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DEC 3 | 1980
Docket Nos. 5C-498
50~499
License Nos. NPF=76
NPF=B0

Houston Lighting & Power Company

ATTN: Donald P. Hal), Group
Vice President, Nuclear

P.0. Box 1700

Houston, Texas 77251

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF VIOLATION (NRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 50-498/90-34;
50-499/90~34)

This refers tc the inspection conducted by Messrs, J. 1. Tapia and R. J. Evans
of this office conducted October 13 through November 20, 1990. The inspecticn
fncluded a review of activities authorized for your South Texas Project facility.
At the conclusion of the inspection, the findings were discussed with those
members of your staff identified in the enclosed report,

Areas examined during the inspection included plant status, onsite followup of
events at operating power reactors, followup on corrective actions for
violations, onsite followup of writter reports of nonroutine events at power
reactor facilities, engineered safety features system walkdown, cperational
safety verification, maintenance observations, complex surveillance, spent fuel
pool activities, and refueling activities. Within these areas, the inspection
consisted of selective examination of procedures and representative records,
interviews with personnel, and observations by the inspectors. The inspection
findings are documented in the enclosed inspection report,

On the basis of the results of this inspection, certain activities appeared to
be in violation of NRC rejuirements, as specified in the enclosed Notice of
Violation (Notice). Although Violation A was identified by your staff, it is
being cited because it represents a second recent example of Technical
Specificaticn noncompliance, during mode changes, which was caused, in part,
by fnattention to detail by plant operators. A similar problem was noted in
NRC Inspection Report 50-498/90-31; 50-499/90-31.

Violation B cites two examples of failure to follow approved procedures.
Although Example 1 was identified by your staff, it is being cited because it
represents a continuing declining trend in the area of maintenance and
surveillance activities in which procedural noncompliance has resulted in
unnecessary challenges to plant safety systems, Example 2 is being cited
because 1t was NRC identified. Although the changes, which were made without
the required reviews, to the subject field change request (FCR) were of minimal
safety significance, the practice of implementing "corrected original" FCRs
without the required level of reviews is potentially more safety significant.
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Houston Lighting & Power Company

Licensing Representative

Houston Lighting & Power Company
Suite 610

Three Metro Center

Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Houston Lighting & Power Company
ATTN: Rufus S. Scott, Associate
General Counse)

P.0O. Box 61867
Houston, Texas 77208
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*Resident Inspe~tor
*Section Chief DRP/D)
*MIS System

Lisa Shea, RM/ALF

R. Bachmann, OGC
*Project Engineer (DRP/D)



