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HEMORANDUM1F03:1 uzann'el..1,/ Project.Directorat' Direct'obC./ lack ~ e IV

. N
B \''

"-

.:e Division of Reactor Projects,' III/IV/V
N0ffice of Nuclear Reactor.. Regulation.nx . ;. ,.

![EugeneiUY.b6ro[ Chief'.FROM:

" Special Inspection Branc'. . .-
;,. Division:of. Reactor Inspection

.

.
.

"and l.icensee Performance
' Office of Nuclear.~ Reactor Regulation

jAL'P;INPbfFOR'SbOTHTEXASPROJECTUNITS1AND2SUBJECT:

. . |v . p.-,..;, ..

In accordance with NRR Office' Letter 907/ the enclosed SALP input is

being provided for.the. South Texas Project, Units 1 and 2 based on the results

I of the Service Water System Operational Performance Inspection which was

performed during' the~ period of June 22 through. July 10, 1992. If you have any

questions regartiing 'tNis input, please contact Peter S. Xoltay, Team Leader,
at 504-2977. ,

Odpd tigned by Eugeno '/. 'mbr6,

Eugene V. Imbro, Chief
Special Inspection Branch
Division of Reactor Inspection

and Licensee Performance
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

>

Enclosure: As stated |,

'

'Dhtribution: '..
.

CERoss1,.NRR RPZimmerman NRR
EV!mbro, NRR.. RAG r amm. . NRR ...
DPNorkin, NRR 7.PSKoltay, NRR .
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| SUMMARY OFk.lNSPECTIONACTIVITIES?. f. , f

' y b: %R Q$cThe?Speciall! g g m yg qgynspection Branch wit ass' ance rom Plant Systems Branch and
Region IV, performed,a'ipilottse~rvicLWateHsfsteni'operationalf performanceinspection at th'e'

The .ser/ South'Texn' Priject'; Unit's-(Irand;2 from June 22 through Julyvic' iw'ater:'s;ystem:at'th's. station' encompassed the essential10, 1992.:. e

cooling water < (ECW)'and.thf' diesel ge'nerator:: cooling water systems. The
inspection. addressed mechanical designinoperations, maintenance, surveillance,
quality assurance. and. corrective.' actions.. Theiteam also addressed the
licensee's implementation,of.. actions:requiredLby Generic Letter (GL) 89-13
" Service Water System Problems ~ Affacting, Safety-Related. Equipment." The team
assessed licensee performa'n~ce in'the functional ereas of engineering andtechnical sup i

verification. port., maintenance / surveillance,tand safety assessment / quality
g>. ; .;; ;. u.,..;,,-,,.

.

NARRATIVE OfSCtfSSf0N'0F tTCENSEE PERFORMANCE
,

. , . . . , . .w
Inaineerino and Technical suon.-ort

The licensee generally demonst' rated clear understanding of issues, conserva-
tism and technically sound approaches, such as in its corrective actions for
the dealloying problems in ECW piping. However, the team found one example
where test performance acceptance criteria for essential chiller condensers
couldhavebeenmet-gysinificantiand component coolin . water pump supplementar coolers were unacceptable andfouled h 't exchangers. The team founda

that'the licensee had. developed design basis documents which enhanced design
modification control and configuration management, although there were.

!

numerous minor errors in'the ECW system design basis document. The licensee
initiated programs.to* implement the action. items identified in GL 89-13, but
training in response.to Action 5 of GL 89-13 was not provided to all requiredtechnical support' personnel.

Maintenance / Surveil' lance ,

The team observed 'an ASME Section XI Code repair of a 10 inch ECW line, and
found the work activities to be well planned and controlled. However there
were weaknesses;such as the lack of trending for equipment failures an,d
maintenance, and integration of GL.89-13 issues into the preventive mainten-
ance program.i.The team identified a deficiency regarding the licensee's

'

resolution of a self-identified problem with flow element instrument error
exceeding the allowable range for' inservice-testing. Although the problem was

- identified in 1989 i.the'11censee failed to recognize the need to recuest ASME
Code relief until prompted by the team.. Another deficiency involvec theItcensee's failure.to, include,all'ASME Class 1, 2 or 3 valves that are

.

required.to perform 4 safety,; function,. in the inservice testing program.
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Safety Assessment /Ouality Verification ,,,
,:.

, ;:

. < .

The licensee 'eihlbited"a general ~ understanding of the action items identifiedin Genericil
ge.nerally2so.etter.;'(GL)i89-13. !* Initia1Elmplementation of the GL items wasi

und.yHowever.long tena items, such as training of technical'

personnel and. development of heat exchanger.. test ~ acceptance criteria, lacked,

thorough'nesg,rpjg,c.fy:!'qt.P * -
',

,

-N* .:=. '% .

, ., ,

*

Thelicensee' ifs,a.,
fety. system. functional assessment (SSFA) of the emergencycooling water.; system asitechnicallyisounde nd, represented a conservative

bapproach. to , evaluati;w(* the$ erformance ;o,fa s afety; d.;by as much 'as ' 18 months .
a

n related. systems. However,. ' . , esol'utio.nsjof., SSFA
*

TippdentlyidueT;ieve'r
.

inding
hichipe(rmit'tedfs'udhw'ereideferre

"
tBV pi;oEiss

eMaintenance/Surve)ll a(se that1'oif 'eial 6Caan'aiementW!n;date extensions based on
'

-approval,byisifaj 1 . addition, as noted under,

icensee faile toVa'dequately. resolve the ECW,' -) flow;. instrument fiue ' de ifi di it /SSFA 9-~0
.
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Tf. ,, . E 4y SALP Input ' Inservice Testing Program Relief 12/1/92;

*

,!" '
'

Qj Requests fgPggapd Valves - STP 1&2
-

J 'M, -
,

L' ..$ . ,

'

i, Docket Nos.: ' 50-498/50-499 V
a :, -

1

j h. 4 y . # ,, ' ' SALP REPORT ,.
'

,

i :n c. .

..

.. .

i:: . .; ,

m ICENSEE: Houston Lighting & Powerr,y;.7;; p., f.
>

1
'

L j eg : . .,:j .
- ,

,

Patrfcia Campbell *xi .d. REVIEWER::. v 3 ., t . ;, . ;.

.

1

; u,p
JP FUNCTIONAL ACTIVITY:.9'.ISTPROGRAMRELIEFREQUESTS 'M 'pf;

.. .
,

dy
gFACIL ftY. NAME :h:,gh.g|r - South Texas Project Electric Generating Stationg., w',7;f'fjy,,

, . n . : . ;y . . _ ,; t. ., .w
' .. .. ..

i.; ,

~h" W
j @jp T, 9,),.L||,g Units ! and 2y .; ., - r p.y .

,1
,

f SUMARY OF REVIEW / INSPECTION ACTIVITIES ''" ' .j;.
'

> The licensee's response to certain items and revised or new relief requests
-

*'

| ? for inservice testing were reviewed.
-

(';' .I
,

.

; y ,
,9'

,. NARRATIVE DISCUS $f0N 0F LICENSEES PERFORMANCE - FUNCTIONAL AREA'
,

j j,SAFETYASSESSMENT/0UALITYVERIFICATION .

,2;
' E The licensee's actions to address the items were complete and concise. The

..

;~j ~ requirements of the Code appear to be understood. In general, the quality of;

| rr the information in the relief requests was adequate to describe the'

i 'i alternative method of testing and the basis for relief. The relief requests
;

y[g%,were in accordance with the later requirements of OM-6 and OM-10 which wereincorporated into the 1989 Edition of ASME Section XI and approved for use by4

;
,

%NRCinrulemakingeffectiveSeptember8,1992.! y . , , .:..
, ?[1[kb|'/ T; ' U '' ,f.1. , .

h % |#~| ;\ -fN '.

"
6.h -{y._9E ',i ; :

;
-

f);' %. ~,;'p .

,
'

- ;g, ,p? . ' . .
. ',

t
,

p.;m. . . ,u *

p .( De *. i. ' '
f

[

| f{' &{ * . V 'Q.': i
'

,
,

;
. : $d.n:dh,.bMN h@ '

.

2.i.!
n . .

1 ,

* .!* . * .

.hs $ ;p ;,f
,

','
.

~ . . . -,

'

||'| ' **. ,,
,

.,v -^ 'y ny +

2'h s,'w.*'AfGr.'$' $;. px ,
.. .

; '''

44. ': |:: -
~

'
' .

*

+R p , ,q.! . w ' '
-

Qu '*

w g, . .

; ; 1
; ,.,

. i 'o
'

,,..,

i f ,, .d -
.

Y'DNS ., .

- -



.- __ . - . . - - .. .. -. _ - . . - - - . - _ - . - . . - - -

_

*
,

'

SALP Input - Technical Specification Changes Regarding the Variable 12/11/92
'

>
.

Shutdown Margin Requirem
$NC ObURhT$ 1&2

* -

' 1'
j |>

'

ENCLOSURE 2;
'

SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE '
1

<

,

;

I FACILITY NAME South Texas Project Units 1 & 2

:

!
i

SUMMERY OF REVIEW |

,'

The SER involved a review of a submittal by Houston Lighting &

Power (HL&P) company proposing Changes to the Technical

Specifications, pertinent to changing the shutdown margin in
;

Modes 1 and 2. The submittal consisted of Hazards and Safety
:

analyses and numerous technically supporting attachments. The'

review concluded that the changes to the TS proposed by (HL&P)

company were acceptable.

NARRATIVE DISCUSSION OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE -

ENGINEERING / TECHNICAL SUPPORT

!

The submittal by the licensee, including both the Technical i

specification changes and explanations and justifications for the
There was one telecommunicationchanges, was clear and complete.

interaction with the licensee during the review.

Ob)
.- __
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SALP Input - Supplemental Safety' Evaluation of Houston Lighting 2/1/93
Company's Responses Regarding Operator Action Times During ae

Steam Generator Tube Rupture (STGR) - STP 1&2*

ENCLOSURE 2

SOUTH TEXAS UNITS 1 AND 2
SALP INPUT

The Human Factors Assessment Branch of the Olvision of Reactor Controls and Human
Factors has evaluated Houston Lighting and Power Company's responses regarding
operator response times during a steam generator tube rupture (SGTR) at South
Texas Units 1 and 2.

The Itcensee was resconsive to the staff's request for additional information
regarding operator re,ponse times for the SGTR overf t11 scenario representing all
of the South Texas ,perators.

The staff has completed its review of the Itcensee's submittals regarding
operator response times during an SGTR, concluding that Houston Lighting and
Power Company has satisfactorily responded to the four required criteria for
completing the staff's review.

~
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Turbine Missile Generation Probabilities - STP 182 5/14/93,

.

SALP INPUT*

i

| FACILITY NAME: South Texas Units 1 & 2
.

! SUMMARY OF REVIEW ACTIVITIES
.

|
The staff reviews the probability results of licensee's turbine
missile probability calculation. The inspection intervals for

: each of the low pressure turbines are reviewed with respect to,

j the turbine missile probability. The inspection and maintenance
activities are reviewed to deterstne their scope and depth. The

:
i statf also reviews whether the liconoee satistLee the mine
; reliability requirement criteria as specified in the South Texas
: SER, NUREG-0781.
I

j NARRATIVE DISCUSSION OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE-FUNCTIONAL ARfA
i |
j ENGINEERING / TECHNICAL SUPPORT .I

The licensee has capability in calculating turbine missile~

i probability and is prompt in responding to the staff's request
; for additional information.

SAFETY ASSESSMENT /OUALITY VERIFICATJ,Ql{
:

| The licensee demonstrated technical understanding of turbine |

i
i missile generation probability. The analysis follows the NRC

i recommended procedures and is of good quality. The staff
! concludes that the licensee's performance is excellent.

| AlfrHOR: Maudette Griggs, EMC8/DE
j 504-2150
i
|
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