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Nsvember 22, 1995
Mr. William T. Cottle ,

Group Vice-President, Nuclear '

Houston Lighting & Power Company
South Texas Project Electric

Generating Station
P. O. Box 289
Wadsworth, TX 77483 |

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR NRC SITE VISIT REGARDING PROPOSED TECHNICAL
SPECIFICATION 3/4.10.8, " DIESEL OPERABILITY EXCEPTION - MODES 1, 2,
3 AND 4," SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT, UNITS 1 AND 2 (TAC NOS. M92169 AND
M92170)

Dear Mr. Cottle:

The NRC staff is reviewing Houston Lighting & Power Company's (HL&P's)
application dated May 1,1995, as supplemented by letter dated August 28,
1995, on the above subject. The proposal would extend the allowed outage
times on each standby diesel generator and on each essential cooling water
loop, once per fuel cycle, to permit required inspections and maintenance on
these systems during power operation.

Based on its review, the staff has determined that it needs additional
information to complete its review, as discussed in the enclosure. It is
requested that HL&P be prepared to discuss these items with the staff during a
site visit, to be scheduled in the near future on a mutually acceptable date.
During the site visit (or shortly thereafter), the staff will determine the
necessary additional information, including the level of detail, it needs for
submittal on the docket to complete its review. This requirement affects nine
or fewer respondents and, therefore, is not subject to the Office of
Management and Budget review under P.L. 96-511.

Sincerely,
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY: .

Thomas W. Alexion, Project Manager |
oject D kectorate W-1 '

9511270309 951122
PDR ADOCK 05000498 Division of Reactor Projects III/IV
P PDR Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket Nos. 50-498 and 50-499

Enclosure: Discussion Items

cc w/ encl: See next page
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. g*#''g% UNITED STATES ;g-

s' S NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION |
* e WASHINGTON, O C. 20056 4001

****E November 22, 1995

Mr. William T. Cottle
Group Vice-President, Nuclear ;

iHouston Lighting & Power Company
South Texas Project Electric 1

Generating Station !
'

P. O. Box 289
Wadsworth, TX 77483

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR NRC SITE VISIT REGARDING PROPOSED TECHNICAL
SPECIFICATION 3/4.10.8, " DIESEL OPERABILITY EXCEPTION - MODES 1, 2,

,

3 AND 4," SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT, UNITS 1 AND 2 (TAC NOS. M92169 AND
M92170)

Dear Mr. Cottle:

The NRC ' staff is reviewing Houston Lighting & Power Company's (HL&P's)
application dated May 1,1995, as supplemented by letter dated August 28,
1995, on the above subject. The proposal would extend the allowed outage
times on each standby diesel generator and on each essential cooling water
loop, once per fuel cycle, to permit required inspections and maintenance on

.these systems during power operation.

Based on its review, the staff has determined that it needs additional
information to complete its review, as discussed in the enclosure. It is

requested that HL&P be prepared to discuss these items with the staff during a
site visit, to be scheduled in the near future on a mutually acceptable date.

-During the site visit (or shortly thereafter), the staff will determine the i
'necessary additional information, including the level of detail, it needs for

submittal on the docket to complete its review. This requirement affects nine <

or fewer respondents and, therefore, is not subject to the Office of- ;

Management and Budget review under P.L. 96-511. '

Sincerely,

M}t%M
'

Thomas W. Alexion, Project Manager
Project Directorate IV-1
Division of Reactor Projects III/IV
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket Nos. 50-498 and 50-499

Enc 1risure: Discussion Items

cc w/ encl: See next page
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Mr. William T. Cottle,

Houston Lighting & Power Company South Texas, Units 1 & 2

cc:

Mr. David P. Loveless Jack R. Newman, Esq.
Senior Resident Inspector Morgan, Lewis & Bockius
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 1800 M Street, N.W.
P. O. Box 910 Washington, DC 20036-5869
Bay City, TX 77414

Mr. J. C. Lanier/M. B. Lee Licensing Representative
City of Austin Houston Lighting and Power Company
Electric Utility Department Suite 610
721 Barton Springs Road Three Metro Center
Austin, TX 78704 Bethesda, MD 20814

Mr. K. J. Fiedler Rufus S. Scott
Mr. M. T. Hardt Associate General Counsel
Central Public Service Board Houston Lighting and Power Company
P. O. Box 1771 P. O. Box 61867
San Antonio, TX 78296 Houston, TX 77208

Mr. G. E. Vaughn/C. A. Johnson Joseph R. Egan, Esq.
Central Power and Light Company Egan & Associates, P.C.
P. O. Box 289 2300 N Street, N.W.
Mail Code: N5012 Washington, DC 20037
Wadsworth, TX 74483

Office of the Governor
INP0 ATTN: Andy Barrett, Director
Records Center Environmental Policy
700 Galleria Parkway P. O. Box 12428
Atlanta, GA 30339-3064 Austin, TX 78711

Regional Administrator, Region IV Arthur C. Tate, Director |
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Division of Compliance & Inspection !611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000 Bureau of Radiation Control i
Arlington, TX 76011 Texas Department of Health

1100 West 49th Street
Mr. Joseph M. Hendrie Austin, TX 78756
50 Bellport Lane
Bellport, NY 11713 J. W. Beck

Little Harbor Consultants, Inc.
Judge, Matagorda County 44 Nichols Road

.

!
Matagorda County Courthouse Cohasset, MA 02025-1166 '

1700 Seventh Street
Bay' City, TX 77414

Mr. Lawrence E. Martin
General Manager, Nuclear Assurance Licensing
Houston Lighting and Power Company
P. O. Box 289
Wadsworth, TX 77483
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SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT (STP) SPECIAL TEST EXCEPTION (STE)
FOR THE STANDBY DIESEL GENERATOR (SDG)/ ESSENTIAL COOLING WATER (ECW) SYSTEMS

DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR DECEMBER 1995 SITE VISIT

Background: STP Licensina Basis for SDG/ Electric Power Operation

Accortling to the STP Safety Evaluation Report (SER) Section 8.3.1 iwa
out of three Engineered Safety Features (ESF) electrical power divisions
are necessary to mitigate the consequences of a design basis accident.
This is further supported by the following examples from the Updated
Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR):

Exasyles:' Section 15.1.5.2 - 2 high head safety injection (HHSI)
trains needed for main steam line break (MSLB).

Section 9.2.2.2.1 - 2 component cooling water (CCW) trains
-are capable of performing the heat removal function during a
design basis accident (DBA).

Section 9.2.1.2.2.3 - A minimum of 2 essential cooling water
(ECW) trains is required to operate following a DBA.

The response to NRC Question 6 (August 28, 1995 supplement)' indicates
that in certain cases, an update of the analysis of record was not

-performed to demonstrate that one safety train can mitigate accidents.
One of the critical issues which must be resolved is whether the
licensee's evaluation outlined in the May 1,1995, application assumes
that. emir one ESF electrical power division is needed to mitigate
certata accidents. If this assumption is made, the staff needs to
understand the basis for this assumption.

Questions / Comments:

1. What is the minimum ESF electrical power division assumption (s) used in
the evaluation as outlined in the May 1,1995 application? In the cases
where the number of ESF power divisions cited in the May 1,1995,
application is not consistent with the licensing basis, please identify
and justify the methods and assumptions used to discount the
conseguences of certain postulated accidents. Also, when an SDG is
taken out-of-service, did the licensee assume that the whole ESF
electrical power division will be inoperable given a Loss of Offsite
Power Event for the purpose of calculating the decrease in plant safety?
If not, why not? The NRC staff expects to selectively examine, during
the site visit, how the electrical power system was modeled in the STP
evaluation outlined in the May 1,1995 application.

2. What are the threshold trigger levels which will be used in the STP
Planned Maintenance Program in order to decide whether or not to
implement the proposed SDG/ECW STE? How will any potential decrease in
safety due to the extended allowed outage times (A0Ts) be controlled
during future plant operation?

ENCLOSURE
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! 3. The NRC staff expects to selectively examine, during the site visit, how

the " rolling" maintenance risk assessment process acts to prevent entry
j into potentially higher risk configurations involving the electrical
; system and its supporting systems.
d

4. What value is the licensee assuming for the component failure rate for
; the ESF load sequencer? Is it different from the value listed in the

South Texas SER (p. 8-8)? What is the source of the change (i.e.,,

; technical report or analysis)? Also, the NRC staff expects to
' selectively examine, during the site visit, the technical documentation

and/or analysis that supports the basis for the equipment componenti
'

failure rates in Table 2.5-1 (Attachment 4 'of the May 1,1995
j submittal).
1

! 5. The staff is of the opinion that the situation where the licensee would
i most likely need the majority of the 21-day A0T is for the 10-year SDG

surveillance / inspection (as opposed to the 18-month or 5-year'

'
inspection). Would a more appropriate proposal for South Texas be a
21-day ACT for the 10-year SDG inspection, and a 14-day A0T once per
train per cycle for other inspections? If not, why not? 1

:
^

; 6. A 24-hour A0T with no onsite power (no operable SDGs) is a significant
: departure from what is allowed in any U.S. plant. This issue appears to
; be independent of whether or not one is considering a 2-train or a
j 3-train plant. Please identify the special circumstances of the South
| Texas design that justifies this exception.

7. The proposed technical specifications (TSs) allows for Mode changes
during the STE. Please discuss why this flexibility is needed and the
potential benefit. Given that Mode I represents one of the most stable
plant operating modes other than Mode 6, what is the justification for
extended preventative maintenance activities of the SDG and ECW systems
while changing modes?

8. The staff notes that the wording for TS 3.10.8.g, " Maintenance in the
switchved is controlled," is not specific enough in that it does not
providt narrow scope and direction, given the intent in Section 3.2.2
of the licensee's evaluation (Attachment 4 of the May 1,1995
submittal), that " maintenance activities or other events that could
cause a loss of offsite power initiating event are minimized" during the
STE period. Please discuss what is meant by controlled.

i" 9. The NRC staff expects to examine the physical switchyard arrangement and
2 any administrative control procedures for the switchyard during the site

visit.

10. During the staff review of the licensee's previous TS amendment request
(Reference: Amendment Nos. 59 and 47), Brookhaven National Laboratoriess

'

(BNL) observed that the improvemant in the safety assessment was due to
changes in planned maintenance practices at the plant. BNL stated that
STP changed maintenance for the standby diesel generators, auxiliary
feedwater and essential chilled water systems from a quarterly to a

i
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semiannual schedule. Discuss how this impacts the balance between'

reliability and unavailability, and the effect on plant safety. Also,
on page 4 of 4 of Attachment 2 to the May 1, 1995 application, a
statement is made regarding the credit due to the compensatory actions.
Please quantify the contribution to safety based on actual changes in
plant procedures, equipment and other compensatory actions as discussed
in the May 1, 1995 application.

11. In the licensee's evaluation (Attachment 4 of the May 1,1995 submittal)
one of the compensatory actions described on page 3.1-8 is the following
set of conditions:

Prior to commencement of maintenance under the proposed STE,
containment integrity will be verified to ensure containment
isolation penetrations are. in their proper alignments. The reactor
containment building supplemental purge valves will be verified to
be OPERABLE and in their proper alignment. Additionally,
containment purges that may be required during the STE will be
strictly controlled.

Why was the above not included in proposed TS 3.10.87
|

|

|
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