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VERMONT YANKEE
"NUCLEAR POWER CORPORATION

Ferry Roa 1, Brattieboro, VT 05301-7602

ENGINEERING OFFICFE

July 12, 1991
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commissicn BVY 91 - 65
ATTN: Document Control Desk
Washingion, DC 20555

a. License No. DPR-28 (Docket No., 50-271)

b. Letter, VYNPC 10 USNRC, BVY 91-02, dated January 15, 1991
¢ Letter. USNRC to VYNPC, NVY 91-56, dated April 16, 1991
Letter, VYNPC 1o USNRC, BVY 91-53, dated May 16, 1991

References:

a -

Subject: Response to Second Request for Additional Information -
Proposed Change No. 162, Toxic Gas Monitoring System

Dear Sir:

By Reference (b), Vermont Yankee submitted a proposed caange to technical specifications
regarding the Toxic Gas Monitoring System. As a result of review of this proposed change, NRC
forwarded a request for additiona!l information via Reference (¢). Venmont Yankee responded to
NRC's request for additional information via Reference (d).

On Wednesday, July 3, 1991, a telecon occurred between Vermont Yankee and NRC staff
regarding further NRC questions on the proposed change submittal [Refereace (b)j. NRC
requested and Vermont Yankee agreed to formally submit responses to the additional questions
raised during this telecon.

Enclosed please find Vermont Yankee's response to NRC's request for additionai
information that resulted from the July 3, 1991 telecon.

We trust that th~ enclosed information will satisfactorily resolve NRC's remaining questions
regarding Vermont y ankee's submittal of Reference (b) and will lead to approval of this license
amendment. Should you have any additional questions regarding this issue, please contact this
office,

Very truly yours,
VERMONT YANKEE NUCLEAR POWER CORPORATION
/ ~ Y /
i
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Leonard A. Tremblay, Jr. J
Senior Licensing Engineer

ce:  USNRC Region | Administrator
USNRC Resident Inspector - VYNPS
USNRC Project Manager - VYNPS
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The approach used for this paraceter is the same as the approach
used for other data in YAEC-1759., That is, we used the most
representative data available. Because the data are by definition
a measurement of what has happened in the past, use of such data
always involves the implicit assumption that past performance is a
reasonable estimate of future performance. We believe that this
assumption is valid if there are no reasons to suspect a change in
the future. Based on telephone conversations with the railrocad, we
have no reason to believe that the weight distribution of chlorine
shipped in individual railroad cars will change significantly in
the future. There is neither the need nor track structure
(rail/b.idge load capacity, track curvature, size of sidings, etc.)
to warrant an increase in chlorine tank car capacity.

Item 2: Four-Hour Time Interval

Page 21 of YAEC-1759 assumes that a postulated chlorine release
will occur, on average, halfway through a typical operating crew
shift of eight hours. It was also assumed that only the operating
crew on shift at the time of the chlorine release will be incapaci-
tated, and that other crews would be available later. Taken
together, these two assumptions form the basis for the assumed
four-hour interval during which there would be no crew available.
The NRC reviewer questioned whether a relief crew would be able to
respond, g¢iven the large concentration of chlorine shown in Table
6.2 of YAEC~1759.

The purpose of Table 6.2 was to show the maximum control room
concentration, and the time interval between the time of detection
and the time that the toxic limit (IDLH) is reached. Table 6.2 was
not meant to imply that the maximum contrel room concentration

| would exist for long periods of time. Additional calculations
(using the methodology of YAEC-1759) made in response to this issue
show that the maximum control room concentration of chlorine is
reached approximately ten minutes after the toxic limit (I0LH) is
reached. This assumes no operator action to isolate the control
room. Our calculations alsc show that the control rcom concentra=-
tion then drops to below the toxic limit at about cne and one half
hours after the maximum concentration is reached. Thv s, we believe
that it is reasonable to assume that relief crews would be able to
take appropriate actions within the assumed four-hour time window.

We note also that the probabilistic analysis fo. chlorine in
Section 6.4 of YAEC-1759 toock no credit for operator action to
isolate the control rocm and to don self-contained breathing
apparatus. This assumption was made because the time interval
between the tim: of detection and the time that toxic limit is
reached was calculated to be less than two minutes. Two minutes is
the criteria specified in Regulatory Guide 1.78 (Reference (b)) for
operator action to don self-contained breathing apparatus. Our
calculations show that approximately one minute is available for
operator action after detection (by smell) and before the toxic
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