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8' 'g UNITED STATES
NUCLE AR REGULATORY COMMISSIONa

$ I *

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20556

%....,# January 11, 1991

Docket lio. !0 029

fir. George Papanic Jr.
SeniorProjectEngIneer-Licensing
Yankee Atomic Electric Company
580 Main Street
Bolton, Massachusetts 01740 1398

Dear Mr. Papanic:

SUBJECT: PE0VLATORY GUIDE 1.97 - NEUTRON FLUX VARIABLE (TAC 66496)

Our safety evaluation of your Regulatory Guide (RO) 1.97 submittels dated
December 9,1986, required that Yankee install and make operational, neutron
flux monitoring instrumentation that meets the requirements of RG 1.97, Rev.
2. By letter cated October 1,1987 you requested an exception from the
environmental qualification and single f ailure criteria, of R.G.1.97, for
neutron flux monitoring instrumentation. This request provided a risk based
analysis that concluded that redundant, environmentally qualified neutron flux
monitoring instrumentation was not necessary.

The October 1,1987, analysis is based on anticipated conditions resulting from
standard event analyses. These might normally be considered as reasonably
comprehensive for the FSAR design bases analyses. However, at least some of
the instrurent recommendations of RG 1.97 were intended to cover a wider range
of possibilities, including conditions not necessarily to be anticipated by
following the usually clearly defined paths of standard event- analyses. This
might be under circumstances which would involve reactor states and evolving
events and conditions not anticipated from analyses following normally considered
event scenarios. It would thus be virtually impossible to either predict or
demonstrate the implausibility of such event paths and resulting conditions
with assurance. Therefore, while not disputing the analyses or results presented,
it must ce concluded that they do not address the above conceptual basis of the

'

criteria in RG 1.97,

in your letter of October 1,1987, you stated that there were two types of
accidents that result in a harsh environment inside containment that could
require long-term monitoring of reactivity. These accidents are a LOCA or a
main steam or feedwater line break. You further stated that the shutdown
margin is maintained and a return to criticality does not occur for either
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Mr. George Papanic, Jr. Yankee Rowe

!
CC:>

Dr. Andrew C. Kadak, 5 esident Mr. Jay K. Thayer I
and Chief Executive Officer Vice President And Menager"

Yankee Atomic Electric Company of Operations
_580 Main Street Yankee Atomic Electric Company

Bolton, Massachusetts 01740-1398 $80 Main Street,

'

Bolton, Massachusetts 01740 1398-
Thomas Dignan, Esquire;

Ropes and Gray
) 225 Franklin Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02110
a

i Mr. H. H. St. Laurent
Plant Superintendent
Yankee Atomic Electric Company -

3 Star Route
Rowe, Massachusetts 01367

Resident Inspector
Yankee Nuclear Power Station
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission -

Post OiMce Box 28
Monroe Bridge, Massachusetts 01350

d

Regional Administrator, Region I
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
475 Allendale Road<

King of Prussia, Ponnsylvania 19406

Robert M. Hallisey, Director
Radiation Control Program
Massachusetts Department r' Public Health
150 Tremont Street 7th Floor
Boston, Massachusetts 02111

Mr. George Sterzinger
Comissioner
Vermont Department of Public Service
120 State Street, 3rd Floor
Montpelier, Vermont 05602

Ms. Jane M. Grant
Senior Engineer - License Renewal
Yankee Atomic Electric Company
580 Main Street
Bolton, Massachusetts 01740-1398
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] Mr. George Papanic, Jr. -2- January 11, 1991

!
i

I accident. We verified your analyses in.the Yankee FSAR in Section 409 and ,

! 411.
i

. .

! 10 CFR 50.49 requires that certain post accident monitoring equipment be
environmentally qualified. Specific guidance concerning the types of variables
to be monitored is provided in RG 1.97. Because your request of October 1,

! 1987, does not meet the requirements of 10 CFR 50.49, the request is unacceptable.
! Our position remains that-Yankee Atomic should commit to the installation of-
} neutron flux monitoring instrumentation that m6ets the Category 1 criteria
j of RG 1.97.

Sincerely,

5 Originalisigned by:

'
Patrick M. Sears, Project Manager

i Project Director &te I-3
i Division of Reactor Projects I/II
| Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: See next page
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Mr. George Papanic, Jr. -2-

accident. We verified your analyses in the Yankee FSAR in Section 409 and
411. Our position remains that the licensee should coninit to the installation ,

of neutron flux monitoring instrumentation that meets the Category 1 criteria
i

of RG 1.97. |
Sincerely,

l
l

Patrich it. Sears, Project Manager
Project Directorate I-3
Division of Reactor Projects - 1/11
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

ec: See next page
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