when the requirements of
the Limiting Condition for Operation and associated ACTION requirements are
not met within the specified time intervals. If the Limiting Condition for
Operation is restored prior to expiration of the specified time intervals,
completion of the ACTION requirements is not required.

3.0.3 When a Limiting Condition for Operation is not met, except as provided
in the associated ACTION requ1rements within 1 hour action shall be initiated
to place the unit in a MODE in which the specification does not apply by
placing it, as applicable, in:

a. At least HOT STANDBY within the next 6 hours,
b. At least HOT SHUTDOWN within the following 6 hours, and
c. At least COLD SHUTDOWN within the subsequent 24 hours.

Where corrective measures are completed that permit operation under the ACTION
requirements, the action may be taken in accordance with the specified time
limits as measured from the time of failure to meet the Limiting Condition for
Operation. Exceptions to these requirements are stated in the individual
specifications.

This specification is not applicable in MODE 5 or 6.

3.0.4 Entry into an OPERATIONAL MODE or other specified condition shall not be
made when the conditions for the Limiting Condition for Operation are not met
and the associated ACTION requires a shutdown if they are not met within a
specified time interval. Entry into an OPERATIONAL MODE or specified condition
may be made in accordance with ACTION reguirements when conformance to them
permits continued operation of the facility for an unlimited period of time.
This provision shall not prevent passage through or to OPERATIONAL MODES as
required to comply with ACTION requirements. Exceptions to these requirements
are stated in the individual specifications.

SOUTH TEXAS - UNITS 1 & 2 3/4 0-1



3/4.0 APPLICABILITY

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION (Continued)

3.0.5 Limiting Conditions for Operation including the associated ACTION
requirements shall apply to each unit individually unless otherwise indicated
as follows:

a. Whenever the Limiting Conditions for Operation refers to systems or
components which are shared by both units, the ACTION requirements
will apply to both units simultaneously.

b. Whenever the Limiting Conditions for Operation applies to only one
unit, this will be identified in the APPLICABILITY section of the
specification; and

c. Whenever certain portions of a specification contain operating
parameters, Setpoints, etc., which are different for each unit, this
will be identified in parentheses, footnotes or body of the
requirement. .

3.0.6 Equipment removed from service or declared inoperable to comply with
ACTIONS may be returned to service under administrative control solely to
perform testing required to demonstrate its OPERABILITY or the OPERABILITY of
other equipment. This is an exception to LCO 3.0.2 for the system returned to
service under administrative control to perform the testing required to
demonstrate OPERABILITY.

SOUTH TEXAS - UNITS 1 & 2 3/4 0-2 Unit 1 - Amendment No. 4, 60
Unit 2 - Amendment No. 49




3.4.0 APPLICABILITY

BASES (Continued)

The time limits of Specification 3.0.3 allow 37 hours for the plant to be in
the COLD SHUTDOWN MODE when a shutdown is required during the POWER MODE of
operation. If the plant is in a lower MODE of operation when a shutdown is
required, the time 1imit for reaching the next lower MODE of operation ap-
plies. However, if a lower MODE of operation is reached in less time than
allowed, the total allowable time to reach COLD SHUTDOWN, or other applicable
MODE, is not reduced. For example, if HOT STANDBY is reached in 2 hours, the
time allowed to reach HOT SHUTDOWN §s the next 11 hours because the total time
to reach HOT SHUTDOWN is not reduced from the allowable limit of 13 hours.
Therefore, if remedial measures are completed that would permit a return to
POWER operation, a penalty is not incurred by having to reach a lower MODE of
operation in less than the total time allowed.

The same principle applies with regard to the allowable outage time limits of
the ACTION requirements, if compliance with the ACTION requirements for one
specification results in entry into a MODE or condition of operation for
another specification in which the requirements of the Limiting Condition for
Operation are not met. If the new specification becomes applicable in less
time than specified, the difference may be added to the allowable outage time
1imits of the second specification. However, the allowable outage time limits
of ACTION requirements for a higher MODE of operation may not be used to extend
the allowable outage time that §s applicable when a Limiting Condition for
Operation is not met in a lower MODE of operation.

The shutdown requirements of Specification 3.0.3 do not apply in MODES 5 and
6, because the ACTION requirements of individual specifications define the
remedial measures to be taken.

Specification 3.0.4 establishes limitations on MODE changes when a Limiting
Condition for Operation is not met. It precludes placing the facility in a
higher MODE of operation when the requirements for a Limiting Condition for
Operation are not met and continued noncompliance to these conditions would
result in a shutdown to comply with the ACTION requirements if a change in
MODES were permitted. The purpose of this specification is to ensure that
facility operation §s not initiated or that higher MODES of operation are not
entered when corrective action is being taken to obtafn compliance with a
specification by restoring equipment to OPERABLE status or parameters to
specified 1imits. Compliance with ACTION requirements that permit continued
operation of the facility for an unlimited period of time provides an accept-
able level of safety for continued operation without regard to the status of
the plant before or after a MODE change. Therefore, in this case, entry into
an OPERATIONAL MODE or other specified condition may be made in accordance
with the provisions of the ACTION requirements. The provisions of this
specification should not, however, be interpreted as endorsing the faflure to
exercise good practice in restoring systems or components to OPERABLE status

before plant startup.

SOUTH TEXAS - UNITS 1 & 2 B 3/4 0-3



3/4.0 APPLICABILITY

BASES (Continued)

When a shutdown is required to comply with ACTION requirements, the provisions
of Specification 3.0.4 do not apply because they would delay placing the
facility in a Tower MODE of operation.

Specification 3.0.5 delineates the applicability of each specification to Unit
1 and Unit 2 operation.

Specification 3.0.6 establishes the allowance for restoring equipment to
service under administrative controls when it has been removed from service or
declared inoperable to comply with ACTIONS. The sole purpose of this
Specification is to provide an exception to LCO 3.0.2 (e.g., to not comply
with the applicable Required Action(s)) to allow the performance of
surveillance requirements to demonstrate:

a. The OPERABILITY of the equipment being returned to servicé; or
b. The OPERABILITY of other equipment.

The administrative controls ensure the time the equipment is returned to
service in conflict with the requirements of the ACTIONS is limited to the
time absolutely necessary to perform the allowed surveillance requirements.
This Specification does not provide time to perform any other preventive or
corrective maintenance.

An example of demonstrating the OPERABILITY of the equipment being returned to
service is reopening a containment isolation valve that has been closed to
comply with Required Actions and must be reopened to perform the surveillance
requirements.

An example of demonstrating the OPERABILITY of other equipment is taking an
inoperable channel or trip system out of the tripped condition to prevent the
trip function from occurring during the performance of a surveillance
requirement on another channel in the other trip system. A similar example of
demonstrating the OPERABILITY of other equipment is taking an inoperable
channel or trip system out of the tripped condition to permit the logic to
function and indicate the appropriate response during the performance of a
surveillance requirement on another channel in the same trip system.

Specifications 4.0.1 through 4.0.6 establish the general requirements
applicable to Surveillance Requirements. These requirements are based on the
Surveillance Requirements stated in the Code of Federal Regulations, 10 CFR
50.36(c) (3):

"Surveillance requirements are requirements relating to test,
calibration, or inspection to ensure that the necessary quality of systems and
~components is maintained, that facility operation will be within safety
limits, and that the limiting conditions of operation will be met."

SOUTH TEXAS - UNITS 1 & 2 B 3/4 0-4 Unit 1 - Amendment No. 452,60
Unit 2 - Amendment No. 33,49




3/4.0 APPLICABILITY

BASES (Continued)

Specification 4.0.1 establishes the requirement that surveillances must be
performed during the OPERATIONAL MODES or other conditions for which the
requirements of the Limiting Conditions for Operation apply unless otherwise
stated in an individual Surveillance Requirement. The purpose of this
specification is to ensure that surveillances are performed to verify the
operational status of systems and components and that parameters are within
specified 1imits to ensure safe operation of the facility when the plant is in
a MODE or other specified condition for which the associated Limiting
Conditions for Operation are applicable. Surveillance Requirements do not
have to be performed when the facility is in an OPERATIONAL MODE for which the
requirements of the associated Limiting Condition for Operation do not apply
unless otherwise specified. The Surveillance Requirements associated with a
Special Test Exception are only applicable when the Special Test Exception is
used as an allowable exception to the requirements of a specification.

Specification 4.0.2 establishes the limit for which the specified time
interval for Surveillance Requirements may be extended. It permits an
allowable extension of the normal surveillance interval to facilitate
surveillance scheduling and consideration of plant operating conditions that
may not be suitable for conducting the surveillance; e.g., transient
conditions or other ongoing surveillance or maintenance activities. It also
provides flexibility to accommodate the length of a fuel cycle for
surveillances performed at each refueling outage and are specified with a 18-
month surveillance interval. It is not intended that this provision be used
repeatedly as a convenience to extend surveillance intervals beyond that
specified for surveillances not performed during refueling outages. The
limitation of Specification 4.0.2 is based on engineering judgment and the
recognition that the most probable result of any particular surveillance being
performed is verification of conformance with the Surveillance Requirements.
This provision is sufficient to ensure that reliability ensured through
surveillance activities is not significantly degraded beyond that obtained
from the specified surveillance interval.

Specification 4.0.3 establishes the failure to perform a Surveillance
Requirement within the allowed surveillance interval, defined by the provisions
of Specification 4.0.2, as a condition that constitutes a failure to meet the

SOUTH TEXAS - UNITS 1 & 2 B 3/4 0-4a Unit 1 - Amendment No. 60
Unit 2 - Amendment No. 49



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

RELATED TO AMENDMENT NOS. 60 AND 43 70
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NOS. NPF-76 AND NPF-80

HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY
CITY PUBLIC SERVICE BOARD OF SAN ANTONIO
CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

CITY OF AUSTIN., TEXAS

DOCKET NOS. 50-498 AND 50-499

SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT, UNITS 1 AND 2.

1.0 INTRODUCTION

By application dated March 14, 1994, Houston Lighting & Power Company, et.al.,
(the 1icensee) requested changes to the Technical Specifications (Appendix A
to Facility Operating License Nos. NPF-76 and NPF-80) for the South Texas
Project, Units 1 and 2 (STP). The proposed changes would add a new Limiting
Condition for Operation (LCO), 3.0.6. LCO 3.0.6 would allow equipment removed
from service or declared inoperable to comply with actions to be returned to
service, under administrative controls, solely to perform testing required to
demonstrate its operability or the operability of other equipment.

2.0 EVALUATION

The new LCO was proposed to resolve a conflict in the technical
specifications. The licensee anticipated a problem in returning to service
equipment which had been declared inoperable or had been removed from service
to comply with technical specification action statements. The testing that is
used to demonstrate the operability of this equipment requires that the
equipment be returned to service to perform the testing. This creates a
conflict in the technical specifications that would require enforcement
discretion or a change of mode prior to performing the testing.

In September 1992, the NRC issued NUREG-1431, "Standard Technical
Specifications, Westinghouse Plants." NUREG-1431 resolved this conflict by
adding an LCO that provided an exception to the requirement of LCO 3.0.2 for
systems returned to service during the performance of testing. Houston
Lighting & Power proposed to implement this new LCO for STP.

93051460105 940429
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The testing will be performed under administrative controls that will include
guidance to the Shift Supervisor on compensatory actions, logging the time the
equipment is returned to service in conflict with the action statement, and
logging the time the equipment is declared operable or removed from service
again. The administrative controls will also ensure that the time the
equipment is in conflict with the requirements of the action statements is
limited to the time absolutely necessary to perform the required testing.

The application of this LCO is limited to the testing necessary to prove
operability. The testing will be performed after all necessary maintenance
has been completed, and there is a high confidence level that the component
will perform as designed. In addition, the equipment will only be tested in
its designed configuration. Therefore, noncompliance with the applicable
action statements while the equipment is being tested will not present a
safety concern. '

In a telephone conversation on April 12, 1994, the licensee requested
editorial changes to make the wording of the Technical Specification and Bases
agree more exactly with the wording in NUREG-1431.

Because the proposed change has been endorsed by the NRC in NUREG-1431, and
the licensee will implement appropriate administrative controls, the change is
acceptable.

The licensee also proposed to revise the Bases to reflect the additional LCO.
The change is acceptable.

3.0 STATE CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Commission®’s regulations, the Texas State official was
notified of the proposed issuance of the amendment. The State official had no
comments.

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendments change a requirement with respect to installation or use of a
facility component located within the restricted area as defined in

10 CFR Part 20. The NRC staff has determined that the amendments involve 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 previously issued a proposed finding that the
amendments involve no significant hazards consideration, and there has been no
public comment on such finding (58 FR 14889). Accordingly, the amendments
meet 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 amendments.



5.0 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 amendments will not be inimical to the common
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.

Principal Contributor: D. Skay
Date: April 29, 1994



