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Proposed Amendment to

Houston Lighting & Power Company (HL&P) proposes a one-time
amendment to Technical Specificaticn 4.3.4.2 for the South Texas
vroject (STP) tnit 1. This one~time Tecanical Specification change
will extend the 40-month inspection interval for the Unit 1 turbine
valves to approximately 52 months. HL&P requests that the proposed
chanye be approved by the NRC by August 15, 1992, to support
upcoming refueling activities during 1REO4. HLE&P requests five
days for implementation following the effective date of this
amendment. .

ML&P has reviewed the attached proposed amendment in
accordance with 10CFR50.92 and determined that it does not involve
a signiticant hazards consideration. The basis for this
determination is provided in the attachments. In addition, HL&P
has concluded that, pursuant Lo 106CFRS51, there are no significant
radiological or non-radiological Iimpacts associated with the
proposed action, and the proposed license arendment will not have
a significant effect on the quality of the environment.

The STP Nuclear Safety Review Board has .‘eviewed and approved
the proposed change.

In accordance with 10CFR50.91(b), HLAP i& providing the State
f Texas with a copy of this prcposed amendaent.
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If you should have any gquestions on this matter, please
contact either Mr. P. L. walker at (512) 972-8.92 or me at

(512) 972-7921.

WMo
W. H. Kinsey, Jr.

Vice Fresident,
Nuclear Generation

PLW/ag
Attachment: 4. Significant Hazards Evaluation for a Proposed

change in Inspection Interval
2. Proposed Technical Speci ication 4.2.4.2
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Regional Administrator, Regien IV
Nuclear kRegulatory Commission

611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 400
Arlington, TX 76011

George Dick, Projcct Manager
U.S5. Nuclear Regulatory Comnissicon
washington, DC 20535

J., I. Tapia

Senior Res.dent Inspector

¢/@ U, 8, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
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Bay City, TX 77414

J, R. Newman, Esquire
Newman & Holtzlingers, P.C.
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Rufus 6. Scott

Associate Ganeral Counsel
Houston Lighting & Power Company
P. O. Dox 61867

Houston, TX 77208
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Dr. Joseph M. Hendrie
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Bellport, NY 11713
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter

Houston Lighting & Power
50~499%

Company, et al.,

S~uth Texas Project
Units 1 and 2

AFFIDAYIT

W. H. Kinsey being duly sworn, hereby deposes and says that
ne is Vice President, Nuclear Generation, of Houston Lighting &
Powe Company; that he is duly authorized to sign and file with the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission the attacred proposed revision of the
south ‘lexas Project Elertric Generating Station Technical
specification 4.3.4.2; is familiar with the content thereof; and
that the matters set forth therein are true and correct %o the best
of his knowledge and belief.

.\

w. H. Kinsdy
Vice President,
Nuclaar Generation

STATE OF TEXAS )

COUNTY OF MATAGORDA )

subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and
for The State of Texas this 26th day of May . 1992.

e (s T b
CONN'E MONTGOMERY Notary Public infAnd for the

Moy Fuben. Siets o Toans state of Texas

M; Cammaner Lipres R0 Y
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ATTACHMENT 1
SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS EVALUATION
FOR A PROPOSED CHANGE IN
INSPECTION INTERVAL
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Attachmant 1
ST-HL-AE~4050
Page 1 of 4

SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS EVALUATION
FOR A PROPOSED CHANGE IN

INSPECTION INTERVAL

Backarrund

Technical Epecification 4.3.4.2 currently statee that the
Turbine Overspeed Protection Sysiem shall be demonstrated operable:

At least once per 40 months by disassembling at least one of
each of the [apecified] valves and performing a visual and
surface inspection of valve seats, disks, and stems eand
verifying no unacceptable flaws or excessive corrosion. If
unacceptable flaws or excessive corrosion are found, all other
valves of that type shall be inspected.

Specified valves are:

High pressure turbine stop valves

High pressure turbine governor valves

Low pressure turbine reheat stop valves

Low pressure turbine reheat intercept valves

This inspection was last performed during the refueling cutage
which ended on October 19, 198% (1REO1l). Two throttle and two
governor valves were disasseriled durlng that outage. The valve
seats, discs, and stems of the throttle valves were replaced as
part of a plant modification upgrade., The governor valve seats
were inspected and reused. Twe reheat stop and two reheat
intercept valves vere replaced with spare valves during 1REO1. The
Technical Specificatlon-required inspections were subseguently
completed on the removed parts; no unacceptable flaws or excessive
corrosion was found.

Two turbine stop and two governor turbine valves were
disassembled during 1REN2 and partms were replaced as part of a
plant modification upgrade., However, valve seat lnspectionas wvere
not performed on these valves,

Dating from the end of 1REQ1 (October 19, 19%89), a 40-month
inspection interval results in the next inspection occurring in
February 1993. The refueling outage subsequent to that is 1REOS
which 1s scheduled to begin on February 26, 1994, Use of a 25%
grace period s allowed with respect to this Technical
Specification so that up to 50 wonths (40 months plus 25% or
10 months) can elapse between inspections. However, the SO-month
praximum period lapses on December 1%, 1993, approximately two
nonths before the planned start of 1REO0S5.

IS0 62 082 001




Attachnent 1
ST-HL~AE-4050
Page 2 of 4

SICNIFICANT HAZARDS EVALUATION
FOR A PROPOSED CHANGE IN

INSPECTIQN INTERVAL

Packgzround (Cont'd)

HL4P requests that a one~time Technical Specification change
be granted extending the inspection interval to approximately $2
months (including the grace period). rhis will allow for the
reguired inspection to be performed during 1RE0S. Oeferral will
result in cost and potential sched e savings from 1REO4

activities.

Pioposed Change

This is a one-time Technical specification change to Technical
specification 4.3.4.2.d for STP Unit 1 extending the inspection
interval from %0 months (with grace period) to approximately
52 months,

Safcty Evaluation

KL&FP developed the schedule under which STP turbine components
are inspected tor functional integrity. The required inspection
intervals nave been calculated to ensure the total probubilify of
missile generation for the entire turbine is less than 10 per
reactor year after a scheduled outage, and less than 10} per
reactor year before the next scheduled outage. For STP Unit 1, the
prebability for missile generation at 1RE04 and 1RE0S are about
5 x 10% per year and 2 x 10" per year, respectively. As stated
in the NRC Safety Evaluation dated January 14, 1991, of the STP
turbine systen maintenance program, for a favorably-criented
turbine such as those at South Texas, the probability for missile
aceneration should be less than 10"* per ymar. This is the general,
minimum reliability reguiremen® for loading the tur?inc an
bringing it online. It the probabiiity falls between 10 and 10
per year, the turbine may be kept in service until the next
scheduled outage, at which time action is to be taken tv reduce the
probability tc meet the 10 per year limit before returning the
turbine to scrvice.

TSCI82-083 O0)
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Attachzent 1
ST-HL=AE~4050
Page 2 of 4

SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS EVALUATION
FOR A PROPOSED CHANGE IN
INSPECTION INTERVAL

Safety Fvaluation (Cont'd)

The turbine supplier has provided the probability of wissile
generation for each disc of each roter for inspection intervals of
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 10 years. Separate probabllities are provided
for missile generation at rated speed, in which the failure occure
during normal operation, and deeign overspeed, where the disc
rupture occurs a4 a combination of siress coricsion cracking,
electrical system separation, and oveispeed protection failures.
For S1¢ Unit 1 in the time frame of interest, the probability of
missile generation at design overspeed is only about 10V of the
total probability for mnissile generation. Therefore, even a
significant change in the probability of design overspeed would not
have a significant affect on the probability for missile
generation. Thus, the additional extension in the inspection
interval is not significant &s & contributor to the probabllity of
miceile generation.

previous inspections of this type have ldentified findings
trat needed corrective measures to restores a valve to its original
configuratien. However, none o©f the findings had resulted in
.noperability of the valve.

More rigged parts were installed in the high pressure valves
Auring 1RE02. Technical Specification~required inspections require
one ot each type of valve to be so inspected. Although the valve
seats were not inspected, the turbine stop valve seats were
replaced. 1RE02 ended June 21, 1990, resulting in an intervai of
44 months to the beginning of 1RE(0S. The work onr the subject
valves at this intermediate point represents significant
compensation for extending the inspection interval, both in
enhancing the valve compenents and in inspecting the valve. This
further decreases the significance of extending the inspection
interval.

in addition to the above, cperability of the subject valves
is also ensured by the testing performed at 3i~-day intervals as
gescribed in Technical Specification 4.3.4.2.a and b.

TRL192-08) v9)
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Attachment 1
ST~-HL~-AE~4050
Page 4 of &

SIGNIPTICANT HAZARDS EVALUATION
FOR A PROPOSED CHANGE IN

JNSPECTION INTERVAL
Retermination of Significant Hagards

pPursuant to 10CFR50.91, this analysis provides a determination
ti.at the proposed change to the Technical specificetions does not
involve any significant hazards consideration as defined in

10CFR50.92.

1. 7The proposed change does not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated. This one-time extension of the
inspection interval is not significant because of Che
relatively small increase in the inspection interval, and
due to the inspection and enhancement of selected valve
components accomplished durirg 1REO2. The change has no
effect on the consegquences of such an event.

2. Tne propecsed change doss not create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated. The eff-cts of turbine m.ssiles are
addressed in Section 3.5.1.3 of the Updated Final Safety
Analysis Report.

3, The proposed change does not invelve a significant
reduction in the margin of safety. The increase in the
inspection interval is relatively small, and selected
valves were inspected with enhancement of valve components

daring 1RED2.
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