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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

before the >4 ‘06
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In the Matter of

VERMONT YANKEE NUCLEAR ) Docket No. 50-271-OLA-4
POWER CORPORATION (Operating License
Extension)
(Vermont Yankee Nuclear
Power Station)

INTERROGATORIES PROPOUNDED BY THE STATE OF VERMONT
TO THE
VERMONT YANKEE NUCLEAR POWER CORPORATION
(Set No. 3)

Pursuant to 10 CF.R. §§ 2.740b and 2.741, the State of Vermont hereby propounds
the following interrogatories to the Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation.

IN 7

1. "Document” as used herein is used in its broadest sense as expressed in
Rule 34(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and specifically includes copies of
every instrument or device by which, through which, or on which information has been
recorded, including those reflecting meetings, discussions or conversations: notes;
letters; memoranda (including internal Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation
memoranda); manifests; tables; drawings; files; graphs; charts; maps; photographs;
deeds; studies; data sheets; notebooks; books; appointment calendars; telephone bills;
telephone messages; receipts; vouchers; minutes of meetings; pamphlets; computations;
calculations; accounting statements; financial statements; voice recordings; computer
printouts and disks; or any other device or media on which or through which
information of any type is transmitted, recorded, or preserved. The term "document"

also means every copy of a document when such copy is not an identical duplicate of
the original.

2. "Person" as used herein is used in its broadest sense to include natural

persons, public or private corporations and their subsidiaries or divisions,
proprietorships, partnerships, governmental entities, associations, organizations, groups,
trusts, estates and any other form of entity. Any reference herein to any "person,"
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whether or not a party herein, that is a corporation, partnership, or any entity other
than a natural person, shall be construed as including all past and present officers,
directors, employees, and agents or members of the Board of Directors of the entity.

3. "Vermont Yankee" and "licensee" each refer to Vermont Yankee Nuclear
Power Corporation, its predecessors, successors, parents, subsidiaries, affiliates,
segments or divisions, including all past and present officers, directors, employees,
agents or members of the Board of Directors of Vermont Yankee.

4. "Vermont Yankee plant" refers to the Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power
Station,

5. The term "identify" means describe with particularity and provide the
following information:

(a) When used with reference to a natural person, state his or her full
name and present (or last known) business and residential addresses, present
(or last known) business and residential telephone numbers, present (or last
known) business affiliation, and employment position and relationship to
Vermont Yankee at the time of the act to which the interrogatory relates;

(b) When used with reference to any entity other than a natural person,
state its full name, the address of its principal place of business and its
organizational form;

(¢) When used with reference to a document, state its type (g.g., letter,
contract, chart, memorandum), date, author(s), the name and address of each
addressee, its title or heading, its substance, its present (or last known)
wocation and custodian, the identity of each person to whom a copy was sent,
and the date of such transmittal; and

(d) When used with regard to a communication, state the identity of each
person making, receiving or present during the communication, the date and
location of the communication, the substance of the communication, the
manner in which the communication was made and, in the case of a written
commurication, the identity of the document comprising the communication.

6. "The application" refers to Vermont Yankee letter to NRC, BVY 89-41
of April 27, 1989, Proposed Amendment to Vermont Yankee Operating License to
Extend the License Expiration to 40 years from Date of Issuance.

7. "Structures, systems, and components,” unless otherwise qualified, refers
to structures, systems, and components (and their supporting systems) whose failure
could significantly affect the safety or security of the facility, and which are included
in the plant's current licensing basis. This includes those systems, structures, and
components (a) relied upon for the integrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary,
safe shutdown capability, and accident prevention and mitigation; (b) whose failure
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can cause or adversely affect a transient or accident that significantly challenges
structures, systems and components relied upon for the integrity of the reactor coolant
pressure boundary, safe shutdown, or accident mitigation; and (¢) other structures,
systems and components not included above that provide reasonable assurance that
the facility can be operated without undue risk to the public and plant personnel
health and safety or to common defense and security (Draft Regulatory Guide DG-
1001, Section C.1).

8. "Components" refers to items from which equipment is assembled (for
example, attachments, bearings, bolts, capacitors, connectors, governors, inspection
access ports, instrument sensors, locking devices, position indicators, resistors, seals,
sight glasses, springs, switches, transistors, tubes, wires, etc), or to items from which
systems are assembled (for example, piping, valves, pumps, heat exchangers, strainers,
instrumentation, etc.).

9. "Equipment" refers to an assembly of components designed and
manufactured to perform specific functions.

10. "Safety-related" structures, systems and components refers to structures,
systems and components that are relied upon to remain functional during and
following design basis events to ensure (i) the integrity of the reactor coolant pressure
boundary, (ii) the capability to shutdown the reactor and maintain it in a safe
shutdown condition, and (iii) the capability to prevent or mitigate the consequences of
accidents that could result in potential offsite exposures comparable to the 10 CFR
Part 100 guidelines. Design basis events are defined as conditions of normal
operation, including anticipated operational occurrences, design basis accidents,
external events, and natural phenomena for which the plant must be designed to
ensure functions (i) through (iii) above. (10 CFR 50.49(b)(1))

11.  "Nonsafety-related" structures, systems and components refers to all
structures, systems and components that are not safety-related.

12. "Current licensing basis," refers to the original licensing basis as
described in the licensee's Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR), plus those additional
requirements that have been made by the licensee during the period of plant
operation up to the present. This includes, but is not limited to, plant-specific
compliance with the Commission regulations as prescribed in parts 2, 19, 20, 21, 30,
40, 50, 51, 55, 72, 73, 100. and the appendices thereto of title 10 of the Code of
Federal Regulations; orders; license conditions; exemptions; adjudicatory decisions; and
written commitments made in correspondence such as responses to NRC bulletins and
generic letters and other licensee correspondence (54 FR 4194).

13.  "Quaiified life" refers to the period of time, prior to the start of a
design basis event, for whick the structure, system or component was demonstrated to
meet the design requirements for the specified service conditions.



14. "Design life" refers to the time during which satisfactory performance
can be expected fcr a specified set of service conditions.

15. "Installed life" refers to the interval from installation or construction to
removal during which the structure, system or component may be subject to design
service conditions and system demands.

16. "Environmental conditions" refer to temperature, pressure, humidity,
radiation, chemicals, and submergence in the area or, for the equipment or
components in question,

17. "Mild environmenti" refers to an environment that would at no time be
significantly more severe than the environment that woul¢ occur during normal plant
operation, including anticipated operational occurrences (10 CFR 50.49 (¢)).

18. "Harsh environment" refers to an environment that is not a miid
environment.

INSTRUCTIONS

1. The response to each Interrogatory is to be numbered in a manner
consistent with these Interrogatories.

2. In responding to these Interrogatories, furnish all responsive information
that is available to Vermont Yankee, including information that is in the possession of
any of Vermont Yankee's officers, employees, agents, contractors, consultants, assigns
and attorneys or otherwise subject to Vermont Yankee's custody or comtrol.

3. In responding to these Interrogatories, Vermont Yankee shall identify the
person or persons providing the information contained in its answers.

4. If any requested information is withheld pursuant to an objection or
claim of privilege, Vermont Yankee shall identify the specific Interrogatory (including
subparagraph) requesting the withheld information, state the nature of the objection
or privilege and the precise grounds upon which the objection is made or the
privilege is claimed, and identify each person who has knowledge of such information.

5. If any document is not produced because Vermont Yankee has not
retained it or because it is being withheld pursuant to an objection or claim of
privilege, Vermont Yankee shall identify the document by stating:

(a) the name(s) and affiliation(s) of the document's author(s) or

originator(s);

(b) the name(s) and affiliation(s) of the document's addressee(s);

(¢) the document's date;

(d) the document's title or heading;

(e) the document's subject matter,;

(f) the document's type (¢.g., letter, contract);
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(g) the name(s) and affiliation(s) of the present or last known custodian(s)
of the original document or copies thereof;

(h) the current or last known business and residential addresses of such
custodian(s);, and

(i) the name(s) and affiliation(s) of all recipients of copies of the document.

6.

If anything is deleted from a document produced in response to an

interrogatory, Vermont Yankee shall state the reason for the deletion and the subject
matter of the deleted material.

p

If any Interrogatory is objected to in part, for any reason, the remainder

of the Interrogatory is to be responded to fully.

8. All responses must be supplemented as provided for in 10 C.F.R. §

2.740(e).

INTERROGATORIES

1. Please identify all persons who participated in the preparation of answers to
Vermont Interrogatories (Set No. 2):

a. Describe in detail the specific portions of each response to which each
person contributed.
b.  Provide the most current resume available for each identified
individual.
¢.  Describe the qualifications of each identified individual, including
training and papers published.
2. Please identify all persons who participated in the preparation of answers to

these interrogatories:

4.

Describe in detail the specific portions of each response to which each
person contributed.

Provide the most current resume available for each identified
individual.

Describe the qualifications of each identified individual, including
training and papers published.
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The following containment leakage ratec are stated in licensing basis sources
as follows:

(1) 0.5 %/day @ 43.5 psig, FSAR at page 14.6-26 (Rev. 2),
(2) 09 %/day @ 44 psig, SER(6/1/71) at page 64,

(3) 08 %/day @ 44 psig, Tech. Spec. 3.7.A.3;

(4) 1.5 %/day @ 44 psig, Tech. Spec. Bases 4.7.A at page 142

a.  Please state the current licensing basis for allowable containment
leakage rate.

b.  Please explain why the value chosen is the current licensing basis.

¢.  Please explain the reasons why the other values in (1), (2), (3) or (4)
above are not the current licensing basis for allowable containment
leakage rate.

Does Vermont Yankee agree that, if the containment integrity has not been
maintained such that the containment leakage rate less than or equal to the
allowable containment leakage rate in the current licensing basis, then
containment integrity no longer meets the safety standards applicable to the
Vermont Yankee plant?

If your answer is anything other tha: an unqualified affirmative, then please
state every reason for your answer, a « for each reason:

a.  State each and every fact on which your reason is based.

b.  Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of
which Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends
establishes each such fact.

Does Vermont Yankee agree that, if the containment integrity has not been
maintained such that had a design basis loss-of-coolant accident occurred
with the single worst effect active failure and with radiological consequence
(calculated in accordance with Standard Review Plan 15.6.5 with Appendices
and Regulatory Guide 1.3) for such event calculated to be greater than the
exposure limits of 10 CFR Part 100, then the containment integrity no
longer meets the safety standards applicable to the Vermont Yankee plant?

If your answer is anyth’ng other than an unqualified affirmative, then please
state every reason for your answer, and for each reason:
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a.  State each and every fact on which your reason is based.

b.  Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of
which Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends
establishes each such fact.

Does Vermont Yankee agree that, based on the results of LERs 89-07, 87-
07, 8507 and 84-11, the Vermont Yankee plant was operated while technical
specifications 3.7.A.3, 3.7.A4, and 3.7.A8 were nat met?

If your answer is anything other than an unquaiified affirmative, then please
state every reason for your answer, and for each reason:

a.  State each and every fact on which yo.r reason is based.

k. Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of
which Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends
establishes each such fact.

How long (loes Veimont Yankee believe the Vermont Yankee plant was
operated waile technical specifications 3.7.A.3, 3.7.A4, and 3.7.A.8 were not
met? Please state every reason for your answer, and for each reason:

a.  State each and every fact o which your reason is based.

b.  Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of
which Vermout Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends
establishes each such fact.

If it cannot be determined how long the Vermont Yankee plant was
operated while technical specifications 3.7.A.3, 3.7.A4, and 3.7.A.8 were not
met, does Vermont Yankee agree with the conservative assumption (for the
purpose of consequence evaluation) that the plant perated the entire
operating cycle in such condition?

If ycar answer is anything other than an unqualified affirmative, then please
state ~very reason for your answer, and for each reason:

a.  State each and every fact on which your reason is based.



10,

11

Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of
which Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends
establishes each such fact.

State the conservative assumption (for consequence evaluation) and its
basis with which Vermont Yankee does agree.

LER 89-07 at page 3 of § states,

“Even though valve FDW-96A could not be pressurized, minimum
pathway leakage would probably not be affected for the following
reasons..." (emphasis added)

Please explain what is meant by "probably not."

What is the probability that "minimum pathway leakage would ... not
be affected?"

¢.  Please describe in detail each and every effort to determine the
probability that "minimum pathway lea...ge would ... not be affected?"

d.  Please identify each and every individual who participated in the
determination that "minimum pathway leakage would probably not be
affected.”

e. Please identify each and every document which records the
determination that "minimum pathway leakage would probably not be
affected."

Is it Vermont Yankee's current licensing basis to assume valve V2-28B will
provide isolation "even though not tested (LER 89-07 at page 3 of §)?"

If your answer is affirmative, please provide a specific reference to the
“facility operating license (including Technical Specifications, Applicable
Commission Regulations, Certain NRC orders (those amounting to license
amendments) [or] Certain licensee commitments” (quote from Vermont
Yankee response to Interrogatory (Set No. 1) No. 6) within your current
licensing basis which allows this assumption.

LER 89-07 at page 4 of § states,



12.

“There is reasonable assurance that, with the exception of a feedwater
line break (in the same line as FDW.96A), there would

enough time for the motor operated valves at the discharge of the high
pressure feedwater heaters 10 be closed before there was any escape of
containment atmosphere.” (emphasis added)

Please sta‘e each and every reason why Vermont Yankee believes there is
“‘reasonable assurance” that “there would have been enough time for the
motor operated valves &t the discharge of the high pressure feedwater
heaters 1o be closed before there was any escape of containment
atmosphere,” and for each reason:

b.

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

Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of
which Vermont Yankee hus knowledge that Vermoni Yankee contends
establishes each such fact.

For each reason, either provide the technical qualifications (education,
employment history, licenses and certificates, experience, or other
information that Vermont Yankee contends establishes the
qualifications of the person), of any person on whose expertise
Vermont Yankee relies for the reason or state that Vermont Yankee
does not rely upon the expertise of any person for the reason.

LER 89-07 at page 4 of S states,

“There is reasonable assurange that, with the exception of a feedwater
line break (in the same line as FDW-96A), there would have been

ime for the motor operated valves at the discharge of the high
pressure feedwater heaters to be closed before there was any escape of
containment atmosphere." (emphasis added)

State the measure or standard of "reasonable assurance" that Vermont
Yankee has used to make this statement.

Identify the calculation performed to demonstrate this reasonable
assurance.

Has this calculation been reviewed and approved in accordance with
YOQAP-I-A, Section III, Design Control? If your answer is
affirmative, please state the date of approval and the name of the
reviewer and approver.



13,

14,

15,

d.  Has this calculation been submitted to the NRC staff for review? If
your answer is affirmative, please identify the document provided to the
NRC staff,

Is it Vermont Yankee's current lice basis 10 assume “there would [ve)
enough time for the motor operated valves at the discharge of the high
pressure feedwater heaters 1o be closed before there was any escape of
containment atmosphere?"

If your answer is affirmative, please provide a specific reference to the
"facility operating license (including Technical Specifications, Applicable
Commission Regulations, Certain NRC orders (those unonmine to license
amendments) [or] Certain licensee commitments” (quote from V' ‘mont
Yankee response to Interrogatory (Set No. 1) No. 6) within yr  current
licensing basis which allows this assumption.

Is it Vermont Yankee's current licensing basis pot to assume “a feedwater
line break (in the same line as FDW-96A)?" If your answer is anything other
than an unqualified affirmpative:

4. Please identify your calculation which provides the radiological
consequence for this accident with the containment integrity in the "as-
found" condition described in BVY 89-64 (for the 1989 !l’ype A, B and
C tests).

b.  If no calculation has been performed which provides the radiological
consequence for this accident with the containment integrity in the "as-
found" condition described in BVY 89-64 (for the 1989 A, B and
C tests), please state the radiological consequences of this accident
using engineering judgement, consistent with the assumptions of
Vermont Yankee's current licensing basis.

¢.  For the engineering judgement requested in the foregoing sub-part,
please provide the technical qualifications (education, employment
history, licenses and certificates, experience, or other information that
Vermont Yankee contends establishes the qualifications of the person)
of any person on whose expertise Vermont Yankee relies for such
judgement,

BVY 89-64 at page 13 of 18 states,
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16.

"Vermont Yankee believes that there is reasonable assurance that this
penetration [X-9B) will be water sealed after a design basis accident.”
(emphasis added)

Please state each and every reason why Vermont Yankee believes there is
“reascnable assurance” that “this penetration [X-9B] will be water sealed
after a design basis accident," and for each reason:

a.  State each and every fact on which your reason is based.

b.  Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of
which Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends

establishes each such fact.

¢.  For each reason, either provide the technical qualifications (education,
employment history, licenses and certificates, experience, or other
information that Vermont Yankee contends establishes the
qualifications of the person), of any person on whose expertise
Vermont Yankee relics for the reason or state that Vermont Yankee

does not rely upon the expertise of any person for the reason.

BVY 89-64 at page 13 of 18 states,

"Vermont Yankee believes that there is reasonable assurance that this
penetration [X-9B) will be water sealed after a design basis accident"

(emphasis added).

a.  State the measure or standard of "reasonable assurance" that Vermont
Yankee has used to make this statement,

h.  Identify the calculation performed to demonstrate this reasonable
assurance.

¢.  Has this calculation been reviewed and approved in accordance with
YOQAP-I-A, Section 111, Design Control? If your answer is
affirmative, please state the date of approval and the name of the
reviewer and approver.

d.  Has this calculation been submitted to the NRC staff for review? If
your answer is affirmative, please identify the document provided to the
NRC staff.
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17.

18.

19,

Is it Vermont Yankee's current licensing basis to assume "this penetration
[X-9B] will be water sealed after a cesign basis accident?"

If your answer is affirmative, please _Frovide a specific reference to the
“facility operating license (including Technical Specifications, Applicable
Commission Regulations, Certain NRC orders (those unoumine to license
amendments) [or] Certain licensee commitments” (quote from Vermont
Yankee response to Interrogatory (Set No. 1) No. 6) within your current
licensing basis which allows this assumption.

Does Vermont Yankee agree witt the following statement:

“The Vermont Yankee maintenance program had, as of February, 1989,
failed to maintain and/or determine and replace valve FDW-96A,
found not to meet the current licensing basis (by exceeding technical
specification 3.7.A4 leakage limits) reported in LER 83-10, and again
in LER 84-11, and again in LER 85-07; such that FDW-96A was found
again in February, 1989, not to meet the current licensing basis (by
exceeding technical specification 3.7.A4) in LER 89-07."

If your answer is anything other than an unqualified affirmative, then please
state every reason for your answer, and for each reason:

a.  State each and every fact on which your reason is based.

b.  Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of
which Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends
establishes each such fact.

¢.  For each reason, either provide the technical qualifications (education,
employment history, licenses and certificates, experience, or other
information that Vermont Yankee contends establishes the
qualifications of the person), of any person on whose expertise
Vermont Yankee relies for the reason or state that Vermont Yankee
does not rely upon the expertise of any person for the reason.

Does Vermont Yankee agree that the following statement from LER 8§9-07
at page 4 of 5 is true?

“No similar events have been reported to the Commission on CA-89C
in the last five years."




20.

2.

If your answer it anything other than an unqualified affirmative, please state
every reason for your answer,

BVY 89-64 at page 8 of 18 states,

“WVarinont Yankee does not believe that the leak rate history [of valve
CA-89C) warrants any further action at this time."

Please state each and every reason why Vermont Yankee believes "that
the leak rate history [of valve CA-89C) warrants [no] further action at
this time."

How many times must CA-89C fail the Type C leakage test before
Vermont Yankee believes "further action" 1s warranted?

Please state every reason for your answer to the foregoing sub-part.

Please state whether Vermont Yankee believes that calculated radiological
consequences of the design basis accident(s) would exceed the limits of 10
CFR Part 100 for the 2-hour site boundary thyroid and whole body doses
using the following assumptions:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(%)

(6)

TID-14844 fission product release fractions,

Standby gas system filter efficiency of 90% for halogens, 95% for
particulates.

Loss of offsite power,
The worst effect single failure.

Design Basis Earthquake, with failure of equipment and structures
consistent with Vermont Yankee's current licensing basis.

The "as-found" 1989 containment leakage rates (assuming no credit for

isolation of the leakage from FDW-96A and assuming the worst effect
single failure on the containment isolation function),

13



(7)

Type A leakage - 0.531%/day
Type B leakage - 0.15 %/day
Type C leakage -
FDW-96A  Could not pressurize
LRW-§3 10 Ibm/hr
LRW.94 0.856 1bm/hr
LRW-95 5.33 Ibm/hr
CA-89C Could not pressurize
PCAC'6' '7| M '6B| "7A. ‘78
> 25.12 Ibm/hr
PCAC-§, -9, -10, -23
3.295 lbm/hr
Other valves per BVY 89-64, Appendix C

Other assumptions consistent with Vermont Yankee's current licensing

basis.

If your answer is anything other than an unqualified atfirmative, then please
state every reason for your answer, and for each reason:

d.

b.

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

Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of
which Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends
establishes each such fact.

For each reason, either provide the technical qualifications (education,
employment history, licenses and certificates, experience, or other
information that Vermont Yankee contends establishes the
qualifications of the person), of any person on whose expertise
Vermont Yankee relies for the reason or state that Vermont Yankee
does not rely upon the expertise of any person for the reason.

In the foregoing interrogatory, does Vermont Yankee believe that any of the
assumptions (1) through (7) are not part of, or are not consistent with, the
current licensing basis? If the answer is affirmative:

a.  Please state each assumption that Vermont Yankee believes is not
part of, or not consistent with, the current licensing basis.

b.  Please describe the reason why Vermont Yankee believes each

stated assumption is not part of, or not consistent with, the
current licensing basis,
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23 Each of the solenoid valves for isolation valves PCAC-6, -7, «6A, -6B, -7A, -
7B, -8, -9, -10 and -23 are indicated with the designation, "VAC-A, CKT-12"
on drawing G-191175, sheet 1 of 2.

a. Does the designation "VAC-A, CKT-12" mean that all of the
solenoid valves for isolation valves PCAC-6, -7, -6A, -6B, -7A, -
7B, -8, -9, <10 and -23 are on the same circuit?

b. If your answer to the forefoing sub-part is affirmative, does
choosing the assumed single failure to be "not developing the
containment isolation signal in this 'same circuit™ alter your
response 1o the foregoing interrogatory?

¢.  Please state every reason for your response to the foregoing sub-
part,

24, Does Vermont Yankee agree with the following statement:

“The Vermont Yankee maintenance program failed to maintain and/or
determine and replace PCAC exhaust valves (penetration X-25), which
were found to have aged to a point where they no longer met the
safety standards applicable to Vermont Yankee in 1987 by exceeding
the allowable leakage rate in technical specification 3.7.A.4, such that
these same valves failed again in 1989 to meet the safety standards by
exceeding the allowable leakage rate in technical specification 3.7.A.4
as stated in BVY 89-64, 'the totai penetration leakage could not be
measured with onsite testing equipment ... the root cause of the torn
seats revealed that the damage was due to pormal wear." (emphasis
added)

If your answer is anything other than an unqualified affirmative, then please
state every reason for your answer, and for each reason:

i,

b.

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

Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of
which Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends
establishes each such fact.

For each reason, either provide the technical qualifications (education,
employment history, licenses and certificates, experience, or other
information that Vermont Yankee contends establishes the
qualifications of the person), of any person on whose expertise
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25.

26,

27.

Vermont Yankee relies for the reason or state that Vermont Yankee
does not rely upon the expertise of any persen for the reason.

Please describe in detail the "plans to develop a preventive maintenance
schedule for replacing the seats [of the PCAC exhaust valves]" (quoted from
BVY 89-64 at page 9 of 18).

For maintenance on the PCAC exhaust valves:

d.

Please identify by Maintenance Request numb¢r and date all
maintenance performed on these valves since i-¢bruary 1989.

Please state which, if any, of the maintenance activities identified in the
foregoing sub-part included replacing the valve seats.

Does Vermont Yankee agree with the following statement:

“The Vermont Yankee maintenance program failed to maintain and/or
determine and replace containment isolation valves LRW-83, -94, .95,
which were found to have aged to a point where they no longer met
the safety standards applicable to Vermont Yankee in 1987 by
exceeding the allowable leakage rate in technical specification 3.7.A.4,
such that these same valves failed again in 1989 to meet the safety
standards by exceeding the allowable leakage rate in technical
specification 3.7.A.4 with the stated root cause identified in BVY 89-64
as, 'wear of the seating surface [over time) resulted in the increased
leakage."

If your answer is anything other than an unqualified affirmative, then please
state every reason for your answer, and for each reason:

a.

b.

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

Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of
which Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends
establishes each such fact.

For each reason, either provide the technical quaiifications (education,
employment history, licenses and certificates, experience, or other
information that Vermont Yankee contends establishes the
qualifications of the person), of any person on whose expertise
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29.

30.

Vermont Yankee relies for the reason or state that Vermont Yankee
does not rely upon the expertise of any person for the reason.

Please describe in detail all "additional action[s]" taken "to improve this
penetration's [sic - this refers to penetrations X-18 and X-19] reliability”
(quoted from BVY 89-64 at page 8 of 18).

Please state the date of each of each "additional action" described in the
foregoing interrogatory.

Does Vermont Yankee agree with the following statement:

“The Vermont Yankee maintenance program failed to maintain and/or
determine and replace containment isolation valves PCAC-8, -9, -10 and
-23 (penetration X-26) which were found to have aged to a point
where they no longer met the safety standards applicable to Vermont
Yankee in 1987 by exceeding the allowable leakage rate in technical
specification 3.7.A.4, such that these same valves failed again in 1989 to
meet the safety standards by exceeding the allowable leakage rate in
technical specification 3.7.A.4 by a greater amount."

If your answer is anything other than an unqualified affirmative, then please
state every reason for your answer, and for each reason:

a.

b.

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

Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of
which Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends
establishes each such fact.

For each reason, either provide the technical qualifications (education,
employment history, licenses and certificates, experience, or other
information that Vermont Yankee contends establishes the
qualifications of the person), of any person on whose expertise
Vermont Yankee relies for the reason or state that Vermont Yankee
does not rely upon the expertise of any person for the reason.

Does Vermont Yankee agree with the following statement:
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32.

33.

34,

“The root cause of the leakage [from valve PCAC-8] revealed that the
sealing material was changed [by or as a result of the Vermont Yankee
Maintenance Program]. ‘Fhe new material [was] a synthetic material
which [was) not as soft or pliable as the previously installed seats. This
resultfed] in a less effective seal to resist leakage."

If your answer is anything other than an unqualified affirmative, then please
state every reason for your answer, and for each reason:

a.  State each and every fact on which your reason is based.

b.  Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of
which Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends
establishes each such fact.

¢.  For each reason, either provide the technical qualifications (education,
employment history, licenses and certificates, experience, or other
information thai Vermont Yankee contends establishes the
qualifications of the person), of any person on whose expertise
Vermont Yankee relies for the reason or state that Vermont Yankee
does not rely upon the expertise of any person for the reason.

Plesse identify by number and date all Maintenance Requests which allowed
replacing the seating material of valve PCAC-8 with a new "synthetic
material which is not as soft or pliable as the previously installed seats."

Did Vermont Yankee receive concurrence for the vendor of valve PCAC-8
prior to (or after) replacing the seating material of valve PCAC-8 with a
new “"synthetic material which is not as soft or pliable as the previously
installed seats?"

If the answer to the foregoing interrogatory is negative, does Vermont
Yankee agree that the replacement of the seating material of valve PCAC-8
with & new “synthetic material which is not as soft or pliable as the
previously installed seats" is an example of an instance where VYNPS did
not have "the qualifications and expertise within its staff to make [this] type
of assessment..." (quoted from Vermont Yankee response to Interrogatory
(Set No. 1) No. 53, sub-part b).

If your answer is anything other than an unqualified affirmative, then please
state every reason for your answer, and for each reason:
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State each and every fact on which your reason is based.

Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of

whick Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends
establishes each such fact.

For each reason, either provide the technical qualifications (education,
employment history, licenses and certificates, experience, or other
information that Vermont Yunkee contends establishes the
qualifications of the person), of any person on whose expertise
Vermont Yankee relies for the reason or state that Vermont Yankee
does not rely upon the eapertise of any person for the reason.

Does Vermont Yankee agree that the failure of valve PCAC-8 to maintain
containment integrity within the limits of technical specification 3.7.A.4 due
to replacement of the seating material of valve PCAC-8 with a new
"synthetic material which is not as soft or pliable as the previously installed
seats," is an example in which an action of the maintenance program gcaused
a condition to occur in which the seating material of valve PCAC-8 was
found to have aged to a point where it no longer met the safety standards

(due to exceeding technical specification 3.7.A.4 leakage rate) of the
Vermont Yankee plant?

If your answer is anything other than an unqualified affirmative, then please
state every reason for your answer, and for each reason:

a.  State each and every fact on which your reason is based.

b.  Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of

which Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends
establishes each such fact.

For each reason, either provide the technical qualifications (education,
employment history, licenses and certificates, experience, or other
information that Vermont Yankee contends establishes the
qQualifications of the person), of any person on whose expertise
Vermont Yankee relies for the reason or state that Vermont Yankee
does not rely upon the expertise of any person for the reason.

Please describe in detail the "plans to access the availability of returning to
the previously instalied seats or developing a preventive maintenance
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37.

a8,

schedule using new seats [for the PCAC-8 valve]" (quoted from BVY 89-64
at page 10 of 18).

For maintenance on the PCAC-8 valve:

a.  Please identify by Maintenance Request number and date all
maintenance performed on this valve since February 1989,

b.  Please state which, if any, of the maintenance activities identified in the
foregoing sub-part included replacing the valve seats.

Please describe in detail the staffing history of the maintenance department
from 1972 to the present date. The description should include, but not be
limited to, identification of the following for each and every major
organizational element of the maintenance department (e.g., instrumentation
& control, electrical, mechanical, etc.):

a.  Average annual total number of personnel, including Vermont Yankee
employees and contractors;

b, Average annual number of Vermont Yankee managerial and
supervisory personnel,

¢.  Average annual number of contractor personnel; and

d.  Average annual number of other personnel, if any, who performed
plant equipment maintenance, repair, replacement or installation.

Please describe in detail the staffing history of the technical services
department from 1972 to the present date. The description should include,
but not be limited to, identification of the following:

a.  Average annual total number of personnel, including Vermont Yankee
employees and contractors;

b.  Average annual number of Vermont Yankee managerial and
supervisory personnel; and

¢.  Average annual number of contractor personnel.
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40.

41,

43

44

Plcase describe in detail the amount of relevant job experience possessed by
each and every person in the maintenance and technical service departments.
The description should include, but not be limited to, the following for each
and every person:

a.  Towal years of relevant work experience;

b. Total vears of experience at commercial nuclear power plants;
¢. Total years of experience at Vermont Yankee;

d.  Total years in cur. _at position; and

e. Anticipated retirement date.

Please describe in detaii Verment Yankee's qualification and experience
requirements for each and every position in the maintenance and technical
services departments,

Please describe in detail Vermont Yankee's pluns to maintain its desired
experience level for each and every position in the maintenance and
technical service departments from now through the extended period.

Please identify each and every documentation of Vermont Yankee's plans to
maintain its desired experience level for each and every position in the
maintenance and technical service departments from now through the
extended period.

Does Vermont Yankee agree that limiting conditions of operation (LCO's)
are not a current licensing basis, but rather LCO's are the lowest functional
capability or performance levels of equipment required for safe operation of
the facility such that when an LCO is not met the licensee shall shut down
the reactor?

If your answer is anything other than an unqualified affirmative, then please
state every reason for your answer, and for each reason:

a. State e ~> and every fact on which your reason is based; and
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46,

47.

b.  Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of
which Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends
establishes each such fact.

¢.  For each reason, either provide the technical qualifications (education,
employment history, licenses and certificates, experience, or other
information that Vermont Yankee contends establishes the
qualifications of the person), of any person on whose expertise
Vermont Yankee relies for the reason or state that Vermont Yankee
does not rely upon the expertise of any person for the reason.

Please describe in detail each and every reason why corrosion has been
discovered during periodic inspections of the torus and drywell if inerting of
the containment does, in fact, preclude the "corrosion process during most
circumstances” as asserted by Vermont Yankee in its response to Vermont
Interrogatory (Set No. 1) No. 94, The description should include, but not be
limited to, identification of the following:

a.  Each and every reason for drywell and torus corrosion;

b.  Each and every document that defines the design basis and allowable
limits for drywell and torus corrosion rate(s); and

¢.  Each and every document that compares the actually observed drywell
and torus corrosion rate(s) with the design corrosion rate(s).

Please describe in detail each and every documentation of Vermont Yankee
“following the efforts of EPRI" as asserted in Vermont Yankee's response to
Vermont Interrogatory (Set No. 1) No. 105. The description should include,
but not be limited to, identification of the following:

a. Each and every individual involved;

b. Each and every document produced; and

¢.  Each and every method by which "significant aging mechanisms" were
determined by following EPRI efforts.

Please describe in detail each and every example that demonstrates Vermont
Yankee established the significance of degradation by evaluating "the rate of

22



48,

49,

50.

degradation" as asserted in Vermont Yankee's response to Vermont
Interrogatory (Set No. 1) No. 106, The description should include, but not
be limited to, identification of the following:

a. Each and every individual involved;
b. Each and every document produced; and

¢.  Each and every method by which the rate of degradation was evaluated
by Vermont Yankee.

Vermont Yankee states, in part, in its response to Vermont Interrogatory
(Set No. 1) No. 106 that aging mechanisms could "be significant from a
safety perspective” and "Typically, aging mechanisms have not been
determined to be significant from this perspective ...." Please describe in
detail each and every example that demonstrates Vermont Yankee
determined aging mechanisms were not significant from a safety perspective.
The description should include, but not be limited to, identification of the
following:

a. Each and every individual involved;
b. Each and every document produced; and

¢.  Each and every method by which aging mechanisms were evaluated by
Vermont Yankee.

Vermont Yankee states, in part, in its response to Vermont Interrogatory
(Set No. 1) No. 106 that "An aging mechanism can also be significant from
the perspective of cost ...." Please describe in detail each and every
example that demonstrates the cost significance of aging mechanisms. The
description should include, but not be limited to, identification of the
following:

a. Each and every documentation of aging mechanism cost; and

b. Each and every method by which aging mechanism cost is determined.

Please describe in detail each and every reason why Vermont Yankee asserts
in its answer to Vermont Interrogatory (Set No. 1) No. 110 there will be a
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51,

"high degree of confidence" that the grimary containment has the ability to
meet its design basis requirements. For each reason, please describe:

a. Each and every fact upon which your reasons are based;

b.  All evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of which Vermont
Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee believes establishes each
such fact; and

¢.  Either the technical qualifications (education, employment history,
licenses and certificates, experience, or other information that Vermont
Yankee contends establishes the qualifications of the person), of any
person on whose expertise Vermont Yankee relies for the reason or
state that Vermont Yankee does not rely upon the expertise of any
person for the reason.

Please describe in detail what Vermont Yankee means by "essentially
precluded” in its response to Vermont Interrogatory (Set No. 1) Ne. 110 with
regard to potential oxidation of the containment surface. The description
should include, but not be limited to, identification of the following:

a.  Each and every fact upon which your statement is based,

b.  The extent to which your statement applies to interior and exterior
surfaces of the primary containment; and

¢.  All evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of which Vermont

Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee believes establishes each
such fact.

Vermont Yankee asserts in its response to Vermont lmerroratory (Set No.
1) No. 110 that the decision not to reapply topcoat material over the
inorganic zinc primer was appropriate.

a.  Please describe in detail each and every reason that demonstrates this
decision was appropriate;

b.  Please identify each and every individual involved in the decision;

¢.  Please identify each and every document produced concerning the
decision;
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53.

54

Please describe each and every basis for deciding not to reapply
topcoat material; and

Please describe each and every criterion used to determine if
reapplication of either primer or topcoat material will be required at a
future date.

Does Vermont Yankee assert that its evaluation of the effects of drywell
?aim degradation discovered in the 1989 refueling outage conforms with the
ollowing:

“The available intercepior area used in determining the
design coolant velocity should conservatively account for
blockage that may result.” (rguoted. but not interpreted
as regulatory minima, from NRC Regulatory Guide 1,82,
Rev.1, "Water Sources for Long-term Recirculation
Cooling Following a Loss-of-Cooling Accident”)

If your answer is anything other than an unqualified negative, then please
state every reason why Vermont Yankee asserts its evaluation is
conservative, and for eack reason:

b.

State each and every fact on which your reason is based;

Describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or of
which Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee contends
establishes cach such fact; and

State either the technical qualifications (education, employment history,
licenses and certificates, experience, or other information that Vermont
Yankee contends establishes the qualifications of the person), of any
person on wiiose expertise Vermont Yankee relies for the reason or
state that Vermont Yankee does not rely upon the expertise of any
person for the reason.

Vermont Yankee siates, in pary, in its response to Vermont Interrogatory
(Set No. 1) No. 111 that the "probability of significant paint chip transport
to the ECCS suction strainers in the torus is very low",

a.

Please describe each and every reason why Vermont Yankee so states;
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58.

S6.

57.

S8.

b.  Please describe all of the evidence in Vermont Yankee's possession or
of which Vermont Yankee has knowledge that Vermont Yankee
believes establishes the probability of that event;

¢.  Please describe each and every calculation regarding the significance of
paint chip transport to the ECCS suction strainers,

d.  Please describe each and every technical and quantitative bases for
concluding such probability is very low; and

¢. Please describe the potential consequences ot sigrificant paint chip
transport, either alone or in combination with other potential debris, to
the ECCS suction strainers.

Please identify the Potentially Reportable Occurrence (PRO) evaluation
performed for the drywell paint failures discovered during the 1989 refueling
outage. If no PRO evaluation was performed, state each and every reason
why it was not performed.

Vermont Yankee states, in part, in its response to Vermont Interrogatory
(Set No. 1) No. 113 that the "effectiveness of our maintenance program is
demonstrated by a number of independent parameters, including .....
independent assessments performed by ... NRC." Please identify each and
every NRC audit, inspection, surveillance, report and other document that
demonstrates the effectiveness of Vermont Yankee's maintenance program.

For each and every document identified in Vermont Yankee's response to
the preceding interrogatory, please describe in detail all findings, conclusions,
recommendations, strengths, weaknesses, deviations and violations related to
the effectiveness of Vermont Yankee's maintenance program,

Vermont Vankee states, in part, in its response to Vermont Interrogatory
(Set No. 1) No. 113 that the "effectiveness of our maintenance program is
demonstrated by a number of independent parameters, including .....
independent assessments performed by ... INPO." Please identify each and
every INPO audit, inspection, surveillance, report and other document that
demonstrates the effectiveness of Vermont Yankee's mainten.ance program.




59.

60.

61,

62.

63.

For each and every document identified in Vermont Yankee's response 1o
the preceding interrogatory, please describe in detail all findings, conclusions,
recommendations, strengths, weaknesses, deviations and violations related to
the effectiveness of Vermont Yankee's maintenance program.

Vermont Yankee states, in part, in its response to Vermont Interrogatory
(Set No. 1) No. 113 that the "effectiveness of our maintenance program is
demonstrated by a number of independent parameters, including .....
independent assessments performed by ... YNSD." Please identify each and
every YNSD audit, inspection, surveillance, report and other document that
demonstrates the effectiveness of Vermont Yankee's maintenance program,

For each and every document identified in Vermont Yankee's response to
the preceding interrogatory, please describe in detail all findings, conclusions,
recommendations, strengths, weaknesses, deviations and violations related to
the effectiveness of Vermont Yankee's maintenance program.

Vermont Yankee states, in part, in its response to Vermont Interrogatory
(Set No. 1) No. 113 that the "effectiveness of our maintenance program is
demonsirated by a number of independent parameters, including ...
independent assessments performed by ... A" Please identify each and
every QA audit, inspection, surveillance, report and other document that
demanstrates the effectiveness of Vermont Yankee's maintenance program.

For each and every document identified in Vermont Yankee's response to
the preceding interrogatory, please describe in detail all findings, conclusions,
recommendations, strengths, weaknesses, deviations and violations related to
the effectiveness of Vermont Yankee's mainte<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>