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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION B0
before the

ATOMIC SAFeTY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of
Docket No. 50-271-0OLA
(Spent Fuel Pool
Expansion)

VERMONT YANKEE NUCLEAR
POWER CORPORATION

(Vermont Yankee Nuclear
Power Station)
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FURTHER ANSWERS
TO INTERROGATORIES

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.740(f) and this Bcard's
Memorandum and Order of September 27, 1988, Vermont Yankee
Nuclear Power Corporation ("Vermont Yankee") hereby submits
its Further Answers to Interrogatories Nos. 5 and 6 of the
set thereof propounded by NECNP on August 3, 1988,

FURTHER ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

1. The answer previously given by Vermont Yankee to
this inquiry, to the effect that Vermont Yankee intends to
have the proposed Emergency Standby Cooling Sub-system
designed, installed, tested and operational prior to the time
when it desires to store more than 2,000 spent fuel
assemblies in the spent fuel pool, but that it has no more

detailed schedule for accomplishing this effort, is now, and
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was at the time given (August 17, 1988), both true and
complete. 1Installatior prior to exceeding 2,000 assemblies
is still the only firm rmilestone date for accomplishing this
effort.

2. In fact, in the ordinary course, a detailed
definitive schedule for a project of this magnitude could not
be prepared until after certain steps have been taken, such
ar the proposal and approval of funding for the detailed
design of the project (as distinct from the conceptua.
design, which has already been accomplished), the preparation
of the detailed design, approval of capital authorization for
the project once the final parameters are known for certain,
determination of equipment lead times, and coordination of
installation with plant operations. Vermont Yankee's final
determination to undertake this project is also dependent
upon resolution of these proceedings, issuance of the
proposed licanse amendment, and issuance by the NRC Staff of
an SER concluding that the project resolves all outstanding
issues and concerns relevant to the adequacy of the VYNPS
spent fuel pool cooling system. While Vermont Yankee
understands the Staff to be of that opinion, the SER has not
been issued yet, and if for any reason (though none can be
foreseen) this proposal were not acceptable, then Vermont
Yankee would most likely propose some other course of action.

Consequently, the determ.nation by Vermont Yankee to

implement the proposed enharcement to the spent fuel pool




cooling system is as yet conditional, ani .y detailed
schedule is in order in the ordinary course.

3. Because the proposed addition involves no i.ew
technological issues, because the conceptual design of the
system has already been done, and because, therefore, imple~
mentation of the proposeu addition is considered straight-
forward and the lead time to accomplish it is conservatively
bounded with some degree of confidence, Vermont Yankee knows
that there is no present imperative either to begin the
efforts required tc implement this addition, or to adopt
definitive schedules therefor.

4. Because Vermont Yankee presently has authority to
store up to 2,000 spent fuel assemblies in its spent fuel
pool, and because the purpose of offering the proposed
enhancement was to moot the contention offered in opposition
to a request to increase this inventory limit above 2,000
spent fuel assemblies, Vermont Yankee believed that its
commitment was adequate to moot the contention if stated in
terms of system implementation completed prior to the storage
of more than 2,000 assemblies., This is how the commitment is
framed in Vermont Yankee's letter to the NRC Staff dated
March 2, 1988 (FVY 88-17) and reiterated in Vermont Yankee's
letter to the NRC Staff dated June 7, 1988 (FVY 88-47).

5. The discussion between Mr. McElwee and the NRC
Staff that occurred during the meeting of February 9, 1988,

to which the Board has made reference in its Memorandum and



Order of September 27, 1988, is in no way inconsistent with
the foregoing. What Mr. McElwee outlined for the Staff was a
feasibility analysis for completing implementation of the
proposed addition prior to the storage of the 2,001st spent
fuel assembly in the spent fuel pool. The purpose of this
presentation to the Staff was threefold: (i) to demonstrate
that the proposed addition was a feasible solution to the
problem, (1i) to show that design, implementation and testing
could be accomplished prior to storage of more than 2,000
assemblies, and (iii) to make clear to the Staff that Vermont
Yankee did not intend implementation of the proposed addition
until the Staff has concurred that the proposal effectively
resolved or mooted concerns previously expressed. (Ir that
respect, we point out that, contrary to Vermont Yankee's
expectations at the time of the February meeting, congeptual
design was accomplished prior to receipt of the SER, and the
results of that effort were eventually submitted to the
Staff, with copies to the parties, on June 7, 1988.) Mr.
McElwee projected gen2ral milestones first in his
presentation in terms of plant cycles and then in response to
a Staff question in terms of estimated earliest possirle
dates. Plant cycle lengths vary according to plant operating
history. Mr, McElwee did not state then, nor has it ever
been the position of Vermont Yankee, that such a series of
general milestones had been formally established as the

Vermont Yankee schedule for implementation of the addition.



In fact, it is the present expectation of Vermont Yankee
that, once the acceptability of the proposed addition has
been settled, a detailed schedule will be formally
established, and it is the further present expectation of
Vermont Yankee that, in the ordinary course of conservative
business planning, such a schedule would aim to have the
proposed addition fully implemented some time before it would
actually be needed to authorize the stcrage of the 2,001st
spent fuel assembly in the spent fuel pool.

6, As the Board has noted, both Mr, Reid (who signed
the prior answer to interrogatories) and one of counsel for
Vermont Yankee were present at the meeting with the Staff.
The prior answer was prepared or reviewed, as the case may
be, with tre recollection of what transpired at that meeting
in mind (but without actually reviewing the transcript).
Since receipt of the Board's Memorandum and Order of
Septeuber 27th, Vermont Yankee has reviewed the transcript,
and it can see where the language attributed to Mr. McElwee
on pages 19-20 is susceptible of Leing misinterpreted if
taken out of the context of the Vermont Yankee presentation,
80 as to suggest the possible existence of detailed
schedules. In fact, there is no inconsistency between or
among Mr. McElwee's presentation, Vermont Yankee's prior
auswer to Interrcgatory No. 5, and the facts.

r With respect “o Table A-2 of Vermont Yankee's

submission of June 7, 197, Vermont Yankee respectfully




refers the Board and parties to the second column (entitled
“Normal Refueling Discharge: Number of Bundles in Pool"). As
shown there, availability of the enhanced cooling sub-system
would not be required to support the offload into the spent
fuel pool and the restart of the reactor until after Cycle
16. Following Cycle 16, the spent fuel poul inventory would
be less than 2,000 assembl.es, but not by enough to support
an additional 1/3 of the ccre for one more refueling. It was
on this basis that Mr. McElvee equated the end of Cycle 16
with the completion of the proposed additions. That the two
statements have always been considered to be equivalents is
reflected in the use of both in Verment Yankee's letter to
the NRC staff dated March 2, 1988 (FVY 88-17).

8. Vermont Yankee was aware of the fact that, if it
were assumed that a full-core offload might be required
following Cycle 15, and if at that time the enhanced cooling
system has not yet been made operational, the entirety of the
core could not be placed in the pool without additional
authority. In such event, which Vermont Yankee deems
unlikely, one of the courses of action open to Vermont Yankee
would be to seek temporary authority, on an emergency basis,
to store more than 2,000 assemblies in the pool temporarily.
If such a request were to be made, the justific.c.on for it
would be that, if one assumes a full-core offlocad, then under
this scenario there is no potential for restarting the

reactor (until either 2/3 or 3/3 of the core has been taken




out of the spent fuel pool and returned to the reactor) and
hence there could be no claim that any use of the RHR system
to enhance spent fuel pool cooling impairs redundancy, since
by definition in such circumstances there could be no need of
any portion of the RHR system to cool the reactor. Another
alternative would be to keep the core in the reactor until
2ll requirements for storage of more than 2,000 assemblies
had been met, recognizing that this course of action could
prolong the outage.

9. For the foregoing reasons, the truthful and
complete answer to Interrogatory No. 5 as propounded on
August 4, 1988, is exactly as set forth in Vermont Yankee's
answer to it filed August 16, 1988. Any other answer to that
question would have been then (and would be today) not
accurate. If Vermont Yankee had known at the time that
answ. s was prepared that it was necessary to dispel any
possible misinterpretations of the February 9th transcript,
it most likely would have added to its response the substance
of what is contained in this further answer, but the answer
as given would have remained, as set forth, that Vermont
Yankee does not /at the time the original answer was
prepared, or today) have any more detailed schedule for the
implementation of the proposed amendment and does not foresee
establishing any such schedule unti' at least after the
publication of the Staff's SER and most likely the completion

of these proceedings,




FURTHER ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

As Vermont Yankee understands the Board's Memorandum and
Order of September 27, 1988, the question to which it is to
respond is the extent to which the proposed addition to the
spent fuel pool coocling system is or is not "identical" to
such additions at other plants. See Memorandum and Order
at 10.

Vermont Yankee has undertaken no detailed ass~ssment of
the spent fuel pool cooling systems at other plants, but is
generally fomiliar with the techniques employed at other
plants to accomplish spent fuel pool cooling. Based on this
information, Vermont Yankee further responds to this
interrogatory as follows:

1. Vermont Yankee is not aware of any plant that has
proposed an enhancement to its spent fuel pool cooling system
that is identical to that proposed here. Vermont Yankee is
aware of various other systems which increase spent fuel pool
heat transfer capacity, but not in the manner of Vermont
Yankee's proposal, as an emergency standby system.

2. From the foregoing, it follows that Vermont Yankee
has no information about the specific equipment used in any
other such proposed enhancement, As to the inquiry regarding
"heat transfer capacity of tha equipment, number of fuel
(assemblies) to be cooled" (Memorandum and Order at 11),

Vermont Yankee has not made those specific comparisons.

Vermont Yankee believes on the basis of general information
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that the Tech Spec limitation on spent fuel pocl bulk
teamperature at all BwWhe 4is in the range of 140'F to is0'r,

In Septenber 1987 Verment Yankee compiled information in the
furm of the matrix attached hereto, which while not
specifically addressing the inquiries made hare, dces concern
the genersl matter of plants recently expanding spent fuel
poels,*

], The squipment to be employed in the proposed
enhancement o1 the Spent Fuel Pool Cooling esystenm, as
contenplated in the conceptual design submitred on June 7, is
not equipmant specially designed for standby cooling systems,
It is, rather, squipment that 2ight Just as well be specified
for "original' spant fuel po~l cooling systems, and Verment
Yankee is not aware of any attribute of the equipment that i»s
unique %0 the fact that, in this application, it will be
suployed in connection with an additional set of cooling
soops, to achiave enhanced heat transfer capacity.

4. Verment Yankes believes that the above i(nformation
ANSVers, A8 best Lt can, the interrcgatary as interpreted in

the Board's Merorandum and Order.

ona

D A8 to bulk temperaturs, ses Attachment page 2 (Nine
Nile Point) which notes 125'F., Vermont Yankee nas not
deternined vhether this (s a Tech Spec or Admin limitation.
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state of Vermont
County of Windhan

Then appeared befors e the above-subscribed Donald A,
Reid and made ocath that ha is authorized to exsecuts the
foregoing further ansvers to intearrogatories on behalf of
Vermont YAnkes, that ne made inquiry and bo.ieves that the
taro'oin! further ansvers accurataly eet forth such
information as is available to Vermont Yankee.

AowAry S
My commission expirest: 2 /02 /9/
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Plaat Rerack Matcix

Emergoncy New
Type Commarcial L Requlrement
Plamt Opecation Bereck SER  Selsmic FPC  Capebilities  (SAP)  Utiifty Comtact*
Crand Culf Lot o) L2 Y Tes Yes Yes
(wral) (LOOF and BC  (Modilicetion
Loss ) Bequired)
Feach Bollom R TA /88 - Yes No
(Miladeiphia {Three
Electric) Traine)
Milletone 11 /7 /% Tes Yea Yeu
(wsoe) (Technical
Specification
Changes )

T

Individuals"®

Comme o (8

Poo! temperature of iA0°F required.
Techaical Specification on limit of use
of sugmented RZR for 0 days.

Techaical Specification on temperature
when cxceeding 160°F,

Will propose FPC MOD lo three to five
years for Cycles 13-15 and beyond.
Ssecgency procedures for LOOF and single
fallure of DC in place walng hoses from
fire truck.

150°F pool temperature accepted.
Bpargers cut three to four feet below
water lewel.

ldent if led meane of cooling pool weling
RBCON HTench. in emergency by manus!
cownactions .

Several hard-plped means of emergency
sabke-up ldentilied requiring manual
ections.

Iool temperature of 140°F required.
Technical Specification change requiring
21 -day decay prior to startup.

With Technical Specification change,
meet SAP requlrements.

naes and telephone numbers are redacted.



Plant Revack Metrix

Commpat e

Required procedure for emergency makeup
to pool using selemic W tie- o,

Showead omnly ded RNR for full core
offload.

Shortened spargers approximstely

elight feet below water level.

ASLD hearings after rerack affirmed
license smendmant .

Rack lmpact major hearing obslacle.

Have seperate Fuel Storage Bullding with
capability 1o make up walng fire maine.
Emergency procedures in place and walked
down for makeup walng hard plpe from flre
sain. Avallsble after selsmic event;
some manual actions required.

{Cont inued )
- - o B -I”- 7’ -; Ny i Ly
Type/Commasccinl Makeuy Hequlrement

. Pieat Operation Berack SER = Selsmic FPC  Capabilities (sar)  Utiiiry Comtact
Tre jan RS /8 -~ Yes Yes
irear) (Procedures)
orth Anne Lo TRL 12/84 -~ Tes L
(vErco)
Wine Wile LB 1/ Tes Tes o
Poimt
INagars
e rmwe

RS

TNV

Keap pool tewpersture <125°F for both
sormal offload (one traln) snd aboormal
load (two trains).

Will sot commence offload unlesa FPC s
sble to heep temperature «125°9F;
reguired Il SW inlet temperature ls
bigher than 90°F used in analyeis.
Emergency sakeup avallable from two
separate supplles, one of which s sot
hard plped. No special procedures were
requiced.

Mo RNE tle-In availabl-.



Plant Berack Malcix

(Cont lnued )
Eame s geocy e
Type/Commercinl Mateuy Requlrement
__Plest Ogeretion Berech S8R Sclemic FPC_ Capabiiitics  (saP) Uiility Comtect Commants
M Lecie 11 rem /8y 10/84 See Comments See Cosmenis See Commenis New plant which rerachked prior to pool
() wsage; net SAP for desigsn for origlnal
license.
St.lucle | submittal at MRC now. Do mot
expact to make sny sodifications (one
train of FPC ls selsmic).
Turkey Polnt ia upgradiang thelr FPC due
to rerack; in heacings.
Clnne /0 /8 Tes Yes Yes Dus to heat loed for full core offlosd,
L =S 8 (One Train) Comp. Cooling (Modificetion Techaical Specificatlion requires i7-day
and Backup Required) decay prior to offload of full core.
Skid end Modifications to be complete in 1988 of
Py second, selismic train of FPC which will

delete sbove requirement.

Use 150°F Technlical Specification

limit with statesent that seven hours to
get bachup cooling lined up; no
requirements for shutdown.

Required emergency procedure in place
for emzrgency makeup using hosea, etc.

IV



Flant Rerack Matrix

l

(Cont inwed )
Eame s gency .
Type /Commerccia: Makeup Bequliemmnt
Plamt  Opecation Seveck SER  Selsmic FPC  Capebilities  (SAF)  Weility Comtact Commmnt s
Gcones 1 Le FREY /el ot o See Comments o Upgreded FPC to third traln duwe to
(Do ) Comg lataly Specilic (Modification bolling analysis. Were limited to
(Theoe Procedure Sequired) original sssesbly locatlions wntil upgrede
Tralns) finalised. Nowever, It was & wtilinry
decinlon for upgrade.
e Mo pool tempersture limit in Techalcal
Specification, but met SAPF value of
140°y,
o Selemic saheup lo avallable 1o pool by
hard -piped lines from BNST tank.
N Culre RN e Tes Se — o ¢ Redundant seircic fuel pool cooling.
(ke ) © Maheup capsbility avellable.
a  Origine] design met SAP requirsments.
Oyster Creek LB Ll Tes Yes - e FPC treles selewic prior to rerack
(crw) (Twe Tralne) subelting.
e Gmecgency sakeup procedure in place prior
to submittal.
o Only sejor lssve was selomic analysis of
roche.
-

TN



Flant Recack Matrix

(Cont inued }
Lme s gency Mew
Type/ Commurcinl Makeup Requirement
_ Plemt Operation Becechk SER  Seismic FPC  Capabilities  (SAP)  weility Comtsct Commen s
Caleort Clilfe L TRL S s Tea Yee L o Two redundant traine of selasmic FPC.
I and 11 e Analyels shows pool <129°F.
(ar) o Emergency ssheuwp ldeatifled.
Tankes Plamt Le LN Pone in - fedundar t Rl © Berack done 1o stages (l.e., Critlcallny,
(Yasc) Slages Nonse lomic T-8, Mech. etc., submittals a’l sent in
78 82 System separately over a nuwber of years).
o Design change in 1978 provides a
permanent Redundant Cooling System
(nonsslomic).
e Prior to this medification, no bachup
was avallable during shutdown.
Farley 1 PR 7T /83 Tes Yes "~ e Teo tralos of selsmic FPC.
and 11 /82 © Makeup capability sssured by procedure.
ASCs) © Mot single fallure criterion of SRP.

INT/AY




Clan: Merack Mateix

(Cont lnued)
Emecgency e
Type/Comr~arcial Ma® rup Requirement
Plemt SOperatio:  Bersch SER  Selsmic FPC Capebilities (sar) Utility Comtact Commento
Quad Cltles 1 “e/ e/82 e~ Tes -~ o Diffuser cut theee to six feet below
(Comm Edison) See Comment water level.
e Beview done in sarly 1980; no Techalcal
Zvecification changes made for SRP
requiresents .
o fonselsmic FPC Spatew.
¢ Emergency makeup uwses RER crose-tle.
Brunewich 1 TS 12783 Tes e - © Take credit for RER for sbrormal heat
(celn) (Two Traine) Procedural- loade.
lacd © Showed with two selamic tralns of FPC
that uad adequate cooling.
e Buliding loads were major MRC lssue.
. Calhoun R Ta /8 Tes Yes Yes © Begquired emergency meheup capability.
e (Twe Pumpe (Modif ication Modificstlion done to hard plpe cross-tile
Pusllc Power) One %t Ex) Required) to pool from Safety Injection System.
o Considered using hoses, etc., but sot
possible.

© Pool tempersture limit ls 140°F7;
wnchanged by rerack.

IMMTIIAY




Plent Rerack Matrix

(Cont laved )
Emergency e
Meteup Requ!irement
Berach S Selemic FPC  Capabilities  (S8F) Utility Comtact Cm— B
10/84 You Yes Yes Asendsent granted subject to a few
{ia Comt) (Modif ication conditlons/modificat lons.
Required) Boquired remotely operated emmigency
sakeup lise for pool (LOCA analysis).
Zircaloy/stean reaction aomitted in
bearings, but dismissed due Lo
wodification commitiment .
a'my ~ - ~ Pid mot meet current SAP criteria, omniy
Procedural - showed compllisnce with FSAR requirements.
fzed Nonselsmic FPC-calculated boll of f time
of lost and stated that, in that time
frame, makeup would be provided using
hoses, etc.
a8 Tes Yes ~o FIC System selsmic, but not
See Cowments See (ommenis siagle-lfallure proof.

IINTII

Showed time to boll and capability for
wabeup in that time frame.

Mekeoup pathe identifled for rersck, but
do not seem to be proceduralized.

Both hard -plped lines and tes y
weans svallable.
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I, Kathryn A. Selleck, hereby certify that.an
October 7, 1988, I made service of the within document in
accordance with the rules of the Commission by mailing a copy
thereof postage prepaid to the following:

Charles Bechhoefer, Esquire,
Chairman

Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Wasliington, DC 208555

Mr. Glenn O. Bright

Administrative Judge

Atomic Sa.l»ty and Licensing
Board Parel

U.S8. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 205558

Mr. James H. Carpenter

Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

U.§., Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Adjudicatory File
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board Panel Docket (2 copies)
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
wWashington, DC 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board Panel

U.8. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

David J. Mullet, Esquire

Vermont Department of
Public Service

120 State Street

Montpelier, VI 05602

Ellyn R. Weiss, Esquire
Harmon & Weiss

Suite 430

2001 S8 Street, N.W.
wWashington, DC 20009

George B. Dean, Esquire

Assistant Attorney General

Department of the Attorney
General

One Ashburton Place

Boston, MA 02108

Ann P, Hodgdon, Esquire

Office of the General Counsel

U.8., Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

wWashington, DC 20558

Geoifrey M. Huntingten, Esquire
Office of ‘he Attorney General
Environmental Protection Bureau
State House Annex

25 Capitol Street

Concord, NH 03301-61397




