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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
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ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of
Docket No. 50-271-OLA-4
VERMONT YANKEE NUCLEAR (Construction Period
POWER CORPORATION Recapture)

(Vermont Yankee Nuclear
Power Station)

ANSWEKS OF VERMONT YANKEE NUCLEAR POWER CORPORATION
TO INTERROGATORIES PROPOUNDEY BY THE
STATE OF VERMONT

Pursuantto I0C.F.R. § 2.740b, Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corpora-
tion hereby responds to the interrogatories propounded to it by the State of
Vermont. (By stipulation, the time within which these responses were due
was enlarge to May 30, 1990.)

General Response Regarding Documents: In each case in which a
document is identified hereinafter to be available, the documents will be
produced for inspection and copying at either (i) the offices of Vermont
Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation, in Brattleboro, (ii) the Vermont Yankee
Nuclear Power Station in Vernon or (iii) Nuclear Services Division. Yankee
Atomi¢c Electric Company, Bolton, Massachusetts (depending on document
location) on a date and time to be agreed upon by counsel.

Interrogatory No. 1,
Iaterrogatory

I. Please identify all persons who participated in the preparation of
answers to these interrogatories and production requests:

a. Describe in detail the specific portions of each response to
which each person contributed

b. Provide the most current resumeé available for each identified
individual
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¢. Describe the qualifications of each identified individual,
including training and papers published.

Response:

The persons who participated in the preparation of these answers 1o inter-
rogatories, exclusive of counsel, are as follows:

Organiza-
Indiv dual tion Interrogatories
Donald A. Reid VYNPC All
Francis J. Helin VYNPC All
H. Michael Metell VYNPC 42, 60
Robert E. Sojka VYNPC 17,18, 114
Kathy M. Casey VYNPC 115
Robert J. Wanczyk VYNPC l"‘; l822I6 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 116,
Terry A, Watson VYNPC 58, 56, 122
Richard P. Lopriore VYNPC 57, 69, 123
David L. Phillips VYNPC 57, 59, 61, 62, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68
Gary Cappuccio VYNPC 6,7
Dennis C. Girroir VYNPC 8,9, 32, 33,119
James M. DeVincentis  VYNPC 9,19, 118
Mark Stello VYNPC 32,33, 119
Michael V. Ball VYNPC 2l
Patrick B. Corbett VYNPC 22, 23, 24, 25,99, i00, 101
Richard G. Mossey VYNPC 71
Kevin H. Bronson VYNPC 72,73
Randall W. Spinney VYNPC 78



James C. Kinsey VYNPC 44

Charles Rice LRS 102, 103, 104

R. L. Smith YNSD 10, 11, 20, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 36,
37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 109

W. K. Peterson YNSD 10, 11, 16, 25, 39, 40

P. J. Donnelly YNSD 15, 16, 121

M. P. Saniuk YNSD 22,23, 25,47, &8

R. E. Swenson YNSD 24, 25, 4), 43, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84,
85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93

E. J. Betti YNSD 25,43, 70

K. J Burns YNSD 26

L. A. Tremblay YNSD 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 94, 95, 96,

97,98, 110, 111, 112

It should be understood, however, that drafts of answers wee reviewed by,
and information used in preparing answers was assembled by, persons not
identified in the foregoing list.

a. See above table.

b. Resumés are available for inspection.

¢. This information is contained in the resumes.
Interrogatory No. 2.

Interrogaiory:

2. Identify each and every supervisor who has been responsible for
maintenance or surveillance activities at the Vermont Yankee
plant at any time since January |, 1988, As to each such person,
provide the following information:

a. What was his or her precise responsibility or responsibilities
for n;aimenmco and, /or surveillance at the Vermont Yankee
plant?

b. Identify each and every structure, system and component upon
which he or she supervised maintenance or surveillance work



¢. Describe in detail the precise instructions he or she received
in the performance of his or her maintenance tasks.

d. Describe in detail the manner in which he or she received
INStructions.

1) Who provided the instruction?
o) In what form was it provided”

3) Identify all documentation that exists to verify that the
instructions were provided and received.

e. ldentify his or her dates of employment by Vermont Yankee.

f. Describe any changes in responsibilities while employed with
Vermont Yankee, and identify the effective dates of these
changes.

g. For each person identified, state his or her qualifications and
training, and provide the most current resumeé available.

Response:

A list of individuals having supervisory responsibility for maintenance and
surveillance activities since 1/1/88 is provided on Attachment 2-1 1o these
answers,

The responsibilities of these individuals are described in written job
descriptions maintained by the personnel department, which job
descriptions are available for inspection.

It is reasonable to expect that these individuals could have supervised
work in any area of the plant to which they were assigned, indicated
by their responsibilities and job descriptions provided in .esponse to
part a. In addition, our maintenance and surveillance records, such
as maintenance request sign offs (AP 0021), surveillance sheet sign
offs and tag out request sheets (AP-0140) indicate the supervisor
responsible for the accomplishment of the various maintenance and
surveillance activities and are available for inspection.

The specific instructions that control the accomplishment of main-
tenance and surveillance activities at Vermont Yankee can be found
in surveillance and maintenance procedures. These procedures are
identified im the response to Interrogatory No. 14. Additionally these
personnel are provided formalized training in the accomplishment of
various specific maintenance tasks from the training department and



experienced job incumbents or, at times, craining is provide direct-
ly from the vendor for certain components. Additionally training /s
provided in generic topics such as "troubleshooting,” reading of
drawings, and the like.

Additional instruction may be provided by the Department Super-
visor(s) or other management, as appropriate. The level of detail of
any additional instruction provided by the department supervisor(s)
depends on the nature of the activity, and the experience level of the
personnel involved. In most cases this type of instruction is verbal
and therefore the precise details of such instruction is not docu-
mented. In general the type of instruction given to supervisors deals
with priorities, availability of resources, special operational con-
siderations, etc.

Instructions given to maintenance and surveillance supervisors are for
the most part contained in procedures. Additional instruction is
provided as described above with respect to sub-part ¢.

|) The procedures that control maintenance and surveillance
activities are conside:ad "Management Directives” and as such are
reviewed and approved by management. Also as stated in res-
ponse to part ¢., instruction can be provided by the Training
Department staff, more experienced workers, or directly from
vendors.

Generally any additional direction is provided through the ling
management organization. However, specific instructions can
come from other parts of the organization as is indicated by the
department procedures. An example is the direction from a shift
supervisor, or Health Physics Technician regarding plant condi-
tions.

2) This instruction can be tither formal or informal and occur in
the classroom, shop, or the plant. However, the actual accom-
plishment of any maintenance or surveillance tasks is governad by
the appropriate procedure.

3) The verification that these instructions were received is docu-
mented in job order files, Maintenance Request sign-offs, and in
satisfactory post-maintenance and operational testing. These
records are available for inspection,



Procedures govern the accomplishment of all tasks, and ensure
that any work done is done in accorcance with approved manage-
ment directives as indicated by AP-0831 “plant procedures”
Copies of procedures which provide instructions 10 supervisors are
available on site for inspection Any instructor guide (1G) is also
available for inspection.

e. This information is provided in Attachment 2«1,
f. See Attachment 2-1.

g The entry level qualifications are contained in the job descriptions
mentioned in 2a., above. Training is provided in accordance with
the INPC accredited training program and copies of training records
are available in our Training Dept. Copies of resumes are available
in our personnel department.

Interrogatory No. 3,
Interrogatory:

3. ldentify each and every Vermont Yankee employee who has been
responsible for or has performed maintenance or surveillance
activities at the Vermont Yankee plant at any time since January
I, 1988, As 10 each such person, provide the following informa-
tion:

a. What was his or her precise responsibility or responsibilities
for n:;imenmcc and/or surveillance at the Vermont Yankee
plant?

b. identify each and every structure, system and component upon
which he or she performed maintenance or surveillance work.

¢. Describe in detail the precise instructions he or she rezeived
in the performance of his or her maintenance tasks.

d. Describe in detail the manner in which he or she received
instructions.

1) Whe provided the instruction?
2) In what form was it provided?

3) ldentify all documentation that exists to verify that the
instructions were provided and received.

e. Identify his or her dates of employment by Vermont Yankee.



f. Describe any changes in responsibilities while employed with
Vermont Yankee, and identify the effective dates of these
changes.

g For each person identified, state his or her qualifications and
training, and provide the most current resume available,

Rysponse

A listing of all Vermont Yankee employees having responsibility for, or who
have performed maintenance and surveillance activities since 1/1/88 is
provided on Attachment 3-) to these answers.

The responsibilities of these individuals is described in written job
descriptions, which are available for inspection.

It would be extremely time consuming (and perhaps impossible) to
identify each and every structure, system or component on which any
particular individual performed maintenance or surveillance work,
since our records are not maintained in that fashion. It is reasonable
10 expect, however, that they could have performed work in any area
they were assigned. In the [&C Department, personnel initial
maintenance requests for all work for which they were a part of the
work party.

See response to 2(¢), above regarding procedural compliance, training
and additional instructions.

The level of detail of additional instruction depends on the nature of
the activity, and the experience level of the person who will be
performing it. This information is typically discussed and therefore
the precise details of such instruction are not retained. In general, the
discussion would include items such as: safety, parts availability,
ALARA, plant conditions, and the like.

See response to question 2.d.
This information is provided in Attachment 3-1.
Provided in Attachment 3-1.

Resumeés, as such, do not exist for the personnel in question (at least
in the Company's records).



Interrogatory No. 4,

Interrogatory.

4. ldentify each and every contract employee who has beer
responsible for or has performed maintenance or surveillance
activities at the Vermont Yankee plant at any time since January
I, 1988. As to each such person, provide the following informa-
tion:

Response:

A listing of contract employees who were badged for unescorted access since
January |, 1989, is available for inspection. This list does not, however,
distinguish between employees who had responsibility for maintenance tasky
However, for any given contract employee, a
reference should be available to a specific contract, which would reveal the
nature of the jobs for which the person was hired. These documents are

and those who did not.

What was his or her precise responsibility or responsibilities
for maintenance and or surveillance while under contract and
working at Vermont Yankee?

Identify each and every structure, system and component upon
which he or she performed maintenance or surveillance work,

Describe in detail the precise instructions he or she received
in the performance of his or her maintenance tasks.

Describe in detail the manner in which he or she received
instructions.

1) Who provided the instruction?
2) In what form was it provided?

3) Identify all documentation that exists to verify that the
instructions were provided and received.

Identify his or her dates of contract employment by Vermont
Yankee.

Describe any changes in responsibilities while under contract
to Vermont Yankee, and identify the effective dates of these
changes.

For each person identified, state his or her qualifications and
training, and provide the most current resumeé available.

likewise available for inspection.



See above

See above

For longer term contract personnel, instruction would be provided in
the same manner as is described in the response to Interrogatories 2
and 3, above. For job-specific contractor personnel. training is
tailored to the particular task for which the personnel have been
engaged

Instruction would be provided in the same manner as is described in
the response to Interrogatories 2 and 3, above, and the applicable

documentation would be of the same type

This information is available from the records described in the
introductory paragraph of this response

This information is available from the records described in the
introductory paragraph of this response

This information is available from the records described in the
introductory paragraph of this response

Interrogatory No. 5.

Interrogatory.

b)

Identify each and every licensed control room operator, senior
control operator, and shift supervisor who is currently
employed by Verment Yankee, or has been in vour employ at
any time since January 1, 1988. (Please note. The infor-
mation for operators is requested based on opinions reported
in the Report #3-88 of LRS Incorporated, quoted in sub-part

) of Contention VIL.) As to each such person, provide the
following information:

a. The dates of employment at Vermont Yankee.

b. All changes in responsibilities while employed at Vermont
Yankee, and the effective date to each such change.

For each person identified, state his or her qualifications and
training, and provide the most current resumé available.




Response.

A listing of licensed control room operators, senior control room operators
and shift supervisors since 1/1/88 is provided on Attachment 5-1.

a. See Attachment 5.1
b See Attachment 5-1.

¢. Resumés are available for your review in our Personnel Department.
The entry leve! qualifications are contained in the job descriptions,
Training is provided in accordance with the INPO accredited train-
ing program and copies of training records are available in our
Training Department.

Interrogatory No. 6.
Interrogatory:
6. Please describe in detail the current licensing basis for each
structure, system and component of the Vermont Yankee
plant,

Response:

The VYNPS licensing basis is the set of requirements established by the
following sources:

Facility Operating License (including Technical Specifications).
Applicable Commission Regulations.

Certain NRC orders (those amounting to license amendments.
Certain Licensee commitments.

Vermont Yankee has developed an index that includes a relerence to the
documents contributing to the current licensing basis, which index is known
as the Engincering Design Basis Manual. The Engineering Design Basis
Manual, and the source documents indexed therein, are available for
inspection.

Interrogatory No. 7.
Interrogatory:

7. For each of the items described in the preceding question:
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2. State whether the current licensing basis is different from the
licensing pasis when the Vermont Yankee plant was originally
granted its operating license.

b. If the current licemm’ basis is different from the original
licensing basis, identify each and ever; document which
caused the licensing basis to change from its original basis.

Response!

Please note that this question assumes that there is a "licensing basis"
document separately for each system, structure and component comprising
Vermont Yankee. This is not correct. There is a licensing basis for the
plant, and the systems, structures and components must satisfy it. Thus this
question cannot be answered precisely as framed. Nonetheless, to the extent
that information of this sort exists (or information of a different sort was
intended to be elicited), the information can be derived from the documents
described in the response to Interrogatory No. 6.

Interrogatory No. 8.
Interrogatory.

8. Identify each and every person who has been responsible for review-
ing maintenance requests or work orders for the Vermont Yankee
plant with regard to the current licensing basis of structures, systems
and components, or with regard to the regulatory or safety impact of
the request or work orders, at any time since January |, 1988, As to
each such person, provide the following information:

a.  What was his or her precise responsibility or responsibilities?

b. Identify each and every structure, system and component upon
which he or she determined the current licensing basis or
determined the regulatory or safety impact.

¢. Describe in detail the precise instructions he or she
received for the performance of his or her review of
maintenance requests or work orders.

d. Describe in detail the manner in which he or she received
instructions.

1) Who provided the instruction?
2) In what form was it provided?

3) Identify all documentation that exists to verify that the
instructions were provided and received.



e. Identify his or her dates of employment by Vermont Yankee.

f. Describe any changes in responsibilities while employed with
Vermont Yankee, and identify the effective dates of these
changes.

g For each person identified, state his or her qualifications and
training, and provide the most current resume available.

Response:

A list of individuals responsible for the review of Maintenance Regquests is
provided as Attachment 8-1,

Procedure AP 0021 ("Maintenance Requests”) describes the process
used to repair plant corsiviients.  As noted in that procedure,
maintenance, operations and engineering support department person-
nel and supervisors are responsible for the review of maintenance
requests.  Vermont Yankee employees treat the potential "safety
impact” of tasks assigned to them as an integral part of their respon~
sibilities. The potential impact of maintenance requests on the
"licensing basis" or the design basis is reviewed by the Quality
Assurance Coordinator ("QAC") and the Engineering Support Suner-
visor ("ESS"). Any plant maintenance that potentially impacts the
current licensing basis is accomplished via a plaont or engineering
design change or plant alteration, as defined in AP 6000, 6004, 6003,
respectively. The duty Shift Supervisor has the responsibility of
system Safety Class determination. The repair department head has
the responsibility for component safety class determination. The
precise responsibilities of these individuals with regard to this review
is set forth in procedure AP-0021.

The maintenance requests reviewed by any specific individual are
available for inspection.

Each QAC person receives training in ASME Section XI scope and
requirements. The QAC and ESS personnel receive training in plant
procectures: AP 6000 (Plant Design Change Requests), AP 6003 (Plant
Alteration Requests), AP 6004 (Engineering Design Change Request),
AP 0021 (Maintenance Request), and AP 6022 (Job Order Files).

The QAC instruction is performed formally by the Vermont Yankee
Training Department and informally by the departing QAC or by the
Senior QA Engineer. ESS instruction in the use of the applicable
procedures is performed formally by the Vermont Yankee Training
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Department. Documentation of formal training is maintained by the
Training Depurtment and is available for inspection,

¢. This information is contained in Attachment 8-1.
f  This information i1s contained in Attachment 8- 1.
g These resumds are available for inspection.

Interrogatory No. 9.

Interrogatory:

9. Explain how personne! identified in the preceding question are
able to access the current licensing basis for structures, systems
and components. In your response, please provide the following
information:

a. ldentify al! procedures which control or establish this review
of current licen ing basis.

b. Is the current licensing basis maintained in a central location,
access ble to personnel responsible for maintenance review”

¢. Is the current licensing basis distributed by a controlled
distribution? If yes, please respond to the following:

1) ldentify the names of the documents in this distribution.

2) ldentify the procedure by which these documents are
controlled and distributed.

3) dentify the dates and describe in detail the contents of the
last five revisions to these documents,

d. Isthe current licensing basis maintained in a format accessible
by computer? If ves, please respond to the following:

1) Identify the manual and descriptive information which
describe the computer program, including how to access
information in the current licensing basis by structure,
system or component,

21 Idenuiy the procedure by which this computer data base
is controlled.

1) How is the modification of this computer data base con-
trolled?

4) Who may modify this computer data base?

«-13-




Response:

a. The requirements of the current licensing basis are enveloped by the
Vermont Yankee procedures and policies used by personnel to
conduct maintenance activities. This is ensured through procedure
development and review as controlled by AP 0831 "Plant Procedures.”
The discussion section of that procedure states:
controls (procedures) are necessary for the safe and efficient opera-
tion and maintenance of the plant and to ensure compliance with
license limitations, technical specification requirements, state and

5)
6)

In what ways is the data base modified”

How are modifications to this data base verified as
correct?

Is the current licensing basis for these reviews considered to
be the FSAR? If yes, please respond to the following:

1)

3

Does the FSAR contain the complete current licensing
basis for each and every structure, system and component?

If the response to the above is negative, how does the
reviewer include the missing portions of the current
licensing basis in his or her review?

Is the FSAR indexed in detail by structure, system, and
component? If not, describe how the reviewer is able to
assure himself or herself that all of the licensing basis has
been considered (for example, an electrical requirement
that i embedded within the accident analyses assump-
tions)?

If the current licensing basis is not maintained for the main-
tenance reviewer by either of the methods of b, ¢, d or e
above, then:

1)

3)

Please describe the method by which the current licensing
basis is available to the reviewer,

Idencify all documents relied upon for this review,
Describe the qualifications and provide the most current

resume available and employment history at Vermont
Yankee for all personnel relied upon for this review,

federal controls and established safe work practices.”

w il
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In cases where procedure changes may involve changes to the
licensing basis, they receive a safety evaluation per the requirements
of I0CF.R. § 5059

As discussed above, VY implements licensing basis review through
the operating procedures. Therefore, it is not always necessary for
personnel to directly review the licensing basis, since it is captured in
the necessary procedures. Examples of this type of procedure are:

AP 0021 “"Maintenance Request”

AP 0013 “Replacement of Environmentally Qualified Equip-
ment”

AP 6000 "Plant Design Change Requests”

AP 6002 "Preparing 50.59 Safety Evaluations"

AP 6004 “Engineering Design Change Requests"

A detailed review of the licensing basis is accomplished during the
preparation of all design changes (EDCR or PDCR).

Yes.
Yes.

1) The documents in this distribution are identified in the response
to question 6. Additionally, as stated .n sub-part a, the require-
ments of the current licensing basis are enveloped by the Vermont
Yankee policies and procedures used by personnel to conduct
maintenance activities.

2) Distribution is controlled by Document Control Procedure AP-
6805 Complete distribution lists are available for review,

3) The specifics of revisions to these documents, including revision
date, are available from an inspection of the documents,

Yes. Statements of the licensing basis as extracted from the VY
FSAR and regulatory correspondence are contained in the controlled
document entitled "Engineering Design Basis Manual." These
identical items are in a computer data base.

1) Instructions for user access to the computer data base are con-
tained in the "Engineering Design Basis Manual "

s 18«



2)

3

4)

5)

6)

The procedure by which this data base is controlled is contained
in the "Engineering Design Basis Manual.*

The data base is password protected to assure only authorized data
entry, deletion, or modification.

The data base may be modified only by authorized personnel, as
set forth in the "Engineering Design Basis Manual "

Modification is by addition, revision or deletion of record, as
appropriate given modifications of the "Engineering Design Basis
Manual."

Verification of modifications to the data base are made by using
a data entry form that requires signature of the preparer and of
a reviewer for each individual record.

e. Not exclusively. See the response to Interrogaiory No. 6.

f. Not applicable.

Interrogatory No. 10.

Interrogatory:

10. State the dates of any and all quality assurance audits since
January 1, 1988, which reviewed the adequacy of the process
of reviewing maintenance requests or work orders with regard
to the current licensing basis or regulatory or safety impact of
the request or work order. Identify all the results of these
audits, including audit reports, reports to management, audit
check lists, infermal check lists and hand written notes,

Response:

VY-88-06

Maintenance Issued 12/30/88

VY-89-06A Maintenance Issued 10/13/89

Other documents the identification of which is called for are identified in
these two reports.

- 16 «



Interrogatory No. 11,

Interrogatory:

11. State the dates of any and all quality assurance audits since
January |, 1988, which reviewed the adequacy of the process
of maintaining the current licensing basis in a current and
corvect condition, Identify all the results of these audits,
including audit reports, reports to management, audit check
Lists, informal ¢heck lists and hand written notes.

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the
subject thereof is not within the scope of the admitted contention,

Response:
Without waiving this objection, but rather expressly relying upon the

same, the following audits may be of the sort of which identification is
requested:

VY-88-07 Plant Changes 1/11/89
VY-88-15 Technical Specifications 5/20/88
VY-§8-Cl Operations 1/24/89
NSD-88-03  Design - VY Project 1/9/89
VY-89-07 Plant Changes 10/31/89
VY-§9-15 Technical Specifications 6/15/89
NSD-89-03  Design - VY Project 5/26/89
NSD-90-03  Design - VY Project 5/7/90
VY-89-01 Operations 8/2/89

Other documents the identification of which is called for are identified in
these reports,

Interrogatory No. 12.
lnierrogatory:

12. Please identify all documents for which copies or access were
provided to NRC Maintenance Team Inspectors for the
inspection reported on Inspection Report No. 50-271/89-80.
These documents should include those identified in Appendix
1 of Inspection Report No. 50-271/89-80 (also attached as
Appendix | to this set of interrogatories), as well as any other
documents provided to or reviewed by NRC inspectors.
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Response:

The documents provided to the NRC Maintenance Team Inspectors in
response to their requests for documents contained in Appendix | of
Inspection Report No. 50-271,/89-80 are as follows:

Organization Chart
1987 and 1988 System Maintenance Request, Plant Maintenance List
Schedule for Surveillance Testing
1&C Department Maintenance and Commitment Tracking List
AP 0021 (8/7/89)
AP 0020 (8/12/87)
AP 0022 (12/18/89)
AP 0310 (5/4/90)
MR Training List
The following Training Program Instruction Guides:
CEM-02-002 Rev. 0
AIC-06-001 Rev. 0
CMM-10-006 Rev. |
XIC-88-02 Rev. 0
CIC-0i-002 Rev. 0
CMM-04-005 Rev. 0
AEM-06-001 Rev. |
ACH-02-001L Rev. 0
VY Procedure Writers Guide
VY Comparative Performance Indicator Report
Performance Monitoring Memo
AP 0028 (5/5/89)
AP 0200 (7/1/89)
Supervisor's Guide - Performance Appraisal
1989 Plant Goals
Maintenance Department Organization Chart
1988 Maintenance Requests (Index)
System Problem List
Instrument & Controls Maintenance Request (Index)
Shutdown Work List
OP 4257 (6/3/89)
OP 5223 (6/3/89)
OP 5225 (8/7/89)
OP 4124 (9/25/89)
OP 5212 (7/31/89)
OP 5304 (12/2/89)
OP 4209 (2/3/90)
OP 4214 (5/13/90)



OP 5361 (11/13/89)

OP 4100 (8/12/89)

OP 4123 (2/2/89)

QP 4205 (2/3/90)

OP 4211 (3/2/89)

OP 4256 (4/25/90)

OP 5221 (6/3/89)

MR §7.3250

MR 88.0223

MR §7-2446

MR 8%-2963

MR B88-0308

OP 5220 (5/12/89)

OP 5337 (5/4/89)

RP 5338 (3/16/90)

Outage Schedule Notebook

VYNPC Plant Mechanic Training Program Description
VYNPC 1&C Specialist Training Program Description
Maintenance Training Program Procedure Review Matrix
AP 0125

Outage Meeting Minutes (1/28/89)
Maintenance Work Schedule (Six Week)
Maintenance Work Schedule (90-Day)
Maintenance Work Schedule (Weekly)

OP 0505

OP 0502

OP 0506

ALARA Committee Meeting 89-01 Agenda
Technical Information Tracking Process
Vendor Equipment Technical Information Program (VETIP) Block Diagram
Direct Vendor Interface

OP 5219

OP 4203

OP 4337

OP 4126

OP 4257

OP 5223

OP 522§

OP 5361

OP 4100

OP 4123

QP 4124

OP 4144

OP 4205




op 4207

OP 4209

OP 4211

oP 4212

OP 42i3

opP a4

OP 424§

QP 4256

AP 5212

OP 5221

OP 522

OP 5304

Safety Manual

Memo JPP to Distribution "1989 Safety Committee Election”
VYNPC Joint Safety Committee Charter

In addition, the inspectors had access to any VY procedure, policy or design
document that might have been requested. Requested documents include:

SSF1 Open and Closed Commitment ltems (as tracked by VY's AP 0028
process).

MR 88-1004

Class |E Instrument List

Valve V10<13C PM History

July, 1988, Radiation Protection Incident Report (pertaining to tagging ol
TIP machines prior to drywell or TIP room entry).

Additional records may have been requested and provided during the
inspection, but no records of any documents that may have been provided or
inspected beyond the foregoing were kept.

lnterrogatory No, '3,
Interrogatory:

13. For all revisions to the documents identified in question 12
since the maintenance team inspection:

a. Please identify the location and nature of each revision.

b. Plo:u describe in detail the reason each revision has been
made

<20 -



Response.!

The revision history for each of the documents identified in the foregoing
interrogatory can be derived from an inspection of the current revision of the
document itself.

Interrogatory No. 1«

Interrogatory:

id4. Please identify each and every document, in addition to those in
response to interrogatory 12 above, which constitutes the main-
tenance program upon which the licensee relies for the license
extension sought in the application. Please organize your response
in the following categories:

a. Each and every written procedure,

b. Each and every industry standard, recommendation or
practice.

¢. Each and every NRC requirement.
d. Each and every vendor recommendation,

e. Every other document relied upon.

Response.
Subject to the qualification stated at the foot of this response:

The VYNPS procedures that bearing primarily upon maintenance and
surveillance are as set forth on Attachment 14-| to these answers. To the
extent that any of the classes of items identified in sub-parts b-e of the
imterroga‘ory are components of the formal program, they have been
captured in the procedures.

Please note that the foregoing describes the procedural *maintenance pro-
gram" as it exists as of the date of these interrogatories. To the extent that
the interrogatory implies either that the "maintenance program” is fixed, or
that the nature of the maintenance program as it will exist in 2007 is
presently determinable, the implication is in error. What Vermont Yankee
refers to in the cited portion of Attachment 2 to the Application for an
operating license amendment in this proceeding is the entirety of the
maintenance function, which generally means the function of ensuring that
structures, systems and components continue in service to achieve their design
function, as that function has been performed by Vermont Yankee for the
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last 18 years, including the commitment of Vermoni Yankee, as an organiza-
tion, to perform that function and the ability of Vermont Yankee, as a
organizaiion, to perform that function. The reference in Attachment 2 is
not, therefore, to any specific document or procedure, or any specific method
of implementation.

Interrogatory No, 15.

Interrogatory:

15. Specifically identify all maintenance documents produced since or
as a result of the maintenance team inspection. This identification
should include the "comprehensive and formal maintenance
program document” identified in BVY 89-75.

Response:

Vermont Yankee "Maintenance Program," Rev. 0 (12/89).
AP 0312 ("Equipment Technical Information”) Rev. 0.

AP 0021 ("Maintenance Requests”) Rev. 16.

AP 0140 ("VY Local Control Switching Rules") and Rev. 13.

The revision history of the procedures identified on Attachment 14-1 can be
derived from an inspection of the current revision of each procedure. Please
note that this interrogatory was interpreted refer to procedures, nct to output
(product) documents, such a maintenance requests, trend reports, and the
like.

Interrogatory No. 16.
Interrogatory:

16. Please respond to the following concerning the vendor manual
update program:

a. Identi{y the person or persons who have performed or are
performing the vendor manual update. For each such person,
state his or her technical qualifications, and provide the most
recent resume available,

b. Identify the procedure(s) which govern(s) the vendor manual
update program.

¢. Identify the date of any and all quality assurance audits of;

L The status of vendor manuals.
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ii. The progress of the vendor manual update program.
iii. The adequacy of the vendor manual update program.

d. Identify the documentation of the results of the audits
identified in sub-part ¢, including audit reports, reports to
management, audit check lists, handwritten check lists, and
informal notes.

e. As of the date of response to these interrogatories, what per-
centage of the vendor manuals for safety-related structures,
systems and components has not been updated”

f. Identify each vendor manual included in the percentage
provided for the above sub-part e, t.e., that has not been
updated.

g. Asof the date of response to these interrogatories, what per-
centage of the vendor manuals for nonsafety-related struc-
tures, systems and components has not been updated?

h. Identify each vendor manual included in the percentage
provided for the above sub-part g, .., that has not been
updated.

Response:

The vendor manual update project was the responsibility of the
Maintenance Superintendent, utilizing a contract engineering service
to susply technical reviewers. The Maintenance Superintendent has
had 18 years of service in the maintenance organizations at VYNPS,
Technical reviewers supplied by the contract engineering firm were
evaluated for their past experience at other nuclear facilities in
similar types of assignments. All had a minimum of five years
experience in the review and preparation of maintenance technical
documents such as procedures and technical reviews. One individual
was previously an Instrument & Controls Department foreman at the
VY plant site. Regular interface with the Maintenance and Instru-
ment & Controls Departments' technical personnel was an integral
part of the update process. Resumés for all technical reviewers as
well as for the Maintenance Superintendent are available for inspec~
tion. The program continues for the remaining safety-related vendor
documents under the direction of the Operations Superintendent,
whose resumée is also available for inspection.

AP 0312 ("Equipment Technical Information”)

AP 0028  ("Operating Experience Review and Assess-
ment/Commitment Tracking")
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¢. VY-89-06a Maintenance 10/13/86.
VY-§8-06 Maintenance 12/30/88

These reports, and any documentation referred to therein, are
available for inspection.

d. See sub-part (¢).

e. As of 5/3/90, 27% of the safety related vendor manuals have not
been reviewed (and updated as required).

f. A listing of those safety-related manuals is provided as Attachment
16-1.

g. The program does not apply to non-safety related manuals.
h. The program does not apply to non-safety related manuals.

Interrogatory No. 1

Interrogatory.

17. Please identify all documents related to tne “"Computerized
Maintenance Material Management System (CMMMS)" referred
to in BVY 89-75, including the development plan referred to in
BVY 89-75, all assessment documentation referred to in BVY
89-86, the system description, bid specification, purchase
specification, and all internal and external correspondence, with
attachments.

Response:

VYNPC referred to the development of a CMMMS in a response to an NRC
Maintenance team inspection conducted at VYNPS between February 27 and
March 10, 1989. See BVY-89-75, dated 8/11/89.) An unrelated document
(BYY-89-86, dated 9/25/89) also referred to preliminary scoping work for
a CMMMS,

Other documents that relate to CMMMS include staff assignments, objectives,
meeting minutes, and preliminary budget estimates. These documents are
primarily authored by Mr. Robert E. Sojka, who was assigned the respon-
sibility of evaluating CMMMS. They are available for inspection and consist
of the following:

Nolan Norton Report (12/88)



Meeting Minutes - VYBS 89/76 (6/12/89
Position Description (8/7/89)

Objectives - VYBS 89/99 (8,/7/89)

Staff Assignments - VYBS 89/107 (8/8/89)
Meeting Minutes - VYBS 89,106 (9/5/89)
Budget Issues - VYBS 89/113 (9,19/89)
Budget Issues - VYBS 89/114 (9/20/89)
Budget Issues - VYBS 89/121 (9/28/89)

Interrogatory No. 18,

Interrogatory:

18. For the CMMMS identified in the interrogatory above, please
respond to the following:

a. If a CMMMS supplier has been chosen, identify the supplier.

b. If a CMMMS supplier has been chosen, state in fuil the
qualifications of the supplier to provide a CMMMS,

¢. If a CMMMS supplier has not been chosen, identify each
supplier who is on your approved bidders list, or from whom
you have received, or expect to receive, a bid.

d. If bids have been received, provide the date upon which they
were received and identify the suppliers who provided bids.

e. If bids have not been received, provide the date upon which
bids are expected, or, if that date cannot be determined, the
dcate and identification of the next schedule milestone for the

MMMS.

Response.

a. Not applicable.

b. Not applicable.

¢. See below.

d. Bonner & Moore Consulting Services
2727 Allen Parkway

Houston, Texas 77019

El International, Inc.
201 Benton Avenue
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Suite 204
Linthicum, Maryland 21090

Champs Software, Inc.
1255 North Vantage Point Drive
Crystal River, Florida 32629

The Svstem Works, In¢.
1640 Powers Ferry Road
Marietta, Georgia 30067

Al bids were received on or before May 4, 1990,
e. Not applicable.
Interrogatory No. 19.

Interrogaiory.

19. Please identify all documents related to containment integrity
testing (i.e., testing in accordance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix J)
during the life of the Vermont Yankee plant, including all test
reports, licensee event reports, test results, calibration records,
internal memoranda, maintenance requests, correspondence, and
contractor records,

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it is related
to proposed Contention 6 and proposed Contention 8, sub-part "m," which
were excluded by the Board.

Response.

Without waiving its objection to this interrogatory, but rather expressly
relying upon the same, Vermont Yankee provides the following information:

The VYNPS program for compliance with the requirements of 10 CF.R,,
Part 50, Appendix J is known as the Vermont Yankee Primary Containment
Leak Rate Testing Program, implemented by procedures OP-4029 (Type A
Integrated Leak Rate Testing) and OP-4030 (Types B and C testing)
Documentation includes data sheets recording the results of the tests and
documentation showing close out of test results. Such documentation is
available for inspection. In addition, a comprehensive report is prepared and
submitted to the NRC following the completion of the Typc A test, and these
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reports are also available for inspection, and NRC includes a section
discussing each Type A test in its regular Inspection Reports for VYNPS,

lnterrogatory No. 20,

Interrogatory.

20. Please list of all structures, systems and components. Your
attention is directed to the definition of structures, systems and
components, and specifically part b) of the definition, "structures,
systems and components whose failure can cause or adversely
affect a transient or accident that significantly challenges struc-
tures, systems and components relied upon for the integrity of the
reactor coolant pressure boundary, safe shutdown, or accident
mitigation." In your response, please include the physical loca-
tion of each component.

Response:

This information is contained in FSAR. Layout drawings showing major
component/structure locations and arrangement are provided as figures
throughout the FSAR. Chapter 14 discusses the response of the plant to
transients and accidents.

Interrogator; No. 21,

Interrogatory.

21. Please identify “the plant master equipment list for safety-re-
lated equipment” that is referenced in Enclosure | of BVY 89-75,

Response:

The item called for is known as the Master Equipment List or MEL. The
MEL identifies the safety classification of components in safety-related
systems. The safety class was initially determined by reference to P&ID and
one-line wiring diagrams. Any future changes to this database are effected
in accordance with the directions in the Safety Class Manual.

Interrogatory No. 22,

Inierrogatory:

22. Please identify by revision number and date the current or most
recent Master Equipment List for Environmentally Qualified (EQ)
equipment that is referenced in Enclosure | of BVY 89-785.



Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it appears

to be related only to proposed Contention &, sub-part "t." which was excluded
by the Board

Interrogatory No. 23,
Interrogatory

23, Please identify all documents which describe the environmental
conditions of each area of the Vermont Yankee plant evaluated as
part of your 10 CFR $50.49 evaluation, in¢cluding those areas
considered 0 be mild environments.

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory on the same grounds as apply
to Interrogatory No. 22

Interrogatory No, 24,
Interrogatory

24, Please identify all documents which describe the environmental
conditions of each area of the Vermont Yankee plant, not
provided as part of the above interrogatory, which house systems
or components whose failure can cause or adversely affect a
transient or accident that significantly challenges structures,
systems and components relied upon for the integrity of the
reactor coolant pressure boundary, safe shutdown, or accident
mitigation.

Objection.

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory on the same grounds as apply
to Interrogatory No. 22.

Interrogatory No, 28,
Interrogatory:
25. Regarding qualified life, design life and installed life:
a. Please list, in the format of the listing provided in inter-
rogatory 20 (or alternatively, the formats of the lists from

interrogatories 21 and 22, plus any additional structures,
systems and components not appearing on these lists), the




qualified life, design life and installed life of each structure,
system and component in the Vermont Yankee plant.

Please indicate with specificity the bases for the qualified
life, design life and installed life of the structures, systems
and components. For each document upon which you rely,
identify the document and state the precise location within the
document which provides the qualified life, design life and
installed life for each for each structure, system and com-
ponent.

Describe and identify documents which describe the manner
in which qualified life, design life or installed life is deter~
mined or demonstrated for each structure, system or com=
ponent. Describe and identify this information specifically
for the following categories of Vermont Yankee plant equip-
ment (Your attention is directed to the definition section for
the meaning of "safety-related" and "nonsafety-related"):

|. Safety-related electrical components located in areas
subjected to harsh environments for which the exclusion
of 10 CFR 50.49(k) is applied.

Safety-related eiectrical components located in areas
subjected to harsh environments for which the exclusion
of 10 CFR 50.49(k) is not applied.

L]

3. Safety-related electrical components located in areas
subjected to mild environments.

4. Nonsafety-related electrical components located in areas
subjected to harsh environments.

5. Nonsafety-related electrical components located in areas
subjected to mild environments.

6. Safety-related mechanical components located in areas
subjected to harsh environments.

7. Safety-related mechanical components located in areas
subjected to mild environments.

8. Nonsafety-related mechanical components located in areas
subjected to harsh environments.

9. Nonsafety-related mechanical components located in areas
subjected to mild environments.

10. Safety-related and nonsafety-related structures,



d. Inthe response tosub-part ¢ above, identify all written proce-
dures which govern the determination of qualified life, design
life znd installed life of each caregory of equipment.

e. Identify the dates of all quality assurance audits since January
1, 1988, which reviewed the adequacy of the process of
determining qualified life or design life of structures, systems
and components. Identify all the results of these audits,
including audit reports, reports to management, audit check
lists, informal check lists and handwritten notes.

Objection.

Yermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to relate only to proposed Contention 6, which was excluded by the Board.

Interrogatory No. 26,
Interrogatory.

Please identify all documents available to you providing failure rate
information on the structures, systems and components of the Vermont
Yankee plant. Include data which is industry wide and data which is
Vermont Yankee plant specific.

Response:

Interpreting the term "failure rate information" to mean data that accounts
both tor the number of failures and the number of operating hours, in-
service hours, demands, or other measure of use, we are aware of the
following data sources:

The Nuclear Plant Reliability Data System (industry-wide).

Yermont Yankee Response tc USNRC Request for Additional Informa-
tion - Surveillance Testing of ETCS and SLC Yquipment, FVY 88-58
(7/15/88) (plant specific).

NUREG/CR-1205, "Data Sumwaries of Licensee Event Reports of
Pumps at U. S. Commercial Nuclear Power Plants" (industry-wide).

NUREG/CR-1363, "Data Summaries of Licensee Evant Reports of
Valves at U. S, Commercial Nuclear Power Plants" (industry-wide).

Unpublished data in process in connection with the VYNPS IPE program,
contained it-calculation files at NSD, YAEC (plant specific).
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In addition, Vermont Yankee tracks specific BWR safety system performance
for the quarterly INPO report. This data looks at the foilowing information:

High Pressure Coolant Injection System unavailability hours,
Reactor Containment Isolation Cooling System unavailability hours,
RHR System and component unavailability hours.

Emergency diesel generator unavailability hours.

Unplanned safety system actuations.

Each system is tracked for planned, unplanned times of unavailability. This
data is sent to INPO, which then compiles the data and compares VY's
specific data to industry averages.

In addition, Vermont Yankee maintenance history records contain specific
failure history information for specific Vermont Yankee components, but this
is not "failure rate information” as defined above,

Interrogatory No. 27,

Interrogatory:

27. Please identify all purchase spacifications for Vermont Yankee
plant structures, systems and components.

Obiection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to related only to proposed Contention 6 and proposed Contention 7, sub-
part "0," which were excluded by the Board.

Interrogutory No. 28,

Interrogatory.

28. Please describe in detail all procurement quality control require-
ments (or identify the documents where these requirements are
found) for the structures, systems and components of the Vermont
Yankee plant. This includes, but is not {imited to, review and
approval of vendor drawings and procedures, nondestructive
examinations, performance tests and analyses. This request seeks
information to determine the amount of pre-aging introduced by
procurement tests and examinations, and the level at which
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manufacturing flaws affecting aging could have been detected by
nondestructive examinations.

Chjection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to related only to proposed Contention 6 and proposed Contention 7, sub-
part "0." which were excluded by the Board.

Interrogatory No. 29,

Interrogatory:

29. Please identify the documents which demonstrate that the
procurement quality control requirements were satisfactorily
completed.

Objection.

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to related only to proposed Contention 6 and proposed Contention 7, sub-
part "o, " which were excluded by the Board.

Interrogatory No. 30.
Interrogatory.

30. Please describe in detail all construction quality control and
quality assurance requirements (or identify documents where these
requirements are found) for the structures, systems and com-
ponents of the Vermont Yankee plant. This includes, but is not
limited to, receipt inspections, weld examinations, preoperational
tests and hydro tests. This request seeks information to deter-
mine the amount of pre-aging introduced by construction tests
and examinations.

Objection;

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to relate only to proposed Contention 6 and proposed Contention 7, sub-
part "0,” which were excluded by the Board.

Interrogatory No. 31.
Interrogatory:
31. Please identify the documenis which demonstrate that the

construction quality control and quality assurance require-
ments were satistfactorily completed.
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Objection;

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to relate only to proposed Contention 6 and proposed Contention 7, sub-
part "o.“ which were excluded by the Board.

Interrogatory No. 32,
Interrogaiory.

32. Please identify all inservice testing and inservice inspection
requirements (or identify documents where these requirements are
found) for the structures, systems and compenents of the Vermont
Yankee plant.

Response:

The VYNPS Inservice Testing Program and Inservice Inspection Programs are
written to satisfy the requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 50.55a(g) as published in
the Code of Federal Regulations dated January |, 1982, As such the testing
and inspection of Safety Class 1, 2, and 3 components is effectively per-
formed in accordance with ASME Section XI, 1980 Edition, through and
including the winter 1980 addenda. These programs are reviewed and
approved by the NRC. These programs are revised as defined by 10 C.F.R.
or as mandated by changes in plant configuration.

Other tests and inspections are also performed as a resuit of internal and
external commitments made by Vermont Yankee as a result of plant ex-
perience, industry experience, vendor recommendations, or regulatory
changes. These additional tests and inspections are controlled and schedule
by AP 4000 (Surveillance Testing Control) or AP 0028 (Operating Experience
Review and Assessment/ Commitment Tracking).

Interrogatory No. 33.
Interrogatory:

13 Please identify the documents which demonstrate that the
inservice testing and inservice inspection requirements were
satisfactorily completed. Include the records of inspections
completed under the ISI Program referred to in Section 3.2.2.1 of
Attachment 2 of the application.
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Response.

Documentation of inservice tests is required and provided by AP 0164
("Operations Department Inservice Testing") and AP 0206 ("Inservice Testing
Vibration Measurements”). Operational, capacity and performance testing
and surveillances are provided and documented by individual system surveil-
lance procedures.

Documentation of inservice inspections is provided on individual data sheets
for each inspection. In addition, a NIS-1 report is submitted to NRC
following each refueling outage describing the details and the results of each
of our inspections. The documentation is provided in accordance with i0
C.F.R., Part 50 regulatory requirements and ASME Section XI requirements
and retained by the D¢ ament Control Program. The NIS-1 is the "records
of inspections” completed under the ISI Program referred to in Section 3.2.2.1
of Attachment 2 of the application. These records are available for inspec-
tion.

Interrogatory No. 34.

Interrogatory:

34. Please state the purchase date, manufacture date, receipt date and
installation date for the structures, systems and components of the
Vermont Yankee plant which are requested to be listed in inter-
rogatory 20,

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to relate only to proposed Contention 6 and proposed Contention 7, sub-
part "0," which were excluded by the Roard.

Interrogatory No. 3§.
Interrogatory:

35. Please aescribe in detail the process by which the storage
requirements for each structure, system and component, before
installation, are determined. Identify all documents establishing
or describing these requirements.

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objec?s to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to relate only to proposed Contention 6 and proposed Contention 7, sub-
part "o," which were excluded by the Board.
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Interrogatory No. 36.

Interroyatory.

36. Please identify the procedures which established storage methods
during the construction period. In this ideatification, provide
the dates of each revision to each of these procedures.

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to relate only to proposed Contention 6 and proposed Contention 7, sub-
part "0.," which were excluded by the Board.

Interrogatory No. 37,

Interrogatory:

37. Please identify the procedures which have established storage
methods for structures, systems and components since initial
operation. In this identification, provide the revision history of
the storage procedures.

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to relate only to proposed Contention 6, which was excluded by the Board.

Response:

Without waiving the foregoing objection but rather expressly relying upon
the same:

Procedures used for storage of structures, systems and components are
identified as follows:

AP 0801 "Receiving and Shipment of Material and Equipment" -
Rev. 18
AP 0803 "Storage of Materials and Equipment” - Rev. 11

YOQAP IA  Identifies the standards which we are committed to in this
area

Preparation of a revision history involves reviewing each of the prior
revisions, which will be made available upon request.
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Interrogatory No. 38,

Interrogalory:

38. Please identify all documents which verify the manner in which
structures, systems and components are stered prior to installation
at the Yermont Yankee plant.

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to be related only to proposed Contention 6 and proposed Contention 7, sub-
part "0," which were excluded by the Board.

Response:

Without waiving the foregoing objection, but rather expressly relying upon
the same, Vermont Yankee supplies the following information:

Procurement and Material Control Audits

VY 89-8 (12/14/89)
VY 88-8 (9/28/88)

VY 87-8 (12/23/87)
VY 86-8 (12/22/86)
VY 85-8 (8/22/85).

Note that the storage methods are one of the attributes normally selected
during the above audits.

Interrogatory No. 39.
Interrogatory:

39. Please state the dates of all quality assurance audits of the storage
methods during the construction period of the Vermont Yankee
plant,

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to be related only to proposed Contention 6 and proposed Contention 7, sub-
part "0," which were excluded by the Board.
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Interrogatory No, 40.

Interrogatory:

40. Please identily all documentation of the audits listed in response
to the previous interrogatory, including audit reports, reports to
management, audit check lists, informal check lists, and handwrit-
ten notes.

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to be related only to (proposed Contention 6 and proposed Contention 7, sub-
part "0." which were excluded by the Board.

Interrogatory No. 41.

Interrogaiory:

41, Please identify all documents available concerning the environ-
mental conditions which structures, systems, components of the
Vermont Yankee plant ¢xperienced during the period between the
construction period date and the operating license date. This
should include all documents rema:ning available on environ-
mental conditions for storage locations and for as-instalied
in-plant conditions before operation.

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to be related only to proposed Contention 6 and proposed Contention 7, sub-
part "0," which were excluded by the Board.

Interrogatory No. 42,
Interrogatory:

42. Regarding the activity of "reconstituting the design basis," as
described by Mr. Donald Reid of Vermont Yankee at the meeting
with NRC Region [ in King of Frussia, PA, on January 26, 1989,
please answer the foliowing:
a. Describe what is meant by "reconstituting the design basis."
b. Why is it necessary to reconstitute the design basis?

¢. Identify the personnel performing the work involved in
reconstituting the design basis.
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d. Describe in detail the schedule for the design basis reconstitu~
tion activity, include the daies when the progrum began and
when it i1s scheduled to be completed.

e. Has the completion date been adjusted since the beginning of
the project? If so, how?

f Identify the procedure by which this work is being ac-
complished

g. Provide the percentage of work (or percentage of design bases)
for which reconstitution has not been completed.

h. State all design bases which have not been "reconstituted.”

Response:

"Reconstituting the Design Basis" means providing and maintaining a
central cross-referencing data system that references applicable calcula-
tions, specifications, design changes, licensing basis, licensing commit-
ments, and licensing correspondence.

It isn't necessary. However, the centralized system facilitates reference
to the current design basis and supporting information for ail applications
where such reference is required or important, and this facilitation (i)
reduces engineering effort and (ii) further reduces the potentia: for over-
looked information. This system helps to assure that when facility
changes are made (or other circumstances arise that require an under-
standing of the original designers' intentions), applicable reference
information is quickly and comprehensively available for resulting
recommendations and for consideration in the final evaluation.

R Swenson YNSD Systems Engineer;

D. Yasi YNSD Lead Systems Engineer;

R. Qliver YNSD Lead Mechanical Engineer;

P. Johnson YNSD Lead Electrical Engineer;

D. January YNSD Lead 1&C Engineer;

J. Hoffman  YNSD Engineering Manager;

S. Miller YNSD Project Manager;

K. Gavin YNSD Contractor Computer Data Entry, Module Prepar-
ation;

M. Lenon YNSD Contractor Computer Data Entry, Module Prepar-
ation;

J. Kendrick YNSD Computer Program Deavelopment;

A. Kendrick YNSD Computer Program Development;

S. Misiaszek  YNSD Computer Program Development;
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M. Metell VYNPS Principal Engineer; and
D Reid VYNPS Operations Support Manager,

Design Basis Reconstitution efforts began in 1987 and are an ongoing
effort that will not end until the plant is decommissioned. If the question

is whether the Design Basis Manual is currently complete, the answer is
that it is,

See above.

The procedure is contained in the Vermont Yankee Engineering Design
Busis Manual under sub-section "Administration of the Vermont Yankee
Design Basis Catalog" and Annex A "Procedure for Design Basis Catalog
[reevelopment.”

See above.

See above.

Interrogatory No. 43,

Interrogatory.

43. Please describe in detail the external events and natural phenom-
ena for which the Vermont Yankee plant is designed, for each of
the design conditions and design basis events.

Response.
S¢e FSAR chapters 2 and 12.

Interrogatory No. 44,
Interrogatory:

44, Please identify all documents related to any safety system
functional inspections (SSF1s) performed for the Vermont Yankee
plant. This request includes, but is not limited to, all internal
correspondence and correspondence with Westec Incorporated, or
other contractors all Westec Incorporated inspection results,
records, data sheets, findings, Westec internal memoranda; all
documentation related to resolution of inspection findings; and the
SSFI reports.
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Response.
NRC Inspection and Enforcement Manual, Chapter 2515, Appendix C.

NSAC-121, Guidelines for Performing Safety System Functional Inspections,
11/88.

Letter, Westec to VYNPC (88-017), 2/4/88.

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Plant Safety System Functional Inspection,
prepared by ERC International/Westec Power Engineering Division,
11/18/88.

Memo, LAT to JPP/SRM (VYB 88/561), 11/23/88.
Memo, LAT to SRM (VYB 88/572), 11/28/88.

VYNPS SSFI Commitment Tracking List (per AP 0028), and item ciose-out
documentation identified therein,

Interrogatory No. 45,

Interrogatory:

45. Please identify all INPO reports describing reliability information
of Vermont Yankee plant specific equipment, including all
documents identifying the Vermont Yankee Uninterruptible
Power Supply (UPS) as a reliability outlier.

Response:

Component Failure Analysis Reports (CFARs) are available through the
INPO Nuclear Plant Reliability Data System (NPRDS). These reports previde
comparisons of the performance standard component types at Vermont
Yankee to similar components industry wide, Vermont Yankee is not awa-e
of any INPO reports that identify the UPS as a reliability outlier.

Interrogatory No. 46,

Interrogatory:

46. State which of the reports identified in response to the previous
interrogatory identify the UPS as a reliability outlier.
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Response:

Vermont Yankee is not aware of any INPO reports that identify the UPS as
a reliability outlier.

Interrogatory No. 47,

lterrogatory.

47 Please identify all procedures applicable to requalifying com-
ponents to a longer installed life, as stated in Sections 3.2.2.2 and
3.4.3 of Attachment 2 of the application.

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that the subject
references are limited to the Environmental Qualification program under 10
C.F.R. § 50.49 and the interrogatory appears (o be related only to proposed
Centention 6, and in particular to sub-part “t" thereof, which was excluded
by the Board.

Interrogatory No. 48,

Interrogatory.

48. Plezse describe in detail all methods by which components are
requalificd to longer lives, and explain why these methods are
valid.

Objectic-..

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that the subject
references are limited to the Environmental Qualification program under 10
C.F.R. § 50,49 and the interrogatory appears to be related only to proposed
Contention 6, and in particular to sub-part "t" thereof, which was excluded
by the Board.

Interrogatory No. 49.

Interrogatory:

49. Please list the following, in the format of the listing provided in
interrogatory 2" (ar alteratively, the formats of the lists from
interrogatories ° ind 22, plus any additional structures, systems
and compoments not appearing on these lists), for of each struc-
ture, system and component in the Vermont Yankee plant: Each
vendor recommendation for maintenance and each vendor recom-
mendation which contributes to mzintaining the design life or
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qualified life of the structure, system or component. This listing
should include, but not be limited to, preventive maintenance
actions, preventive maintenance frequencies, allowable or assumed
environmental conditions, repetitive actuations and lubrication

type.
Response:

The information requested is not contained in any single file iocation on site.
It is, however, available for the most part in our maintenance department
{iles (vendor manuals, PM work order forms, and summary of PM done/ma-
chine repair cares, as identified in AP 0206 ("Maintenance Program"), EQ
files and/or experience assessment files).

Interrogatory No. 50.

Interrogatory:

50. If for any reason, you decline to provide the listing of vendor
recommendations requested in the foregoing interrogatory,
identify with specificity the location of each vendor recom-
mendation for each structure, system and component. This iden-
tification must state what portion of a document, by page number
or section number, contains the referenced vendor recommenda-
tion.

Response:

The information requested is not contained in any single file location on site.
It is, however, available for the most part in our maintenance department
files (vendor manuals, PM work order forms, and summary of PM done/ma-
chine repair cards, as identified in AP 0200 ("Maintenance Program”), EQ
files and/or experience assessment files).

Interrogatury No. S1.

Interrogatory:

51. For each vendor recommendation listed or identified in response
to the previous two interrogatories, indicate whether:

a. The recommendation has been followed precisely, or
b. The recommendation has generally been followed, or

¢. The recommendation has not been followed.

.



Response!

Vermont Yankee possesses no comprehensive compilation of vendor recom-
mendations categorized as requested. Vermont Yankee generally follows
vendor recommendations unless an evaluation is performed or judgment
made that there is a prefereable alternative. In general, our review considers
the recommendarion's applicability, the historical performance of the
equipment/comoonent and the significance of the equipment involved. Many
evaluations were made based on the judgment of experienced individuals and
as such are not formally documented. The current method of evaluation is
provided in procedure AP 0028 ("Operating Experience Review and Assess-
ment/Commitment Tracking") and AP 0312 ("Equipment Technica! Informa~
tion"). Documents relating to any given disposition are referenced in the
Commitment Tracking system implemented per AP 0028,

a. See above.
b. See above.
¢. See above.

Interrogatory No. 52,
Interrogatory:

52. For each vendor recommendation listed or identified in response
to interrogatories 49 and 50 which you have either generally
followed or not foll- wed (if any), provide:

a. An explanation of why the vendor recommendation has been
generally followed or not followed.

b. A description of the evaluation or justification performed (if
any) which demonstrates the acceptability of not precisely
following the vendor recommendations.

¢. An identification of al! documents which are part of the
evaluation or justification for not precisely following vendor
recommendations.

Response:

Procedurcs AP 0028 ("Operating Experience Review and Assessment/
Commitment Tracking"), AP 020 ("Maintenance Program"), AP 0310 ("Sur-
veillance, Preventative and Corrective Maintenanc Program”), and AP 0312
("Equipment Technical Informatinn") provide guidance in the processing of
vendor recommendations.
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a. See 5)a.

b. See 51.b.
c. See Sl
Interrogatory No. 83,
Interrogaiory:

53. If a vendor recommendation for structures, systems and com-
ponents is not precisely followed, do you always receive vendor
concurrence for this action?

a. If your answer is yes, identify every vendor concurrence for
each vendor recommendation which has not been precisely
followed.

Y. If your answer is no, provide every reason why vendor

congcurrence is not necessary when vendor recommendations
are not followed.

Response.

In cases where vendor recommendations are not followed, vendor concur-
rence is not generally requested.

a. Not applicabie.

b. VYNPS has the qualifications and expertise within its staff to make
these types of assessments. In addition, VYNPS staff is more familiar
with the performance of plant equipment and the environmental
conditions, equipment history, and other specific criteria applicable
to the judgments ir question.

Interrogatory No. 54.

Interrogatory:
54. Identify any and all documents providing direction or instructions

regarding following vendor recommendations for maintenance of
structures, systems and components.
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Response.

Procedures AP 0028 ("Orerating Experience Review and Assessment/
Commitment Tracking"), AP 0200 ("Maintenance Program"), AP 0310
("Surveillance, Preventative and Corrective Maintenance Program") and AP
0312 ("Vendor Technical Information”) provide guidance in the processing of
vendor recommendations.

Interrogatory.

Interrogatory No. §5.

55. Please identify all procedures guiding persovi. vl in the determina-
tion of failure and root cause analysis.

Response:
AP 0021
AP 0200

AP 0010

AP 0310

Interrogatory:

“"Maintenance Requests”
"Maintenance Program"

"Occurrence Reports/Notifications and Reports Due” (specifi-
cally Sections I (LER's) and [II (PIR’s)).

"Surveillance Preventative and Corrective Maintenance
Program"

VYNPC Users Guide for Root Cause Analysis.

Interrogatory No. 56.

56. Please describe in detail the method by which failure and root
cause evaluations are performed and documented for the fol-

lowing cases:

a. Failures which result in LERs.

b. Failures for which a PRO is generated, but which do not result
in LT Rs.

¢. Failures of structures, systems and components which do not
result in generation of a PRO.

d. Failyres of nonsafety-related structures, systems or com-

ponents whose failure can cause or adversely affect a transient
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oraccident thatsignificantly challenges structures, systems and
components relied upon for the integrity of_ the reactor coolant
pressure boundary, safe shutdown, or accident mitigation.

Response:

a. Per AP0021 and AP 0010 directions and with the additional guidanc.
contained in either AP 0200 or AP 0310 and with methods contained
in VYNPC Users Guide for Root Cause Analysis.

b. Per AP002! and AP 0010 directions and with the additional guidance
contained in either AP 0200 or AP 0310 and with methods contained
in VYNPC Users Guide for Root Cause Analysis.

¢. Per AP 0021 directions and with the additional guidance contained in
either AP 0200 or AP 0310 and with methods contained in VYNPC
Users Guide for Root Cause Analysis.

d. Per AP 0021 directions and with the additional guidance contained in
either AP 0200 or AP 0310 and with methods contained in VYNPC
Users Guide for Root Cause Analysis.

Interrogatory No. 57.

Interrogatory.

57. Identify all documentation of the root cause evaluations, inciuding
but not limited to documentation of methodology, discussed in the
foregoing interrogatory,

Response:

Root cause evaluations have been performed as part of the determination of
cause of failure on LER’s, PIR's, and NCR's for a number of years. The
conclusion of the evaluation is documented in the respective document.
However, until recently there was no requirement to document the root cause
evaluation itself, and no supporting documentation is available,

The Repair Department conducts probable cause analyses and root cause
analyses using the methodology contained in AP 0200 ("Maintenance
Program”). The steps contained in these procedures are essentially as follows:

I. The Equipment Faiiure/Probable Cause Record (VYAPF 0200.03)
provides a "cook book" method for probable cause determination. The
Record is attached to all MRs, is completed by the worker(s) and
reviewed by the assistant foreman.
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If further cause analysis is required, as determined by the assistant
foreman on VYAPF 020003, an Equipment Failure/Probable Cause
Engineering review is initiated by the senior maintenance engineer.

3. Root cause determinations are made in the following manners:

« direct review and disposition by the maintenance en-
gineer.ng staff

« extensive root cause analysis using the VYNPC Users Guide for
Root Cause Analysis. This analysis is performed by various
departments and at times by specific groups designated to review
a specific incident.

The result of a root cause analysis may be documented in the MR, or one of
the types of documents identified above.

See also AP 0310 ("Surveillance Preventative and Corrective Maintenance
Program") and AP 0021 ("Maintenance Request"), Rev, 17 (due to be issued
6/1/90).

Interrogatory No. §8.

Interrogatory.

58. Please identify each and every training module, course or segment,
used by Vermont Yankee, which trains personnel to perform
failure and root cause evaluations.

Response.

Root cause training is provided using Technical Staff and Manager Training
Program Instructor Guide RCA-001, Rev. 1.

Failure cause training is provided to each responsible individual through the
following department training instructor guides:

Technical Staff and Manager Training Program XTS-90-001.

[&C Initial Training CIC-04-002 ("Maintenance Requests"), CIC-04-
017 ("Troubleshooting").

Maintenance. Training Program CMM-01-005 ("Administrative Gui-
dance").
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Additionally, personnel receive quality assurance training in accordance with
AP 6700 ("Quality Assurance Training").

Interrogatory No. 59.

Imerrogatory.

59. Please id=ntify each and every instruction, policy guidance, or

memorand :m which has been operative since January 1, 1988,
which pro-ides guidance or instructions to personnel perform=-
ing root cause evaluations.

Response.

The following documents have been used by personnel performing root cause
analysis since January |, 1988,

NRC NUREG-1022 Licensee Event Report System

2. Operations Department Users Guide for Root Cause Analysis
3. Corrective Action Task Force Report
4. Memo: J.P. Pelletier to Superintendent/Dept. Heads, dated 3/13/90,
Subject: Corrective Action Task Force Report Disposition
5. :/ermom Yankee NPC Users Guide for Root Cause Analysis (Rev.
)
6. Memo R.J. Wanczyk to Distribution (file 2.3) 3/11/86.
7. Memo J.P. Pelletier to Department Heads (file 1.0) 11/7/86.
8. Memo W.P. Murphy to Distribution (file VYB 88/250) 5/2/88.
9. Memo J.P. Pelletier to Distribution (file 1.0) 8/23/89.
Interrogatory No. 60.
Interrogatory:

60. Do you agree with the statement from IR 89-80, at page 15, which

states, "However, the inspectors noted that no formal training
program-has been established in the methodology for performing
root cause analysis*?
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a. If your response is anything other than an ungualified
affirmative, state each and every reason for your disagree~
ment.

b, If your response is affirmative, explain how your personnel
perform root cause evaluations without formal training

Response

VYNPS agrees that there was, at the time in question, no formal training
module at VYNPS denominated “root cause analysis methodology” or the like
VYNPS did not at the time, and does not today, understand the quoted
statement to imply that the VYNPS personnel engaged in root cause analysis
lack the requisite education, training and experience for the task. If the
statement had been to such effect, then VYNPS would not agree with it,

Personnel performing root causes analvses for VYNPS are personnel either (1)
are degreed engineers, or (ii) have strong technical buckgrounds and are
supervised by degreed engineers. Because of their educational backgrounds,
professional engagements and natural aptitudes, engineers are people who
typically want to know what equipment works or doesn't work. This aptitude
is also the key ingredient in performing a root cause unalysis and is the main
reason why “informal" training has worked well at VYNPS for the last 18
years. Although the referenced Inspection Report refers specifically to ESD
and NSD, it should be emphasized that other departments, such as Opera-
tions, Maintenance, 1&C, Reactor Engineering, Chemisiry, Radiation
Protection, Construction and Management are all populated with degreed
engineers and persons with strong technical backgrounds.

VYNPS has always recognized the important of root cause analysis and has
successfully over the past |8 years conducted root cause analysis by including
aspects of root cause analysis in training, by using degreed engineers who
have been educated in root cause analysis, and by informal training con-
ducted on the job. VY has focussed on correct root cause in Licensee Event
Reports (LERs). In addition, VYNPS periodically sends several engineers to
offsite training on root cause analysis, who then brief other VY personnel,
during weekly department meetings, on what they have learned and what
study materials they had acquired for department use.

a. See above.

b, See above.
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Interrogatory No. 61.

Interrogatory:

61. Please identify all procedures guiding personnel in the determina-
tion of the sefety consequences and implications of the failure,
inoperability or degradation of structures, systems and com-
ponents, or of procedural inadequacies.

Response:

The following procedures are used in the determinziion of safety conses
quences and implications of failure, inoperability or degradation of struc-

tures, systeras, and components, or of procedural inadequacies.

AP 0010 Occurrence Reports/Notification and Reports Due
AP 0014 Safety Class Determiination Instructions

AP 0020 Control of Temporary Modifications

AP 0042 Plant Fire Frotection

AP 0125 Plant Equipment Control

AP 0134  Post Trip Review

AP 6002 Preparing 50.59 Evaluations

AP 6021 Nonconformance Reports

Interrogatory No. 62,

Interrogatory.

62. Please describe in detail the method by which the safety conse-
quence and implications of failure, innperability or degradation
of structures, systems and ccamponents are performed and docu-
mented for the following cases (include identification of each
document named):

b.

Failures which result in LERs.

Failures for which a PRO is generated, but which do not resuit
in LERs.

Failures of structures, systems and components which do not
result in generation of a PRO.

Failures of nonsafety-related structures. itystems or com-
ponents whose failure can cause or adversely «ffect a transient
or accident that significantly challenges structures, systems
and components relied upon for the integrity of the reactor
coolant pressure boundary, safe shutdown, or accident mitiga-
tion.
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Response.

a. Failures which result in LER's are evaluated:

1)

3)

4)

$)

by the Operating Crew at the time of occurrence based upon:

Technical Specifications
AP 0125 Plant Equipment Control
AP 0010 Occurrence Reports/Notification and Reports Due

by Engineering Support Department during review of the PRO to
determine reportability and during preparation of the LER based
upon:

Technical Specifications

VY Finai Safety Analysis Report

10 CFR. 50

NUREG-1022 Licensee Event Report System

by the Repair Department and again by the Operating Crew
during the repair effort based upon:

AP 0014 Safety Class Determination Instruc.ons
AP 0021 Maintenance Request

Technical Specifications

AP 0125 Plant Equipment Control

by the Technical Services Superintendent and Plant Manager
during review of PRO to determine reportability and review of
the LER based upon:

Technical Specifications

VY Finai Safety Analysis Report

I0CFR 5

NUREG-1022 Licensee Event Report System

by the Plant Operations Review Committee during review of the
LER based upon:

Technical Specifications requirements

AP 0030 Plant Operations Review Committee
AP 0154 Post Trip Review (if plant trip was involved)
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. Failures for which a PRO is generated, but do not result in LER's
are evaluated:

1)

3)

4)

by the Operating Crew at the time of occurrence based upon:

Technical Specifications
AP 0125 Plant Equipment Control
AF 0010 Occurrence Reports,/ Notification and Reports Due

by Engineering Support Department during review of the PRO o
determine reportability based upon:

Technical Specifications

VY Final Safety Analysis Report

10 CFR. 50

NUREG-1022 Licensee Event Report System

by the Repair Department and again by the Operating Crew
during the repair effort based upon:

AP 0014 Safety Class Determination Instructions
AP 0021 Maintenance Request

Technical Specifications

AP 0125 Plant Equipment Control

by the Technical Services Superintendent and Plant Manager
during review of the PRO to determine reportability based upon:

Technical Specifications
VY Safety Analysis Report
10 CFR. 50

Failures for which no PRO is generated are evaluated:

1)

by the Operating Crew at the time of occurrence based upon:
Technical Specifications

AP 0125 Plant Equipment Control

AP 0010 Occurrence Reports/Notification and Reports Due

by the Repair Department and again by the Operating Crew
during the repair effort based upon:

AP 0014 Safety Class Determination Instructions
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AP 0021 Maintenance Request
Technical Specifications
AP 0125 Plant Equipment Control

d. Failures of non-safety related structures systems of components whose
failure can adversely affect a transient or accident that significantly
challenges structures, systems andd components relied upon for the
integrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary, safe shutdown, ot
accident mitigation are evaluated:

1) by the Operating Crew at the time of occurrence based upon:

Technical Specifications
AP 0125 Plant Equipment Control
AP 0010 Occurrence Reports/Notification and Reports Due

2) by the Repair Department and sgain by the Operating Crew
during the repuir effort besed upon:

AP 0014 Safety Class Determination Instructions
AP 0021 Maintenance Request

Technical Specifications

AP 0128 Planmt Equipment Control

loterrogatory No. 63,
Interrogatory:

63. Please describe in detail each and every training module, course
or segment which trains personnel to perform the evaluation cf
safety consequence and implications of failures, inoperatilities
and degradations of structures, systems and components.

Response!

On account of the breadth of the subjects referred to, this interrogatory
cannot be answered by segregating out discrete portions of the aggregate
training effort. The reason for this is as follows:

The evaluation of potential safety consequences and other possible implica-
tions of failures, inoperabilities and degradations of structures, systems and
components is the responsibility of many different people at different times.
For example, the operating shift is responsible at the time of the failure for
evaluating the consequences and responding in accordance with VY approved
procedures  The operating shift would discharge its responsibility using,
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among other things, the Tech Specs, the Operating Procedures, system know-
ledge, simulator training experience, and the entirety of their experience,
both in training and on the job. Similarly, each reépair department, the
Engineering Support Department, and plant management is also responsible

for this evaulation in certain circumstances. The circumstances are described
in the response to Interrogatory No, 62

For these reaons, virtually every aspect of the training program might be
included in the set called for

Interrogatory No. 64,
Interropaior)

64, Pleuse identify each and every instruction, policy guidance,
memorandum, and other document which has been operative since
January 1, 1988, which provides guidance or instructions 1o
personnel performing the evaluation of safety consequence and
implications of failures, inoperabilities and degradations of strug-
tures, systems and components

Response
Procedures and instruction that provide the guidance for these evalgations sre
provided in the response to Interrogatory Nos. 61 and 63  Other plant

documents which form the basis for those procedures are included as
references in those procedures.

Interrogatory No, 68,

Interrogator)

65. Please describe in detail each ogcurrence in which Vermont
Yankee plant equipment has been modified because it has become
obsolete, as referred to in Section 3.3.2 of Attachment 2 of the
application

Objection

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears

10 be related only to proposed Contention 6, which was excluded by the
Board

Response:

Without waiving the foregoing objection, but rather expressly relying upon
the same, Vermont Yankee provides the following information
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Failures of components at Vermont Yankee are not generally classified in this
manner and VY is not aware of any modifications that can be separately and
strictly attributed to obsolescence.

Rather, as s indicated in section 3.3.2 of the referenced document, obsoles-
cence 15 one of the many factors that may result in a ¢component (or the
system of which it is a part) being determined by VY management to warrant
replacement or modification. Other such factors include performance,
svailability, repairability, efficiency, changing standards affecting require-
ments and changes in the availability of product and capability. By itself,
obsolescence does rot tend to indicate non-function, but rather difficulty (or
expense) of maintenance, replacement or repair greater than that that might
be experience were other equipment employed. Thus, something may be
modified or rep'aced because it doesn't work (because of "obsolescence” or
some other cause) or be~ause there are new or different ways to accomplish
a function better.

Generally, "components® are not "modified.” The practice is to replace the
component with the new component that is identical in fit, form and
function, or to modify the system to install new state of the art equipment
that will perform the same function with improved equipment reliability,
enhanced efficiency, reduced cost, enhanced function, or some combination
of these factors,

Some examples where obsolescence was a major factor considered during the
modification are: process computer replacement, RPS Analog Trip System
modifications, Uninterruptable Power Supply replacement. For other
examples that exist, as is the case of modification, a "Job Order File" is
created to contain the documentation relative * the replacement. These Jov
Order Files are available for inspe~tion.

Interrogatory No. 66.
Interrogatory.
66. For each occurrence identified in the preceding interrogatory,
du::i'oo in detail how the determination of obsolescence was
made.

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to be related only to proposed Contention 6, which was excluded by the
Board. :
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Response:

Without waiving the foregoing objection, but rather expressiy relying upon
the same, Vermont Yankee provides the following information:

Determination of obsolescence is based upor manufacturer's nformation and
availability of replacement parts or components. Howsaver, as described in
the response 10 the foregoing interrogatory, a number of other factors have
the potential for affecting a decision to replace a component, such as: the
efficiency with which a component performs its tasks and can be maintained,
the availability of replacements that provide enhanced function, reduced costs
or are just considered "better." the extent to which wide use by others of a
somponent may be likely to insure availability of the component and parts
Merefor at competitive prices, and the like. Such factors might well (and
often do) lead to the repls.ement of 8 component that has not yet become
"obsolete."

Interrogatory No, 67,

Interrogatory:

67. Please provide the date and the structure, system and component
that was modified for each occurrence in which a structure,
system or cunponent has been modified because it had reach its
end-of -useful life, as referred 10 in Section 3.3.2 of Attachment
2 of the application.

Response:

Section 3.3.2 does not refer 1o the modification of equipment on account of
the equipment reaching end of useful life. Rather, that section refers to
"changes” “to replace equipment which has failed, become obsolete or reached
its end-of-useful life." Notwithstanding the foregoing, Vermont Yankee
offers the following information:

There have been no insta  es where a structure or a system was replace due
1o reach its end-of -useful-life. Vermont Yankee has labelled component
failures and replaced components for what we considered end-of -useful-
life (or at least approaching end-of-useful-life). Vermont Yankee labels
failures as end-of ~useful-life if it less expensive to replace the component
than to repair it. If repair costs were not a consideration, it is likely that
very few, if any, component failures fall into this category. Some examples
of components that we have replaced due to what we considered end-of -
useful life are:




Piping replacements to address erosion/corrosion or 1GSCC

Recirculation piping replacement
Bottom head drain piping replacement
Service water piping replacement

Equipment replacements

Reactor water clean up heat exchanger
RCIC 21 valve motor replacement

As discussed in guestion 65, in each case a "Job Order File" is created to
contain the documentation relative to the modification, repair, or replace-
ment

Job Order Files are retained in the plant document control system and are
available for review

Interrogatory Mo, 68,
Interrogator)
68. For each occurrence identified in the presecing interrogatory,
describe in detail how the determination of en4«of -useful life was
made

Response

Determination of end-of -useful-life is based upon careful consideration and
evaluation of the following inputs, as appropriate:

1) Economics: cost of repair versus cost of replacement.

2) Engineering judgment

3) Maintenance history

4) Preventative maintenance

3) Inservice inspections/testing
Equipment failures

Industry experience




8) Management directives.

Interrcgatory No. 69,
Interrogatory:

69 Please describe in detail or identify the trend analyses for
safety-related electrical equipment not covered by the Equipment
Qualification Program, referred to in Section 3.4.3 of Attach-
ment 2 of the application,

Response.

Regular trending of electrical equipment in addition to that done as part of
the EQ program.

1) Batteries

Weekly and quarterly specific gravities per OP 4210 gives present
state of charge

2) Station Transformers

Gas in oil analysis, AP 0200
Metals in oil analysis, AP 0200

3) Motor Insulation Trends, OP 5235

4) Fatlure Trending Program - presently covered components per AP
0200

a) Valves - MOVs and manuals

b) Pumps and fans

¢) Motors - lubrication, bearings, electrical failures, vibration
d) Power panels - MCCs and switchgear

e) Breakers - low, medium and high voltage

f) Heaters

5) Diesel generator, OP 5225 and OP 4126
a) Megger
b) Doble

¢) Hi pot
d) Start/voltage times
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6) Station Proiective Relaying, OP 4208, 4214, 4245, 4259
Interrogatory No. 70,

Interrogatory:

70. Please describe in detail or identify the strict construction
procedures referred to in Section 3. 4.4.] of Attachment 2 of the
application,

Objection.

Vermont Yankee objects to thiz interrogatory. on the ground that it appears
to be related only 1o proposed Contention 6 and proposed Contention 8,
which were excluded by the Board.

Interrogatory No, 71,

Interrogatory:

71. Please describe in detail or identify the good maintenance
practices for corrosion prevention, concrete surface repair and
protective coating upkeep, referred to in Sections 3.4.4.1 and 3.5
of Attachment 2 of the application.

Response.

SOV misreads sections 3.4.4.1 and 3.5 of Attachment 2. The actual statement
is:

"Using good maintenance practices such as corrosion prevention,
concrete surfuce repair and protective coating upkeep, the Vermont
Yankee structural integrity can be assured well beyond a full 40-
year licensing period."

The good maintenance practices identified in this section are corrosion
prevention, concrete surface repair and protective coatine . pkeep. The
accomplishment of these tasks is controlled by AP 002: ("Maintenance
Request”) and completed maintenance requests provide the specifics (trends,
acceptance criteria, etc.) of any of these accomplished activities.
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Interrogatory No. 72.
Interrogatory.
72. Please identify by date all surveillances of containment performed
under OP 4115, and all surveillances performed or documented
under earlier procedures or methods,

Response.
Because of the amount of time required researching this historical data, the
search was limited to the time period from November, 1986, to the present.
In the event that SOV wishes to conduct research for earlier periods, the
necessary documentation will be made available for inspection.
Throughout the stated period:

Title Frequency Performed

I.  Quarterly Power Operated Isolation Valves  Quarterly
Operability Test

<. Drywell/Torus Vacuum Breakers Operability  Monthly
Test

3. Drywell/Torus Vacuum Breakers Opening  Refueling Outage
Force Test

4. Visual Inspection of Primary Containment Refueling Qutage

5. Drywell Temperature Profile As Required
6. Drywell/Torus Vacuum Breaker Leakage Refueling Outage
Test
7. Refueling Outage Valve Operability Test Refueling Outage
Interrogatory No. 73.
Interrogatory:

73. Please identify all documentation which exists for each of the
surveillances identified in response to the foregoing inter-
rogatory.



Response.!
OP 4115 and ail associated surveillance forms are available for inspection.
Interrogatory No. 74,

Interrogatory:

74. Please identify the coating specialist identified on page 4 of
Enclosure A cf BVY 89-69.

Response.

As set forth on page 4 of Enclosure A of BVY 89-69, the coating specialist
is Mr. Richard Martin from Stone & Webster Engineering Corp.

Interrogatory No. 78,

Interrogatory:

75. Please describe in detail the technical qualifications (education,
employment history, licenses and certificates, experience, or other
information which the licensee believes establishes the qualifi-
cations of the person) of the coating specialist identified on page
4 of Enclosure A of BVY 89-69.

Response:

Mr. Martin is employed by Stone & Weuster Engineering Corp. ("SWEC") and
is a Senior Engineer and a Protective Coating Specialist in the Mechanica!
Division of SWEC. Mr. Martin holds a Bachelor of Science degree in
Mechanical Engineering Technology. As a Protective Coating Specialist, Mr.
Martin is responsible for specifying coating and lining materials, establishing
and specifying surface preparation and material application requirements,
providing technical direction and assistance to coating and lining application
efforts, and resolving coating-related problems. Mr. Martin has 21 years of
experience, 10 of which have been w'th SWEC. Prior to his employment
with SWEC, Mr. Martin was a Machinists's Mate in the United States Navy,
responsible for the operation and maintenance of nuclear propulsion plants.

Interrogatory No. 76.

Interrogatory:

76. Please identify the "YNSD and Vermont Yankee engineers" who
inspected the results of the manual scraping effort, referenced on
page 5 of Enclosure A of BVY 8§9-69,
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Response:

The YNSD engineers who inspected the results of the manual scraping effort
were Leonard A. Tremblay, Jr., Christopher H. Hansen, and Dan.el E, Yasi.
The VYNPS engineer who inspected the same results was William D. Fields.

Interrogatory No. 77,

Interrogatory

77. Please describe in detail the technical qualifications (education,
employment history, licenses and certificates, experience, or other
information which the licensee believes establishes the qualifica~
tions of the person) of the "YNSD and Vermont Yankee engineers”
who inspected the results of the manual scraping effort, refer-
enced or page S of Enciosure A of BYY 89-69.

Response:

Mr. Tremblay is employed by Yankee Atomic Electric Company ("YAEC")
and is the Senior Licensing Engineer on the Vermont Yankee Project
management staff. He holds a Master of Science degree in Applied Manage-
ment and a Bachelor of Engineering Technology degree in Mechanical
Engineering. Mr. Tremblay has 14 years of engineering experience, 8 of
which have been on the Vermont Yankee Project. In his present capacity,
Mr. Tremblay serves as the primary interface for Vermont Yankee Nuclear
Power Corporation with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation ("NRR"). In his previous assignment as a Senior
Engineer in the Systems Group of the Vermont Yankee Project, Mr.
Tremblay was responsible for all aspects of plant fluid system design and
engineering analyses. Prior to joining YAEC, Mr. Tremblay held a variety
of engineering positions in the process, petrochemical and nuclear industries
in the areas of pump and valve design, piping design and layout, pipe support
design, stress analysis, and test engineering at an Emergency Core Cooling
System test facility. Mr. Tremblay is a member of the American Society of
Mechanical Engineers ("ASME") and is currently a member of an ASME
working group to prepare national standards for performance testing of
Emergency Core Cooling Systems in Boiling Water Reactors.

Mr. Hansen is employed by YAEC and is a Senior Engineer assigned to the
Systems Group of the Vermont Yankee Project. Mr. Hansen has 16 years of
experience in nuclear electric power generation stations and 6 years ex-
perience as a United States Navy Nuclear Propulsion Plant operator. Prior to
joining YAEC, Mr. Hansen was employed by Stone & Webster Engineering
Corp., where he was responsible for initial plant design of various nuclear
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systems and equipment for the Beaver Valley Nuclear Power Station, Unit
2, including the reactor containment liner and coating system. During plant
construction, My. Hansen was assigned 1o the Beaver Valley Nuclear Station,
Unit 2, Site Engineering Office, where his primary responsibility was the
installation of the nuclear steam supply system equipment and its interface
with the balance of plant systems,

Mr. Yasi is employed by YAEC and is the Lead Systems Engineer for the
Vermont Yankee Project. His responsibility include directing a staff of
engineers who design plant process system modifications, perform engineer-
ing studies, and provide other engineering support services. He holds a
Masters of Science degree in Applied Management and a Bachelor of Science
degree in Mechanical Engineering. Mr. Yasi has |5 yeart experience in the
nuclear power industry, including 8 years at YAEC,

Mr. Fields is presently employed by YAEC as an Engineer in the Plant
Services Department. He has over 12 vears of engineering experiense ard
holds an A E. degree in Mechanical Engineering. In his previous position as
# Mechanical Construction Project Enginser at the Vermont Yankee plant
site, Mr. Fieids was responsible for the implementation of a variety of design
projects and supervision of contractor personnel. Mr. Fields was the plant
engineer responsible for 1989 drywell and torus coating maintenance
activities,

Interrogatory No. 78,

Interrogatory:

78. Please describe in detail the results of the inspections of paint
scraping activities for drywell and torus, referenced on page § of
Enclosure A of BVY 89.69.

Response:

As summarized in BVY 89-69, initial inspections of the drywell and torus
coatings were made by YNSD and VY engineers, accompanied by a coatings
specialist from SWEL, on March 17 and March 21, 1989. The conclusions
drawn by the SWEC coating specialist from this detailed walkdown of the
drywell and torus were as follows:

1. Peeling of the topcoat material in the torus had occurred mostly at the top

of the torus and on the top of the vent header where pedestrian traffic
may have contributed to the failure.
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2. The amount of topeoat failing in the torus from one outage to the next
appeared to be small (as evidenced by the varying degrees of oxidation
of the exposed inorganic zinc primer). Scraping to remove the loose
material each outage has prevented the majority of the peeling coating
from falling into the torus water volume during the operating cycle.

3. The exposed inorganic zin¢ primer in the torus was in good condition
and continues to provide corrosion protection 1o the steel substrate.

4. Failure of the topcoat in the drywell had occurred almost entirely within
the verticai section above the upper containment spray ring header, which
corresponds to the higher temperature regions of the drywell.

§. Approximately 40% of the inorganic zinc primer was exposed in the
upper section of the drywell before the loose topcoat was scraped from
the surface.

6. A large percentage of the topcoat remaining on the wall of the upper
section of the drywell was loose and could be removed eas'ly.

7. The exposed inorganic zinc in the drywell was in good condition, retained
a film thickness nominally equal to the originally applied thickness, and
continued to provide corrosion protection to the steel substrate.

8. Failure of the exposed inorganic zine primer will not produce ¢hips that
could potentially cause blockage of safety system suction strainers,

The recommendations made by the coatings specinlist were as follows:

1. Continue removing all loose topcoat material from the torus and drywell
on an outage basis.

2. Remove as much of the remaining topcoat material as possible, preferably
all of the topcoat, from the drywell walls above the spray ring.

3. Allow the inorganic zinc primer exposed by the topcoat removal to
remain untopcoated.

4. Use metal scrapers to remove the loose topcoat. Metal scrapers will more
efficiently and completely remove the loose topcoat than the plastic tools
currently used. Effective topcoat removal will require workers be near
the surface to be scraped. The use of long reach rods or handles on the
tools minimizes the effectiveness of the scraping effort.



5. Consider the use of power 100ls 10 remove the topcoat from the drywell
walls above the spray ring. Proper operation and use of power tools is
required to prevent damage to the primer.

6. Touchup repair damaged areas of the primer as required.
7. Touchup repair rusted surfaces in the torus,

The above recommendations were implemented during the March, 1989,
scraping effort, except for the use of a power scraper, which was subsequent-
ly felt could damage the primer coat,

On March 28, 1989 YNSD and VV engineers inspected the results of the
manual scraping effort, as summarized in BVY 89-69. It appeared from
close-up visual inspection that the scraping efforts were high successful and
eliminated virtually all loosely-adhering topcoat. Near the top of the
drywell, approximately 70% of the topcoat had been removed (30% remain-
ing). In the lower region of the upper drywell, approximately 30% had been
removed (70% remaining). Overal!, approximately 50% of the topcoat above
the upper drywell spray ring header had been removed. The remaining
topcoat wus determined to be tightly adhering.

Interrogatory No. 79,

'mterrogatory:

79. Please identify all documents relatinj to the inspections of paint
scraping activities for drywell and torus, referenced on page 5 of
Enclosure A of BVY §9-69.

Response.:

I. Memorandum MES '20/72, H.F. Brannan to AM. Shepard, "Peeling of
Paint in the Torus," 2/25/70.

>

Memorandum ME 76/75, J.R. Hoffman to L .H. Heider, "Vermont Yankee
Torus Paint Samples,” 3/3/7§.

3. Letter MEG 452/80, YAEC to O'Conners Associates Engineered Product,
In¢., Subject "Carbo Zinc 11 Paint," 7/21/80.

4. YAEC Report #1409, "Drywell Temperature kvaluation,* 2/1/84

5. Memorandum VYS 25/84, L.A. Tremblay to A.C. Kadak, 2/17/84,
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14,

15

16.

18.

Memorandum VYB 84/216, R. W. Burke to A C. Kadak, 2/7/84.
Memorandum File 119, R. ) Gianfrancesco to W.L. Wittmer, 1/9/84,

Letter NVY 86-33, USNRC 10 VYNPC, “Inspection Report No. 50-
271/85-40," 2/20/86.

Letter File 2.1, D.A. Reid to R. J. Lodwick, "Service Request « Drywell
Paint," 1/16/86.

. Memorandum OPVY 289/86, B. L Smithto R, J. Lodwick, 3/17/86, with

attached evaluation, Memorandum VYS 46/86, C. Hansen to S.R. Miller,
3/11/86.

Memorandum VYB 86/414, R ). Lodwick to S.R. Miller, "Disposition of
SR 86-08, “Dryw=ll Paint," 5/21/86.

Memorandum VYB 89/130, DK. McElwee to S.R. Miller, "Service

Request 89-16 - Drywell Paint Issue,” 3/17/89.

. Letter, JO. No. 18973.00, R.L. Martin (Stone & Webster Engineering

Corp.) 10 YAEC, "Drywell and Torus Coatings," 4/4/89.

Memorandum OPVY 250/89, R.L. Smith to D.A Reid, "Drywell Paint
Issue Resolution,” 4/5/89, with attached Memorandum VYS 32/89, L A.
Tremblay to S.R. Miller, *Containment Paint Evaluation,® 3/31/89.

Memorandum VYB 89/165, D K. McElwee to S.R. Miller, "Disposition -
SR 89-16, Drywell Paint Issue," 4/6/89.

YAEC Report #1696, "Evaluation of Containment Paint Degradation
Effects at Vermont Yankee," L. A. Tremblay, 3/89,

. Letter NVY 89-126, USNRC to VYNPC, "Inspection Report No. 50-

271/89-80." 6/2/89.
Letter BVY 89-69, J.P. Pelletier (VYNPC) to USNRC, "Vermont Yankee

Response to NRC Reguest for Information Regarding Condition of
Drywell Paint (Inspection Report 89-80)," 7/1/89.
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Interrogatory No. 80.

Interrogatory:

80. Please provide a description of the design of the strainers for the
core spray, RHR, HPCI, RCIC pump suctions. As part of your
description, identify all drawings and specifications that exist for
the screen mesh of each,

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
10 be related only to proposed Contention 6, which was excluded by the
Board.

Response.!

Without waiving the foregoing objection, but rather expressly relying upon
the same, Vermont Yankee provides the following information:

The subject strainers were specified on GE Drawing No. 729E253 (VY
Drawing File No. $920-42) and on CB&I Drawing No. 233, Contract Ne. 9+
202, "Torus Penetrations” (VY Drawing File No. 6202-233), as follows:

"The following stainless steel strainers shall be constructed of woven
wire to ASTM A478-63 TP 304 and/or plate material to ASME A240
TP 304, Each strainer shall pass the respective flow and head loss
requirements as shown above. Strainers may be of cylindrical or
conical shape and sized to screen out particles greater than 1/8"
diameter."

The flow and head loss table referred to is reproduced below:

Penetration (’:;:\g I' Head Loss
X-24A & B 17,300 per 17,300 gpm
X-228 4,250 per 10,000 gpm
X-226A & B 4,500 per 4,500 gpm
X-227 400 pet IOi000 gom
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Field verification done for CALC-VYC-417 describes the strainers as "1 /8
in. holes on 3/16 centers’, indicating plate material was used. The strainers
are truncated cone shape.

The RHR suction strainers were later replaced with ¢ylindrical shaped
strainers. The strainer material is plate with 1/8" holes on 3/16" centers,

duplicating the original. These strainers are shown on Drawing No. 5920-
6764,

Interrogatory No. 81,

Interrogaiory.

81. Please identify the procurement specifications for the core spray,
RHR, HPCI and RCIC pumps.

Objection’

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to be related only to proposed Contention 6, which was e’ :luded by the
Board.

Response:

Without waiving the foregoing objection, but rather expressly relying upon
the same, Vermont Yankee provides the following information:

The original procurement specifications are as follows:



G E. Spec. No. Title Microfilm

21A1079 Standard Requirements for Auxiliary Steam 36-746
Turbine Drives (HPCI)

2IAI079AC Auxiliary Steam Turbine Drives 36-764

21A 1064 Standard Requirements for High Pressure 36-708

Coolant Injection (HPCI) Pumps

21A1068AL High Pressure Coolant Injection Pump 36-725

21A5822 Reactor Core Isolation Coolant Pump 36-2490
- General Requirements
2IASB22AF RCIC Pump - Data Sheet 36-2507
21A5840 Auxiliary Steam Turbine Drives 36-2612
21A5840A) Auxiliary Steam Turbine Drives 36-2630
21A3300 Centrifugal Pump - Mechanical Seals 36-2630
21A3300AB Core Spray Pump 7-36
21A3300AE  Residual Heat Removal Pump 5/38

Interrogatory No. 82,
Interrogatory.

82. Please state the manufacturer, model number and vear of purchase
for the core spray, RHR, HPCI and RCIC pumps.

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to be related only to proposed Contention 6, which was excluded by the
Board.

Response:

Without waiving the foregoing objection, but rather expressly relying upon
the same, Yermont Yankee provides the following information:

The service, manufacturer, mo4el number and original year of purchase for
the subject purps are listed in the fellowing table:
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Service (Date) Manufacturer Type Model GE POw
CS Bingham-Willa- [2x16x 144 205-H0371
(9/17/68) mette CVDS

RHR Bingham-Willa- 16x18x26 |- 205-H0922
(11/7/67) mette stage CVIC

HPCI Byron-Jackson 10x12x15 2- 205-H0457
(9/9/67) stage DYMX

RCIC Bingham-Willa- 4x6x9B MSD 205-H0470
(8/3/68) mette S-stage

Note: Purchase order dates do not necessarily reflect date of manufacture or
date of delivery,

Interrogatory No. 83,
Interrogatory.

83. Please state the minimum net positive suction head for the core
spray, RHR, HPCI and RCIC pumps.

Objection:

Vermont Yankee oltjecti to this interrogatury, on the ground that it appears
to be related only to proposed Contention 6, which was excluded by the
Board.

Response.

Without waiving the foregoing objection, but rather expressly relying upon
the same, Vermont Yankee provides the following information:

The minimum net positive suction heads for the subject pumps arc provided
in the following table:
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Service Pump Serial No

280418 @ 3,000 gpm
280419 '@ 3,000 gpm
270839 ‘@ 7,200 gpm
270840 ‘@ 7,200 gpm
270841 ‘@ 7,200 gpm
270842 26' @ 7,200 gpm

wHPCI 671-S-1187 15" @ 4,250 gpm
4,000 rpm

671-8-1192 52' @ 4,250 gpm @
4,000 rpm

270609 200@ 416 gpm @
4,500 rpm

laterrogatory No, 84
Interrogatory.
84. Please identify all references documenting the minimum net
positive suction head values stated in response to the forgoing
interrogatory,

Objection.

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to be related only to proposed Contention 6, which was excluded by the
Board.

Response:

Without waiving the foregoing objection, but rather expressly relving upon
the same, Vermont Yankee provides the following information:




The references used to obtain the minimum net positive suction head infor-
mation provided in the foregoing response are set forth in the following table:

Reference

Service Pump Serial No.
Cs 280418
280419
RHR 270839
270840
27084)
270842
HPCl 671-8-1187
671-8-1192
RCIC 270609

Bingham Pump Co.,
Curve No. 27691

Bingham Pump Co.,
Curve No. 27692

Bingham Pump Co.,
Curve No. 28567

Bingham Pump Co.,
Curve No. 27922

Bingha's Pump Co.,
Curve No. 28469

Bingham Pump Co.,
Curve No. 28470

Byron-Jackson,
Curve No, T-30057

Byron-Jackson,
Curve No. T-30040

Bingham Pump Co.,
Curve No. 26679
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Interrogatory No. 8§,

Interrogatory:

85. For all minimum net positive suction head acceptance tests which
were required or performed for the core spray, RHR, HPCI and

RCIC pumps, state:

a. The date of test.
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b. The test organization,
¢.  The test report title and test report number,

d. The test specification or procedure by which the test was
performed.

e. The date upon which the licensee or licensec's agen! approved
the test specification or test procedure.

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to be related only to proposed Contention 6, which was excluded by the
Board.

Response:

Without waiving the foregoing objection, but rather expressly relying upon
the same, Vermont Yankee provides the following information:

a. The subject pumps were tested by their respective manufacturers and
certified pump performance curves provided for each. The tests were
withessed by the buyer's representatives. The information provided from
these pump curves and data sheets from the P.O. files is as follows:
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System:
Pump &,
App. Date Test Date  Test Organization Test Report Test. Spec.

CS

280418 Bingham Pump Co. T-280418
11/03/69

280419 Bingham Pump Co. T-280419
11/03/69

RHR System:

270839 07/13 Bingham Pump Co. T-270839
11/03/69

270840 i Bingham Pump Co. T-270840-1
11/03/69

270841 , Bingham Pump Co. T-270841-2
11/03/69

270842 Bingham Pump Co. T-270842-1
11/03/69

HPCI System:

671-S- 09/: Byron-Jackson TP-4020
1187
07/11/69

671-8- . Byron-Jackson T30040 TP-3020
1192

07/11/69

RCIC System:

270609 02/28/ Bingham Pump Co. T-27609-1
N/A




Interrogatory No. 86.
Interrogatory.:

86. Please describe in detail all quality assurance and quality control
inspection requirements for the tests identified in the preceding
interrogatory.

0:"](‘(“0’!.

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to be related only to proposed Contention 6, which was excluded by the
Board.

Response:

Without waiving the foregoing objection, but rather expressly relying upon
the same, Vermont Yankee provides the following information:

The quality assurance program in effect was described in detail in the
original FSAR, Appendix D. In addition, the procurement specifications for
the subject pumps (identified in the response to Interrogatory No. 81) placed
specific requirements on the seller with regard to inspection and testing and
documentation. Each of the pump specifications required that the pump
performance be tested in the seller's shop to demonstrate that it fulfilled the
requirements of the specification. Performance tests were to be conducted
in accordance with Hydraulic Institute Standards with at least :(ive points
being tested, including full capacity, shut-off and 125% of capacity.
Required documentation typically included pump performance data, includ-
ing curve of total head, NPSH, horsepower at operating conditions and
efficiency, all plotted as a function of flow. Access by the buyers's represen-
tative to all testing during performance as well as final inspection before
shipping was also typically required. Certified pump curves (identified in the
response to Interrogatory No. 83), witnessed by the buyer's representative,
were provided in accordance with the specification.

Interrogaiory No. 87,
Interrogatory.

£7. Please identify all documents which established the requiremerts
described in response to the foregoing interrogatory.
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Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to be related ¢y - to proposed Contention 6, which was excluded by the
Board.

Response

Without waiving the foregoing objection, but rather expressly relying upon
the same, Vermont Yankee provides the following information:

VY FSAR, Amendment 11 (1970).

GE Specification No. 21A3300, Centrifugal Pump - Mechanical Seals,

GE Specification No. 21A 1068, High Pressure Coolant Injection Pump,

GE Specification No. 21A5822, Reactor Core Isolation Coolant Pump -
General Requirements,

GE Quality Control Plan No. 28], General Q.C. Plan for Residual Heat
Removal Pumps, 01/05/67.

Interrogatory No. 88.
Interrogatory:
88 Please identify all quality assurance and quality control inspection
reports and documentation, and reviews of test results, for the
tests identified in interrogatory 85.

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
10 be related only to proposed Contention 6, which was excluded by the
Board.

Response:

Without waiving the foregoing objection, but rather expressly relying upon
the same, Vermont Yankee provides the following information:

This information is set forth in the following table:
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System:
Pump »,

Apr. DJate  Test Date

Test Organization

Test Report

Pump
Curve

CS:

280418
12/17/70

11/20/69

280419 11/24/69

12/17/70

Bingham Pump Co.

Bingham Pump Co.

T-280418

T-280419

RHR System:

270839 07/13/70

07/24/70

270840
Not legible

02/09/70

270841
07/13/70

06/24/70

270842
07/15/70

06/26/70

Bingham Pump Co.

Bingham Pump Co.

Bingham Pump Co.

Bingham Pump Co.

T270839

T-270840-1

T-270841-2

T-270842-1

28567

27922

28469

28470

HPCI System:

671-8- 09/30/68
1187
12/09/70

671-8-
1192
12/09/70

10/09/68

Byron-Jackson

Byron-Jackson

T-29994

T30040

T-29994

T-30040

RCIC System:

270609 02/28/69
N/A

Bingham Pump Co.

T-27609-1

26679
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Interrogatory Nao, ' ©
Interrogatory:

89. Please provide the available net positive suction head for the core
spray, RHR, HPC! and RCIC pumps,

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it appears
to be related only to proposed Contention 6, which was excluded by the
Board.

Response.!

Without waiving the foregoing objection, but rather expressly relying upon
the same, Vermont Yankee provides the following information:

Net positive suction head available ("NPSH,") is a function of the pressure on
the surface of the water being pumped, the static head Jdue to the difference
in elevation of the water surface and the pump elevation, friction losses due
to flow in the suction piping which is a function of flow and piping and
fittings losses, and vapor pressure of the water which is a function of
temperature. There is, therefore, not a singular value for this parameter.

In addition, in the case of the RHR system, there may be modes of opera-
tion with either one or two pumps operating from a common suction line.
Also, pump flows will be dependent on discharge resistance and "back
pressure.”

Since the conditions under which this parameter is to be determined are not
stated in the question, the question cannot be definitively answered.

Some values from existing documents c:e provided in the following table:

30 <



e e i P A USSP
Typical NPSH, Values

System (Source

Reference) NPSH, Conditions
Core Spray (1) 342 147°F water @ 3,000 gpm
RHR (1) aL 147°F water @ 7,000 gpm
(2) 26.3 165°F water @ 14,000 gpm
HPCI (3) 52.5° 100°F water @ 4,250 gpm (suction
from CST)

Source References:

(1) GE Calculation "VY LOCA DEBRiS" DRF No. 1001713, Section 17.32,
01/10/86.

(2) PDCR 76-04, Enclosure E, Supporting Calculations (at 207).

(3) Letter VYB- 1058, EBASCO to General Eiectric Company 10/27/68 (Shest
16).

e e S S, S S AAE

Interrogatory No. 90.
Interrogatory.
90. Plcase identify the calculations which support these values,
including calculation title, dute, number, and performing or-
ganization,

Objection:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on the ground that it eppears
to be related only to proposed Contention 6, which was exciuded by the
Board.

Response.

Without waiving the foregoing objection, but rather expressly relying upon
the same, Vermont Yankee provides the following information:

The information requested appears in the response to the foregoing inter-
rogatory,
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Interrogatory No. 91,

Interrogatory:

91. Please state the size of the largest particle or debris which the
c.re spray, RHR, HPCI and RCIC pumps, respectively, can pass.

Response.

Based on the strainers described above, the largest solid that the pump is
required to pass is 1/8". We have not located any documents identifying the
maximum size solid that the pumps are capable of passing.

Interrogatory No. 92,

Interrogatory.

92. Please describe in detail *he bases for the sizes of particles
identified in response to t .« Hrevious interrogatory.,

Response:
See above.
Interrogatory No. 93.

Interrogatory:

93. Please identify all documents which support the hases described
in response to the foregoing interrogatory.

Response:
See above.

Interrogatory No. 94.

Interrogatory:

94. Please describe in detail the original licensing basis for the coating
system in the drywell and torus,

Response:

None. The licensing basis for all plant systems is provided as set forth in the
responses to Interrogatories Nos 6 and 9. The original FSAR did not
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specifically state a licensing basis for the primary containment coating
system; however, the coating system tends to act to protect the primary
containment interior surface from oxidation degradation so that no other
measures are necessary ‘. order to account for the effect (if any) of such
degradation on the ability of the primary containment to meet its design
basis. Presently, the FSAR (page 12.2-16) states:

"All interior and exterior drywell surfaces which are exposed to the
atmosphere are protected from corrosion by application of a corrosion
resistant coating material.”

It should be observed that corrosion protection was originally thought to be
a potential concern before the time the VY containment became inerted. A
collateral effect of the inerting of the containment is the preclusion of the
corrosion process during most circumstances.

Interrogatory No. 95.
Interrogatorv,
95. Please describe in detail the current licensing basis for the coating

system in the drywell and torus.
Response:

Please see the response to the foregoing interrogatory.

Interrogatory No. 96.
Interrogatory;

96. Please explain each and every reason why the topcoat was applied
to the drywell and torus.

Response:

The topcoat was applied to provide a hard, relatively impervious outer coating
to the drywell and torus interior surfaces to make decontamination efforts
easier should the need arise. However, the topcoat does not play a part in
meeting any safety design basis for the Primary Containment System as stated
in the FSAR.
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Interrogatory No. 97,
Interrogatory.
97. Identify all document references for:
a. Original licensing basis for the ccating system of the drywell,
b. Original licensing basis for the coating system of the torus
¢. Current licensing basis for the coating system of the drywell.
d. Current licensing basis for the coating system of the torus

Response.
See the response to Interrogatory No. 94

Interrogatory No. 98,
Interrogatory

98. Please identify the code or standard which governs the coating
requirements for:

a. The drywell.

b. The torus.

Response:

a. None. However, the following guidance is used for touchup: Keeler
& Long, Nuclear Technical Bulletin NTB-6, "Protective Coatings
Systems for Nuclear Power Plants" ( October 1985). (Meets and
incorporates ANSI NS5 9-1967 N101.2-1972, N101.4-1972 and N512-
1974.)

b. Same as above.

Interrogatory No. 99.
Inierrogatory:
99. LER 86-04, at page 2 of §, identifies a review of maintenance

requests. Please describe in detail the method by which this
review was conducted.




Response

The review referred to in LER 86-04, p. 2 of § was conducted by review-
ing the maintenance history cards for any possible work which may have
taken place on the circuitry in question. This review provided reference to
specific maintenance requests, which were then obtained and reviewed. The
review 15 documented via the VYNPS Commitment Tracking System (AP
0028)

Interrogatory No. 100,
Interrogatory:
100. LER 86-04, at page 5 of 5, identifies a departmental review
of surveillance procedures. Please describe in detail the
method this review is documented

Response.

The review referred to in LER 86-04, p. 5 of § was conducted by depart-
ment personnel cognizant of procedural changes who reviewed their respe-
ctive department’s surveillance procedures for any possible changes needed.
This review is documented via the Vermont Yankee commitment tracking
system (AP 0028),

Interrogatory No, 101,

Interrogatory:

101, On page 5 of 5 of LER 86-04, it is stated that "further

assurance" is provided for systems which cannot be tested
online by a "closer look [at] drawings and procedures.”

a. Please describe in detail how this "closer look" is reflected
in procedures,

Please describe in detail how this "closer look" is docu-
mented.

Response:

a. The "closer look" referred to a specific review of surveillance proce-

dures, system drawings and drawing control methods that might have
been subject to similar factors as those that contributed to the events
described in LER 86-04. As a result of this "closer look," additional
procedures and policies were revised. Among other things, the pro-
cedures now require a pin-to-pin continuity check of the firing
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device prior to installation. The term "closer look” referred to this
specific review effort and is therefore not reflected in any specific
rrocedure.

b. Documentation of this as well as all other recommendations associated
with this event are documented through Vermont Yankee's commit-
ment tracking system

Interrogatory Neo. 102,

Interrogatory.

102.  Please identify all the Vermont Yankee personnel with whom
LRS Incorporated personnel spoke during Visit #3-88 of
October 10 - 13, 1988,

Objection and Request for Protective Order:
Vermont Yankee has been informed as follows:

It is a standard procedure with LRS Incorporated to maintain the confiden-
tiality of personnel reports to LRS. This method of operation is to ensure
employees of Vermont Yankee feel free to speak up without any possible
concern of adverse effects upon their employment. Vermont Yankee has
agreed that this method of operation contributes to the effectiveness of the
independent review and thereby the safe operation of Vermont Yankee.

Based on the foregoing information supplied by LRS Incorporated, Vermont
Yankee objects to this interrogatory and, 10 the extent required by the Rules
of Practice, requests a protective orcier concerning the same.

Interrogatory No. 103,
Interrogatory.

103.  The report of LRS Incorporated Visit #3-88, on page 7,
contains the following statement:

"Generally, the operators do not feel that Vermont
Yankee pays sufficient heed to their desires for
hardware repair and replacement.”

Please identify the LRS Incorporated employee(s) who
conducted this interview and reported this statement.
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Response:
Charles M. Rice and Richard C. DeYoung.

Interrogatory No, 104,
Interrogatory

104 Concerning the statement from the LRS Incorporated Report
cited in the preceding interrogatory, please identify the
operator or operators who held this view,

Objection and Reguest for Protective Order

Vermont Yankee restates the objection and request for protective order set
forth in the response to Inte.rogatory No. 102,

Interrogatory No. 108,

Interrogatory.

105, Describe your program to determine any significant aging
mechanisms for the structures, systems and components of
the Vermont Yankee plant, other than harsh environment
equipment covered by 10 CFR 50.49.

Response.

The Yermont Yankee program to determine significant aging mechanisms is
encompassed in the VY Maintenance and Surveillance Program. This
program has been discussed in the response to Interrogatory No. 14. The
key parts of this program with regard to the determination of significant
aging mechanisms are AP 002! ("Maintenznce Requests”), AP 0200 ("Main-
tenance Program®), AP 0028 ("Operating Experience Review and Assess-
ment/Commitment Tracking"), AP 0310 ("Surveillance, Preventative and
Corrective Maintenance Program®), VY Users' Guide Root Cause Analysis,
Corrective Action "White Paper," and management oversight of these
programs. VY also participates in industry information exchange through
NPRDS, which provides information on like components from other plants.
Additionally, VY has been following the efforts of EPRI, at the Rowe and
Monticello plants. These efforts reveal that most major power plant equip~
ment will typically function reliably and safely for 70 years or more.




Interrogatory No. 106.

Interrogatory.

%. For your program to determine any significant aging
mechanisms for the structures, systems and components of
the Vermcnut Yankee plant, other than harsh environment
equipment covered by 10 CFR 50.49, please identify the
criteria that are used for determining if an aging mechanism
is significant.

Response:

These criteria are established in part based on the input from the procedures
and guidance identified in the response to the previous interrogatory. A
qualified engineer reviews this information and performs an evaluation to
disposition, and establishes corrective actions in response to the findings
identified by the procedure (such as trends in AP 0200, failure causes in AP
0021, and the like). The significance of the degradation is established by the
engineer in this evaluation by the review of the aging mechanism (for
instance, corrosion), the rate of degradation, if any, and the function of the
component, as established by the licensing basis.

It should be noted that the concept of "significance” is subject to misinterpre-
tation. An aging mechanism could, at least in theory, be significant from a
safety perspective because of its potential, if uncompensated for, to render
a component non-functional. Typically, aging mechanisms have not been
determined to be significant from this perspective because of the ahility of
regular inspection, surveillance and maintenance programs to detect and
correct such effects. An aging mechanism can also be significant from the
perspective of cost, anc in particular avoidable cost, if, for instance, a
component is exposed to an aging mechanism from which it might be cost
effectively shielded, or if a component is subject to an aging mechanism to
which a different component ecual in function is immune.

Interrogatory No. 107.
Interrogatory:

107.  Please state all bases for the criteria identified in response to
the previous interrogatory.

Response:

Adherence to the licensing basis, which establishes the significance, from a
safetv perspective, of all degraded components is the basis.
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Interrogatory No. 108,

Interrogatory’

- 8. Please identify all documents on which you rely for each basis
stated in the previous interrogatory,

Response:

The documents relied upon have been previously identified in the responses
to Interrogatories Nos. 6, 61, 62 and 63,

Interrogatory No. 109,

Interrogatory:

109. Identify your program policy directive and impiementing
procedures for qualifying safety system equipment other than
those equipment covered by 10 CFR 50.49,

Response.

Interpreting "qualify" to mean the process by which it is determined that an
item of equipment satisfies the specificatictus to which it was procured, the
implementing program is YOQAP-i-A. The specific procedures depend
upon the nature of the equipment, and can be determined by application of
YOQAP-1-A. The procedures that implement the requirements of the
Yankee Atomic Engineering Manual are set forth in Attachment 109-1,

Interrogatory No. 110.
Interrogatory:

110.  Please provide the full statement of the entire basis that you
rely upon for claiming that there is reasunable assurance
(within the meaning of 10 CFR 50.57(a)(3)), if you so claim,
that the paint undercoat (primer) of the drywell and torus will
remain intact in the extended period, and that the metal
surface will be protected. In addition, provide the following:

a. Identify each and every document upon which you rely for
this assurance.

b. Identify and provide the technical qualifications of any person
on whose expertise you rely for this assurance,

o} -



Response.

By its reference to 10 CF.R. § 50.57(a)3), SOV implies that there exists a
legal requirement of the reasonable assurance stated in the interrogatory.
Vermont Yankee is convinced that, as a statement of law, this implication is
incorrect, and therefore it is not able to respond to the interrogatory precisely
as framed.

Nonetheless, VY has a high degree of confidence that the ability of the
primary containment to meet its design basis requirements will not in the
future (either during the presently-licensed period of operations or the
requested additional period of operations) be impaired by any effect of
interior corrosion. The reasons for this high degree of confidence are as
follows:

The recent evaluation by the SWEC Coating Specialist (see the response to
Interrogatory No. 79, Reference 13) states that the paint undercoat (primer)
is "sound, adherent, and nominally at the originally applied thickness.
Corrosion protection of the shell and decontaminability are provided by the
exposed primer." This same evaluation states that "Vermont Yankee's
decision not to reapply topcoat material over the inorganic ziuc primer is
appropriate.® Continued adherence to plant procedure OP 4115 ("Primary
Containment Surveillance") will ensure that the primer coating is maintained.
Since VY procedure requires inspection each operating cycle, any finding of
corrosion is evaluaied and repaired in timely fashion.

In addition, a side benefit of a nitrogen-inerted containment is that any
potential oxidation of rhe containment surface is essentially precluded, since
the containment must be inerted by Technical Specifications during plant
operation,

a. See the response to Interrogatory No. 75.
b. Mr. Martin of SWEC. Reference |3 was prepared by Mr. Martin,

whose qualifications are stated in the response to Interrogatory
No. 75.

Interrogatory No, 111,
Interrogatory:

111.  Inspection Report 89-80 (June 2,1989) contains the following
statement:



"The licensee stated that the paint peeling problem
has been evaluated ... the analysis of the paint
chips indicated that the paint pieces will break up
into fine pieces, so small that they will pass
through the pump suction screens and core spray
nozzle without ¢ausing clogging."

Please provide the full statement of the entiie basis that you
rely upon for claiming that there is reasonable assurance
(within the meaning of 10 CFR 50.57(a)(3)), if you so claim,
that peeling paint in containment will break into small pieces
so small they will pass through the pump suction screens and
core spray nozzle without causing clogging. In addition,
provide the following:

a. ldentify each and every document upon which you rely for
this assurance,

b. Identifyand provide the technical qualifications of any person
on whose expertise you rely for this assurance.

Response:

The evaluation of paint chip transport is provided by a March 31, 1989,
YNSD evaluation (see Response to Interrogatory No. 79, Reference 14). This
evaluation concludes that, due to a variety of factors (time, transport
mechanisms, relative densities, plant geometry) the probability of significant
paint chip transport to the ECCS suction strainers in the torus is very low.
However, for paint chips that do find their way to the ECCS suction
strainers, the evaluation concludes that there would be no effect on ECCS
pump operability. Failed topcoat has primarily occurrad at the upper
elevations of the drywell. The failed topcoat that has been inspected was
found to be extremely brittle. During a postulated LOCA scenario, failed
topcoat would fall from high in the drywell through a torturous path of
piping and equipment and under turbulent conditions to the floor of the
drywell, up into the downcomers, and then into the turbulence of the torus
water volume. Due to its very brittle nature, any topcoat that found its way
to an ECCS suction strainer would be reduced to particle size. Some paint
particies would become impinged on any NUKON fibrous insulation that also
may have found its way to the suction strainer. The ECCS suction strainers
are sized to accommodate such a loss in NPSH available. Particles that did
not become impinged on NUKON insulation would pass through the small
mesh strainer and would be reduced still further in size by means of tur-
bulent flow through the pump impeller. The remaining particles would not
pose a threat to blo¢kage of Core Spray Nozzles, and would not affect LFCi
operation in any way since LPCI flow is provided to the reactor vessei as an
injection flow and not through nozzles.
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Reference 14 was prepared by Messrs. Tremblay, Hansen and Yasi, whose
qualifications are set forth in tr« response to Interrogatory No. 77,

laterrogatory No. 112,
Interrogaiory.

112.  Please provide the full statement of the entire basis that you
rely upon for claiming that there is reasonable assurance
(within the meaning of 10 CFR 50.57(a)(3)), if you so claim,
that drywell paint failure in the extended period will be in the
form of small chips which have a higher density than water.
In addition, provide the following.

a. ldentify each and every document upon which you rely for
this assurance.

b. Identifyand provide the technical qualifications of any person
on whose expertise you rely for this assurance.

Response:

By its reference to 10 C.F.R. § 50.57(a)3), SOV implies that there exists a
legal requirement of the reasonable assurance s* ! in the interrogatory.
Vermont Yankee is convinced that, as a statement o. 1aw, this implication is
incorrect, and therefore it is not able to respond to *he interrogatory precisely
as framed.

For confidence that the chips will be small, see the response to Interrogatory
No. 11,

Confidence that the chips have a higher density than water is based on data
from the SWEC report (Reference 13 identified in the response to Inter-
rogatory No. 79) and from the physical testing discussed in reference 14
identified in response to Interrogatory No. 79.

b. See above.

Interrogatory No. 113.
Interrogatory:
113, Please provide the full statement of the entire basis that you
rely upon for claiming that there is reasonable assurance

(within the meaning of 10 CFR 50.57(a)3)), if you so claim,
that the comprehensive and formal maintenance program
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document identified in BVY 89-75 is effective for providing
clearly documented objectives, poiicies, responsibilities,
authorities, programmatic controls, and comprehensive and
structured reviews of Vermont Yankee plant maintenance
requirements, at present, and for the extended period. In
addition, provide the fullowing:

a. Identify each and every document upon which you rely for
this assurance.

b. Identify and provide the technical qualifications of any persun
on whose expertise you rely for this assurance.

Response’

Vermont Yankee does not so claim. Further, the SOV is in error if it
believes that this ¢cited document, standing alone, could provide the stated
"reasonable assurance." The conclusion that Vermont Yankee activities
authorized by the operating license, including the activity of performing
required maintenance, were capable of being accomplished with "reasonable
assurance” within the meaning of 10 C.F.R. 50 57(a)(3)(i), was established
when Vermont Yankee was granted its original license. All subsequent safety
evaluations issued and inspections by the USNRC have continually supported
this conclusion. In fact, Yermont Yankee has continuously demonstrated the
correctness of the finding that VYNPS is capable of being operated without
endangering the health and safety of the public, within the meaning of 10
C.F.R. 50.57(a)(3)(i), over 18 years of safe and successful operation, without
the cited document.

The production of the comprehensive and formal maintenance program is
simply an effort to clearly document the effective maintenance practices that
already exist at Vermont Yankee. As is clearly stated in the Maintenance
Inspection Report (IR 89-80), Vermont Yankee's Maintenance Program at the
time of the inspection was found without qualification to be "effective" in
accomplishing its purpose and thus provided the required level of reason-
able assurance. This was without a "comprehensive and formal" main-
tenance document. The effectiveness of our maintenance program is
demonstrated by a number of independent parameters, including: 18 years
of demonstrated successful operation, with a measurable improving trend in
plant availability and capacity factor, independent assessments performed by
others including the NRC, INPO, YNSD, QA audits/surveillances.

Inspection Report §5-80, after taking into account all of its subsidiary
findings, concludes that "Vermont Yankee is implementing a generally
effective maintenance program.” Sections contained in the body of the report
conclude that "The licensee has implemented an adequate program,” "Vermont
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Yankee has developed a maintenance program that implements the significant
elements of the inspection tree” In BVY 89-75, we committed to develop
and implement a comprehensive and formal maintenance program document
to ensure continued good performance. That document has been developed.

We are continually assessing industry initiatives that would further enhance
our programs. Vermont Yankee has a commitment to continuing independent
assessments by internal and industry groups. Our demonstrated commitment
to safety provide added assurance that our programs will continue to be
effective. Evidence of our commitment to continually improve exists in
many places including the 1989 NRC SALP Report which states:

"Continuing management attention resulted in improved maintenance
and surveillance programs. Strong performance in these areas
occurred and demonstrated a strong commitment to maintenance of
plant systems. Management routinely demonstrated & conservative
approach to maintenance issues."

Vermont Yankee further believes that the "comprehensive and formal
maintenance document” will function as expected based on the historical
performance of Vermont Yankee and the fact that the document was pro-
duced to simply capture the existing and successful maintenance practices in

place at Vermont Yankee in a formal document.
a. Sec above.
b. See above.
Interrogatory No. 114,

Interrogatory.

114, Please provide the full statement of the entire basis that you
rely upon for claiming that there is reasonable assurance
(within the meaning of 10 CFR 50.57(a)3)), if you so claim,
that the Computerized Maintenance Material Management
System, identified in BVY 89-75, if implemented, will be
effective for its intended use in the maintenance program in
the extended period. In addition, provide the following:

Identify each and every document upon vhich you rely for
this assurance.

Identify and provide the technical qualifications of any person
on whose expertise you rely for this assurance.




Response:

By its reference to 10 C.F.R § 50.57(a)3), SOV implies that there exists
a legal requirement of the reasonable assurance stated in the interrogatory.
Vermont Yankee is convinced that, as a statement of law, this implication is
incorrect, and therefore it is not able to respond to the interrogatury precisely
as framed.

As stated in the documents enumerated in the response to Interrogatory
No. 17, VYNPS is examining the potential development of a CMMMS. The
actual scope, expectation and supplier are not yet determined and, conse~
quently, no claims regarding the system can be (or are) made until such time
as that process is completed.

We add only that, if and to the extent that the question implies a notion
that the function that might be performed by CMMMS can only be per-
formed by CMMMS, the question is misinformed.

Interrogatory No. 118,
Interrogatory:

115.  Please provide the full statement of the entire basis that you
rely upon for claiming that there is reasonable assurance
(within the meaning of !0 CFFR 50.57(a)3)), if you so claim,
that a maintenance staff, with the requisite nuclear skills and
knowledge, can be retainecdl in the extended period. In
addition, provide the following:

a. ldentify each and every document upon which you rely for
this assurance.

b. Identifyand provide the technical qualifications of any person
on whose expertise you rely for this assurance.

Response:

By its reference to 10 C.F.R. § 50.57(a)3), SOV implies that there exists
a legal requirement of the reasonable ussurance stated in the interrogatory.
Vermont Yankee is convinced that, as a statement of law, this implication is
incorrect, and therefore it is not able to respond to the interrogatory precisely
as framed.

Nonetheless, Vermont Yankee has no doubt (which, apart from legal
implications, we use to connote even less residual uncertainty than is
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connoted by a term such as "reasonable assurance”) that a maintenance staff

possessing the requisite skills and knowledge to continue to operate Vermont

Yankee n the safe and efficient manner that it has been operated in for the

last 18 years can be retained and maintained. This confidence derives from
4 the following considerations:

+  Vermont Yankee pays competitive wages within the state and within the
;, nuclear industry, We participate in annual state and industry wage

surveys to ensure that szlary levels continue to attract and retain qualified
i workers

* Vermont Yankee provides a comprehensive and competitive fringe
benefit package for employees. A portion of our benefits sogram is
designed to foster retention of employees by building in vested benefits
bused on years of service,

*+  According to Vermont Yankee employment records, our turnover rate in

Maintenance occupations is very low. The average turnover rate of our

. Maintenance Mechanic staff for the five year period between 1985 and
" 1989 was 2.26%. The average turnover rate of our Instrument & Control
| Technicians for the same period was 4.6%. Both rates are indicative of
' a very stable workforce. -

* Employment records for the Maintenance Staff indicaie that over 70% :
of the individuals hired in the 1985-89 period were from the local labor
; force. This promotes stability and retention over the long run.

The volume of applications for maintenance positions is currently more “
than sufficient to meet our needs. In 1989 alone, we received over 215 :
- , applications for Maintenance and Instrument & Control positions. \

.

* The Vermont Labor Market Bulletin (2d Qtr. 1989) published by the -

Vermont Department of Employment and Training indicates 7,270

- applicants in the state of Vermont seeking work with skills that appear to

meet the needs of VY and 795 statewide job openings for these appli-
cants.

Contrary to the implication of this aspect of the contention, the positions
]; in question do not require an applicant to possess nuclear-specific
education or training, or specific educational qualification (e.g., college
C T degrees) the absence of which forecloses entire sets of persons from
performing maintenance responsibilities superbly. We have confirmed
with the author of the Nucleomics Week piece to which reference was
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made in the contention that such workers were not within the scope of
the concerns she intended to raise,

a. Anydocuments specifically used in the preparation of this answer
will be made available for inspection upon request,

b. In responding to this interrogatory, Vermont Yankee has relied
upon the collective experience and judgment of its management,
most of which is believed to be non-technical in nature, as well
as upon the stated conclusion of the author of the Nucleonics Week
articie in question that the article had been misued and misinter~
preted by SOV in its contention,

Interrogatory No. 116,

Interrogatory:

116.  Please provide the full statement of the entire basis that you
rely upon for claiming that there is reasonable assurance
(within the meaning of 10 CFR 50.57(a)(3)), if you so claim,
that trend analyses will determine decreased equipment
reliability and expected (design) life in the extended period.
In addition, provide the following:

a. Identify each and every document upon which you rely for
this assurance.

b. Identify and provide the technical qualifications of any person
on whose expertise you rely for this assurance.

Response.

By its reference to 10 C.F.R. § 50.57(a)(3), SOV implies that there exists a
legal requirement of the reasonable assurance stated in the interrogatory.
Vermont Yankee is convinced that, 15 a statement of law, this implication is
incorrect, and therefore it is not able to respond to the interrogatory precisely
as framed.

Vermont Yankee does not claim that treading alone will "determine decreased
equipment reliability and expected (design) life in the extended period."
Further, SOV is in error if its believes that trend analysis, by itself, could
provide the stated "reasonable assurance." The conclusion that the activities
authorized by the VYNPS operating license are capable of being undertaken
with reasonable assurance of no danger to the health and safety of the public
were established when VY was granted its original license and demonstrated
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ever since, and the nature of this conclusion is not changed by the operating
period extension at issue.

Trending at VY is done in accordance with AP 0200 ("Maintenance Pro-
gram”), Appendix E ("Maintenance Department Trending Program®). The
Maintenance Department trends equipment degradation, repetitive corrective
maintenance of equipment, and probable cause of failures per Appendix E.
Input to the trend program may come from AP 0021 ("Maintenance Re-
quests”) and AP 0028 ("Operating Experience Review and Assessment/
Commitment Tracking"). The resuits of trend evaluations are reported to
the Maintenance Department Supervisor by mem» along with all supporting
documentation.

Trend analysis in general can provide insights into the reliability of equip-
ment, if (and only if) this information is used in conjunction with other
efforts, such as reviewing the way maintenance is performed, recognizing the
limits of the particular design of a component and taking into account the
continuous flow of technical information regarding potential problems with
similar components at other plants that is available from the industry. All of
this information must then be analyzed by knowledgeable people and if these
people believe a potential problem exists, the specifics of the failures are
reviewed, and an assessment with corrective action recommendations is sent
to the Maintenance Supervisor. The Maintenance Department Supervisor is
responsible for dispositioning these recommendations. Vermont Yankee
upper management is informed of any adverse results of these trencls though
the Maintenance Supervisor.

Trending analysis at Vermont Yankee is generally based on conservative
limits with conservative safety factors applied. Trending analysis has led to
UPS replacement, Service Water System upgrade and battery replacements.
Vermont Yankee also reviews the efforts of the industry in improving
analytical techniques and has recently enhanced its program using some of
these improved techniques.

We add only that, while we have high expectations for the benefits of the
trending analysis now, heretofore, and to be in the future employed at
VYNPS, we do not claim that trending analysis is the only means by which
the maintenance function is capable of being performed, that any failure of
our expectation regarding the efficacy of trending would translate into a
failure of the maintenance effort, and that therefore the ability to have
continued reasonable assurance that VYNPS is capable of being operated
without endangering the health and safety of the public.

a. See above.
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b. The individuals of the Maintenance Department Engineering Staff.

Interrogatory No. 117,

Interrogatory:

117, Please provide the full statement of the entire basis that you
rely upon for claiming that there is reasonable assurance
(within the meaning of 10 CFR 50.57(a)(3)), if you so claim,
that all components with design lives less than Vermont
Yankee plant service life will be determined, and replaced,
requalified or upgraded. In addition, provide the following:

a. Identify each and every document upon which you rely for
this assurance.

b. Identify and provide the technical qualifications of any person
on whose expertise you rely for this assurance.

Response.

Vermont Yankee does not believe that there is any requirement, either for
the present application or in general, of "reasonable assurance" under 10
C.¥.R. § 50.57(a)3)(i) with regard to whether such events will occur in the
future. YVermont Yankee does believe that there is a requirement under 10
C.F.R. § 50.57(a)(3)(i1) that the regulations promulgated by the Commission
that address this topic, such as 10 C.F.R. § 50.55a(g) and 10 C.F.R. § 50.49,
will be followed.

The capability of Vermont Yankee to be operated without danger to the
public, within the meaning of 10 C.F.R. § 50.57(a}3Xi) was established
during the granting of Vermont Yankee's original operating license. That
finding was not then, and is not now or at any other time, dependent upon
any assumption regarding the replacement or other amelioration of the
exhaustion of design life of components. Indeed, the fact that some com-
ponents will not last for the duration of the plant’s potential service life was
anticipated by the original designers and by the Commission during the
granting of Vermont Yankee's original license and acceptance of the Techni-
cal Specifications. The Technical Specifications provide the "limiting
conditions for operation" which govern the plant responses to equipment in-
operabilities.

This interrogatory assumes that "design life" tracking is the exclusive means

by which age degradation is controlled. This assumption is not accurate, To
some extent, "installed life" tracking is employed: In each case for which a
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replacement interval has been established for a component, based on vendor
information, VY-specific or industry experience, or other information, an
appropriate schedule for the replacement of the component is established
within the maintenance program (VISI records), and such replacements have
been and continue to be carried out on a routine basis. However, the
philosophy of such programs as iaspection, surveillance and preventative
maintenance is that exclusive reliance is not placed upon “design life"
tracking. Further, industry programs have shown that many components are
capable of lasting much longer than their original specified "design life" with
no loss of safety margin,

Thus, once the capacity of Vermont Yankee to be operated safely is es-
tablished, the degree of assurance required that the steps that may be
necessary or helpful to the achievement of that capacity is a matter of
Commission determination (as to legal requirements) and Vermont Yankee
determination (as to engineering requirements). The former is supplied by
such reguiations as 10 C.F.R. § 50.55a(g). The latter has been continuously
supplied, and modified as appropriate, by Verraont Yankee, and is reflected
in the aggregate of the plan’ procedures, including but by no means !imited
to the procedure for routine replacements described above.

Vermont Yankee has a demcastrated history of successfully implementing
these programs. Inspection Report 89-80, the NRC maintenance team
inspection, concludes that:

"Vermont Yankee is implementing a generally effective maintenance
program."

Sections contained in the body of the report conclude that:

"The Licensee has developed a functional work controi program.”

"It was apparent that the staff and management appreciate the role
that judicious predictive, preventive and corrective maintenance play
in overall piant performance.”

“Vermont Yankee has developed a maintenance program that imple-
ments the significant elements of the inspectic” tree.”

"The failure trending program under development will probably
contribute significantly to the improvement of the predictive
maintenance program.”

Vermont Yankee is committed to concinue to maintain effective ISI/IST
programs in accordance with the Federal regulations. We are continually
assessing industry initiatives that could further enhance the effectiveness of

- 98 -



our programs. This, along with independent assessments that will continue
to occur and our demonstrated commitment to safety provide a high level of
confidence that our programs will be effective

a. See above.

b. The person(s) on whose expertise we rely on for this assurance are
the employees of the company

Interrogatory No. 118.
Interrogatory:

18 Please provide the full statement of the entire basis that you
rely upon for claiming that there is reasonable assurance
(within the meaning of 10 CFR 50.57(a)3)), if you so claim
that the maintenance and surveillance program in the ex-
tended period will be effective in limiting containment leakage
to the leakage limits in the current licensing basis, In
addition, provide the following:

Identify each and every document upon which you rely for
this assurance.

Identify and provide the technical qualifications of any person
on whose expertise you rely for this assurance.

Response.

The requirements of 10 CF.R. § 50.57(a)(3), insofar as they are applicable
to containment leak rate testing, are met by compliance with the require-

ments of 10 C.F.R., Part 50, Appendix J, which is the applicable substantive
Commission regulation on this subject.

The Vermont Yankee Containment Integrated Leak Rate Testing Program
has been determined to meet the requirements of 10 C.F.R., Part 50,
Appendix J, and is implemented by OP 4029 ("Type A-Primary Containment
Integrated Leak Rate Testing"). The activities are performed under the
control of the Type A Test Coordinator, who is an individual experienced in
performing containment leak rate testing. In addition, following each test,
a comprehensive test report is submitted to the NRC. This report is reviewed
to ensure that the applicable requirements and acceptance criteria have been
met in each case. Prior to performing the Type A test, all personnel involved
are trained by the test coordinator in all aspects of the test and the test

procedure. Finally, Type A tests are typically monitored by NRC inspection
personnel,




a. See above.

b. D. L. Phillips, Test Coordinatcr, qualificatior” g p:able  J. M.
DeVincentis, Test Coordinator, quaiifications available.

Interrogatory No. 119,

Iterrogatory:

119.  Please provide the full statement of the entire basis that you
rely upon for claiming that there is reasonable assurance
(within the meaning of 10 CFR 50.57(a)3)), if you so claim,
that age-related degradation of active and passive mechanical
components will be identified and corrected by the inservice
inspection/testing and maintenance program, and that
component functional capability will be maintained, in the
extended period. In addition, provide the following:

a. Identify sach and every document upon which you rely for
this assurance.

b. Identify and provide the technical qualifications of any person
on whose expertise you rely for this assurance.

Response:
Please see the response to Interrogatory No. 117,

We add only that, implicit in the question is the notion that the measure of
the "reasonable assurance" that VYNPS is capable of being operated without
endangering the health and safety of the public is exactly equal to the degree
of confidence one has that functional degradation will always be detected at
precisely the right moment, on a one-for-one, component-by~component,
basis. This is not so. For a host of reasons, including tystem redundancy,
function redundancy and design defense in depth, the compound degree of
confidence that VYNPS is not incapable of being operated safely is far
higher than finite degree of confidence one has in any one of the contribut-
ing factors to that overall confidence. SOV's use of the regulatory term
"reasonable assurance,” therefore, is in VYNPS's view, incorrect. Our
response does not endorse, and should not be taken as endorsing, either
SOV's apparent interpretation of the applicable regulations or the philosophy
of nuclear power plant licensing that the question implies.

a. The following are the principal documents relied upon to provide this
assurance:
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ASME Section X1

Vermont Yankee Inservice Testing Program.

Vermont Yankee Inservice Inspection Program,

AP 0021

AP 00.8

AP 4000
DP 4025
OP 4026
OP 4029
OP 4030
OP 4101
AP 6000

AP 6004

Maintenance Requests.

Operating Experience Review and Assessment/Commitment
Tracking.

Surveillance Testing Control.

Inservice Inspection.

Pressure Boundary Repair Procedure.

Type A - Primary Containment Integrated Leak Rate Testing.
Type B and C Primary Containment Leak Rate Testing.
RPV Operational Hydro Test.

Plant Design Change Raquests.

Engineering Design Change Requests.

. The following is a list of those personnel most involved in these proces-
ses. Resumes are available for inspection that provide qualifications:

Dennis Girroir
Mark Stello

Dennis Legere
Eugene Van Boman
James Calchera
Edward Taintor
[Shift Engineers)
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Interrogatory No. 120,
Interrogatory.

120.  Please provide the full statement of the entire basis that you
rely upon for claiming that there is reasonable assurance
(within the meaning of 10 CFR 50.57(a)(3)), if vou so claim,
that structural integrity of Vermont Yankee plant structures
will be maintained in accordance with the current licensing
basis in the extended perind. In addition, provide the
following:

Identify each and every document upon which you rely for
this assurance.

Identify and provide the technical qualifications of any person
on whose expertise you rely for this assurance.

Response:

Assurance of the proposition cited is provided by the obligation to conform
to, and by Vermont Yankee's demonstrated history of conforming to, the
"regulations in this chapter” as provided in 10 C.F.R. § 50.57(a)3)ii).

The maintenance of the structural integrity of plant structures is assured by
the Maintenance and Surveillance program descrived above in the response
to Interrogatory No. 14, together with the continuing obligation that VYNPS
meet its design basis and any applicable substantive Commission regulations.
This is accomplished by routine tours and inspections of the plant structures
by management, by the Auxiliary Operators (who are required by procedure
AP 0150 ("Responsibility and Authorities of Operations Department Person-
nel”) to "[rjeport to the Control Room any abnormal plant or equipment
conditions and take further procedurally required steps to initiate corrective
action”) or by any other individual who notices degradation. Procedure AP-
0021 ("Maintenance Requests") provides that "the individual who notices the
deficiency MUST generate or cause generation of a Maintenance Request.”
The VY Surveillance Program contains procedures that provide additional
assurance, as required by the Commission and applicable codes and standards
adopted by the Commission as regulatory requirements. Examples include
the Primar; Containment Type A test (described in the response to Inter-
rogatories Nos. 19 and 118), the Secondary Containment Integrity Test, the
Cooling Tower Inspection and Maintenance.

a. The documents relied upon are those identified in the response to
Interrogatories Nos. 12 and 14, together with the regulations to which
reference is made in 10 C.F.R. § 50.57(a)}3)Xii).




b. The personnel relied upon are those who, by function, have been
assigned responsibilities and authorities by the cited procedures.

Interrogatory Mo. 121,

[nterrogatory:

121.  Please provide the full statement of the entire basis that you
rely upon for claiming that there is reasonable assurance
(within the meaning of 10 CFR 50.57(a)3)), if you so claim,
that any policy and implementing procedures for controlling
and updating manufacturer technical manuals, contemplated
in BVY 89-75, will be effective for this purpose in the
extended period. In addition, provide the following:

a. Identify each and every document upon which you rely for
this assurance.

b. Identify and provide the technical qualifications of any person
on whose expertise you rely for this assurance.

Response:

By its reference to 10 C.F.R. § 50.57(a)(3), SOV implies that there exists a
legal requirement of the reasonable assurance stated in the interrogatory.
Yermont Yankee is convinced that, as a stztement of law, this implication is
incorrect, and therefore it is not able to respond to the interrogatory precisely
as framed.

Confidence that this function will be performed in the future is based upon
(1) the adequacy of AP 0312 ("Equipment Technical Information®), (ii) the
commitment of VYNPS to that procedure, and (iii) the commitment of
VYNPS to revise or me: ify that procedure when, as and if experience
indicates that such revisions or modifications are appropriate,

a. AP 0312
b. See the response to Interrogatory No. 16,
Interrogatory No. 122.

Interrogatory:

122.  Please br’ovide the full statement of the entire basis that you
rely upon for claiming that there is reasonable assurance
(within the meaning of 10 CFR 50.57(a)3)), if you so claim,

- 103 -



that revisions to the Maintenance Request Procedure (AP
0021), contemplated ia BVY 89-75, will be effective to control
post maintenance testing in the extended period. In addition,
provide the following:

a. Identify each and every document upon which you rely for
this assurance.

b. ldentify and provide the technical qualifications of any person
on whose expertise you rely for this assurance.

Response:

By its reference to 10 C.F.K. § 50.57(a)3), SOV implies that there exists a
legal requirement of the reasonable assurance stated in the interrogatory.
Vermont Yankee is convinced that, as a statement of law, this implication is
incorrect, and therefore it is not able to respond to the interrogatory precisely
as framed.

Confidence that post-mainteance testing will be controlled dervies from
Appendix C of AP 0021, Rev. 17, which provides for a thorough review of
maintenance work performed and proper identification of testing criteria
that will, when completed, provide reasonable assurance that the main-
tenance performed has corrected the problem and not created any additional
problems.

a. See above.

b. See the response to Interrogatories Nos. 2 and 3.

Interrogatory No. 123.

Interrogatory.

123.  Please provide the full statement of the entire basis that you
rely upon for claiming that there is reasonable assurance
(within the meaning of 10 CFR 50.57(a)3)), if you so claim,
that Maintenance Requests for completed maintenance ac-
tivities will be completed in a timely fashion in the extended
period. Indicate the basis for this assurance In addition,
provide the following:

a. Identify each and every document upon which you rely for
this assurance.

b. Identify and provide the technical qualifications of any person
on whose expertise you rely for this assurance.
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Response.

By s reforence 10 1O CF R, § 505%ax3), SOV imolies that there exists a
legal requirement of the resonabie assurance stated in the interrogatory.
Vermon: Yaakee # convinera that, as a siatement of law, this implication is
incorrect, ond therefore it i, not able 10 respond 1o the interrogatory precisely
as framea.

Maintenance Reguest review following completion of maintenance activities
will be ensured during the extended period by compliance to the below listed
procedures. Additionally, as stated in the VY response to the Maintenance
Team Inspection Report (BVY 89-75), we believe that the recent organize-
tional changes will serve to ensure timely review by allowing the senior
engineers to focus more attention on this review,

AP 0021 Maintenance Requests
AP 0200 Maintenance Department Program
AP 0310 Instrument and Control Surveillance, PM and CM program.

Since the engineaeraug review of corapileted maintenance activities was ini-
tiaied, there save been & total of 244 roct cause analyses ini*iated. Presently,
theie a.¢ 41 (16.8% outstanding (open). This amount of open items is easily
manageabic with the existing staff. Vermont Yankee views the Mainienance
Yoogram o @ dynamic program, and procedures will continue to be revised
as neccssary to enhance the Maintenance Program and assure its continued
effectiveness in all areas including review of completed maintenance
activities. All personnel who interface with these programs and procedures
receive training in their use in addition to periodic refresher training. In
addition, revisions to these items will be followed with any necessary training
in the changes.
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161
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Table of Attachments

Individuals having supervisory responsibility for maintenance and
surveillance activities since 1/1/88

Vermont Yankee employees having responsibility for, or who have
performe: maintenance and surveillance activities since |/] /88

Licensed control room operators, senior control room operators and
shift supervisors since 1/1/88

Individuals responsible for the review of Maintenance Reguests singe
1/1/88

List of maintenance and surveillance procedures

Safety-related vendor manuals.

Qualification procedures




NAME

Arengmeyer IaCk W,

Bowman Jr., Eugene V.

sranch, Richard L.

Bronson, Kevin M,

Cantrel)l, Lonnie J,

Desilets, John J.

Devercelly, Richard 4,

ATTACHMENT 2-1

EMPL DY
LATE

4/26/11

8/2/80

9/23/68

10/21/81

8/27/173

7/28/70

2/6/84

SUPERVISORS

POSITIONS
JHELD

1&C Technician
Technica) Assistant
Engr. Assistant

1&C Foreman

AD
ACRO
SCRO

Shift Supervisor
Assistant Ops Supervisor
Ops Supervisor

Assistant Ops Supervisor
Asst., to Ops Supervisor
INPO Loaned Employee

AO
ACRO
SCRO

AD

ACRO

CRO

SCRO

Ops. Training Inst,
Shift Supervisor

A0

ACRO

CRO

SCRO

Shift Supervisor
Sr. Engineer
Ops. Supervisor
Shift Supervisor

Asst., Training Inst,
Instructor

Simulator Instructor
SCRO

DATE
PROMOTED

79
17/81
K
0 Present

40 B 2
o N e

8/9/82
11/16/86

3/1/76
8/1/81
7/16/83
11/16/84
2/12/90

To Present

8/11/83
6/21/8"
To Present

11/20/71
6/15/80
12/31/81
3/22/81
§/8/88

To Present

8/1/12
$/13/73
10/17/76
12/6/80
6/1/83
7/16/83
8/16/85
To Present

3/6/85
6/1/86
2/1/88
To Present




Doane, Lawrence .

Connelly, Patrick J,

Faupel, Robert F,

Finnell, wayne F.

Herron, John T,

Keith, Ronald M,

King, Wayne

Legere, Dennis J.

/29773

20/18/70

11718776

4/19/7

1/29/79

2/22/79

12/17/7%

7/7/80

AD

ACRO

CRO

SORO

Shift Supervisor
Asst. Ops. Supervisor

1&4C Technician
Technica)l Assistant
1&C Supervisor

Maintenance Superintendent

AO
ACRO
CRO
SCRO

APM

PM

LEM

Assistant Foreman
Maintenance Foreman

AO

ACRO

CRO

SCRO

Shift Supervisor
Tech. Program Manager
Operations Supervisor

AD

ACRO

CRO

SCRO

Project Engineer
SCRO

A0
ACRO
CRO
SCRO

Nuclear Safety Engineer
Shift Engineer
Maintenance Engineer
Sr. Engineer

Attachment 2«1
Page 2

11/20/17
6/11/80
12/31/81
6/16/87
§716/89
To Present

12/1/76
4/9/179
1/1/88
To 1/10/90

4/13/80
8-20-82
8/3/86
To Present

10/19/72
7/19/79
12/16/79
5/1/87

To Present

4/13/80
12/13/81
8/29/82
11/30/84
4/20/87
1/1/89

To Present

6/1/81
12/26/82
11/26/84
3/7/68
6/5/89

To Present

6/1/81
7/3/83
6/21/87
To Presant

3/6/83
6/1/83
12/16/86
To Present




Lindauist,

Lpinsk

Lopriore, Richarg P, 7/24/78

Massey, Edwin J,

Matcai?, Barry W,

Mossey, Richard G, §/25/80

Nichols, Craig J. 8/7/89

Phillips, David L, 7/14/80

Pichette, Brian R, 12/13/78

Pittman Jr., William ™, 2/1/1%

AQ

CRO

SCRO

Shift Supervisor

Auxiliary Operator
1&C Technician
Assistant Foreman

APM

Engineering Assistant
Technice) Assistant
Sr. Enginaer
Maintenance Supervisor

Technical Assistant
Construction Supervisor

AQ

CRO

SCRO

Shift Supervisor
Asst., Ops. Supervisor
Shift Supervisor

Technica) Assistant
Construction Supervisor

Senior Engineer

Electrical Engineer
TA/I&C
Sr. Electrica) Engineer

AQ
ACRO
CcRO
sCno

AD

ACRO

CRO

SCRO

Acting Shift Supervisor

Attachment 241
Page 3

6/1/70
11/11/73
8/1/8]

To Present

8/11/8%6
7/16/88
To Present

6/25/79
3/1/81
12/1/82
6/16/88%

To Present

4/28/80
To Present

6/1/70
3/1/173
3/28/74
8/1/81
7/16/83

To Present

12/1/82
To Present

To Present

4/21/81
11/1/82
To Present

4/13/80
6/5/81
12/2/68¢4
Yo Present

4/13/80
12/13/81
6/12/83
§/16/88
To Present




Porter

”
vean

9 by, Robert A

Sutton,

watson,

watson,

Wittmer,

Harry S.

Michae) T,

Terry) A,

William L.

3/14/73

7/28/13

6/19/78

6/29/78

Attachment 2-1
Page ¢

AQ

ACRO

CRO

SCRO

Shift Superviscr
Technical Program Manager

[&C Technician
Sr. Technicien
Assistant Foreman

AD

ACRO

CRO

SCRO

Shift Supervisor

1&C Technician
Sr. I&C Engineer

I&C Technician

Ops. Training Assistant
Instructor

1&C Engineer

Sr. Engineer

1&C Supervisor

Engineering Assistant
Technica) Assistant
Construction Supervisor
Maintenance Supervisor
Haintengnce Superintendent
Project Manager

3/29/74
10/24/16
6/15/80
5/16/83
§/1/89

To Present

6/18/81
To Present

10/3/76
1/28/79
§/1/83
11/25/84
To Present

3/30/87
To Present

11/17/80
7/6/82
12/13/82
8/19/84
7/1/88

To Pragent

11/9/78%
6/1/78
3/6/80
11/23/82
§/1/84
10/16/866

Construction Superintendant To Present




NAME
Anderson, Phillip L.

Atkins, Harvey F,

Barber, Raue §.

Benedict, George G.

Bogus lawsk, Menry

Bristo), Alan F,

Budzik, Stephen R,

Butterfield, Robert E.

Calchera, James F.

Chancey, Shirley J.

Chapin, Donald C.

Chapin, Lawrence M,

Clark, Anthony A,

EMPLOY
DATE

2/5/9%0

1/26/70

8/17/81

8/17/87

4/22/70

2/26/80

6/12/89
11/2/70

10/3/89
1/26/88

1/1/886
1/26/1

8/10/87

ATTACHMENT 3-)
WORKERS

POSITIONS
. .

Cont, Inst. Spec.

APM

Plant Mechanic

Lead Plant Mechanic
Assistant Foreman

APM
Plant Mechanic
1&C Technician

Utility Persnan

APM

Plant Mechanic
LPM

Assistant Foreman

AD
ACRO
Sr. AD

AO

AO

ACRO

CRO

Tech, Assistant
AO

$r, AD

Engineer

Assistant Plant Mechanic

Plant Mechanic¢

Utility Person

Assistant Plant Mechanic

Plant Mechanic
Sr. Plant Mechanic

Utility Person

DATE
PROMOTED

Tn Present

11/1/70
11/22/12
8/16/886
To Present

4/11/89%
4/24/89
To Present

To Present

10/22/71
9/16/74
8/16/86
To Present

B/2/82
2/25/87
To Present

Te Present

4/23/13
§/1/1%
1/28/79
4/14/8%
10/9/87
To Present

Toe Present

9/25/88
To Present

To Present
1/26/79
10/15/86
To Present

To Present



Christmas, wWilliam A,

Coburn, Leah

Conkey, Edward W.

Corey, Gai) M,

Current, Robert A,

Cynoski, Chester F,

Faulkner, Gordon A,

Fie'd, Howard A,

Fortin, Henry €.

Garland, Matthew A,

Gaspardino, Alan A,

Gleason, Randall F,

Golonka, Joseph W.

Gouin, Wilfred L.

Graves, Jeffrey A,

Gregor, Roy 0.

Hallongquist, David B.

6/16/81

1/1/83

2/3/80

7/10/89

§/27/86

8/29/83

T7712'M

11/3/86

9/16/74

§/19/886

6/20/84

8/8/88

6/18/76

6/15/81

6/1/82

1/30/89

12/3/84

Attachment 3-1

Page 2
APM 2/16/82
Plant mechanic 6/15/87
I&C Technician To Present
Clerk To Present
Assistant Plant Mechanic 6/18/8]
Plant Mechani¢ 6/18/88
Sr. Plant Mechanic To Present
Clerk To Present
1&C Technician 11/710/86
Engineering Assistant To Present
Shift Engineer 12/16/88
Maintenance Engineer To Present
Plant Mechanic 6/1/18
Lead Plant Mechanic 8/16/8%
Assistant Foreman To Present
Assistant Plant Mechanic 1/3/81
Plant Mechanic To Present
Utility ®an 6/7/82
Lead Utility Man To Present
Assistant Plant Mechanic 1/19/87
Plant Mechanic To Present
Utility Man 1/1/88
Assistant Plant Mechanic 9/1/886
Plant Mechanic To Present
Utility Person To Present
Clerk 3/1/84
Technician 10/30/89
Materials Planner To Present
Assistant Plant Mechanic 2/15/82
Plant Mechanic 2/16/89
Sr. Plant Mechanic To Present
Utility Person To Present
Cont., Inst. Spec. To Present
Engineer To Present



Malvey, James J.

Hassell, Norman M,

Heiiman, Marry S,

Hopte, Dennis W,

Jadlowski, Donald P,

Jarvis Jr., Donald P,

Jenks, Leigh R,

Jennison, Neal C,

Jerz, Paul E.
Kelleher, Laura J.
Kellom, James F,

Kingsley 111, Car) W,

Knechtly, Darrell L.

Leach, Kevin M,

Lee, Walter C,

8/24/70

9/5/89

8/25/18

6/17/82

4/22/74

4/19/82

6/3/86

1/2/86

6/26/89
122727/
3/26/88
7/1/88

1/20/81

§/2/88

1/4/86

16C Technician
Technical Assistant
1&C Techninran
Sr. 1&C Technician

AQ

1&C Technician

$r. Technician
Engineering Assistant
1&C Engineer

Clerk/1&C
I&C Technician
Sr, 1&C Technician

A0
ACRO
AO

$r. AD

Assistant Plant Mechanic
Plant Mechanic

Sr. Plant Mechanic

Tool Room Attendant
Assistant Plant Mech.nic
Plant Mechanic

AO
ACRO

AO
Clerk
Utility Person

Assistant Plant Mechanic
Plant Mechanic

AO
1&C Technician
Sr. 1&C Technician

Assistant Plant Mechanic
Plant Mechanic

AO

Attachment 3-1
Page 3

7/22/13
12/1/76
6/18/81
To Present

To Present

8/25/82
4/15/84
1/16/86
To Present

6/1/64
6/1/88
To Present

11/20/17
2/12/78
4/22/64
To Present

12/19/82
12/19/88
To Present

11/11/8%
7/11/86
To Present

3/19/90
To Present

To Present
To Present
To Present

3/1/86
To Present

3/17/81
3/17/88
To Present

1/2/89
To Present

To Present



Levesque, Norman

Louttit, Ralph L.
Mackin, Timothy E.

McKinnon, William ),

Metevier, Dennis €.

Murphy, Sylvester

Naeck, Brian X,

Nichols, Geoffrey E,

Niedzwiecki, David J,

Painter, Douglas R,

Paust, Norman T,

Perry, Michae)l G,

Politis, Leon A,

Pond, Gary G.

Primsvera, Stephen W,

12/4/78

8/6/85
9/11/89

2/11/80

11/19/84

1/3/78

11/17/81

6/8/81

1/3/1

¢/16/88

10/72/72

12/29/86

12/8/81
/e/en

8/7/89

Attachment 3-1

Page 4

I&C Technician 12/4/82
Sr. 1&C Technician To Present
Cont. Inst., Spec To Present
Assistont Plant Mechanic To Present
Assistant Plant Mechanic 6/18/81
Plant Mechanic 8/27/86
Lead Plant Mechanic To Present
Assistant Plant Mechanic 7/19/88%
Plant Mechanic 9/12/89%
Lead Plant Mechanic To Present
APM 12/14/81
Plant Mechanic 5/8/84

AQ 5/25/86
Plant Mechanic 8/3/86

AOD To Present
AD To Present
AQ 8/2/82
ACRO 6/29/84

AD 6/8/88

Sr. AD To Present
Assistant Plant Mechanic 7/3/78
Plant Mechanic 7/3/8%

Sr. Plant Mechanic 9/26/81
Lead Plant Mechanic To Present
Assistant Plant Mechanic 10/16/88
Plant Mechanic To Present
1&C Technician 6/18/81
Sr. 1&C Technician To Present
Assistant Plant Mechanic 8/29/87
Plant Mechanic To Present
Utility Person To Present
Assistant Plant Mechanic 11/2/87
Plant Mechanic To Present
Engineer To Present



Prokowich, Nicholas

Robert, Michael S.

Rose, Christopher C,

Rose, Peter G,

Sak, Roger C,

Sherburn, Kichse) D,

Shuman, Richard F,

Sicrak, Albert 0.

Silva, Jeffrey A.

Smith, Gregory E.

Smith, Stephen R,

Snyder, Alan Vv,

St. Pierre Sr., Robert S.

Strysko, Edward C.

Taintor Jr., Edward J.

1/ 19’81

1/1/86

10/28/856

7/21/86

6/12/8%

2/4/85

12/30/87

2/117/80

1/11/88

10/14/88%

Assistant Plant Machanic
Plant HMechanic
Sr. Plant Mechanic

I&C Technician
Sr. I&C Technician

Assistant Plant Mechanic
Plant Mechanic

AO

Assistant Plant Mechanic
Plant Mechanic

Lead Plant Mechgnic
Assistant Foreman

AQ
Sr. AD

AQ
ACRO

AO
ACRO

AD
Shift Engineer

AO

AQ
I&C Technician

Utility Person

Assistant Plant Mechean‘c
Plant Mechanic

Sr. Plant Wechanic

Assistant Plant Mechanic
Plant Mechanic

Co~-0p
QA Coordinator

Attachment 3-1
Page §

7/29/80
7/29/87
To Present

6/18,1]
To Present

10/27/84
To Present

To Present
7’2/80
11/17/86

B/8/817
To Present

1/19/88
To Present

3/19/9%90
70 Present

3/18/90
To Present

7/16/89
To Present

To Present

A/1/86
To Present

To Present
6/18/81
6/18/88

To Present

9/11/68
To Present

12/73/87
Te Present




Taylor, Dougles A,

Tessier, Michae) A,

Tietze, Brian J.

Turner, James A,

Vekasy, Stephen A,

Vertanen, Dennis W,

wamgser, Christcpher J.

ward, Joseph K.

wender IV, Samual A,

Williams, John M,

Wright, Lawrence .

Yeaw, Merrill R,

Ziguloski, Joseph M,

/dm

8/31/170

6/17/88

8/2/82

11/4/886

6/1/11

5/27/86

7/14/86

1/8/90

8,/28/82

6/19/86

3/28/74

8/20/73

2/1/88

Assistant Plant Mechanic
Plant Mechanic

Lead Plant Mechanic
Assistant Foreman
Maintenance Engineer

Co-op
Engineer

Building Supervisor
Assistant Foreman

Assistant Plant Mechanic
Plant Mechanic

Technical Assistant
Eng. Sup/Mech.

Sr. Sup. Engineer
Recirc Pipe Asst. to
Program Manager

Engineer

Tool Room Attendant

AO
ACRO

Cont. Instr. Spec

1&C Techniczian
Engineering Assistant

Utility Person

Utility Man

Assistant Plant Mechanic
Plant Mechanic

Sr. Plant Mechanic

Utility Man

Assistant Plant Mechanic
Plant Mechanic

Lead Plant Mechanic

Assistant Plant Mechanic
Plant Mechanic

Attachment 3-1
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3/1/712
9/14/78
8/16/81
8/1/88%
To Present

8/1/88
To Present

9/16/85
To Present

7/4/86
To Present

3/23/80
8/21/81
5/18/04

10/16/86
To Present

To Present

3/19/%0
To Present

Yo Present

3/10/88
To Present

To Present

7/28/74
1/28/76
10/16/86
To Present

1/28/14
7/28/18%
8/21/8%
To Present

10/1/88
To Present



NAME

Aprea, Stephen P,

Bowman Jr., Eugene V.

Branch, Richard L.

Bronson, Kevin M,

Burns, Robert E.

Cantrel), Lonnie J,

Cavanaugh, David A,

Desilets, John J.

Devercelly, Richard W,

ATTACHMENT §-1

EMPLOY
_DATE

3/19/84

$/2/80

9/23/68

10/21/81

7/2/719

8/21/73

7/30/79

7/28/70

2/6/84

OPERATORS

POSITIONS
~HELD

AD
ACRO

AO
ACRO
SCRO

Shift Supervisor
Assistant Ops Supervisor
Ops Supervisor

Assistant Ops Supervisor
Asst., to Ops Supervisor
INPO Loaned Employee

A0
ACRO
SCRO

A0
ACRO
CRO

AO

ACRO

CRO

SiCRO

Ops. Training Inst,
Shift Supervisor

A0
ACRO
CRO

AD

ACRO

CRO

SCRO

Shift Supervisor
Sr. Engineer
Ops. Supervisor
Shift Supervisor

Asst. Training 'nst,
Instructar

Cimuiator Inst uctor
SCRO

DATE
PROMOTED

7/21/86
To Present

8/9/82
11/16/86

3/1/76
8/1/81
7/16/838
11/16/84
2/12/9¢

To Pre ent

9/11/3
6/21 &7
To Fresent

6/1/81
5,15/83
T, Present

L1/20/11
6/15/80
12/31/81
3/22/87
5/8/88

To Present

6/1/81
8/3/86
To Present

§/1/12
6/13/173
10/17/76
12/6/80
6/1/83
7/16/83
8/16/88
To Present

3/6/85
6/1/86
2/1/88
To Present



Doane, Lawrence E.

Ourborow, Jeffrey w.

Faupe), Robert F,

Favreau, Douglas P,

Harrig, Michse! D,

Herron, John T,

Hibay, Michael J,

Keith, Ronald M,

King, Wayne

LaPorte, Michael G.

3/26/73

6/30/1

11/18/%

1/18/82

2/26/88

1/29/79

11/28/83

2/22/79

12/17/79

12714/711

AO

ACRO

CRO

SCRO

Shift Supervisor
Asst., Ops. Supervisor

AO

ACRO

CRO

Ops. Engineer

AQ
ACRO
CRO
SCRO

AO
ACRO

AO
ACRO

AO

ACRO

CRO

SCRO

Shift Supervisor
Tech. Program Manager
Operations Supervisor

AD
ACRO

AD

ACRO

CRO

SCRO

Project Engineer
SCRO

AO
ACRO
CRO
SCRO

AD
ACRO
CRO

Attachment 6-1
Page 2

11720/
§/11/80
12/31/81
6/16/87
6/16/89
To Present

10/3/7%
10/9/1
9/29/85
To Present

4/13/80
8-29-82
8/3/86
To Present

6/10/8¢
To Present

7/21/86
To Present

4/13/80
12/13/81
8/29/82
11/30/84
4/20/87
1/1/89

To Present

7/21/86
To Present

6/1/81
12/26/82
11/25/84
3/7/88
6/5/89

To Present

6/1/81
7/3/83
6/21/81
To Present

4/13/80
9/29/88
To Present




Lawrence, Bruce £.

Lindauist, wWilliam A,

Livingston, James 0,

Metcalf, Barry W,

Mulligen, Michael J.

Oliver, Kenneth R,

Paul, william F,

Pichette, Brian R,

Pittman Jr., William M

Schulze, William M,

St.Sauveur, Mark R,

3/18/8%

2/6/170

11/3/80

2/9/70

9/28/80

1/4/82

1/3/84

12/13/78

2/7/19

w21/80

7/7/80

A0
ACRO

AO

CRO

SCRO

Shift Supervisor

AO
ACRO
CRO

AD

CRO

SCRO

Shift Supervisor
Asst, Ops. Supervisor
Shift Supervisor

AD
ACRO

AD
ACRO

AO
ACRO

AO
ACRO
CRO
SCRO

A0
ACRO
CRO
SCRO

Acting Shift Supervisor

AQ
ACRO
CRO
SCRO

AO
ACRO
CRO

Attachmeny 5-1
Page 3

7/21/86
To Present

6/1/170
11/711/73
8/1/8)

To Present

8/2/82
7/8/87
To Present

6/1/70
3/1/73
3/29/74
8/1/81
7/16/83

To Present

B/2/82
Yo Present

6/10/04
To Present

1/¢1/86
To Present

4/13/80
§/6/01
12/2/64

To Present

4/13/80
12/13/81
6/12/83
5/16/89
To Present

6/1/8
12/2/84
8/7/89
To Present

6/1/81
12/4/84
To Fresent



Sutton, Marry §.

Swanson, Roger B,

/am

3/14/73

11/9/81

AD

ACRO

CRO

SCRO

Shift Supervisor

AO
ACRO
CRO

Attechment §-1
Page ¢

10/3/7¢
1/28/79
6/1/83
11/25/84
To Present

9/11/83
8/27/8%
Yo Present



Y -

LISY PROVIDED IN RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY #8

NAME

Amidon, Douglas

Burger, Fred

Ghilani, Michael R,

Gibson, John J,

Girroir, Dennis C,

Jordan, Timothy W.

Meyer, Jeffrey T,

Metell, M, Michae)

Pagodin, Richard 0.

Palionis, Mark E.

Tasntor Jr., Ecdward J,.

Trask, Timothy E.

QUALITY ASSURANCE COORCINATOR REVIEW

EMPLOY
DATE
9/23/88
4/23/13
11/27/89

1/26/688

7N

10/31/88

7/6/82

2/4/80

12/10/79

6/14/82

10/14/88

§/27/60

POS1TIONS
~ELD

Co-0p
Snift Engineer

Engineering Assistant
Technical Assistant
Rece bt Insp. Supervisor

Shift Engineer
Shift Engineer

Engineering Assistant
Sr. QA Engineer

Shift Engineer

Shift Engineer

Technica)l Assistant

Sr. Mechanical Engineer
Engr. Support Supervisor
Principal Engineer

Technical Assistant

Sr. Electrical Engineer
Engineering Support Supv.
Plant Services Super.
Tecnh. Services Super,

Nuc lear Safety Engineer
Shift Engineer
Sr. Operations Engineer

Co-0p
QA Coordinator

Co-0p

Assoc. Engineer
Mechanical Engineer
Shift Engineer

DATE
PR T

1/23/89
To Present

3/1/1%
7/1/87
To Present

To Present
To Present

9/19/83
To Present

To Present

To Present

9/21/81
4/16/86
2/19/90
o Present

9/21/81
8/26/82
3/16/86
1/6/87
To Present

3/6/83
1/1/89
To Present

12/3/87
To Present

6/20/83
6/1/8%
6/1/88
To Present



NAME

Ceappuccio, Gary

Girroir, Dennis C.

Metel)l, M, Michae)

Pagodin, Richard D,

Phillips, David L.

At*achment 8-)

Page 2
R PORT PER REVIEW
EMPLOY POSITIONS DATE
DATE ~HEWD PROMOTED
11/3/80 Mechanical Engineer 6/1/66
$r. Mechanical Engineer To Present
1/11 tngineering Assistant 9/19/83
(A Engineer To Present
2/4/80 fechnical Assistant 9/21/81
Sr. Mechanical Engineer 4/16/86
Engr. Support Supervisor 2/19/90
Principal Engineer To Present
12/10/79 Technical Assistant 9/21/81
Sr. Electrica)l Engineer 8/26/82
Engineering Support Supv. 3/16/86
Plant Services Super. 1/6/87
Tech., Services Super, To Present
7/14/80 Electrical Engineer 4/27/81
TA/1&C 11/1/82
Sr. Electrica) Engineer To Present



NANE

cantrell, Lonnie J.

Desyvlets, John J,

Doane, Luwrence €.

LeClair, Gary J.

Lindquist, William A,

Metcalf, Barry W,

Attachment 6-]

SHIFT SUPERVISOR REVIEW

EMPLOY
DATE

8/27/13

7/28/10

3/26/713

11/19/70

2/6/70

2/9/70

Page 3
POSITIONS DATE
~HELD PROMOTED
(1] 11720/
ACRO 6/16/80
CRO 12/31/81
SCRO djae/81
Ops. Training Inst. 5/8/88
Shift Supervisor To Present
A0 6/1/72
ACRO 6/13/13
CRO 10/17/76
SCRO 12/6/80
Shift Supervisor 6/1/83
Sr. Engineer 7/16/83
Ops. Supervisor 8/16/886
Shift Supervisor To Present
A0 11/20/71
ACRO §/11/80
CRO 12/31/81
SCRO 6/16/81
Shift Supervisor 5/16/89
Asst. Ops. Supervisor To Present
AD 3,20/
ACRO 11/21/76
CRO 9/26/80
SCRO 6§/16/83
Shift Supervisor 11/16/84
Asst. Ops. Supervisor §/2/88
Ops. Instructor 4/16/89
Ops. Training Instructor To Present
AQ 6/1/170
CRO 11/11/73
SCRO 8/1/81
Shift Supervisor To Present
AO 6/1/170
CRO 3/1/73
SCRO 3/28/74
Shift Supervisor 8/1/81
Asst. Ops. Supervisor 7/16/83
Shift Supervisor To Present



Attachment §-1
Page 4

Pitiman Jr 1114 AQ 4/13/80
ACRO 12/13/81
CRO 6/12/83
SCRO §/16/89
Acting Shift Supervisor To Present

Porter, Dean C. 11/16/70C AD 3/29/174
ACRO 10/24/76
CRO 6/15/80
SCRO 5/16/83
Shift Supervisor £/1/89
Technica) Program Manager To Present

sutton, Marry S, 3/14/73 AD 10/3/176
ACRO 1/28/1%
SCRO 11/26/84
Shift Supervisor To Present




ATTACHMENT 14-1

POLICIES RELIED UPON BY THE MAINTENANCE PROGRAM

VYP100 Policy Administration

VYP1086 Med.cal and Safety Program

VYP107 Radiation Protection Policy

VYP110 Staff Training Policy

vYP130 Corporate Oversight Policy

vYP1dg Policy for Implementing the BWR Owner's Group Water
Chemistry

VYP200 Hiring Policy

VYP201 Hiring Policy

VYP211 Drug and Alcohol Policy

VYP216 Policy for Performance Planning and Review
VYP211 Performance Planning and Review Procedura
vYP222 Fitness for Duty Program

VYP318 Contragcts Administration Procedure

vYP319 Vendor Anaiysis Procedure

VYP320 Procurement Policy

VYP321 Request for Quotation/Bid Evaluation Procedure

VYP322 Purchase Order Procossing Procedure

VYP326 Procedure for Disposition of Discrepant Material Upon
Receipt

VYP326 MSPR Initiation Procedure

VYP340 Budget/Planning Policy

VYP350 Internal Audit Policy and Statement of Responsibility

VYP327 Procurement Ergineering Administrative Procedure

VYP328 Technical Evaluation Procedure

VYP329 Equivalency Evaluation Procedure

VYP330 Commercial Grade Dedication Procedure

VYP331 Procurement Quality Assurance Procedure

VYP332 Inventory Procurement Procedure
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Signatures

I, Donald A. Reid, being first duly sworn, do depose and say that the
foregoing answers are true, except insofar as they are based on information
thet is available to Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation but not

within my personal knowledge, as to vhich | based on such information
believe them to be true.

5 2l
\'\ P o | l
\uf ‘ ]

Donald! A, Reld

As to objections:

Kd

R K. Gadm

Jeffray P, Trout
Ropes & Gray
One lntommm\ Place
Boston, Massachusatts 02110
Telephone: 617-951-7320

Dated: May 30, 1590.
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_')'\{ TING & LV
I, R. K. Gad 111, hereby certfy that on\Mny 3QA 20, | made service of
the within answers to intcrrogatories, by mailing copies thereof, first class

mail, postage prepaid, as follows:

Robert M. Lazo, Esquire
Chairman

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
USNRLC.

Washington, D.C. 20555

Frederick J. Shon

Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
USNRC.

Washington, D.C, 20555

Anthony Z. Roisman, Esquire
Cohen, Milstein & Hausfeld
Suite 600

1401 New York Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20005

James VYolz, Esquire

Vermont Department of Public Service
120 State Street

Montpelier, Vermont 05602 (

Jerry Harbour

Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
USNRC.

Washingon, D.C. 20555

Adjudicatory File

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Panel

USNRLC.

Washington, D.C. 20555

Ann P. Hodgdon, Esquire
Patricia A. Jehle, Esquire
USNRLC.

Washington, D.C, 20555
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