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YANKEE NUCLEAR POWER CORPORATION

Tnterrogatory No, 1
wuestion:

Please identify all persons who participated in the
preparation of answers to these interrogatories and
production requests, and identify the portions of
your response to which each person contributed.

Response:

Don A. Reid, VYNPC (Interrogatories Nos. 8, 9, 10, 12,
16, 17, 18, 23, 24, 26 & 28).

John T. Herron, VYNPC (Interrogatories Nos. 5, 6, 8, 9,
10, 12, 13, .4, 15, 16, 17, 23, 24, 26, 28 & 29).

Ron M. Keith, VYNPC (Interrogatories Nos. 8, 9, 10, 12,
13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 23, 24, 26, 28 & 29).

Jay K. Thayer, YAEC (Interrogatories Nos. 10, 13, 17,
19, 24 & 28).

Kevin J., Burns, YAEC (Interrogatories Nos. 10, 11, 17,
19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30 & 11).
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interrogatory No, 2

Question:

2. Provide an estimate per event of the man-hours and
cost of complying with the surveillance require-~
ments which are proposed to be deleted.

Response:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory on the
ground that the information sought is irrelevant to the

admitted contention in this proceeding.

Interrogatory No., 3
Question:

3. Provide an estimate of the man-hours and cost to
effect the proposed amendment. Include, but do not
limit, costs to:

a. Coecs to respond completely to all regulatory
agencies ana satisfy completely all regulatory

processes.
b. Costs of all analyses.
c. Costs for modification of ali documents.
d. Costs for modification of all plant proce~-
dures.
e. Costs for retraining of all personnel for
modificatiouns.

Response:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory on the
ground that the information sought is irrelevant to the
admitted contention in this proceeding.




Interrogatory No. 4

E

4. Discuss the cost effectiveness of the proposed
amendment for the balance of plant life. Do not
assume as cost, any instance of planned inoper-
ability of components where surveillance can bae
doubled for requirements other than those proposed
to be deleted by proper scheduling. Neither assume
48 Cost any outage or shutdown as a result of the
testing proposed to be deleted since identification
of a subsystem which is on the verge of failure,
while its redundant subsystem is inoperable, can
only be considered a benefit,

Response:
Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory on the
ground that the information sought i3 irrelevant to the

admitted contention in this proceeding.

interrogatory No., $
Question:
$. Provide a legible set of Piping and Instrumentation

Diagrams (P&ID’s) for each system or subsystenm
which is affected by the proposed amerdment.

Eesponse:

The requested documents will be made available for
inspection and copying at the offices of Vermont Yankee
Nuclear Power Corporation, Ferry Road, Bruttleboro, Vermont,
at a date and time mutually convenient to counsel in this
proceeding.

Interrogatory No. 6
Question:
6. Provide a legible set of One-line Wiring Diagrams

for Station One~line, 4160 V Auxiliary One-line,
Emergency 4160 V Auxiliary One-line, BOP 4160 V




Auxiliary One-line, and Emergency 480 V Auxiliary
One-Line.

Response:

The requested documents will be made available for
inspection and copying at the offices of Vermont Yankee
Nuclear Power Corporation, Ferry Road, Brattleboro, Vermont,
at a date and time mutually convenient to counsel in this

proceeding.

Interrogatory No, 7
Question:

7. For each system cr subsystem affected by the
proposed amendment, provide a failure mode analysis
showing each potential failure mode (passive and
active) which would prevent the systea from per-

forming its safety function, and the consequences
of such failure,

Response:

Failure mode analyses for the Core Spray and Diesel
Generator systems are contained in the report entitled
"Impact of Alternate Testing on Component and System Avail-
ability"” submitted by Vermont Yankee on July 15, 1988 (here-
inafter, the “"Report"). The Report also sets forth the basis
for the judgment of Vermont Yankee that the components of the
other systems affected by the proposed amendment are suffi-
ciently similar as to warrant extrapolation of the conclu-
sions of the detailed studies of these two systems to the
balance of the affected systems. However, no detailed

failure mode analyses of the balance of the affected systenms

was performed or is availabl? to Vermont Yankee.




Insofar as this interrogatory might be construed as
calling for the development of such studies, Vermont Yankee
objects to it on the grounds that (i) calls for original
research projects are impermissible dilcovory1 and (ii) the
request would be unduly burdensome. It has been estimated
for Vermont Yankee that the additional detailed failure mode
analyses called for would require approximately 2 man-years

to prepare and cost approximately $250,000.

interrogatory No, 8
Question:

8. For each system or subsystem affected by the
proposed amendment, identify each active component
or device necessary to gortor- the safety function
of the system (include by special note, each com~-
ponent or device which becomes active only during
the testing which is proposed to be eliminated).
For each identified device or component, provide a
table or computer printout of the following:

a. Mark number of system identification

b. Component or device name or description
[ Manufacturer/Supplier

d. Model Number

e. Safety Classification

. Applicable Manufacturing Code

g. Applicable Environmental Qualification (IEEE-
323) Report

h. Qualified Service Life (in both time and num-
ber of demands)

l5ee, 2.9., . (Susquehanna

Esnnsylvania Power & Light Co
Steam Electric Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB~613, 12 NRC 1317,
334 (1980); Houston Lighting & Power (0. (South Texas
Project, Units 1 and 2), LBP-80-11, 11 NRC 477, 478 (198).




Rasponse:
The response to this interrogatory is presented in

Attachment A to these answvers.

interrogatory No. 9
Question:
9. The Vermont Yankee submittal of December 7, 1907,
proposes to amend the Bases of the Technical Speci~

fication by removing the present daily testing
Basis and replacing it with:

"Assurance of the availability of trhe remain-
ing systems i{s demonstrated by tes'ing per-
formed in accordance with the reguirements of
ASME Section XI. ., .®

For each component or device tabulesced in Inter-

rogatory No. 7 above, identify the ASME Section XI
reference which establishes test requirements.

Response:

This information is contained in, and can be extracted
from, che document entitled “Inservice Testing Program,
Revision 9" transmitted to the NRC Staff by letter of Vermont
Yankee dated July 28, 1988 (FVY 88-6)) and a copy of which
was served upon the Board and parties to this proceeding by
letter of counsel dated August 4, 1988.

Inturregateory Neo, 10
Question:

10. For each cdeleted or amended surveillance require~
ment prorosed in the Vermont Yankee submittal dated
December 7, 1987, p= vide the followi "before and
after® tabulation. a tabulation should be made for
each "echnical Specification Surveillance Section
proprused for revis =n.

a. Each crmponent or device responsible for pro-
viding safety function (from Interrogatory No.
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7 above) for this specific surveillance re-
quirement.

b. Surveillonce frequency for each component
listed in a. above which is proposed to be
deleted.

e. Surveillance fregquency for each component in
a, ahove without the surveillance requirement
which is proposed to be deleted.

d. Reference for the surveillance identified for

C. above (Technical Specification Section,
ASME XI IST Program Section).

CiRonse:

The infurmation requested by this interrovatory is
contained in, and can be extracted from, the document
referred to in the response to Interrogatory No. 9, together
with the table contained in the application for the license
amendment that is the subject of this proceeding (submitted
by the letter of Vermont Yankee to the NRC dated December  F
1988 (FVY 87-112) (hereinafter, the “"Application")), together
with the Vermont Yankee Technical Specifizations sections
referred to in the Application,

Interrogatory No, il
Question:
i1, Describe the availability of Manufacturer and Model

Specific failure rate information for the compo-
nents and devices affected by the proposed amend-
ments. Identify any applicable industry reports.
Provide ies of your correspondence with the
suppliers identified in Interrogatory No. 7 above

requesting Manufacturer and Model Specific failure
rates, and their responses.



Response:

Vermont Yankee is not aware of any manufacturer and
model-specific failure rat  .nformation for the components
and devices affected by the proposed amendment that is in the
public domain. Vermont Yankee does not possess or have
ACcess to any such proprietary information from individual
manufacturers,

Some information can be gleaned from the Nuclear Plant
Reliability Data System maintained by INPO., The information
used in preparing The Report will be made available for ine
spection and copying at the offices of Yankee Atomic Electric
Company, 580 Main Street, Bolton, Massachusetts, at a date

and time mutually convenient to counsel in this proceeding.

interrogatory No, 12
Quastion:

12. Identify any I4E Bulletins, Circulars and Informa-
tion Notices, and any NRC Genaric letter which are
applicable to components and davices identified in
Interrogatory No. 7 above (Manufacturer and Model

Number, or similar models). Prcvide Vermont Yankee
responses to identified items,.

Response:

Vermont Yankee does not possess records listing closed
I4E Bulletins, Circulars and Information Notices (L:8., such
documents as to which Vermont Yankee's review, assessment and
response (if any) has been completed) by the component af-
fected. Consequently, compiling the information requested by

this interrogatory would require original research among the

set of IGE Bulletins, Circulars and Information Notices,




which documents are available to the Intervenor as public
documents, and the burden of compiling which information
would pe essentially the same for the Vermont Yankee as for
the Intervenor. (See Fed. R. Civ., P. 33(e).) Consequently,
Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory for the reasons
set forth supra at note 1.

The response subritted by Vermont Yankee to any I4E
Bulletin, Circular or Information Notice will, upon the
identification by the State of Vermont of any particular I&E
Bulletin, Circular or Information Notice for which it wishes
to inspect the response, be made available for inspection and
copying at the offices of Vermont Ysnkee Nuclear Powver
Corporation, Ferry Road, Brattleboro, Vermont, at a date and
time mutually convenient to counsel in this procaseding.

interregatory Ne. 1
Question:
13. Provide a chronological identification of failures
or reportable events in any of the systems or
Por 4ach ites laentifled Brovime coe torimeits:
'
a, Date of the Event

b. System

c. Event Report Number

d. Cougonont or device (by mak number) respon-
sible or affected by the event

.. Repair/Replacement time for the component or
device responsible for the event

Previde a copy of each event report identified
abuve.







14,

Response:

interregatory No, 14

Identify the following for each proposed deletion
of testing requirements:

Number of gnsxg*g.sgﬂ (planneu maintenance or
repairs, etc.) instances in the life of the
plant in which this testing requirement has
been invoked.

Number of Tn;n;&n&,,lﬂﬂ (unplanned events)
instances in the life o. the plant in which
this testing requirement has n inveked,

Provide event reports and all related documentation
for these unanticipated events. Provide documenta-
tion from plant records (operator’s 1 8, procedure
checklists) which demonstrate the results of
invoking these testing requirements.

c.

Number of instances in either group a. or b.
above in which touti:: of alternate systems
produced a failure and caused power reduction.
Identify the date of occurrence and Event
Report Number. Provide all related documenta-~
tion, such a3 operational logs, procedure
checklists, repair records, etc.

Number of in 'tances in either group a, or b.
above in whi.\ the Limited Condition of Opera-
tion (LCO) tim)y limit oxrxrod. and powver re-
duction occurred. Identify the date of occur-
rence and Event Report Number. Provide all
related documentation, such as operational
logs, procedure checklists, repair records,
ete.

Vermont Yankee does not possess records containing the

information requested by Interrogatories Nos. 1) and 14 in

readily available form. The information is contained in, and

can be compiled and extracted from, voluminous plant records

(which records will be made available for inspection and

copying at the offices of Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Cor-
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poration, Ferry Road, Brattlehoro, Vermont, or Vermont Yankee
Nuclear Mower Station, Governor Hunt Road, Vernon, Verment,
depending upon the locatieon of the records in questoin,at a
date and time mutually convenient to counsel for the par-
ties), and the burden of compiling and extracting tie
infermation would be essentially the same for Vermont vYankee
as for the Intervenor. (See Fed. R. Civ. P. 3¥(e).)
Consequently, Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory on
the grounds (i) set forth gupra at note 1, and (i{i) on the
grounds that the effort required to research the information
Fequested by this interrogatory would be unduly burdensome.
Vermont Yankee has eitimated that compiling and extracting
the infoimation called for by this interrogatory would
Fequire approximately .5-.75 man-years of effort and cost
approximately $60,000-$90,000,

Notwithstanding and without waiving this objection,
Vermont Yankee has researched the requested information for
the past S years in connection with its preparation of
Attachment B to these interrogatories and provides the
following inforsation:

a, * b, During the period covered, the records
revieved revealed that alternate testing has been invoked 175
times. Vermont Yankee is unable to Supply the disaggregation
of this total requested by sub-parts «. and b, because (1)
the interrogatory fails to define the classifidation re-

quested with sufficiant precision, (1i) because, insofar as
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alternate teating might (under the exinting provisions) be
required on account of a maintenance decision, maintenance
decisions can be too subjective to be readily classifiable in
the marner suggested by this interrogatory, and -
records reviewed do not permit such classificat

c. Of the instances referred to in the 1 - to
Sub-part a., alternate testing "produced a failure and caused
[A.®., the failure required under applicable guidelines)
pover reduction” 6 times.

d. Of the instances referred to in .he res,'onse to
sub-part a., no instance vas discovered in vhich the
"Limit[ing) Condition of Operations (LCO) time limit ax~
pired®,

The documents reviewed for this project will be made
available for inspection and copying ut the offices of
Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation, Ferry Road,
Brattieburo, Vermont, at a date and time mutually convenient

to counsel in this proceeding.

interregatory No. 13
Question:

15, How are the testing requircments which are proposed
to be deleted presently incorporated into plant
procedures? ldentify and provide copies of all
operating, maintenance, emergency and/or other
procedures incorporating these test reguirements,

Eesponse:
The VYNPS Technical Specifications, in their present

form, dictate when alternate testing is required. The




procedures to be used for conducting the tests are contained
in the appropriate test procedures, which, with the excepticn
of diesel generators, are the same as the procedures employed
for conducting rcutine surveillance tests. (For diesel
Jenerators, the alternate tests consist of one hour in lieu
of eight hou:r runs.)

The documents requested by this interrogatory will be
made available for inspection and copying at the offices of
Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation, Ferry Road,
Brattieboro, Vermont, at a date and time mutually convenient

to counrsl in this proceeding

Anterregatory No. 16
Question:

16. Describe the anticipated surveillance and main-
tenance activities of the components affected by
this proposed amendment, Specifically:

a. What is the maintenance frequency of each
component?

b. How is the maintenance scheduled?

e. Yow oftan does the testing the alternate sys-
ten requirement come into effect?

4. What, if any, verification and surveillance of
the aiternate system takes place before taking
& component out of service for maintenance?

.. Is this pre-maintenance surveillance regquired
by Technical Specifications? 1If se, identity
the references.

f. Is this pre-maintenance surveillance covered
in maintenance and operation procedures? 1If
80, provide copies of the procedures and
identify the applicable section(s).

01‘.




9. Provide all chacklists and maintenance records
since the last scheduled outage for the com=
ponents and devices affected by this request.

Eesponse:

a. + b, Maintenance frequency and schedule varies
depending upon any one or more of the following factors:

Vendor recommendations.

Shift supervisor and plant management judgment .

Location of components.

Severity of the condition of Tonents.

Time of the year (f.g., wint summer) .

Time into the operating cycle.

Other equipment out of service,

Scheduled outages,

Maintenance history of components.

Consequently, fixed ansvers by components cannot be given,

e. Alternate testing is performed whenever one of the
components listed in the response to Interrogatory No. 8 is
inoperable.

d, Per VYNPS Procedure AP-0025, the shift supervisor
determines what verification or surveillance, if any, will be
performed prior to a component or systesm being removed from
service for maintenance. This decision is based on one or
more of the following factors:

Shift supervisor evaluation of the situation.

When the last surveillance or testing vas performed.

Duration of the maintenance.
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Other Technical Specification equipment that may re out
of service,

LD No.

£. + g. Procedure AP-002% and the documents I 'gquested
by sub-part g. will be made available for inspection and
Copyiny at the offices nf Vermont Yankes Nuciear Power
Corporation, Ferry Road, Brattleboro, Vermont. at a date snd

time mutually convenient to counsel in this proceeding.

Anterreqatory No. 11
Question:

17. The Vermont Yankee submittal of December 7, 1987,
proposes to amend the Bases of the Technical Speci-
fication by removing the present daily teating
Basis and replacing it, in part, with:

Assurance of the availabli.ity of the remaining
systems is demonstrated by . . . verifying the
system ‘s in an operable status."

a, Describe the bypassed an? inoperable status
indications available to the control room
operator for each system or subsysten affected
by the proposed amendment.

b. Describe the degree of com;:(wnce with Regula«
tory Guide 1.47, "Bypassed an. Inoperable
Status Indication for Nuclear Power Plant
Safety Systems.*

Q. If manual operations or acticns (movement of
toggle svitches, etc,) are necessary for the
systems or ouborotcno affected by the proposed
amendmunt, provide copies of procedures con-
trolling those who must tuke those actions.

d, Identify any instance in the life of the plant
in wvhich bypassed and inoperable status in-
dicatie™ has not been set correctly. 2rovide
all re tad docume.tation,

.. The oubzoct of bypassi safety systems (s
identified as an area of concern in NUREG~
1351, “Implications of the Accident .t Cher-
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Response:

nobyl for Safety Regulation of Commercial
Nuclear Power Plants in the United States,"
August 1987. 1In the report Section 1.3.2, it
is stated,

"The current effort under way at NRC to
revise RG 1.47 was recommended in
NUREG/CR-3621 . . . [which) identifies
some of the tasks associated with
mon.toring the status of bypassed safety
systems (e.g., updating status boards and
determining system status during all
mcdes of operation) which are prone to
human errors. These human factors con-
siderations are being reviewed for
possible inclusion in RG1.47."

Describe Vermont Yankee’s awareness of and
involvement with this NRC program.

Discuss why Vermont Yankee believes it to he
prudent to alter the present safety Basis of
the plant to a Basis which is curreatly an NRC
concern and being revised.

Why would it not be more prudent to withdraw
the present request until the Bypassed and
Inoperable Status Indication issue is re-
solvad?

VYNPS control room operators have available for

their use a number of indications for determining the

bypassed and inoperable status of systems, sub-systems or

components affected by the proposed amendment. These

include:

1.

Individual component status lights, which may be

rad, green or (in some cases) amber, located in the

control room and providing information on position

and power availability.
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3 Automatic alarms sounding in the control room
provide a wide range of indication, the bulk of
which is used in determining operability status.

3. Procecure AP-0140 ("Switching and Tagging Pro-
cedure”) is used, in conjunction with the require~-
ment of shift supervisor permission, to control the
system and component status and maintenance done on
any VYNPS system. Tre tags employed give direct
indicaticn to control room operators of individual
component status and the status of the system.

4. Procedural controls and operating practices require
that the shift supervisor be informed and give
permission ‘or wurking on any plant equipment.

b. Regulatory Guide 1.47 has not been committed to by
Vermont Yankee and is nhot part of its regulatory basis.
Consequently, Vermont Yankee does not possess any readily
available study of the dagree to which, were it applicable,
the guidelines of Reg. Guide 1.47 would be met. Vermont
Yankee objects to this interrogatory to the extent that
responding to it would require original research, for the
reasons set forth at note 1, guprz. The methods utilized to
monitor the status of bypassed and inoperable equipment are
described in the respcrse to sub-part a.

(- Vermont Yankee does not comprehend what information
is being requested by this interrogatory, and consequently

cannot respond to it.
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d. Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory on the
same grounds as are stated above in response to Interroga-
tories Nos. 13 and 14, and on the further ground that the
interrogatory does not prcvide a sufficiently precise
engineering definition to permit a categorical response.
Notwithstanding and without waivira this objection, Vermont
Yankee has researched this information for the last 5 years
during the process of preparing Attachment B to these
interrogatories, and provides the following information:

1, While there have been instances involving calibra-
tion errors and literal non-compliance with tagging
requirements, no instance where system unavail-
ability could only have been determined by alter-
nate testing was detected, and the answer to the
question, as most likely intended, is therefore
"None."

2. The documentation reviewed for this project is

provided in a prior response.

3. The intervenor ray wish to refer to LER’s 83-32 and
84-05.,
e, Vermont Yankee is generally aware of the on-going

NRC program referied to. It is not involved in any way in
that program.
£. Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory, on

the grounds (i) that as phrased is it mere argument and not a

request for information, and hence is not a proper use of the




discovery provisions of the Commission’s Rules of Practice,
and (ii) that the information called for is irrelevant, in
that the standard for approving or disapproving this amend-
ment is whether it conforms to the Commission’s reculations,
not whether it is "prudent." Notwithstanding and without
waiving this objection, Vermont Yankee points out (i) that
the basis for proposing this amendment is the fact that
implementation of the amendment will eliminate testing that
is both unnecessary and a contributor to the unavailability
of the affected safety systems, and (ii) contrary to the
implicit assumption of this interrogatory, reference to
control room status indicators is not the only effort taken
by Vermont Yankee to verify the operability of redundant
systems in the event of the unavailability of a system train,
As a consequence, the desirability of this arendment is, in
Vermont Yankee’s judgment, not dependent upon any outcome
that migh® someday eventuate from Staff consideration of

possible amendments to Reg. Guide 1.47.

Interrogatory No. 18
Question:

18. Why are the Surveillance %jections of the Technical
Specifications which are proposed to be deleted not
replaced with statements requiring operators to
verify immediately the operability status of the
redundant system?

Response:
Vermont Yankee believes that, perforce the provisions of

the Technical Specifications establishing LCOs, the operators
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are required to be continuously cognizant of
the systems referred to, whether or not an
heretofore has triggered alternate testing requirements has

occurred. Vermoiit Yankee therefore believes that the

additional language suggested by this interrogatory would ke,
at best, mere surplusage, and that it might possiltly be
misleading.

interrogatory No, 19

v 1

19. On July 15, 1988, Vermcnat Yankee responded to an
NRC request for additional information by submitt-
ing the report, "Impact of Alternate Testing on
Component and System Availability (hereinafter
called "The Report")."

Indicate who prepared "The Report," Pickard,
Lowe and Garvick, Inc., or Yankee Atomic
Electric Company. Indicate the relatio
between Yankee Atomic Electric Company
Pickard, Lowe and Garrick, Inc.

ne Report" 1is a document whicn affects
lality and safety, falling under the require-
ments of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Section

iment Control," which states that su
‘ments musl be "reviewed for adequacy

ipproved for release by appropriate person
nel." However, "The Report" provides n
indication of review or app:roval.
i imentation demonstrating that suc
and approval took place, includin
°of all reviewers and approvers;
review, mment and approval
reviewvers and approvers.
Provide a copy of the Quality Assurance
procedure governing the preparation,
aind approval of "The Report."
[dentify the qualifications of all preparers,
reviews and approvers, and specifically their
ackground and experience in the preparation
°>f PRA aralyses.




Response:

a. The report was prepared by personnel from Yankee
Atomic Electric Company (YAEC) and Pickard, Lowe and Garrick,
Inc. (PLG). The relationship between YAEC and PLG was that
of two independent contractors working together under the
direction of Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation.

b. Vermont Yankee'’s request to change the Technical
Specifications regarding alternate testing was submitted on
December 7, 1987 and contained the licensees’ conclusion that
the proposed change did not involve a.. unreviewed safety
question as described in 10 C.F.R. § 50.59, During NRC’s
review of this proposed change, suppiemental information was
thucrtcd of the licensee in the form of "additional informa-
tion to complete our (NRC) review." "The Report" was
prepared in response to this request and provided a quantita-
tive basis documenting the conclusion in the amendment
request that removing the current alternate testing require~-
ment results is a measurable plant safety enhancement. This
supplemental information provided in response toc an NRC
question, supports a prior Vermont Yankee determination and
is therefore not a design record as defined by 10 C.F:R,,
Part 50, Appendix B and the Vermont Yankee Quality Assurance
Program. Therefore, the Vermont Yankee Quality Assurance
Program was not required to be applied to "The Report." The
premise in this question is therefore not true and this

question cannot be answered.

e 22 -




C. See response to Interrogatory No. 19(b).
d. This information is provided in the table con-

stituting Attachment C to these answers.

Interrogatory No. 20
Question:

20. Section 5.2.1 of "The Report," as well as Sections
5.2.2 and 6.2, and Appendix C, make reference to
‘Reference 4’ for generic input data. Section 11
identifies Reference 4 as Pickard, Lowe and Gar-
rick, Inc., "Probabilistic Risk Assessment Data
Base for Light Water Reactors," PLG-0500, August
1988.

a. How can "The Report," submitted on July 15,
1988, use a reference published in August
19887

b. Since PLG-0500 is used as basis for safety-
related conclusions, it appears it should also
meet 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Section VI, Docu~-
ment Control rvequirements. Provide an indica-
tion of the level of Quality Assurance as-
sociated with the preparation of PLG-0500.

Has Yankee Atomic audited this area of PLG’s

work?
- Indicate the level of review of PLG-0500 by
Yankee Atomic personnel.
d. Provide a copy of Reference 4.
Response:
i, By oversight, the words "expected publication" were

omitted before the date of August, 1988,

b. Inasmuch as this question is founded upon a premise
that is not true, it cannot be answered. See the answer to
Interrogatory No. 19(b).

c, Data from the PLG data base, which will be docu-

mented in PLG-0500, that was used in The Report was reviewed
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by Yankee Atomic Electric Company for reasonableness and
applicability. This review was based on experirnce and
engineering judgment.

d. At the time The Report was issued, PLG-0500 was
expected to be published in August, 1988; see the response to
sub-part a. Publication has not yet occurred, and therefore
a copy of PLG-0500 cannot be provided. Actual data values

used in The Report are provided in The Report.

Interrogatory No. 2)
Question:
21. Several areas of "The Report" should have referen-
ces added:

a. ’t page 1, line 1, identify a reference for
"the Vermont Yankee Inservice Testing Pro-
gram," and provide a copy.

b. At pages 6, 7, 27 and 28, references are not
provided for equations. Ident.ify the referen-
ces and provide copies.

Response:
a. The document referred to is "Inservice Testing

Program, Revision 9" transmitted to the NRC Staff by letter
of Verriont Yankee dated July 28, 1988 (FVY 88-63) and a copy
of which was served upon the Board and parties to this pro-
ceeding by letter of counsel dated August 4, 1988,

b, The equation on page 6 can be found in NUREG-0492,
"Fault Tree Handbook."

The equation on page 7 is derived on page 7, based on
the cefinition of a mathematical integral.

The equations on page 27 are definitions.
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The equation on page 25 is derived based on the text and

equations on pages 26 and 27,

interrogatory No, 22
Question:

<2. At page 1, lines 20-22 of "“The Report" it is irdi-
cated, "Analyses were performed to quantify the
impact of alternate testing on the availability of
affected systems. The repcrt presents the results
of these analyses." Provide copies of these
analyses and all supporting information.

Response:

The requested documents will be made available for in-
spection and copying at the o.fices of Yankee Atomic Electric
Company, 580 Main Street, Bolton, Massachusetts, at a date

and time mutually convenient to counsel in this proceeding.

Interrogatory No. 23
Question:

23. At page 1, line 5 of "The Report" it is stated,
"Most othes Boiling Water Reactors (BWR) do not
have these alternate testing requirements, since
alternate testing is not part of the BWR Standard
Technical 3pecification."

a. In order to make this statement, the testing
requirements for all other BWRs must have been
reviewed. Based on this statement, identify
all BWR plants which have any part of the
testing proposed to be eliminated which is
more stringent than the Vermont Yankee
proposal.

b. Provide a tabular review of the BWR Standard
Technical Specifications comparing (for each
surveillance test proposed for elimination):

1) Vermont Yankee LCO "out of service times"
before power reduction with those from
th« Standard Technical Specifications.




2) Any areas where the standard Technical
Specifications require testing upon a
"component out of service" which are not
included in the Vermont Yankee proposal.

Provide justification for any item in part b.
above in which the Standard Technical Specifi~-
cation is more stringent than Ve<rmont Yankee
proposal. If there are either LCO or Surveil-
lance Testing requirements which are more
restrictive in the Standard Technical Specifi~
cations, explain what is meant by the state-
ment in the Vermont Yankee proposal lettier of
December 7, 1987, at page 3, paragraph 3, "The
change is . . . consistent with the testing
requirements contained in the BWR Standard
Technical Specifications."

Response:

a. Noting that the statement by which this inter=-
rogatory is preceded is true neither as a matter of fact nor
logic, Vermont Yankee is aware of no such plant.

b. Vermont Yankee does not have the information called
for by this information in Any compiled form. However, the
information called for by this interrogatory is contained in,

and can be extracted and coupiled bv omparison of, the BWR

ytandard Technical Specifications, which is a publicly avail-

Able document, and the Vermont Yankee Technical Specifi-
‘ations, { which the Intervenor is believed to have a copy
and which will be provided for inspection and copying at the
ffices of Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation; Ferry
Road, Brattleboro, Vermont, at a date and tire mutually
convenlient to counsel for the parties. 'he burden of ex-
tracting and compiling the information from these documents

would be essentially the same for Vermont Yankee as for the




Intervenor. (See Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(c).) Consegquently,
Vermont Yankee objects t» this interrogatory on the ground
set forth supra at note 1.

c. See response to Interrogatory No. 23(b).

Interrogatory No. 24
Question:

24. In Attachment 1 to the Vermont Yankee proposal of
December 7, 1987, it s reasoned that daily sur-
veillance should not be perf{ormed based on the
increased chance of component fzilure or degrada-~
tion due to testing. It is further mentioned in
"The Report" at page 4, "Reduced reliability due to
equipment degradation from excessive testing."

a. What is considered to be "test degradation?"
Is it failures caused by the testing or is it
the increased potential for demand fai’iires
required from misalignment in the event ¢f an
accident?

b. For each system or subsystem affected by this
proposed change, discuss whether design
changes are possible or desirable to allow the
required testing to be accomplished safely.

(. 8 IEEE-323 and Regulatcry Guide 1.89 require
that safety-related electrical equipment and
components are tested to the envircnment and
service conditions in which they arve expected
to function. For each component identified in
Attachment 1 of Vermont Yankee letter,
December 7, 1987, provide copies of the
applicable Environmental Qualification test
reports and identify a section reference in
the report which indicates how this surveil-
lance testing has been taken into accourt in
the qualification,

d. Discuss why a requirement to be at HOT
SHUTDOWN within 12 hours of an inoperable
redundant component is not a more prudenc
action to protect public safety since it is
stated tiat the testing presently required s
unsafe.




Response:

a, "Test degradation" refers to component wear or
damage that occurs as a result of a test demand. Degradation
that is repaired after the test is referred to as "test-
related failure" and is considered in the analysis presented
in The Report. Degradation that does not manifest itself as
failure and is not repaired after the test ies the "test
degradation" referred to on page 4 of The Report.

b. Vermont Yankee does not understand what the pro=-
ponent of this information means by the phrase "to be accom-
plished safely," and does not understand what the design
¢ s,als would be, and conisequently does not understand what is
requested by this interrogatory.

c. Vermont Yankee is unaware of an connection between
the testing required (if any) to establish the envirormental
qualification of electrical equipment and the alternative
testing roquirements that aie the subject of this amendment,
and consequently Vermont Yankee does not understand what
information is sought by this interrogatory. Vermont Yankee
will make the Environmental Qualification reports for any
component available for inspection and copying at the offices
of Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation, Ferry Roead,
Brattleboro, Vermont, or such other place as such reports may
customarily be kept, at a date and time mutually convenient

to counsel for the parties and upon specification by the
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Intervenor of the component for which it wisheas to inspect

the Environmental Qualification report.

d. Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory on the
ground that, as phrased, it is not relevant to the admitted
contention in this proceeding. Notwithstanding and without
waiving this objection, Vermont Yankee provides the following
information:

As Vermont Yankee understands this interrogatory, it
asks why any form of continued operation of the plant follow-
ing the unavailability of one train of a redundant systenm
should be countenanced, that is to say, why is%ould not all
Limiting Condition of Operations ("LCOs") be zero as a matter
of regulatory pclicy? As it thus understands the question,
Vermont Yankee does not believe that it has anything to do
with the conformity of the proposed amendment to the Commis~-
sion’s Regulations, or with the desirability of the pending
amendment. Without regard to anyone’s view of the compara-
tive desirability of zero pericd LCOs as a matter of policy,
approval of the pending amendment makes sense because it
would eliminate testing that is both unnecessary and a con-
tributor to the unavailability of the systems being tested.
As for the judgment that permitting the continued operation
ef a plant tollowing the loss of a redundant train, for a
limited cime, both sound engineering judgment and history
lead to the conclusion that the percentage of the time of

one-train unavailability that the second train is also un=



available is very low, and the percentage of the time that
any system muy be called upon to ensure the public safety is
also very low. The compound probability of both conditions
is, therefore, even lower. On the other hand, requiring
unnecessary plant shutdowns is costly to society, both in
economic terms and in terms of unavailable power (or demands
upon finite sources of power), and such shutdowns pose their
own potential challenges to plant systems. Consequently,
Vermont Yankee believes that the jucgment inherent in the
regulatory philosophy that this interrogatory questions is
that the risk that might be avoided by the alternative
philosophy that this interrogatory may he advocating is far
outweighed by the costs and risks of that alternative

philosophy.

Interrogatory No, 25
Question:

25. At page 6 of "The Report," it is indicated that the
linear approximation is valid only when the condi-
tion is met that the failure rate-time product is
‘much less’ than 1. At page 7, the same conditior
applies, although it is not stated. However, for
the failure rate data provided on pages 31 and 32,
and the time periods graphed on pages 34 through
38, it appears this condition may rot always be
satisfied. Describe how the results of the
analysis would change if the failure rate-time
product approaching 1 were taken into account.

Response:
The function (lambda)t is an approximation to the
function 1-e~(lambdajt ,¢ ¢ & 0, both functions give the

same value (zero). As t increases, the value of (lambda)t is
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always greater than the value of 1-e-(lambdajt r1hus yge of

the function [lambda)t to approximate 1-e-(lambdajt i,
overestimate the unavailability due to time-related failures.
Use of the function 1-e~(lambdajt you14q change the results by
reducing time-related failures. This produces an even larger
gain in availability due to eliminating Jaily alternate

tests.

Interrogatory No. 26
Question:

26. At page 8 of "The Report," the second example indi-
cates that the valve which fails the test would be
declared inoperable and repaired,

a. Why should it not rather reai that, if the
valve fails the test, the unit is brought to a
safe shutdown condition?

b. If it is the practice to attempt repair when
both redundar® trains are inoperable, provide
a comparison between Vermont Yankee and BWR
Standard Technical Specifications of the time
allowed for this repair before LCO shutdown is
required. Provide this comparison for each
surveillance test which is proposed for
deletion or modification.

-8 Provide an explanation and basis if, for any
system, the cumpariscn indicates the BWR
Standard Technical Specification is more

restrictive than the Vermont Yankee Technical
Specifications.

Response:

a. The sacond example on page 8 of the report was
intended to illustrate the def.nition of test-related
failure. If a valve fails a test, thes subsequent action

depends on the Tachnical Specification requirements.




Technical Specifications do not require the unit to be

brought to shutdown whenever a valve fails a test.

b.

Such is not the practice. Initiation of an "Lco

shutdown" is required at VYNPS whenever redundant trains are

inoperable, and this requirement will not be changed by the

proposed amendment.

c.

Question:
27.

No answer required.

Interrogatory No, 27

The anomaly presented in the graphs on pages 34, 43
and 45 of "The Report" is purely a function of the
attemp. to repair while both redundant trains are
inoperable instead of bringing the plant to an im-
mediate safety shutdown condition. This is con-
firmed by statements in Sections 5.3.1 and 7.0 of
"The Report." This is an anomaly because it seems
to indicate it is more desirable to net discover a
failure by tasting (if the failure is to occur on
the next demand), but rather to discover it in an
accident event if one were to occur. The anomaly
is removed from the results if it is assumed the
plant immediately proceeds to safe shutdown instead
of repair.

a. Describe how shutdown situations are treated
in the analyses described by "The Report." 1If
the repair period extends beyond the LCO
limit, how is this accounted for? Does your
analysis account for unavailability because
the plant is in an outage?

b. Provide the graphical representations on pages
34, 43 and 45, assuming immediate shutdown in-
stead of repair. For this analysis, to assure
conservatism, choose and justify a minimum
value for Demand Failures and a maximum value
for time-related failure rate.

e Comparing the results from part b. above with
the graphs on pages 34, 43 and 45, discuss the
prudency (sic) of a policy of proceeding
immediately to safe shutdown.




d. If a failure is to occur on the next demand
(and the redundant train is inoperable), is it
more desirable to discover this by test or in
an emergency situation?

Response:

a. A shutdown ICO is entered whenever two ECCS subsys~-
tams are declared inoperable. The LCO requires that the urit
be in shutdown within 24 hours. Repair times used in the
report on page 32 are less than 24 hours. Thus, although the
Technical Specifications would allow an unavailabilicvy for up
to 24 hours, the analysis limited the unavailability to the
repair duration.

No unavailability was considered after the plant was
shut down.

b. As discussed in Part a above, the analysis in the
report already considered the Technical Specifications for
shutdown given that two ECCS subsystems are declared in-
operah)e. Since n~ change in the duration of the Techn' 1\
Specification shutde * LCO is being sought by this amendment,
further analysis discussing differant shutdown 10O durations
is not meaningful.

c. As discussed in Part b above, discussions of the
shutdewn LCO duration is not weaningJul.

d. The report assumes that the demand-related failiures
are random. Thus, the probability that a demand-related
failure will occur on the next demand is assumed to be the
same as the probability that a demand-related failure will

occur on the second or third or fourth or the ntP demand.
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Thus, for demand-related failures, the probability of failure
upon an actual accident demand is the same before and after
the test (or after repair if a demand-related fajilure
occurred at the test).

If a failure is to occur on the next demanrd, then
by definition, the probability of a demand-related failure is
1.0 for the next demand, and some other value for subsequent
demands.

This is inconsistent with the random nature of a
demand-related failure as applied in the report. Thus, the
4ppropriateness of testing given a demand failure probability
of 1.0 is not meaningful.

Interrogatory No, 28
Question:
28. Discuss how the inoperable state of the standby
Liquid Control System which existed from July 11,

1984 to February 8, 1986, is taken into account in
the analysis described in "The Report."

Responge:

The interrogatory refers to the SLC System "Squib"
(explosive) valves, which failed to detonate during annual
surveillance testing, Detonation of the squib vaives is not
(and could not be) within the scope of alternate testing, and
this failure, therefore, is not within the scope of the
testing to be deleted by the proposed amendment., The Report
is limited specifically to the testing to be deleted by the
proposed amendment, and conceptually to testing capable of

being performed while the reactor is operating. Detonation

“w 34 -




of the squib valves, therefore, is not, could not be, and

should not have been "taken into accourt" by the Report.

Interrogatory No. 29
Question:
In Section 8.0 of “The Repor¢,” : is indicated:
"The identif.caticn of putential common cause com-
ponent graups and dovelopms t o7 procedures to sys~-
temacical + evaluate events for Fhe root causes and
coupling ™. Viar. ¢ ¢ is an effective method for

minimizing tn. occurrence of unanticipated multiple
failurec."

For the .ife of t.) plar%, *abulai» each potential
common cause which has beer 'dentified by your proce-
dures. Include date, descriptions, and event reports

numbers. Provide a copy of all avent reports identify~
ing ommon causes.

Response:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory on the same
grounds as are stated above in response to Interrogatories
Nos. 13 and 14. Notwithstanding and without waiving this
objection, Verment Yankee has researched and provide this
information for the last 5 years during the process of
preparing Attachment B to these interrogatories, and provides
the following information:

Potential common cause events are evaluated by one or
more ¢f the following methods:

Investigation and follow-up of a Potential Reportable

Occurrence® and resulting "Licensee Event Report" by

engineering personnel (Procedure AP-0010).

Review and follow-up of the periodic review of equipment
history by maintenance personnel (Procedure AP-0200).

Investigation and follow-up by the shift supervisor and
associated maintenance personnel.
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Only the first two methods are formally doc mented in
plant records. LERs 84-22, 86-04, PROs 88-34 und 88-60, and
certain AP-0200.03 forms have been determined to be poten-
tially responsive to this interrogatory and these documer.ts
will be made available for inspection and copying at the
offices of Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation, Ferry

Road, Brattleboro, Vermont, at a date and time mutually

convenient to counsel in this proceeding.

interrogatory No. 30

Question:

30. In EPRI NP-5475, "ldentification and Classification
of Technical Specification Problems," December
1987, the statement is made in Section 4.2, Impli~
cations for the Use of Risk Based Methods in Tech-
nical Specification Improvement:

"There are at present no generally accepted
means of directly associating levels of risk
and risk changes with the requirement of any
technical specification.”
Why it would not be more prudent to withdraw the
present amendment at this time pending establish-

ment by the Industry of "generally accepted means,"
endorsed by the NRC?

Response:

Vermont Yankee objects to this interrogatory on the
ground that it is not relevant to the admitted contention in
this proceeding, which is to be decided on the basis of
whether the proposed amendment conforms to the Commission’s
Regulations und not whether someone might think it prudent to
withdraw it, Notwithstanding and without waiving this objec~

tion, Vermont Yankee provides the following information:
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The statement:
"There are at present no generally accepted means of

directly associating levels of risk and ris“ changes
with the requirements of any Technical Specification.”

refers to guantjitative levels of absolute risk and guantita~
tive changes in risk. It reflects the lack of established
numerical criteria for acceptable risk, even though levels of
risk and changes in risk can be calculated numerically.

Note that the following is also stated in Section 4.2,
EPRI NP-5475:

"At present, the most objective and direct means

available for assessing the public safety impact of

Technical Specifications is the use of risk-based

me*hods."

The strength of these risk-based methods is their
ability to perform relative comparisons. That is, will a
given change increase or decrease safety? When the results
show a safety benafit, which is consistent with engineering
judgment and experience, then Vermont Yankee believes it is
prudent to proceed with the change.

snterrogatory No. 31
Question:
J1. Demonstrate that the "out-of-service times," during
which it is proposed not to verify redundant sub-
system availability by test, do not cause unneces-

sary risk to public health and safety and the
environment.

Response:

This demonstration is contained in the Report.
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Fage |
ATTACHMENT A
MANUFACTURER/
CONPONENT SUPPLIER . MODEL NO. SAFPETY CLASS
|
Pas-1AL1D) Bingham Motor 2
SK8I29XLSA
Pump Type CVDS
CS-5A(58) wWa'worthn 5208-wWE 2
Reliance Frame K48
Phi1 Gear Corp. SM8-000
CS-12,128) Wa'lworth 527 1PSB-wE i
Reliance 215R2/218TR2
Phil Gear Corp. SMB-2
Co-11A(310) valworta 5247-we 2
Re'iance Frame 215R2
Ph1) Qear Corp. SMe-2
CS-28A(288) Walwort: A-8798-M-18 2
Reliance Trame P-58
Phi1 Qear Corp. SME- 1
NPCI Pump 10x12x18 OyMx 2
Syron Jackson 12x14x2% OVS
Turpine Stop Schutte & Xoerting 88-xC-71 2
Valve
Turpine Contrel Rooert Shaw E-9802-82 2
Valve
NPCY 14 Wa'lworth 2
Peer ey Frame 082248
Phi1 Gear Corp. §MB-3-80
HPCl-80A AFC Industries 73-83-9 0w 2
MPCI-28 wa'worth A-9833-11-98C 2
Peerlens Frame 02020
Phil Gear Corp. SM- 1
HPCI-1H waworth 2
Paeriess Frame D228SN

Phi' Qear Corp. LB )



= 3. &a & LAFM SVERMONT YANKEE POWER Pa3
Attachment A
Page 2
MANUFACTURER/
COMPONENT SUPPLIER MODEL NO, SAFETY CLASS
HPCI-20 Walworth 5247 PS-wE 2
Poer'eas Frame D22SN
Phi) Gear Corp. SMB-4
NPCI-21 Walworth :
Peeriess Frame D2918
Phi) Gear Corp. SMB-3
HPCI-24 wWalworth 85247 PSB-HE 2
Peer less Frame 02000
Phi) Gear Corp. M8 -
HPCI-§7.8%0 Wa'worth 334304 2
Peer lass Frame D384
Frame D868
Phil Qear Corp. M8~
HPCI-1"7 Walworeh 5202-wE 2
Reliance Frame R5S8
Phil Gear Corp. §MB-0
HPCLl-42,4) AFC Industries 70-18~1 DRTFS 0
Ag-192704
MPCI=38,40 Black, Sira'ls & Dryson
HPCI-83 AFC Industries 70-18+1 DARTFS
HPCI-84 Black, Sira'ls & Bryson
REF-2A(28) Chicago Blower
Al'4s Chalmers 1T-10-12
SB-4A(4D) Qynatro) 00818-1
Robot Arm Actuation
s8-8 Oynetro!
Robot Arm Actuation 00816-6
SGT-1A(1M) Oynatro!
Rodat Arm Actustion Q0816-4




5. A& CEFM O SVERMONT YVANKERE POWER P4
Attachment A
Page 3
MANUFACTURER/
COMPONENT SUPPLIER MODEL NO. SAFETY CLASS
SGT-2A(2M) Dynatrol
Rosct Arm Actuation 00616-5 2
SGT-JA(38) Cynatreo!
Robot Arm Actuation 006167 2
P7-1A,8.C.0 Byron Jackson 18 XXH k]
Westinghouse Frame 500 P24
#1 Fan, wWest Fluar Products 28-8 3
Tower wWestinghouse Frame 0138
FW0-35 (Qear)
RSW 894/8 Walworth 483304 B/M 3
535799
Reliance Frame 213R2
Phil Gear Corp. 3M8-2
P8-1A,8.C,0 Byron Jackson k]
Westinghouse Frame 5805 P30
Da=1+1A (18) Fairpanks/Morse J8TDA-1/8 24
PO2-1A(1) Tuthi11 Co. 3
RHR-38A/0 Walworth ?
Reliance Frame ..
Ph{Y Quar Corp. SMB-00
AHR-34A/8 wWalworth 10 G'ob C8 2
Reliance Frame 756
PhiY Qear Corp. Smg-¢
RHR-28A/8 walwortn 2
Reliance Frame TH8
Phil Gear Corp. $M8-0
RMR-31A/0 walworth 2
Reliance Frame 748
Phi1 Gear Corp. SMB-0
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Attachment A
Page ¢

i
|
MANUFACTURER/ |
COMPONENT SUPPLIER MODEL NO. J SAFETY CLASS |
|
RHR-39A/8 wWalworth 12 GATE C8 2
Peerless Frame P12M
Phil Gear Corp. $MB-0
RHR=16A/0 Walworth 102430 2
Reliance Frame L58
Phi) Gear Corp. $M8-00
AHR-85A/D Walworth 5201 -w8 2
Reliance Frame 256 UR4
Phil Gear Corp. SME -4
RMR-18A,8,C,0 Walworth 3340844 2
Reliance Frame P58
Ph{1 Geer Corp. SMB -2
RMR-13A.8,.C.0 Walworth 334384 2
Relfance Frame PSS
Phil Qear Corp. SMB-2
AKR-18) wWalworth J12438-4 ?
Reliance Frame PSS
Phi! Gear Corp. Sme-0
RMR-104 wWalworth 1343044 3
Re'fance Frame PIS
Phi) Geer Corp. Smp-0
RHA-88 Walworth 4 GATE C8 2
Aeliance Frama K48
Phi) Gear Corp. SMB-000
RMR-§7 Walworth 3380220 0
Reliance Freme DGS80
Ph{) Gear Corp. IME-00
RMR«2TA/B Rockwe ! T148)0my 1
El0c. Apparatus Co. Frame C288Y
Phi1 Qeer Corp. SMB-4T
MWR-28A. 8 wa'lworth CasLs 1
Re'larce Frame 2544R)
Mhi) Gear Corp. S8 -)

B



o 88 4 LBAFM SVERMONT YANKEE POWER P ~a
Dy #
Attachment A
Page §
MANUFACTURER/
COMPONENT SUPPLIER MODEL NO, SAFETY C'ASS
P10-1A,0,C,0 Bingham 16x18x26 CVIC 2

GE Triclad Frame 8348 P42
P4S-1A(18) Union Pump Co. Triplex Pos. Dise. 2
GE Triclad Frane J29Y
RCIC-1 Gimpe' 80-13738+A H
RCIC-12 ACF Industries T0-14-1+M 0
RCIC-1) ACF Industries T0-14=2-RK b
RCIC-20, 21 Wa'worth ARARL-N-102F 2
Peerless Frame D68C
PhiY Qear Corp. $MB-00
RCIC-30 Walworth A=9833-M§-E 2
Pesurless Frame D86F
Phil Gear Corp. SM8-0
RCIC~132 Crasser T180M; 2
Ae'larce Frame 068
Ph{1 Qear Corp. SM8-00
RCIC-27 Oresser Tie0w] 2
Aeliance Frame 088
Phi1 Qear Corp. $™8-00
RCIC-131 Wa'lmorth C-44099 2
Peerless Frame 0GS80
Phi] Gear Corp. $M8-00
RCIC-32 Black, Siral's & Bryson 70+«18+-1 ORTS F
RCIC-34 Bluck, Siralls & Brysen 70-18-1 DRTS 0
RCIC-28 8lack, Siralls & Bryson 70-10+1 ONTS )
RCIC~10 Walworth A-T500-M-1640 2
Paer ess Frame D88A

$M8-00

PhiY Gear Corp.
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Attachment A
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MuNUFACTURER/
COMPONENT SUPPLIER MODEL NO, SAFITY CLASS
RCIC-41 walworth 5206-wt ?
Poerans Frame D88A
PR{1 Qear Corp. SMB-000
RCIC-39 Walworeh 5208 we ?
Peer ess Frame 088A
Phi1 Qeer Corp. $MB-00
PaT-1A Bingnan dx8x98 m80 2
5870
JPs Exiae VPS 400/280 P)
~277/400 Specia)
Note: 1, The specific manufecturing code applicedie to these comparents &t

the time they were specifind 1 net readily avatlable without
substantial effort, Vermont Yankee wil) make the documints from
which such information can be extracted available for inqpection
At the offices of Yankee Atomic Electric Company, 580 Main
Street, Bolton, Maseachusetts, upon the spesification of any
partioviar component or companenty,

2. The apn’ican’e Environmenta’ Qua''fication Reporis ‘') o
availaple n the Document File &t Vermont Yankee on ~& ry
Road, Brattiedore, Vermsent,

3. Al1 components are generally designed for & service 1ite nf
40 yours unlens soecifigally stated otherwise in the
Environmental Qualification Reparts.

' None of the above comporents "Decomes active only during the
TORting which 19 proposed to be o' iminated.”
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Attaznment B

INDEX OF SYSTEM STATUS egm i

[ 1 <) REPAIR T
L amre i - : ?c‘.'ur i l!!&;;irtuf ‘ 'v‘:;w;:;i:.
Pl LI 8-3-83 1 Day N/A
Wi AMR-384 8-16-8) i Day CER 03-19/3,
Diese’ ‘8’ /9 8-26-03 i Qey ER B3-20/1@
core Spray Core Seray 78 8-26-02 i Ceay LER 83-20,/1°
AR ‘C' RMR Pump 2703 1 Day N/A
RCIC RCIC §-14-82 2 Days PRO-44
$8aT ‘A’ $BQ° 9-29-983 1 Day NA
S8GT ‘8"’ SBGY 10-5-803 2 Cays N/A
sear '8’ $8QY 18-11-03 1 Day NI
sear 'A' $8QT 10-11-83 L dey NA
Dievw! ‘AT Dlese’ 19=12-03 * Qay LER 83-27/1P
Cores Spray ‘S’ Core Secray 0-12-03 1 Seay WER 832719
Ll ‘3 AR Pump 10-14-02 1 Day LER 33-28/3L
RCIC RCIC 11-1F-0] 2 Cays WER 33-22/10
L9 “PCI~20 111703 L Omy LER 93-32.10
Diese’ ‘AT Diese’ 12-1-02 L Day N/A
Diese! ‘8" Diese) 12-1-8) L Dy N/A
Rere RCIC 121480 1 Dey N A
SBOT ‘A’ s8QT 12-19-83 1 Day N/A
Vs L 12-21-8 2 Days N/
RCIC RC:IC o8-8 i Cay JER 8400
$3GT ‘8 S8CT =10-04 1 ey NA

Sore Spray ‘A’ Core Soray 2-9-04 1 Dey N/A
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e | 1 (€) REPAIR
CATE | REPLACEMENT

YSTEM SaMP F | TIME
RHR Service water ‘A’ AR §/wW 1ie2-84 L oSay
Diese’ ‘A' /9 11-27-04 1 Qeay
Stese! 's' 0/9 11-20-84 L ey
$8cT ‘A’ $BOT 12-4-84 1 Day
$8G” ‘' S8OT 12-8-04 1 Day
$8cT 'A' SBGT 12-16-04 2 Days
Service wWater 'A' §/W Pymp 12-31-04 4 Days
Diese! ‘' 0/6 =7-08 1 Ceay
S8GT '}’ S8GT 1-0-08 1 Day
suC ‘A" SLC Pump 1-18-08 L Says
Diese! ‘D Pyt OV 1-24-88 Jay

XFR Pump

Service wWeter 'C' S/W Pume 1-10-88 2 Qays
Diese) ‘A" 2/6 2-14-88 1 Day
Dinse’ '} 0/ 2-18-08 1 Qey
Core Scray 'A' C/8 2-10-08 ey
Core Soray ‘e’ /P 2-00-08 1 ey
Diese’ ‘A" D/Q 2-21-08 { Qeay
JPs ‘8’ LPS 3-5.88 1 Oay
anR AR-88 3-20-08 1 Sey
Diene’ ‘8’ /9 d-19-08 L Sey
Diese’ ‘At 8 4-23-9% . Qay
Sovling Tower £, wist Fan §-1-08 2 Days
$erv ce water 'C' 8§/W Pump §-10-0¢ 1 Jay

VANKERE POWER >3
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- o qgu—— - ——

EVENT SERCR”

SO —

N/&
NA

N/A

N/A
NA
N’A
N/A
N/A
PRO-§

2R0-8

N/A
NA
N/A

N/A

NA
N/A

N/A

RRR | |
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! “ <) REPAIR | ol

; . CATE | REPLACEMENT EVENT REPQR”
e LA TEN —— SOMPONENT . 3F EVENT TIME 1V, 1.
Service water ‘A" S/W Pump 2-12-84 8 Days NJA
RCIC RCIS 3-13-04 2 CSays N/A
ReR AMR-J18 3/16/084 1 Day N/A
S8CT ‘3 s80° 3-30-84 i Cay N/A
AR AR 39-A 4-3-84 2 Days PRC-S
Service water ‘' $/W Pump 4-12-84 1 Qay N/A
meCl Trig Thrott'le 4-20-84 1 Day LER 84-08

Valve
SLC ‘8" SLC Pump §-4-84 1 Oay NA
ke'‘ef va've

“Ps ‘At UPS §5-4-84 Losay N/A
Diese’ ‘A /8 §-0-3¢4 Jey PRO-10Q
Sarvice w~ater 'S S/W Pump §-14-04 L Qey NoA
RCIC ®low XMTR §-15-04 1 Say PRQ-113
Slese! ‘At /09 §-21-04 L Jey NA
$KaT ‘AT SBOT §-31-84 Jey NA
sore Soray ‘A C/8 Pymp 6-6-84 . Sy Mo-18
S80T ‘!’ S897 6:7-84 i Oays NA
$807 ‘A" spar §-28-84 ! Day NA
RClC ACIc-18 3-8-04 Say JER 8420
SAGT ‘S’ S8gT W0-17-04 1 Qey N/A
$8G” ‘A’ S8GT 10-17-04 1 Sey N/A
Ciese’ A' 2/8 L0e22-04 2 Qays LER 94-22 P%0-48
Drese’ 8 0/ 10-23-04 1 dey JER B4-22.%R0.45
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. CATE REPLACEMENT | BVENT REPCAT
e BYSTEN L SOMPONEN ~orevant 1 timg | NUMBEA
$8G1 ‘A' SBGT 8-12-88 1 Day N/A
RCIC RCIC-18 6-12-08 1 Cay PRQ-19 enc 20
Diese’ ' /0 6-25-08 2 Days N/A
Jtese’ 'A' 0/0 8-27-88 i Day NA
$8QT ‘s 3807 7-10-08 1 Day N/A
RCIC Suction Pressure 7-17-88 1 Dey PRO-28
Switch
HPCl Fittirg Leak T-10-08 L Dey PRO-26
weCl L1 §-5-08 3 Jays N/A
Jlese) 'A' 070 9-28-88 L Qey PRO-31
Diese’ 's' /6 8-20-88 1 Day PRO-3:
Diese) '8’ 0/9 8-29-85 1 Qay RC-1
Service Water ‘A" §/w Pump 8-30-48 2 Days N/A
Diese) ‘S 0/ 8-31-08 1 Oy NA
Service water ‘A’ §/W Pump 10-2-98 18 Cays NA
Service Fater ‘A 3/W Pump 7-3-08 12 Days N/A
RCIC RCIC 7-16-08 L Sey NA
Service Water ‘D' §/W Pump T-16-08 1 ey NA
Service Water '8 S/w Pump T-17-88 L dey N/A
Service water ‘C' S/W Pump 7-18-08 1 Dey N/A
Orese’ 8 2/8 72706 1 Cey N/A
LPS ‘8 UPS 7-30-08 1 Qey N/A

(o0ling Tower £, cest "an 8188 1 Day N/A
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| ! CATE REPLACEMENT | EvENT RgPOART
PR\ )4 - SONPONENT L SF RVENT 41 T .
Service water '0' S§/W Pump 33187 21 Days NA
Core Spray ‘D C/9 Pump 4207 1 Dey NA
RMR 8' SMR Oump 4-320-87 9 Days N/A
Service water 'S S/W Pimp 4-24-07 i Coy N/A
ANR ‘D' RER Pump §-4-07 § Oays 87-21A/8
Service water ‘A S/W Pump §-4-87 18 Days N/A
R™R 'A' RKR Pump §-11-07 § Days 87-21A/8
RHR 'C' RMR Byump $-18-07 § Qayy 07-21A/9
LLL] ‘D' RMR Pump §-208-8" 1 Day 07-21A/8
$BGT ‘A’ Se8gT 6-9-07 L Cay N/A
wPCl HPCl §-10-07 4 Days 3727
SeaqT ‘8’ SBQT §-30-87 L Qey N/A
ANR ‘2" AR Pump 8-30-9" 1 Qey N/A
RCIC RC(C 10-21-07 L Qay NA
wPCl Flow XMTR 11-8-8Y Looey LER 0718
RCIC RCIC 11-9-07 L ey NOA
RCIC Exhaust Check i=i4-0" ¢ Jeys S L PR )
Ya'lve
S8cT ‘s’ SaQv 11-28-07 1 Day N/A
S8G7 A' S85T 11-25-07 1 Qey N/A
Diese! ‘A’ 9/0 12-7-07 § Days N/A
Core Spray C/S 8A 12-11-07 1 Sey NA
LLI =PCI 12-14-87 1 Dey N/A
D ese! ‘s’ 0/9 12-18-07 ! Dey NA
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Iﬁ* ] (<) agPara |
SATE . REPLACEMENT = EVENT REPORT

L §vsTEm L ZOmPONENT L 1L TiME | NUMBER
AmR RriRe28A 12-18-07 1 Day 87-68

RMR '8’ AWR 12-29-07 1 Day N/A

ReR Service water ‘B Rel S/wW i-5-08 1 Oay 88-01

RCIC RCIC i1=i2-80 1 Qey 88-03

L LI G'and Sea? i=14-80 i Day 88-08

vacuum Pump

RCIC Ll 4o 1=14-08 i Day 8004
Service water ‘D' /W Pymp 1-10-00 17 Days N/A

JPS ‘A’ Y8 2-2-08 1 Dey 88-08

$LC ‘' SLC Pump 2-9-08 i Qey N/A

LL{" =“PCe 2-12-08 + Qey N/A

Core Spray 'A' €/8 2-12-08 1 Qay N/A

uPy ' UFS -18-00 1 Day N/&

S8gT ‘A" S8GT 2-22-98 . Qey N/ A

S8GT '8’ seer 2-23-00 ! Qeay NA

L1 1 hg ‘A" SBQT 3-14-00 2 Jaye /A

$8G7 ‘A’ S80Y 3-20-00 L Day N/A

wrs ‘e Urs J-19+-80 3 Days 88-20

Core Spray c/8-119 3-31-00 3 Days LLED |
Service sater ‘D S/W Pump 4-5-00 1 Sey N/A

Service water ‘D' S/W Pump 4-5-88 § Days N/A

wP$ ‘D Py d-5-98 1 Qay N/A

“PS | BV i-3-80 1 Qay 88-2¢
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T { (<) REeATE T
‘ CATE aEPLACEMEN" | EVENT RgeoRt
—2YRTEN i A-wmu.__‘_g.xm. ORI ¢ | NS N | | ——
uPs ‘s UPs i-10-30 i Deay "n-1
$83” '8’ SBGT 4-11-88 1 Sey NOA
RCIC RCIC-) &-1i-0 L Say 08-21
Service water ‘AT /W Pump d-14-80 1 Qay NA
Service water ‘3 S/W Pump 4-15-88 ! Day N/A
RCIC RSIC d-19-08 1 Cay N/A
RHR Service wWater 'D' RMR S/w Pump 4-26-09 i Day 88-34
RMR Service water ‘A’ RMR §/W Pump §-4-30 1 Dey 88-34
Service water 'C' S/W Pump §-9-00 1 Qey N/A
RCIC Trip Solenoig §-11-00 2 Days 88-28
WPt *PCI-14 §-13-00 - 83-3¢
Ll wPet 5-16-00 L Jey N/A
Diese’ ‘" 0/9 §-24-00 2 Days N/A
RNR R%R-10 6-25-88 + Dey M-42
Diese! ‘A" 20 8-9-98 i dey NOA
Diese’ 'A' 9/0 8-17-88 L Sey NA
Diese’ ‘A’ 2/0 8-23-00 1 Day NA
AR Service Water RMR /W 894 8-24-00 i Days 88-40
Clese! ‘A /0 9-1-08 3 Deys 8A- 81




Name o
Kevin Burns

Andrew Dykes

Vesna Dimitrijevic

James Chapman

Role in

Cospeny Study
YAEC Preparer
PLC Preparer
YAEC Reviewer
YAEC Reviewer

ATTACHINENT C

Quelifications
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