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To the extent that a given interrogatory appears to seek

a legal conclusion, it is objected to, and to the extent that

such interrogatories are answered, it is not to be considered a

legal answer.
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Pleas2 define what SOV contends is included within the
scope of the term "maintenance program" as used by it in
its Contention 7.

Vermont uses the term "maintenance progran" to
include any policy, procedure, guideline, method,
practice or standard which accomplishes, controls, or
relates to "maintenance" as it is defined in NRC Policy
Statement on Maintenance of Nuclear Power Plants (53 FR
9430).

The definition in the Policy Statement is consistent

with the definition in NUREG-1212, Volume 1, "Status of
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Maintenance in the U.S. Nuclear Power Industry, 1985,"

Section 1.1.

Does SOV contend that NRC imposes any regquirements upon
the content, substance or form of the VYNPS "maintenance
program™ as that term is used by SOV in its Contention 77
If so, please identify, by citation to or identification
of a document, each and every such requirement.

Because of the reliance in the application on the
maintenance program for protection of public health and
safety in the extended period, the basic requirement is
the reasonable assurance requirement of 10 CFR 50.57
(a) (3). 1In addition the following contain NRC
requirements for maintenance:

a. 10 CFR 50.55(a) (q)
b. 10 CFR 50.49

10 CFR 50.59

Regulatory Guide 1.33 (QA Program Operations)
Regulatory Guide 1.58 (ANSI 45.2.6)

Regulatory Guide 1.88 (ANSI 45.2.9)

Regulatory Guide 1.129 (IEEE STD 450)

10 CFR 50.34 (Paragraphs 5 and 6)

Also, because of the NRC's concern regarding nuclear

plant maintenance, and its policy,

"In view of the progress made to date, as well as
the industry's express commitment to improve
maintenance, the Commission has decided to hold
rulemaking in abeyance for an 18 month period to

monitor industry initiatives and progress (54 FR
50611) ,"




and because of the timing and content of this proceeding,
the "industry initiatives" become NRC requirements for
the licensee's maintenance program.

In additicn, we recognize the process of making
voluntary commitments as a source of NRC maintenance
requirements for the licensee's program. Through
pressure from the NRC, licensees often voluntarily commit
tc changes rather than incur regulatory forced shutdowns
or forced backfits. Sach an example is the
Uninterruptible Power Supply system at Vermont Yankee.
The licensee has committed to replace this system in the
1990 refuelling outage because of poor reliability of the

present system. This is an example of an NRC maintenance

program reguirement.

Please define what SOV contends is included within the

scope of the term "surveillance program" as used by it in
its Contention 7.

Tne term "surveillance" is used in the broadest
sense as expressed in applicable NRC and industry
sources, including the application. We note that 10 CFR

50.36 (c)(3) defines "surveillance requirements" as

requirements relating to test, calibration, or inspection

to assure that the necessary quality of systems and
components is maintained, that facility operation will be
within the safety limits, and the limiting conditions of

operation will be met. Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1001




defines "maintenance surveillance" as consisting of
collecting data at specific freguency that supports the
predictive and corrective maintenance programs.

A "surveillance program" includes any policy,
procedure, guideline, method, practice or standard which
accomplishes, controls, or relates to surveillance. The
surveillance program is one aspect of the maintenance
program (refer to the response to guestion 1).

Does SOV contend that NRC imposes any requirements upon
the content, substance or from of the VYNPS "surveillance
program" as that term is used by SOV in its Contention 7?

If so, please identify, by citation to or identification
of a document, each and every such requirement,

The following are surveillance program requirements

established by NRC:

a. NRC requires surveillance as indicated in the
technical specifications.
NRC requires surveillance as provided in the
inservice testing and inservice inspection program.
NRC requires special surveillance when circumstances
dictate. For example, NRC intends to require
special surveillance requirements on flawed
feedwater check valves if licensee does not replace

them during the next refueling outage.

Does SOV contend that NRC imposes any requirements upon
the content, substance or form of the VYNPS "program to
maintain and/or determine and replace all components

found to have aged to a point where they no longer meet
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the safety standards applicable to this plant”™ as that
term is used by SOV in its Contention 7? 1If so, please
identify, by citation to or identification of a document,
each and every such reqguirement.

Vermont contends that the VYNPS maintenance program
does not meet the NRC requirement of 10 CFR 50.57(a) (3),
that reasonable assurance has not been demonstrated that
the maintenance program will function to the degree
relied upon in the application, to maintain the plant
within its current licensing basis in the extended
period. Tec the extent that this question reguests a
legal opinion of what this reasonable assurance is, or
should be, Vermont objects, since this will be determined
by the Board at the end of the hearing.

Notwithstanding and without waiving our objection,
Vermont states that we are not aware of each and every
requested requirement. However, Vermont is aware that
NRC, as its policy, expects industry initiatives to

improve maintenance (54 FR 50611), and as stated in

response to question 2, these initiatives becone

requirements in this proceeding. Some of these industry

initiatives are described in an NRC Memorandum of
December 28, 1989 (Roe to Murley), "Meeting with NUMARC
on Maintenance." Also, Draft Regulatory Guide DG~-1001
sets requirements applicable to the licensee's program.
Please list and describe in as much detail as is

available to SOV each of the changes to the VYNPC
maintenance program, surveillance program, or other




program that, if made to the programs, would render SOV's
Contention 7 satisfied.

Vermont objects to this gquestion to the extent that
it requests a legal opinion of reascnable assurance that
the maintenance and surveillance programs will provide
adequate protection. This matter will be determined at
the end of the hearing by the Board. Notwithstanding and
without waiving the objection, Vermont states that it
would not be responsible at this stage to identify all
changes which would render Contention VII satisficd (if
this were possible) without fully reviewing with our
technical consultant all the information we seek in
discovery. Nevertheless, program inadequacies are
identified in response to question 44. Program
modifications to correct these inadequacies are
necessary. For example, the program needs to be
proceduralized rather than relying on individual worker
skills. Vendor manual updates need to be controlled and

used. Post maintenance test reguirements need to be

included in procedures. Adeguate staffing resources need

to be provided to accomplish review of completed
maintenance requests. The program needs to be
computerized to track and account for each component in
the plant and to track surveillance activities so that
surveillance and maintenance activities are not missed.
Management needs to take an active role in trend
evaluation. The trend evaluation process needs to be
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formalized to establish criteria for action with
degrading trends. Industry initiatives, such as
reliability-centered maintenance, which shift the
emphasis from corrective to preventive maintenance, need
to be considered. Performance monitors for maintenance
need to be established, along with criteria for actions
based on such monitors.

Finally, once these, and other changes identified as
a result of our discovery, are made, they must be

monitored, as stated in response to question 100.

Please define the failure mechanisms that SOV contends
are within the scope of the phrase "found to have aged to
a point where they no longer meet the safety standards

applicable to this plant" as this phrase is used by it in
its Contention 7.

Refer to the response to licensee's set no. 1,
question 1. Vermont, and probably the industry, is
unaware of all the applicable and operable failure
mechanisms which affect the structures, systems and
components, and which will cause degradation and failures
in the extended period. However, we have provided as

complete a list as possible at this time in the sub-

parts to Contention VI.

Please identify the components or classes of components
that SOV contends are potent.ally subject to each of the
failure mechanisms that SOV contends is within the scope
of the phrase "found to have aged to a point where they
no longer meet the safety standards applicable to this
plant" as phrase is used by it in its Contention 7.
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Again, with the qualification noted in the prior
response that many age failure mechanisms are not
understood, we state that the sub-parts of Contention VI

identify classes of components that are subject to the

various failure mechanisms.

Please define the measure of "sufficiently effective" as
the term is used by SOV in its Contention 7.

To the extent that this guestion requests a legal
definition for "sufficiently effective", Vermont objeccs.
This is a matter which will be determined by the Board at
the end of the hearing. Notwithstanding and without
waiving the objection, we state that "effective" refers
to the implementation of the maintenance program. Facts

3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11 and 12, identified in response to

question 44, relate to aspects of the maintenance program

which are not "sufficiently effective."

Please identify or describe all of the bases for the

definition supplied in response to the foregoing
interrogatory.

The ultimate basis for the measure of "sufficiently

effective" is the decision of the Board.

Please define the measure of "sufficiently...

comprehensive" as the term is used by SOV in its
Contention 7.

To the extent that this qguestion requests a legal

definition for "sufficiently ... comprehensive", Vermont




Q.12

A.12

Q.13

A.13

Q.14

objects. This is a matter which will be determined by
the Board at the end of the hearing. Notwithstanding and
without waiving the objection, we offer that
"comprehensive" refers to the completeness of the
program. Facts 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, and 13 identified in
response 44 relate to aspects of the program which are
not sufficiently comprehensive.
Please identify or describe all of the bases for the
definition supplied in response to the foregoing
interrogatory.

The ultimate basis for the measure of "sufficiently
+++« comprehensive" is the decision of the Board.
Does SOV contend that the VYNPS maintenance program is
not in compliance with all applicable NRC requirement?

Yes.
If your response to the foregoing interrogatory is
anything other than an unqualified negative, please
identify, by citation to or identification of a document,
each and every such requirement with which SOV contends
the VYNPS maintenance program is not in compliance, and,
for each such requirement, each and every reason why SOV
contends that the VYNPS maintenance program is not in
compliance with it.

Vermont contends that the VYNPS maintenance program
does not meet the NRC requirement of 10 CFR 50.57(a) (3),
that reasonable assurance has not been demonstrated that
the maintenance program will function to the degree and
in the manner relied upon in the application to maintain
the plant within its current licensing basis in the
extended period. To the extent that this gquestion
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requests a legal opinion of what constitutes this
reasonable assurance, Vermont objects, since this will be
determined by the Board at the end of the hearing.
Notwithstanding and without waiving the objection,
Vermont states that facts indicating maintenance program
aspects which do not demonstrate reasonable assurance,

are provided in response to gquestion 44.

Does SOV contend that the VYNPS surveillance program is
rot in compliance with any applicable NRC requirement?

To the extent that the surveillance program is one
aspect of the maintenance program which we contend does
not meet NRC requirement(s) (refer to the responses to

questions 13 and 14), we respond yes.

If your response to the foregoing interrogatory is
anything other than an unqualified negative, please
identify, by citation to or identification of a document,
each and every such requirement with which SOV contends
the VYNPS surveillance program is not in compliance, and,
for each such requirement, each and every reason why SOV

contends that the VYNPS surveillance program is not in
compliance with it.

Refer to the response to question 14. Fact 7, in

response to guestion 44, specifically relates to

surveillance.

Please describe what SOV means by the phrase "no closure

showing improvement" as used by it in sub-paragraph "b."
of its Contention 7.

By "no closure showing improvement", we meant that

at the time of the filing of the contention, the NRC
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Maintenance Team had not reinsp: . “ed and issued a
followup inspection report in¢icating that corrective
action had been taken for all of the listed weakness. 1In
addition, as noted in response 18, oncé weaknesses are
identified, two distinct meanings of "closure" come into

being: closure by the NRC Maintenance Team, and closure

by Vermont.

Please describe the set of items, events or circumstances
that would constitute "closure showing improvement"
within the meaning of sub-paragraph "b." of Contention 7
such that, were any such item, event or circumstance to

occur or exist, sub-paragraph "b." would no longer be
true.

To the extent this question calls for a legal
opinion of what would constitute reasonable assurance
that the listed weaknesses were corrected, it is objected
to, and is a matter which will be decided by the Board at
the end of the hearing. Notwithstanding and without
waiving the objection, Vermont states, that once
weaknesses are identified, two distinect meanings of

"closure" come into being. 1In the one sense, closure

will occur when the NRC Maintenance Team reinspects, and

issues an inspection report indicating the weaknesses
have been corrected. However, once the weakness is
identified, attention is focused on it. Vermont reviews
the circumstances surrounding the weakness and

independently determines the extent and nature of the




weakness and its solution. Closure .y Vermont is,

therefore, independently evaluated and determined.

If the NRC Staff were to publish a document or make a
finding to the effect that any item described by it in an
Inspection Report ("IR") is now closed, would SOV
acknowledge that such publication or finding constitutes
"closure" as that term is used by SOV in sub-paragraph
"b." of its Contention 7 of the item in respect of which
the publication or finding were made?

Refer to the previous response.
If your response to the foregoing interrogatory is
anything other than an unqualified affirmative, please

describe all of the reasons why such a publication or
finding would not constitute "closure."

Refer to the response to guestion 18.

Please identify each of the issues adverted te in
Concention 7, including sub-paragraphs "b.", "¢,", ng.w,

"e."’ "g."' Mh.(l)ll' llh.(z)"' "j.!l‘ Olk'll' l!m."' and Nn'll
thereof and sub-paragraphs "1.", "n." and "o." of

Contention 8, that SOV acknowledges have been "closed" as
of the date on which your answers to these
interrcgatories are filed.

Vermont is not aware, and does not consider, that
any of the items have been "closed" as of the date of

these answers.

Does SOV contend that all vendor-recommended preventative
maintenance must be performed in order for the VYNPS
maintenance program to be adequate to prevent aging
failures? Please give all the reasons for your answer
and, if your answer is qualified, all of the

qualifications applicable to VYNPS and the reasons for
them.

No. It is possible tc adjust a vendor

recommendation through technical analysis, testing,
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and/or concurrence by the vendor. The types of analyses
and testing required vary according to the type of
component, the environment, the operating mode, the
currert licensing basis, and the specific vendor=-
recommended preventive maintenance item.

Please describe exactly how SOV contends that post

maintenance testing must be incorporated into the

maintenance procedures in order for the procedures to be
adequate,

To the extent that this qguestion calls for a legal
definition of what would constitute reasonable assurance
that the lack of post maintenance testing reguirements in
maintenance procedures was corrected, it is objected to,
and is a matter which will be decided by the Board at the
end of the hearing. Notwithstanding and without waiving
this objection, Vermont states that proceduralization of
these requirements is necessary to assure consistent

application of post maintenance testing, rather than

depending of the random skills of the individual preparer

or reviewer in the maintenance or operations department.

Vermont notes, from section 4.7 of Draft Regulatory Guide

DG-1001, that:

"The work control process should be based on
procedures that provide for ... post maintenance

testing, return-to-service procedures..."




Such procedures should provide systematic guidance to the
craftsman, should be technically correct, complete and

up-to-date; and should be presented using sound human

factors principles.

If SOV ~entends that post maintenance testing mus: o
procedurali. ~d in order for the maintenance prog: am to Me
adequate, pl.*~: Jescribe the steps that SOV con.ends
must be included in the procedures for insuring that post

maintenance testing is compr hensive enough for a given
maintenance task.

To the extent that "“ccmprehensive encugh" in this
question calls for a legal cefir’cion of what would
constitute reasonable assurance that the lack of post
maintenance testing requirements in maintenance
procedures was corrected, it is objected to, and is a
matter which will be decided by the board at the end of

the hearing. Notwithstanding and without waiving this

objection, Vermont stales that we are unable to identify

specific procedural steps without access to the

maintenance procedures, which we have not been granted.

Please describe what SOV means “y its assertion that "PRA
concept not incorporated into Vermont Yankee maintenance
program" at page 43 of its contentions.

By the use of this statement, "PRA concept not
incorporated into Vermont Yankee maintenance program *
which is quoted from IR 89-80, Vermont means that the¢ PRA
concepts of reliability-centered maintenance, along with

other industry initiatives, should be employed to provide
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Q.26

A.26

assurance in the areas identified by Facts 2 and 13 in
response to question 44.

Please describe in detail exactly how SOV contends that
"PRA concept" should be "incorporated" into the VYNPS
maintenance program.

To the extent that ¢his guestion calls for a legal
dotin:tion of what would constitute reasonable assurance
that the lack of incorporation of PRA concepts into the
maintenance program was corrected, it is objected to, and
is a matter which will be decided by the Board at the end
of the hearing. Notwithstanding and without waiving this
objection, Vermont states that practices which contribute
to an effective maintenance program are proactive as
opposed to reactive, that preventive maintenance is
emphasized over corrective maintenance. Vermont Yankee's
maintenarice program has been characterized as a program
with weak preventive maintenance, needing a more
proactive posture, and with maintenance activities
heavily oriented to corrective maintenance. In a
proactive program, PRA concepts are used to provide a
systematic consideration of system functions and the ways
in which functions can fail, leading to the
identification of applicable and effective preventive
maintenance tasks with consideration of safety and

economics.

15



Q.27

A.27

Q.28

A.28

Q.29

A.29

Please state your basis for, and each authority on which
you rely in support of, your response to the foregoing
interrogatory.

Characterization of Vermont Yankee's maintenance
program is drawn from the safety system functional
inspection (SSFI) conclusions presented at the NRC Region
I meeting of January 26, 1989, PRA concepts are employed
by reliability-centered maintenance techniques, which are
discussed in EPRI NP-6152, Volume 1, January 1989,
"Demonstration of Reliability-Centered Maintenance,
Volume 1: Project Description."

Please identify each and every benefit that SOV contends
would result from the "incorporation" of "PRA concept"
into the VYNPS maintenance program, and please state each
and every reason why S0V contends that such benefit would
result,

EPRI NP~6152 identifies "realignment of maintenance
resources to improve overall plant availability and
safety," and "producing a more favorable preventive
maintenance to corrective maintenance ratio," as
objectives of reliability-centered maintenance.

Does S0V contend that its asserted non-incorporation of
"PRA concept" renders the VYNPS maintenance program, or
the operation of VYNPS, in any respect not in compliance
with any regulatory requirement of the Commission?

Vermont objects to this question to the extent that
it asks for a legal opinion of whether non-incorporation
of "PRA concept" defeats a demonstration of reasonable
assurance. This will be decided by the Board as a result

of the hearing. Notwithstanding and without waiving this
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objection, Vermont states that in response to guestion 44
we have identified facts relating to a failure to
demonstrate reasonable assurance. Facts 2 and 13 relate
to non-incorporation of "PRA concepts." Incorporation of
"PRA concepts" would assist toward demonstrating

reasonable assurance that the maintenance program would

function as claimed in the application.

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 29 is anything other
than an unqualified negative, please state each and every
regulatory requirement of the Commission with which sov
contends VYNPS is not in compliance on account of the

non-incorporation of "PRA concept" into the VYNPS
maintenance program.

Refer to the previous response.

What significance, if any, to the guestion of whether the
"incorporation" of "PRA concept" into a maintenance
program is necessary to the permissibility of plant
operation does SOV attribute to the fact that the
Commission has declined to impose such a requirement

through the promulgation of a regulation? Please state
in detail the bases for your response.

Vermont objects to this gquestion on the basis that

it asks for a legal opinion, and that the Commission's

decision not to the promulgate a regulation, assuming the

activity is not prohibited, is not a matter of substance

in this proceeding.

How, 1f at all, does SOV contend that the "incorporation"
of "PRA concept" into the VYNPS maintenance program would

modify the safety margins established by the existing
VYNPS Technical Specifications?




Refer to the response to guestion 28, "Improving
overall plant availability" means decreasing the amount
of time the plant will be in a "limiting condition for
operation." This improves the safety of the plant and is
consistent with the concern of Three Mile Island item
II1.K.3.17 (NUREG-0737) regarding cumulative outage time
requirements in the technical specifications.

Please define what is meant by SOV by the term "gualified
replacement personnel” as it is used by SOV in sub-
paragraph "c" of its Contention 7.

By "qualified replacement personnel," we mean
maintenance personnel with a level of skill, stability,
knowledge of the plant, long-term experience, and

expertise, necessary to perform maintenance, as defined

in response to question 1.

Please define what is meant by SOV by the ternm "clearly
established management control" as it is used by S0V in
sub-paragraph "c" of its Contention 7.

The quoting the statement, "clearly established
management control," we mean policies and procedures
controlling maintenance, which are approved by
management, and which provide clear and detailed
information so that the individual worker skills are not
relied upon so heavily. Refer to the response to Set No.

1, question 8, for further elaboration of Vermont's

meaning for the phrase.




Qc 35

A.35

Q.36

A.36

Q.37

A.37

Q.38

A.38

Q.33

Please identify the author (or authors) of the work dated
October 9, 1989, to which SOV refers in sub-paragraph
"c." of its Contention 7.

Margaret L. Ryan, Chief Editor, Nucleonic: Week,
Suite 1200, 1120 Vermcnt Ave. N.W., Washington, D.C, 202~

463-1651.

Please describe the qualifications of the author (or
authors) of the work, dated October 9, 1989, to which SOV
refers in sub-paragraph "c." of its Contention 7.

Ms. Ryan is a journalist.

Please describe the data, investigations and analytical
or investigative processes upon which the conclusions of
the author (or authors) of the work dated October 9,
1989, to which SOV refers in sub-paragraph "c." of its
Contention 7 were based.

Vermont objects to this question as requesting
information which is outside the scope of what car by or
should be known to Vermont. Notwithstanding and without
waiving this objection, Vermont states that the work was
partially based on the references identified in response
to Set No. 1, question 8.

Has SOV taken any step to verify independently any of the
opinions or conclusions of the author (or authors) of the
work dated October 9, 1989, to which SOV refers in sub-
paragraph "c." of its Contention 7?

Yes.

Does SOV contend that a maintenance program "based on the
stability of maintenance staff, their skill in their
professions, and their knowledge of plant system
characteristics that come with long-term experience" will
always be incapable of achieving the purposes of a

maintenance program?
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A.39

Q.40

A.40

Q.41

No.
If your answer to the foregoing interrogatory is anything
other than an unqgualified affirmative, please state the
conditions under which SOV acknowledges that a
maintenance program "based on the stability of
maintenance staff, their skill in their professions, and
their knowledge of plant system characteristics that come
with long-term experience" can be capable of achieving
the purposes of a maintenance program?
The above guestion is similar to Set No. 1, gquestion

9, and we respond on a similar basis. We respond, no,
based on the word "always" in the qguestion. Within the
time continuum, a maintenance program "based on the
stability of maintenance staff, their skill in their
professions, and their knowledge of plant system
characteristics that come with long-term experience" will
at some time be capable of achieving the purposes of a
maintenance program. For example, the NRC Maintenance
Team believes these attributes of the present maintenance
program compensate for many weaknesses. However, refer
to our response to Set No. 1, guestion 4, for our
position regarding the NRC Maintenance Team conclusions.
Does SOV agree without qualification with the following
statement:

"The standard for the quality of

maintenance work at VYNPC is high

and this standard is reflected in a

relatively low rework rate for

maintenance and repairs on plant

systems."

If your answer is anything other than an unqualified
affirmative, then please:




State each and every gqualification you have
with respect to the guoted assertion.

State each and every fact on which your
qualification is based.

Describe all of the evidence in S0V's
possession or of which SOV has

knowledge that SOV contends establishes
each such fact.

For each quaiification, either provide
the technical qualifications
(education, employment history,
licenses and certificates, experience,
or other information which SOV contends
establishus the gualifications of the
person), or any person on whose
expertise SOV relies for the
qualification or state that SOV doves
not rely upon the expertise of any
person for the gualification.

If SOV agrees with the substance of the foregoing
assessment, then please:

e. State each and every reason why SOV
believes that the situation described
therein has come to exist.

State each and every reason why,
assuming the rejection of this
contention, the SOV contends (if it
does) that the same condition might not
be expected to continue through the

balance of the existing VYNPS license
term.

State each and every reason why,
assuming the rejection of this
contention, the SOV contends (if it
does) that the same condition might not
be expected to continue through the

balance of the extended VYNPS license
tern.

Vermont recognizes this statement as a finding of

the NRC Maintenance Team, from page 8 of IR 89-80. We
state facts and evidence in response to question 44 which
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show that vendor manuals have not been controlled,
surveillances and maintenance activities have been
missed, trend data showing degrading trends have not had
management involvement and action, and maintenance errors
have caused failures and safety system challenges. These
facts do not lead Vermont to the conclusion that the
standard for quality of maintenance work is high. Refer

to the response to question 44 for facts, evidence and

expertise relied upon.

Does SOV agree without qualification with the following
statement:

"The overall Vermont Yankee
management support at the corporate
and plant levels for maintenance is
strong and effective."

If your answer is anything other than an ungualified
affirmative, then please:

a. State each and every qualification you
have with respect to the quoted
assertion.

State each and every fact on which your
qualification is based.

Describe all of the evidence in SOV's
possession or of which SOV has

knowledge that SOV contends establishes
each such fact.

For each qualification, either provide the technical
qualifications (education, employment history,
licenses and certificates, experience, or other
information which SOV contends establishes the
qualifications of the person), of any person on
whose expertise SOV relies for the qualification or
state that SOV does not rely upon the expertise of
any person for the gqualification.
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If SOV agrees with the substance of the foregoing
assessment, then please:

e. State each and every reason why SOV
believes that the situation described
therein has come to exist.

f. State each and every reason why,

assuming the rejection of this

contention, the SOV contends (if it

does) that the same condition might not

be expected to continue through the

balance of the existing VYNPS license

term.

g. State each and every reason why,

assuming the rejection of this

contention, the SOV contends (if it

does) that the same condition might not

be expected to continue through the

balance of the extended VYNPS license

term.

Vermont recognizes this statement as a finding of
the NRC Maintenance Team, from page 10 of IR 89-80. We
state facts and evidence in response to guestion 44 which
show that management hac not established clear policies
and procedures but rather relies on individual worker
skills, management has not periodically reviewed overall
program requirements, management is reluctant to
incorporate industry changes, management has not
established effective policy to control vendor manuals,
management has allowed surveillances and maintenance
activities to be skipped, management has not been
actively involved in managing trend data, management has
not allocated sufficient resources to allow completed

maintenance request reviews, and management has
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established a program which has relied more upon
corrective maintenance rather than preventive
maintenance. These facts do not lead Vermont to the
conclusion that management support is strong and
effective. Refer to the response to questior 44 for

facts, evidence and expertise relied upon.

Does SOV agree without qualification with the following
& Latement"

"VYNPS's informal management
oversight and feedback system works
well to assure safe and reliable
plant operations.™

If your answer is anything other than an unqualified
affirmative, then please:

a. State each and every gualification you
have with respect to the guoted
assertion.

State sach and every fact on whizh your
qualification is based.

Describe all of the evidence in SOV's
possession or of which SOV has

knowledge that SOV contends establishes
each such fact.

For each qualification, either provide the tecl.nical
qualifications (2ducation, employment history,
licenses and certificates, experience, or other
information which SOV contends establishes the
qualifications of the person), of any person on
whose expertise SOV relies for the qualification or
state that SOV does not rely upon the expertise of
any person for the gualification.

If SOV agrees witn the substance of the foregoing
assessment, then please:
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e. State each and eve reason why SOV
believes that the situation described
therein has cone to exist.

f. State each and every reason why,

arsuming the rejection of this

contention, the SOV contends (if it

does) that the same condition might not

be expected to continue through the

balance of the existing VYNPS license

term.

g. State each and eve reason why,

assuming the rejection of this

contention, the SOV contends (if it

does) that the same condition might not

be expected to continue through the

balance of the extended VYNPS license

term.

Vermont recognizes this staterent as a finding of
the NRC Maintenance Team, from page 10 of IR 89-80. We
state facts and evidence in response to guestion 44 which
show that equipment information showing degrading trends
has not had management involvement and the eguipment has
been allowed to continue to degrade, degraded components
have not been detected for long periods of time,
maintenance errors have caused equipment failures and
safety system challenges, equipment with reliability
problems has not been promptly replaced, and aging
equipment has failed prematurely before detection and
rocplacement by the maintenance program. These facts do
not lead Vermont to the conclusion that informal
management oversight and feedback work well to assure

safe and reliable plant operation. Refer to the response
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to question 44 for facts, evidence and expertise relied

upon.

Q.44 Does SOV agree without gualification with the folloawing
statement™

"VYNPC has implemented a
maintenance program adeguate to
provide reascnable assurance that
VYNPC can and will be operated
] without endangering the health and
| safety of the public.®

If your answer is anything other than an ungualified
affirmative, then please:

a. State each and every qualification you
have with respect to the quoted
assertion.

b. State each and every fact on which your

gqualification is based.

c. escribe all of the evidence in SoV's
,o8session or of which S0V has

knowledge that SOV contends establishes
| each such fact.

d. For each qualification, either provide the technical
qualifications (education, employment history,
licenses and certificates, experience, or other

! information which SOV contends establishes the

i qualifications of the person), of any person on

L whose expertise SOV relies for the qualification or

. state that SOV does not rely upon the expertise of

any person for the gualification.

If SOV agrees with the substance of the foregoing
assessment, then please:

e. State each and every reason why SOV

believes that the s.cuation described
therein has come to exist.

f£. State each and every reason why,
; assuming the rejection of this
N contention, the SOV contends (if it
® does) that the same condition might not
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A.44

be expected to continue through the

balance of the existing VYNPS license

term,

g. State each and every reason why,

assuming the rejection of this

contention, the SOV contends (if it

does) that the same condition might not

be expected to continue through the

balance of the extended VYNPS license

term.

No. Rather than agree with this statement, Vermont
asserts Contention VII. Vermont has not been granted
access to much of licensee's maintenance intormation,
and, therefore, feels it is not able to identify each and
every fact in disagreement with this statement until it
fully reviews with its technical consultant material
which is sought from discovery. Nevertheless, at this
point we have determined the following facts, with their

stated bases:

Implementation of the maintenance program has
relied too much on worker skills rather than on
consistent, well developed procedures. This is based on
evidence from the report of the NRC Maintenance Team
review (IR 89-80), “"NRC Maintenance Team Report," and the
summary of Westec Incorporated safety system functional
inspection (SSFI) provided at the NRC Tegion I meeting of
January 26, 1989, "Westec SSFI Summary."

2. The program has relied cn program elements

which were established at startup rather than on
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regquirements which have been comprehensively reviewed and
updated to latest methods. There has been a reluctance
to modify the maintenance program to meet industry
standards. This is based on evidence from the NRC
Maintenance Team Report, the Westec SSFI Summary, and LRS
Incorporated, Reports #3-88 and #2-89.

3. Updated recommendations from vendors have not
been controlled. This is based on evidence from the NRC
Maintenance Team Report, the Westec SSFI Summary, and LRS
Incorporated, Report #2-89.

4. The program has not included a requirement
for management review and evaluation of trends. This is
based on evidence from the NRC Maintenance Team Report.

5. The program has not included a long term plan
to reverse degrading trends. This is based on evidence
from the NRC Maintenance Team Report.

6. Sufficient engineering resources have not
been allocated to complete the review of maintenance
requests promptly. This is based on evidence from the
NRC Maintenance Team Report, the Westec SSFI Summary, and
LRS Report #3-88.

7 The maintenance program has not provided the
control to avoid missed surveillances and preventive
maintenance. This is based on evidence from the Westec
SSFI Summary and LERs 88-03, 88-13, 88-14, 89-10, 89-23,
and 89-24.
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8. The maintenance program has not detected, or
has left undetected for long periods, degraded
components. This is based on evidence related to flavs
in the feedwater check valves, incorrect wiring and post
modification testing of the "squib" valves, and
inoperability of service water check valves (LER 89-17).

9. The maintenance program has had maintenance
errors or onmissions which have caused failures, or has
allowed actions which could have led to failures or the
inability of components to perform their safety function.
This is based on evidence from LER 89-14, LER 88~-09, and
the Westec SSFI Summary.

10, Control and evaluation of equipment has
relied on worker skills rather than on <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>