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Vermont Yankee's Response to Citizen Awareness Network's 2.206 Petitign

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation hereby responds to and opposes the " Citizens Awareness
' Network's Formal Request for Enforcement Action Against Vermont Yankee," which the Citizen Awareness
Network (CAN) submitted to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) on May 27,1998. For the most
part, the allegations in CAN's petition relate to various nonconforming conditions that Vermont Yankee Ws
identified, reported and addressed, or is addressing through its corrective action process. These allegations
either lack merit or are already being adequately addressed by both Vermont Yankee and the NRC. In all

j cases, the extraordinary relief requested by CAN is unjustified.

Vermont Yankee has been vigorously reviewing its design and licensing basis documents to identify and

!,
correct inconsistencies. In our estimation, the number of discrepancies that we have reported is indicative of
the robustness of our efforts and our questioning attitude. Rather than penalizing licensees who are actively
identifying and correcting nonconformances (and responsibly addressing programmatic issues) as suggested
by CAN, the Commission should continue to allow licensees a reasonable opportunity to respond to the,

| issues that emerged from Millstone and complete their initiatives.

I. Backaround

On May 27,1998, CAN submitted to the NRC " Citizens Awareness Network's Formal Request for
Enforcement Action Against Vermont Yankee." That petition, submitted pursuant to 10CFR 2.206 (and
hereinafter referred to as CAN's 2.206 Petition) asked the NRC to suspend the operating license for Vermont
Yankee until the entire facility has been subjected to an independent safety analysis similar to the one
conducted at Maine Yankee, or in the alternative, to require prior to restart (from the now compleurd

,

! outage): (1) certification that all back up safety systems and all security systems are operable, and all safety
I systems meet and comply with NRC requirements; (2) compliance with the NRC restart criteria g

(presumably Section 0350 of the NRC manual); (3) a vertical slice examination of at least two primary
safety systems; (4) compliance with the schedule for completing the DBD and FSAR project as a condition

| of continued operation; and (5) a public hearing. CAN's 2.2% Petition presented 10 points as ostensible

| support for, or elaboration of these requests, and also attached certain documents prepared by the Union of

[
Concerned Scientists (UCS) including a review of VY daily event reports (DERs). (

: - On July 6,1998, the NRC denied CAN's request for immediate action to modify or suspend the license and
Iprevent restart, concluding that the continued operation of Vermont Yankee does not constitute an undue risk

to the public health and safety. By letter (Reference a) dated July 9,1998, the NRC requested that Vermont,-
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Yankee address the concerns raised in CAN's 2.206 Petition and evaluate the need to perform the actions
requested by CAN, including tic ten points made in CAN's 2.206 Petition and documents attached to that
Petition. ' '

Based on our review of the Petition, it appears that each of the five general requests made in the beginning of
CAN's petition (i.e., the five requests specified on pages 1-2 of CAN's petition) are repeated in the ten
points,3 and Vermont Yankee therefore addmsses these general requests in its discussion of the ten points.
The documents attached to CAN's petition appear to raise an additional issue relating to a mislocated fuel
bundle and miscellaneous questions raised by the daily event report (DER) reviews.2 These additional items
are addressed after the discussion of the ten points below.

II. Resco.oe to the Ten issues

1. Single Failure Criterion Challenned

CAN alleges, based on a UCS review of tha Vermont Yankee DERs for the last year,8 that Vermont
Yankee's volume of long-standing deficiencies in safety-related equipment strongly suggest that the single
failure criterion may have been violated. [CAN's 2.206 Petition at 3] CAN fusther states that it was not able

ito find any evidence that Vermont 'sankee considered the impact of the cumulative effect of so many
concurrent degraded conditions on the safety margins at the plant. [Id] CAN therefore calls for Vermont
Yankee to certify that "all of these problems" have been resolved.

CAN's first point is vague. Neither CAN's petition nor the UCS DER review identify what "long-standing
deficiencies" are the basis for this concern. Nowhere do they clearly identify what is meant by "all of these
problems". However, Vermont Yar.kee is involved in a rigorous DBD effort and the problems identified are |
entered into our corrective action process for operability assessment and development of appropriate
corrective actions.

CAN does refer in a footnote to eroded safety margins related to operation with degraded fuel cladding, and
cites an April 2,1998 UCS paper attached to CAN's petition. The NRC has already addressed this issue in
its July 6,1998 letter. There, the NRC stated:

The supporting information sent with the Petition was previously known to the NRC and
we have been pursuing these issues via the appropriate processes, including inspection
follow-up. The document from the UCS titled " Potentia! Nuclear Safety Hazard Reactor
Operation with Failed Fuel Cladding" concludes that existing design and licensing
requiren.ents do not allow plants to operate with known fuel cladding failures. Vermont
Yankee is not prohibited from operation with a minimal amount of fuel cladding damage.
The Vermont Yankee Technical Specifications (TS) Section 1.1, addresses limits to be
observed to prevent significant fuel cladding damage. Operation is allowed to continue
with a minimal amount of fuel damage, provided that the coolant chemistry requirements

* CAN's general request for certif cation of safety and security systems is addressed in points 5 and 6, respectively.
CAN's request for vertical slice reviews is addressed in point 8. CAN's request for compliance with a DBD and
FSAR schedule is addressed in point 7. CAN's request for compliance with restart criteria in the NRC Manual ano
its request for a public hearing are addressed in CAN's 9th and 10th points.

2 The attachment to CAN's petition addressing fuel leakage is discussed in our response to point 1.

3 Letter from D. Lochbaum to R. Bassilakis et al. (May 14,1998), attached to CAN's 2.206 Petition.

- _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ . - _ .. - . . _ .-
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of TS 3.6.B are met. Dese limits are set to values of coolant activity that assure that the
radiological consequences of postulated design basis accidents are within the appropriate
dose acceptance criteria. Petitioner did not submit any information indicating that
Vermont Yankee has operated outside these limits.

There is also an assenion in a January '19,1998 UCS letter, attrched to CANS petition, that a potential
HPCI/RCIC water hammer coupled with fuel leakage represents degradation of two barriers.

The assertion contained in the UCS letter dated January 29,1998, that the HPCI and RCIC vacuum breaker
arrangement is not shown on the FSAR figures is inaccurate. The vacuum breaker arrangements are shown
on FSAR Figures 7.4-1 A and 4.7-1 A; there is no need to update the figures to include the vacuum breakers.
Therefore, the assertion that pcior 50.59 evaluations involving the HPCI and RCIC systems be reviewed,
should be considered moot.

The identification of the potential water-hammer event is the result of the DBD process at Vermont Yanke:
and is indicative of the depth of design basis documentation review being performed. An operability
assessment of the FSAR vacuum breaker arrangement concluded that the required systems remair:cd
operable. Nonetheless, Vermont Yankee conservatively and aggressively implemented modifications to the
vacuum breaker configuration for both the HPCI and RCIC systems to provide added assurance that water
hammer would not occur. In accordance with Vermont Yankee's design change process a safety evaluation
was performed and FSAR changes yieywed.

At a more general level, Vermont Yankee's corrective action program, which meets the requirements of
10CFR50 Appendix B, provides for an immediate assessment of a condition's impact on the operability of
systems, structures, and components important to safety. He guidance in Vermont Yankee's program is
consistent with the guidance of Generic Letter 91-18 " Resolution of Degraded and Non-conforming
Conditions". Where necessary, Vermont Yankee develops a detailed Basis for Maintaining Operation,
called a BMO, while corrective actions can be developed and implemented to resolve the identified issue.
To date, the types ofissues identified through this process have not been of a nature that required plant shut
down for resolution. This is primarily due to the inherent margins within the Vermont Yankee design and
the ability to compensate for the identified issue. Vermont Yankee's BMO program was recently subject to
an NRC inspection (50-271/98-06, dated July 2,1998) and no concerns were raised regarding the operability
determinations, compensatory actions or corrective actions.

In another recent NRC report (50-271/98-99, dated August 28,1998) it was noted that: " Senior Management
was involved in plant activities at a level that resulted in several improvnents to plant performance j

Management established a lowered threshold for problem reporting, improving problem identification y

Particularly noteworthy was management's implementation of the Configuration Management Improvenant '

Project which improved ii 91 cation of design and licensing issues. Oversight committees appropriately I

focused on the resolution of operational problems and human performance weaknesses. Equipment
performance and overall plant material condition was very good and resulted in a high state of readiness of
standby safety systems."

2. Inadeauate Safety Evaluations

'

CAN contends that inadequate safety evaluations were a common factor at other troubled nuclear facilities
and because of this pattern the NRC should take action to assure Vermont Yankee's safety evaluations are
adequate. [CAN's 2.206 Petition at 5) CAN states that Vermont Yankee should be required a certify that
all safety evaluations prepared for Vermont Yankee are correct, adequate, and meet NRC regulatory |

requirements. [M]

1

,
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De fact that 2thg facilities had problems associated with safety evaluations is not an adequate justification4

'

to single Vermont Yankee out for the imposition of additional requirements. De only observation that CAN
.makes sisecific to Vermont Yankee is that several DERs allegedly relate to inadequate safety evaluations.

. [CAN's 2.206 Petition at 5 n.3] A January 28,1998 UCS letter attached to CAN's petition also asks a'

question about whether information on the HPCI and RCIC turbine exhaust lines should be included in the

| FSAR and might affect safety evaluations involving those systems. Dese lines were already included in the
: FSAR and therefore were considered as required in any safety evaluations. Neither CAN nor UCS makes

any showing that Vermont Yankee has a significant programmatic breakdown in its safety evaluation I
program.

He few DERs that CAN mentions in the footnote, although divergent in subject, are similar in that their
cause can be traced to the difficulty in quickly retrieving the specific design basis information in the time<

period available to determine system operability. Had the design bases been readily retrievable, it is unlikely
; that these issues would have resulted in event reports. His issue is clearly recognized, and the Design Basis-

Documents (DBDs), including those directly related to the subject DERs, are currently in process to rectify
'

this condition.;

DER 31906 may be attributed to incorrect conclusions drawn from the 10CFR50.59 process. However, the
! cause of the event can be traced to a lack of definition in the design basis that the normal keep fill lines
'

provided isolation in the event that the upstream, non-nuclear safety piping were to fail.

DER 31949 and 32106 resulted from the detailed review associated with the Individual Plant Examination of
External Events (IPEEE) for potential internal and extemal flooding and are a result of inadequacies in the

'

previous flooding study. He scope of the IPEEE was more comprehensive than previous reviews, including
the 1988 Flooding Study. Detailed analyses performed as part of the IPEEE demonstrate that the flooding
rate from a fire line break in the reactor building would not flood the RHR corner rooms. Potential flooding
of the switchgear room due to a fire system pipe break will not result in the loss of equipment required to
safely shut down the plant. He preparation c f a flooding design buis document will provide clearly defined
bases for protection from internal flooding events and will provide guidance to plant personnel in performing
evaluations. It should be noted, that discovery of these events occurred as an outgrowth of the plant IPEEE
development and is evidence of a questioning attitude on the part of plant personnel.

DER 34005 has been withdrawn.

Vermont Yankee's process for implementing 10CFR50.59 uses a screening approach that is consistent with
NSAC-125 " Guidelines for 10CFR50.59 Safety Evaluations". Vermont Yankee applies this approach to the
processes that control changes to the facility to ensure that we identify any changes that require NRC
approval prior to implementation.

Vermont Yankee's process has been subject to regular NRC inspections, performed in accordance with NRC
Inspection Procedure 37001 "10CFR50.59 Safety Evaluation Program". nese inspections have not resulted
in the need to change the approach used at Vermont Yankee. He NRC has recognized that licensees are
using NSAC-125 and there is an effort to upgrade regulatory guidance in this area. Where inspections,
audits or self-assessments have identified weaknesses in our program, we have responded by improving our
process. Vermont Yankee is following the effort to clarify the requirements of 10CFR50.59 and plans to
implement any necessary improvements to our program when the guidance is finalized.

Vermont Yankee also periodically conducts an overall assessment of plant safety considering all the BMOs
that are in place to ensure that conclusions reached in individual BMOs are still appropriate when considered
in the aggregate.
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3. Potential Over-Reliar.ce on Yankee Atomic Electric Comoany Analysis

CAN refers to the problems at Maine Yankee associated with a safety analysis performed by Yankee Atomic |
Electric Company. CAN argues that because there is evidence that Vermont Yankee has been relying on
Yankee Atomic to conduct engineering analyses, "there is a notential that Vermont Yankee may have the
same kind of serious compromises in safety systems. . . " [CAN's 2.206 Petition at 6] CAN therefore
demands that Vermont Yankee certify th-A all of the engineering analyses on file for Vermont Yankee are
correct, accurate, and complete. [E at 7]

ne December 1,1995 UCS !:tter to the NRC, containing an anonymous allegation that certain analysis
performed by Yankee Atomic Electric Comwy (YAEC) for Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company
(MYAPCo) was flawed, has been the subject of se:veral detailed investigations over the past few years. As a
result of the allegations, YAEC and MYAPCo immediately chartered several teams to look into these issues.
Investigations were also performed by the NRC and Duke Engineering & Services (DE&S acquired YAEC
in December 1997).

Also, in December 1997 the NRC sent a letter to YAEC and DEAS formaty transmitting a Demand for
Information (DFI) relating to this issue. Because of the nature of the NRC investigation, the DFI prov.dcd
the first opportunity for YAEC, MYAPCo, and DEAS to formally respond to the allegations. The DE&S
response to the DFI was filed on February 27,1998. De response provided a detailed description of the
reviews that had been conducted and the associated findings. The DE&S response was adopted by YAEC in
their letter of March 12,1998.

With the issuance of the NRC DFI ongoing, DE&S reviews were accelerated and several additional
assessments were chartered in order to provide the requested response to the NRC. De scope of these
DE&S reviews and assessments was:

1. Independently review the findings, recommendations and corrective actions taken from the teams
previously formed by YAEC.

| 2. Review the engineering and technical work processes and Quality Assurance programs at YAEC,

3. Independently review the technical issues concerning SBLOCA analyses,

4. Determine from a legal perspective, whether any of the personnel actions taken or decisions made !

related to the SBLOCA analyses were the result of willfulness.

5. Review a sampling of analyses performed by YAEC for other licensees indeding Vermont Yankee.

De detailed results of these reviews and assessments were provided in the DE&S February response to the
; NRC. De conclusions reached in these reviews gives confidence the analyses performed by YAEC or

DEAS on Vermont Yankee's behalf are of high quality.

. Although the issues covered by the DFI involved activities specifically associated with MYAPCo, Vermont
Yankee management conservatively decided to review the concerns raised for potential impact on Vermont
Yankee and requested DEAS management perfonn a number of specific quality and technical reviews of
work performed for Vermont Yankee. In order to ensure the reviews were of appropriate scope and depth,

; Vermont Yankee assigned an oversight team headed by a senior manager. Vermont Yankee participated
; directly to oversee an Independent Technical Assessment of specific analyses performed for Vermont

Yankee. De quality and professionalism of the work was found to be very good. He authors and

__ -
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|
reviewers demonstrated a very high level of competence and knowledge in the technical areas. All '

individuals were found to be open, honest, and communicative. No significant technical errors were {
identified during'the assessment, attesting to the care and competence of the staff performing the work. It I

was also noted by the independent assessment team, that a conservative approach was evident in the work. I
The DEAS staff was very knowledgeable on the subjects of the analyses and their work was professional

,

and at or above industry standards. In summary, Vermont Yankee did not un<,oT er any reason to suspect th-
_ quality or accuracy of engineering analyses performed by YAEC/DE&S for Vermont Yankee. !

|4. Inadeauste Ooerational Experience Review Program

CAN assens that "there is evidence strongly suggesting" that Vermont Yankee does not have an adequate
operational experience review program. [CAN's 2.206 Petition at 7] It therefore demands that Vermont
Yankee cenify that its program is adequate. [Id]

The Vermont Yankee Operating Experience (OE) program ensures that lessons learned from industry and in-
house operating experience are evaluated for applicability to Vermont Yankee, and when necessary,
translated into corrective actions to minimize the potential for occurrence at our facility' The OE program
improves plant safety and reliability, preventing or mitigating similar industry and in-house events at
Vermont Yankee. Inputs to the OE program include information from vendors, NRC, INPO, benchmarking
trips, seminars, panicipation in audits and assist visits, and the Vermont Yankee Event Report process.

Prior to the 1996 NRC 40500 Inspection, weaknesses were identified in the reviews of industry operating
experiences in that reviews were not always timely. Also, opportunities to learn from industry operating
experiences were sometimes missed. Because the corrective actions were in the implementation stage, an
NRC Inspector Follow Item (IFI) was assigned to follow this issue.

|

A task force was developed to address the weaknesses. The team compared the Vermont Yankee CE i

process with industry leaders, evaluated differences and made changes accordingly. A procedure wa
developed to address the evaluation of operating experience and includes performance indicators to measure
the effectiveness of the program. De System Engineering group is now directly involved in the review of
industry events.

In a subsequent NRC inspection (50-271/97-06 dated October 1,1997), it was determined that weaknesses
identified in the Vermont Yankee OE review process had been appropriately addressed via the
implementation of the new opetating experience procedure. The inspection report stated that " programmatic
weaknesses identified in the licensee's OE review process have been appropriately addressed." He report
funher stated that "A selected sample of recently dispositioned OE items identified a proper review and
closure of the individual concerns." The Inspector Follow Item was closed based upon these inspection
results.

.

S. Hinh Potential for Other Serious Safety Problems

CAN alleges that Vermont Yankee has experienced a large number of cable separation issues, several
problems with high energy line break events in the turbine building, and several problems with internal
flooding. [CAN's 2.206 Petition at 8] CAN then asserts, "Given that Vermont Yankee's safety evaluation
and operational experience review programs do not seem adequate, and given t'.at it is likely that Vermont
Yankee relied on Yankee Atomic Electric Company's engineering analyses for many years, it is reasonaHe

* The only evidence cited by CAN are three DERs, which are referred to in a footnote.
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to expect that there are many more design and licensing bases problems yet to be dealt with at Vermont
Yankee." [Id] (emphasis omitted). CAN therefore demands that Vermont Yankee certify that safety-related
systems at Vermont Yankee are within their design and licensing bases. [ld at 9]

He allegations concerning Vermont Yankee's safety evaluation and operational experience review programs
and YAEC analyses have been addressed in the responses to points 2-4. As indicated previously, CAN has
not demonstrated the existence of a significant programmatic breakdown in these areas warranting thei

actions which CAN seeks. Moreover, Vermont Yankee is already conducting a DBD and FSAR review
'

effort that will examine safety-related systems.

Vermont Yankee's effort to develop design basis documents was initiated as a proactive effort to identify
and resolve engineering related issues. To date, a number of issues have been self identified and entered

'

into our corrective action process. Vermont Yankee evaluates these issues individually and collectively for
their impact on continued safe operation of the station. Our experience to date has shown that the identified
issues have not impacted our ability to safely operate the facility. .nesejudge nents have been shared with
our oversight review committees including the Plant Operations Review Co.nmittee and the Nuclear Safety -

Audit and Review Committee, as well as with the NRC.

Vermont Yankee plans to continue to periodically review the types of issues being identified during our
efforts. We believe that our established processes provide assurance that we can continue to operate the
facility within the regulatory requirements established in 10CFR50 Appendix B and the guidance of Generic
Letter 91-18.

De few matters mentioned by CAN in this point also fail to demonstrate the need for a systems certification
approach.

1

As a result of a discovery in early 1997, Vermont Yankee undertook a thorough investigation of cable
separation issues. Because of the large number of cables existing in the plant and correspondingly large
raceway system, this investigation lasted several months. nroughout this process the corrective action
process was entered immediately if a condition potentially contrary to the design basis was discovered. This
resulted in nyeral Event Reports at different times. In all but two cases the improperly placed cables were
found to have been installed during original plant construction. Dese cables met the original design

; specifications for the plant, but did not meet commitments made later during NRC interrogatories and final
licensing process.

Most of the cables involved are associated with low power, non-nuclear safety related equipment and at
some location they communicated with cables from both divisions of the safety systems. In a:1 cases, these

'+4
.

cables were protected from electrical faults by circuit breakers or fuses. '

One of the exceptions is a direct result of the original design philosophy intended to provide increased
reliability by allowing selected equipment to be powered, at different times, by either division of a safety,

related power system, nis design feature is common to many plants of Vermont Yankee's vintage. De
other exception was a cable installed early in plant life and was determined to involve an error in the design

,

process.
.

*

Our detailed review of these conditions concluded that the cause of the conditions cited, with the two
exceptions noted above, was a late change in design requirements during original construction and licensing,
coupled with inadequate implementation of the new requirements.

,

.

; .

4
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| The cable separation issues cited above have been corrected. The NRC staff has reviewed these cable

| separation issues as well as the Basis for Maintaining Operation documents and have concluded that
Vermont' Yankee''s actions aad evaluations were appropriate. (50-271/97-12, dated March 3,1998)

ne DERs describing flooding issues, were discovered as a result of the IPEEE development and are a result j
| ofinadequacies in the previous plant flooding study. His issue is being aggressively pursued through the l'

preparation of an Internal Flooding Design Basis Document (DBD) which will provide clearly defined bases l
and documentation for protection from internal flooding events. His DBD will also serve to provide !

guidance to plant personnel in performing future evaluations regarding flooding issues. Ii

|
Vermont Yankee believes that the identification of these issues, rather than being the result of a

^

programmatic problem, is the result of ongoing analyses which are intended to ensure the identification and j

protection from events such as these. De fact that these issues were identified through a process intended to |
,

| ascertain and evaluate plant risk, including internal plant flooding, indicates that a programmatic problem j
i does not exist. On the contrary, identification of these issues indicates the validity of processes such as '

IPEEE and evidences the questioning attitude of Vermont Yankee personnel and their commitment to safe
operation.

!

6. Lack of Adeaunte Perimeter Security

CAN asserts that Vermont Yankee should be required to cettify that they have a security system in place that
meets all NRC requirements. [CAN's 2.206 Petition at 10-11) CAN bases this assertion on (1) the incident

| involving Mr. Carl Drega and (2) the results of a recent security inspection. [ld at 9-10]
;

| The implications of the incident involving Mr. Carl Drega have been tho oughly reviewed by the NRC. In
an NRC Special Inspection (Report No. 50-271/97-07, September 4,1997) of our Access Authorizadu ti
program in response to an external event involving this individual, NRC determined that our " access i

| authorization program meets the applicable regulatory requirements". On June 26,1998 the NRC issued its j

| " Final Report on Incident Involving Carl C. Drega". This report also concluded "your access authorization
'

| program met the applicable regulatory requirements".
i

! The reactive inspection conducted at Vermont Yankee and other sites was in response to the discovery, j
initially reported to the NRC by Vermont Yankee, that Mr. Drega had been granted unescorted access to our

| plant. Mr. Drega was granted unescorted access authorization at Vermont Yankee in 1992 and 1995. Since
| that time he was also granted access at several other sites: at Pilgrim in 1997 and Indian Point 3 in 1997. It

'

was also determined that Mr. Drega met access requirements at Seabrook. However he had no need for j

access to the site and was not issued a badge. |

The Commission also conducted inspections at Pilgrim and Indian Point 3 concluding, as it did at Vermont ;

Yankee, that regulatory requirements were met. He report in its " Overview" states: "De inspections did
not identify violations of regulations or licensee commitments with respect to the access authorization

i

j programs, access control equipment, or FFD (Fitness for Duty) programs. Furthermore, the inspectors
concluded through interviews and records checks that the individual had not exhibited aberrant behador that :

would have warranted a denial of unescorted access authorization by any of the three licensees for which he
worked."

| Additionally, the Final Report summarizes a study of potential programmatic implications of the Drg,s
incident. The study was performed in order to identify additional requirements, which could reduce the
likelihood that a person who might pose a threat to the public health and safety could gain unescosted access.

to licensed facilities. Following a thorough review of current requirements and consideration of new
,

- - - - , _ - _
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l

requirements, to include background checks in addition to those already being performed, the report
recommended no changes to current requirements and no addition of new requirements,

ne findings of the recent security inspection at Vermont Yankee, which included perimeter security, have
likewise been addressed.

During the referenced inspection, the NRC assist team conducted a demonstration challenging one aspect of
the electronic intrusion detection system in use at Vermont Yankee. Before, during and after the
demonstration the intrusion detection system wss found to be fully operable in accordance with
manufacturer and Army Corps of Engineers testing criteria, as well as plant procedures. He demonstration,
as intended, did identify a potential vulnerability. The vulnerability was immediately compensated for at the
time of tFe demonstration. Compensatory actions remained in place until corrective actions were completed
which addressed the vulnerability.

Perimeter security at licensed facilities, including Vermont Yankee, is based on a defense in d(fth .

philosophy. Perimeter security may include a combination of a variety of electronic detection systems,
video surveillance arrangements, security lighting, isolation zones and random patrols performed by highly
trained and armed security officers. He vulnerability demonstrated at VY, by the NRC assist team, was in
only one aspect of a multi layered, diverse and redundant perimeter security program.

His issue was cited as a Severity Level-4 violation in Inspection Report 50-271/98-05 dated April 13,1998.
Vermont Yankee formally responded to this violation in our letter BVY 98-66, dated May 13,1998. A
followup inspection of the intrusion detection system at VY, by the NRC, took place the week of August 31,
1998 and based upon inspection of our corrective actions for this issue is to be formally closed by the NRC.

7. Ooeration Should Be Conditioned on the DBD and FSAR Schedule
|

CAN alleges that Vermont Yankee should be allowed to operate only if it meets the schedule which
Vermont Yankee established for completion of the DBD and FSAR verification efforts. [CAN's 2.206
Petition at II) CAN further asserts that Vermont Yankee's license should be modified to impose this
schedule as a license condition.

CAN provides no support for this request.8 It provides no explanation why Vermont Yankee should be I

treated differently from all other licensees in this respect. De NRC is able to monitor Vermont Yankec's a
iprogress, and while these initiatives are important, the precise schedule is not so essential to safety thn it

should be made a condition of the license and of continued operation.

For the Staff's information, Vermont Yankee continues to aggressively pursue DBD development / validation
and our efforts are currently on schedule.

8. A Vertical Slice Safety Assessment is Necessary To Be Certain nat Vermont Yankee's DBD and FSAR
Proiect Has Accurately Captured De Actual Operatina Condition of the Facility's Safety Systems

|

|. CAN states that the NRC should conduct a vertical slice assessment for at least two of the systems covered
by the first five DBDs that Vermont Yankee approved and validated. [CAN's 2.206 Petition at 12] CAN|

i
i

5 CAN's request in effect seeks license suspension if VY does not meet its schedular commitment. Suspending
_

Vermont Yankee's right to operate its plant should be based on a determination that public health and safety requires

| such an action.

1
|

. .- -_ _ .- - . - ,
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contends that such assessments are the only way to determine whether V:.mont Yankee has achieved
sufficient rigor. [M]

| Vermont Yankee does not believe that NRC-SSFI type inspections are required. Vermont Yankee's DBD
validation process employs an SSFI-type methodology to evaluate the station's compliance with design
requirements identified in the DBD. He DBD Validation Team is staffed with highly trained and skilled,

j engineers with considerable SSFI-type experience. A recent NRC assessment concluded that: "the licensee
had strengthened its validation process as a result of the lessons learned from the A/E inspection. The
inspectors concluded the licensee had adjusted the depth and breath of its validation inspection using the

| SSFI techniques similar to those used in the A/E team inspection..."(50-271/97-10, dated February 5,1998)

|
! 9. The NRC should conduct oublic hearings . . to inform the oublic about channes to the torus. compliance

with the DBD and FS AR orocess. results of the AE evaluation. results of an NRC " vertical slice" analysis
; of Vermont Yankee's first set of DBDs. and the implications for oublic health and safety of Vermont
| Yankee's schedule for comolving with the reauirements that it verify and update all DBDs and the FSAR
i

While the caption of this point in CAN's 2.206 petition refers to a number of topics, the only allegation made
by CAN in the text is that Vermont Yankee has not shown how the DBD and FSAR verification programs
are linked or being integrated. [CAN's 2.206 petition at 13-14] CAN asserts that this " warrants a robust
public discussion."

Activities to verify the FSAR accuracy and completeness are currently unb.nvay. Vermont Yankee has
recognized the need to link this effort to the DBD effort from its inception. In fact, significant synerpes ,

exist between these two projects. Currently the FSAR verification project team interfaces with the DBD a .d
| Validation team on a regular basis and efforts are being closely coordinated. It is Vermont Yankee's plan to

maintain strong links between the projects to ensure that issues identified are promptly assessed for their
impact on operability and the necessary actions taken.

10. CAN also reauests that the NRC hold the oublic hearina. conduct a vertical slice analysis. and issue a
Final Decision on this netition before allowina Vermont Yankee to restart for the current refueling
outage

This request was addressed and denied in the NRC's July 6,1998 letter to CAN. No further response is
deemed necessary.

III. Response to AdditionalIssues Raised in Documents Attached to CAN's Petition

1. Misoriented Fuel Bundle

One of the attachments to CAN's 2.206 petition is a May 5,1997 letter from UCS to the NRC conceming
misoriented fuel bundle loading errors. The UCS also comments on DER (MIS 2) in the May 14,199t'
attachment to the CAN petition, reporting the discovery of a peripheral fuel oundle channel fastener in an
incorrect position at VY.

The UCS description of this occurrence is not accurate. The fuel bundle in question did not remain in the
core for an entire operating cycle misoriented by 90 degrees. The misoriented bundle occurred during the
initial fuel shuffic and was discovered by VY personnel prior to the final core verification. Plant operation

j occurred with all fuel bundles properly oriented. As a result, the discussion that " fortunately it was a
!

_.
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|
peripheral bundle" because of the severe consequences of a misoriented bundle in the center of the core is
incorrect and not pertinent to this event,

he UCS description of the independent verification process failing at Vermont Yankee is also incorrect.
ne error occurred in the generation of the fuel movement schedule. He fuel move and verification j

processes in executing the step were performed coriectly. He misoriented bundle was discovered by plant
'

personnel, prior to final verification of the as-built reactor core. Herefore the UCS statement that this final
verification process also failed at Vermont Yankee is not accurate.

He NRC reviewed this event and the corrective actions as part of Inspection Report 50-271/98-04, dated )
June 4,1998. In this repon the Inspector noted the following; " Incorrect orimtation of a peripheral fuel
bundle was identified by an alert operator during an unrelated activity". De errors were " mitigated by the
fact that they were identified and corrected during the ongoing fuel movement operation, and an opportu nty
for discovery of the condition still existed during the full core verification phase of refueling" (i.e.
verification of the as-loaded core had not been performed yet). " Licensee corrective actions were prompt

,

i

and appropriate". [ Emphasis added.]

Vermont Yankee did not operate with a rotated fuel bundle. Derefore the UCS statement: "It clearly occurs
more often than tha: GE figure, as once again demonstrated at Vennont Yankee", is incorrect.

Additionally, the DER number from the UCS report is noted as 34152. DER number 34152 pertains to an
event at the Nine Mile Point station. He correct DER number for the Vermont Yankee event is 341',4.

- 2. Miscellaneous DER Ouestions

Our detailed evaluation of the issue reported in DER 32146, documented in Basis for Maintaining Operation-

BMO 97-016, concluded that the cables in question were provided with adequate electrical protection and,
although run in the same box for a short distance, were separated by a distance which significantly exceeds
the distance required for separation by current-day standards. He Basis for Maintaining Operation
document did not rely on any accident scenario as a condition of the acceptability of the discovered
condition.

DER 34135 was based on Vermont Yankee's 10CFR50.72 (bX2Xi) notification of April 27,1998. Le
Vermont Yankee event notification work sheet identified that: "An Event Report was initiated as a result of
the VY High Energy Line Break (HELB) investigation / analysis." He event was that the refuel floor ,

blowout panels would potentially relieve at a higher pressure than stated in the FSAR during a HELB event.
His work sheet does not state that this is the only design function for these relief panels. De UCS
comment on DER 34135 says "De licensee states that the only reason for this design provision is in the
event of a high energy line break." Neither the NRC DER nor the Vermont Yankee internal event
notification makes such a statement. Verinont Yankee engineering personnel involved in the evaluation
were fully aware that the original design basis for the reactor building relief panels is tornado pressure relief.

IV. Conclusion

ne Petition submitted by CAN in our judgement does not support or justify the extraordinary measures
requested. Fce the most part the issues discussed in the petition were selfidentified and are already resolved
or in the process of being resolved through our corrective action process. In some cases the information
presented in CAN's petition is inaccurate. All of our activities are subject to continuous self-assessment,
independent audit, periodic inspection and we will maintain our rigorous Configuration Management;

,

, _ w. .-
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Improvement initiatives. We are firmly committed to operating Vermont Yankee safely and we are
confident in the NRC's ability to provide adequate regulatory oversight through its periodic inspection and
on-site resident inspector programs. We therefore believe that the CAN Petition should be denied.

We trust that the enclosed information is responsive to your request. Should you have any questions or -
desire additional information, please contact us.

Sincerely,

VERMONT YANKEE NUCLEAR POWER CORPORATION

/

P r
Don .

Vice esident, Engineering

cc: USNRC Region 1 Administrator
USNRC Resident Inspector-VYNPS
USNRC Project Manager-VYNPS
Vermont Department of Public Service

;
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