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' UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

-

In the Matter of

| Vermont Yankee Nuclear

| Power Corporaticn Docket No. L0-271+0LA

(Vermont Yankee Nuclear
Power Station)

i e

NEW ENCLAND COALITION UN NUCLEAR POLLUTI1ON’S
COMMENTS IN OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED FINDINZ OF
NO SIGNIFICART HAZAROS CONSIDERATION
antiaduction
On January 21, 1993, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

{"NRC'" or "Commission") issued public notice of an operating li-
cense amendment request by the Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Cor-
poration ("Vermont Yankee"), which would permit Vermont Yankee to
perform extensive maintenance an the Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power
ftazion’s ("VYNPS’'s") "B" diesel generator for fourteen days dur-
ing the cuarrent operating cycle, while the reactor is operating
at powsr.' 58 Fed, Rea. 5,435, The NRC proposes to make a
determination of no significant hazards consideration regarding
the proposed license amendment.
| The New England Coalition on Nuclear Pollutien (“NECNE") op~

poses the proposed finding of no significant hazards considera~

tion. NECNP’s Opposition is suppurted by the affidavit of Robert

D. Pollard, a nuclear safety engineer. Attachment 1. As dis-

1 NECNP has reqguested a hearing on the proposed license amend-
ment. New Englana Coalition’s Rerquest for Hearina on Proposed
Gperating License Amendment (February 22, 1993).
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cussed below, the intentional disabling of one of Vermont Yankee
Nuclear Pouwer Station’s ("VYNPS’s") two diesel generators would
violate General Design Criterion ("GDC") 17, the NRC’s fundamen-
tal regquirement that onsite electric power supplies must "have
sufficient independence, redundancy, and testability to perform
their safety functions assuming a ringle failure," 10 C.F.R.
Part 50, Appendix A, GDC 17. In addition, the nroposed amendment
vielates the technical specifications for VYNPS, which contain no
provision for deliberate removal of the diesel generators from
service during power operation, On its face, ty, 2-2
the intentional disabling of an essential a:nfety system, in
viclation of the NRC’s General Desiyn Criteria, NRC regulator;
guidance, and VYNPS technical specifications, raises significant
hazavds considerations. Accordingly, pursuant to Section
18%a(2) (A) of the Atomic L.ergy Act, 42 U.S.C. § 2239{a)(2) (A),
the NRC must provide a hearing on the proposed license imendment
befo,n it can be issued.
g STATEKENT OF FACTS

VY¥NPS has twa scvandby diesel generators which constitute the
onsite electrical power supp.y for the plant’s structures, sys-
tems, and components important to safety. GDC 17 rejuires that
eacr of the diesel generators must be safety grade and designed
to "provide suftficient capacity and capability" to waintain plant
gsafety during design basis accidents. assuming a loss of offsite
pawer .

Pursuant to GDC 17 and the plant’s Limiting Jonditicns for

Operation ("LCO’s"), VYNPS cannot be operated at power unless
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both diesel generators are functional, As provided by Technical
Specification (“IS§") 3.10.A.1,

Both emergency diesel generators shall be operable and

capable of starting and reacning rated voltage and fre-

gaency in not muice than 13 secoads.
A limited exception to this reguirement is provided in T8
3.5.H.1:

Puring any period when one of the standby diesel gener-

ators ic inupsrable, continued reactor opevation is

permissible only during the succeeding seven days, pro-
vided that all of the Low Pressure Core Coouling and

Containment Cooling Subsystems connecting to the

operable diesel generator shall be operakble.

However, TS 3.5.H.1 also states that "If this requirement cannot
be met, an orderly shutdown shall be initiated and the reactnr
shall be in the cold shutdown condition within 24 hours."

On three previous occasions, Vermont Yankee has invoked TS
3.5.H.1 for the purpose of repairinag diesel generators at power.
In 1990, the NRC granted Vermont Yankee pert ission teo inten~
tionallv disable and overhaul one of its diesel generatois while
operating at power, on the ground that a local hydroelectric sta-
tion was available to provide backup power.2 See Memorandum from
Thomas E. Murley, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, to Thomas
T. Martin, Regional Administrator, Region I (May 18, 1990) and

enclosures, Attachment 2.

2 hs discussed beluw, the practice of intentionally disabling
diesel generators while at power in order to make ruutine
repairs is not [ermitted by either GDC 17 or the technical
specitications for VYNF3. Thus, NECN? believes that the HR”
erred when it granted permission for the 1950 repairs.



Last year, oun two separate occasions & month apart, Vermont
yankee declared its "A" diesel generator incperable after "ab~-
normalities were encountered with the jacket cooling system."
Letter from Warren P. Murphy, Vermont Yankee, to United States
Nuclear Regulatory Commission re: Proposed Change No. 166, One~
Time Extended Emergency Diesel Generator (EDG) LCO Period to Bup~
port Maintenance Activities at 2 (December 15, 1992) (hereinatter
"Murphy Letter"), Attachment 3. On May 28, 1992, and again on
June 23, 1992, Vermont Yankee bagan dier=2l generator repairs
while the reactor was at power, as permitted by T8 3.5.H.1 for
"inoperable" dlese. generators. When Vermont Yankee found that
these repairs could not be completed within 7 Jdays, as required
by TS 3.5.H.1, it applied for and received tamporary waivers
which allowed a one-day extension for the repaivs begun in May,
and a two-day extension for the repairs begun in June. §g£ge BVY
92-068, Letter from Warren P. Murphy, Vermont Yankee, to United
States Nuclear Regulatory Commission {(June 3, 1992); BVY 92-074,
letter from Warren P. Murphy, Vermont Yankee, to United States
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (June 29, 1992), Attachments 4 and
%, respectively.

According to Vermont Yankee, surveillance of the “B" diesel
gensrator "has not revealed any indication" of the problems which
rendered "A" diesel generator inoperable. Murphy Letter at 2.
Nevertheless, Vermont Yankee deemed it "prvie =" to make the same
repairs to the "B" diesel generator that it had made to the "A"

diesel generator "at the earliest opportunity.” Id. Rather than
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waiting until the next refueling outage or scheduling an outage !
to make the repairs, Vermont Yankee submitted a letter to NRC re~
gquesting a change to TS 3.5.H.1 which would allow a "one~time ex~
tension" from the LCO of 7 days to 14 days in which to make those
repairs, as well as to conduct the routine 18-month overhaul of
the diesel generator. Murphy Letter, Attachment 3, On January
21, 1993, the NRC published a Federal Register notice of the pro-
posed license amendment, along with a proposed finding that no
prior hearing on the amendment is required because it poses no
significant L-zards consideration.

11, THE PROPOSED LICENSE AMENDMENT POSES SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS
CONSIDERATIGNS .

A. statutory and Regulatory Framework

Pursuant to Section 18%a(2)(A) of the Atomic Energy Act and
10 C.FP.R. 50.92{¢), the NRC way not issue an operating license
amendment before granting a public hearing unless it determines
that the proposed amendment poses "no significant hazards consid-
eration," i.e., that the amendment wgald not: !

(1) Invelve a significunt increase in the probability

or conseguences of an accident previously eveluated;

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind

of accident from any accident previously evaluated; or

(3) Invelve a significant reduction in the margin of

safety.
In passing the enabling legislation for thic regulatory provi-
sion, Congress recognized that

issuing the order in advance of a hearing would as a

practical matter, foreclouse the public’s right to have

its views considered. In addition, the licensing board

would often be unable to order any substantial relief
as a result of an after-the-fact hearing.
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'Conf. Rep. No. 97-884, S7th Cong., 2d Sess., at 37-38 (1982).
Thus, the confereeu noted their intent that
in determining whether a proposed licenss amendment in-
volves no cignificant hazards consideration, the Com-
mission should be especially sensitive to the issues t
posed by license amendments that have irreversible con- |

sequences (such as tnose permitting an increase in the
amoun* of effluents or radiation emitted from a facil-

ity or allowing a facility to operate for a perioc of '

time without full safety protections.)
Id. (emphasis added)

In response to Congress’ expression of concern, the Commis~
sicn "made clear” in the preamble to § 50.92 that

an amendment which allows a plant to operate at full

power durina which one cr more safety systems are not

operable would be treated in the same way as other ex-

amples considered likely to involve a significant

hazards consideration.
Final Procedures and Standards on No Significant Hazards Consid-
erations, 51 Fed. Reg. 7,744, 7,750, Col, 3 (March 6, 1986). 1In
addition, the Commission "charge[d) the NRC staff to assure that
doubtful or borderline cases are not found to invelve no sig-
nificant hazarde consideration." 51 Fed. Reg. at 7,753, Cols. 2~

3.

B. The Proposad License Amendment Raises Significant
Hazards Considerations

The circumstances of this case, involving the disabling of a
meinr safety component in violation of NRC Genaral Design
Criteria and VYNPS technical specifications, raise signifizant
hazavds considerations in the starkest terms. Even were threse
viclations more “dourtful or porderline" [51 Fed. Reg. at 7,783,

Cols. 2-3], the serious safety guestions raised by the proposed
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amendment would dintate against the issuance of a no significant
hazards consideration finding, and reqguire the granting of a
prior hearing on Vermont Yarkee’s proposed license amendment,
1. The Proposed Amendment Involves the In’ antional
2§?nb11nq of A Safety System, In Violation of GDC
Under the Commission’s standards for finding no significant
hazards conaidérations, gsee 51 Fed. Reg. at 7,750, Col. 3, there
can be no guestion that the proposed amendment raises “sig-
nificant hazards" considerations, bhezause it would allow the
VYNPS to operate "at full power during which one or more safety
systems (i.e., the "B" diesel generator) are not operable," in
direct viclation of GDC 17. Tha importance of compliance with
GDC 17 cannot be gainsaid. GDC 17 is one ¢f the NRC’s "mininum
requirements"” that establishes the "principal design criteria®
for "structures, systems, and components that grovide reasonable
assurance that the facility can be operated without undue risk to
the health and szafety of the public." Introduction to 10 C.F.R.
Part 50, Appendix A. In evaluating the sufficiency of tht onsite
power supply to power safety systems, GDC 17 assumes that offsite
power systems are v .vailable, and reguires the provision of
onsite power supplies "with sufficient independence, redundancy,
and testability to perform their safety functions assuming a
single failure.” Thus, in evaluating whether Vermont Yankee's
diesel genarators comply with GDC 17, it must be assumed that (a)
no offsite yow.c is available and (b) one of the two diesel gen-

erators has failed. If the remaining diesel generator were in-
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' tentionally disabled, as proposed in Vermont Yankee’s license

amendment application, VYNPS would have no protection against a
single failure of a diesel generator, in direct violation of GDC
17.

Moreover, i*t is clear that such a viclation of GDC 17 could
increase accident risk at VYNPS in all three of the aspects by
vhich NRC judges "significant hazards" under 10 C,F.R. §
50.92(¢) (1)~(3). With respect to the first criterion, the inten-
tional disabling of the "B" diesel generator would significantly
compound the "probability or consejuences” associated with a
"previously evaluated" accident =-- i.e., the unavailability of
ohe of the diesel generato: s during a loss of offsite power, as
contemplated by GDC 17. If the "B" diesel generator is inten-
tionaily disabled and the "A"™ diesel genarator must be assumed to
be disabled as regquired by GDC 17, this would leave VYNPS without
any scurce of onsite power. Under such circumstances, a design
basis accident would be transformed to a beyond design basis ac~
cidenc, with the potential for meltdown and catastrophic con-
sequences. Thus, the proposed amendment raises significant
hazards considerations under the second criterion of § 50.92(c).
Finally, the significantly increased probability and consequences
of a serious accident would cbviously involve a "significant
reduction in the marcin of safety" at the plant, thus establish-

ing a significant hazard under § 50.92(c)(3)}.
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2. The Intentional Disa%»ling of a Diesel Generator
for Repairs at Power Violates Vermont Yankee's
Technical Specifications and NRC Requlatory Guid-
ance.

Vermont Yankee’s operating license amendment application is
based on the assumption that it is already entitled, through its
technical specifications, to disable and repair the "B" diesel
generator at power, and that all it requires is an extension of
the seven-day period for repairs allowed by TS 3.5.H.1. §See Mur-
phy letter at 1. However, Vermont Yankee’'s position is based on
an incerrect interpretation of VYNPS’s technical specifications.
In fact, the intentional disabling of a diesel generator for
repairs that could otherwise be postponed until a planned outage
viclates the VYNPS technical specifications.

Pursuant to GDC 17, the principal VYNPS technical specifi-
cation governing standby dieseil generators, TS 3.10.A.1, requires
that both diesel generators must he "operable and capable of
reaching rated voltage and freguency in not more than 13 sec-
onds.® TS 3.5.H.1, upon which Vermont Yankee relies, creates a
limited ex-eption to this rule, providing that "During eny period
when one of the standby diesel generators is inoperable, con-
tinued reactor operation is permissible only dvring the succeed-
ing seven days . . ."

Vermont Yankee apparently interprets the term “"inuperable",
as used in T8 3.5.H.1, to include thc intentional disabling of
the diesel generators for routine or non-urgent repairs. Tk
as vead by Vermont Yankee, 18 3.5.H.1 permits it to intentionally

disable one of its diesel generatorns for repairs at any time, as



long as the duration of the repairs does not exceed 7 days. liow-
ever, such a broad interpretation of the exception in TS 3.5.H.1
would swallow the general rule established by GDC 17 and TS
3.10.A.1, that VYNPS cannot operate unless both diesel generators
are operable and available. 1In effe:>t, under Vermont Yankee's
interpretation of the technical specifications, a diesel genera-
tor ~ould be disavled for repairs every two weeks, as long as the
repairs could pe finished in seven days.

Vermont Yankee'’'s interpretation of its technical specifica-
tions is alse inconsistent with the guidance set forth in Reg.
Guide 1.93, which contemplates at power repairs gnly a. :r the
risks of shutting down the reactor have been balanced against the
risks of continuing to operate with only one diesel generator:

Under certain conditicns, it may be safer to continue
operation at full or reduced powar for a limited time
than to effect an immediate shutdown on the loss of
some of the required electric power scuices. Such de~
cisions should be based on an evaluation that balances
the risks associated with immediate shutdown against
those assoclated with continued operation. If, on
balance, immediate shutdown is the safer course, the
unit should be brought promptly to an orderly shutdown,
and to a cold shutdcwn as soon as possible. For exam-
ple, the risks asfuciat=2d with an immediate shutdown on
the loss of onsice a.c. power supply dnring ~ period of
1:ant system joad would tend to be less than those dur-
ing a peak load period because the stability of the
offsite pover system would be relatively higher. 1If,
on balance, ccntinued power operation is the safer
course, the period of continued operation should be
used to restore the lost source and to prepare for an
orderly shutdown, provided, of course, that these ac-
tivities do not risk further degradation of the elec-
tric power system or in any way jeopardize plant
safety.

Reg. Guide 1.93 at 1. Under this standard, the only acceptavle

justification for repairing the diosel generators at power would
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be a showing that it is safer to du that than to shut the plant
down == an ~.gument that could be made only if the diesel genera-
tor was ynable to function, or so unreliable as to be effectively
inoperable. Those circumstances do not exist here, where the - b
diesel generator is functional, and Vermont Yankee seeks permis-
sion simply to make non-urgent repairs and to conduct routine
maintenance. Thus, under the guidance of Reg. Guide 1.93, the
VYNPS technical specificstions cannot be read to permit the in-
tentional disabling of the diesel generators in order to perform
routine repa‘is.

Becaure Vermont Yankee’s proposal to intenticnally disable
the "B" diesel generator during power operation constitutes a
departure from its technical sperifications governing impcrtant
safety funct.ions, it necessarily raises "significant hazards con-
siderations.” 1In fact while the NRC staff concluded (erroneous-
ly, NECNP submits) that Vermont Yankee's 1990 bid to overhaul its
diesel generator durinj power operation was saictioned by its
technical specifications, the staff noted its concern that "this
maintenince practice poses a noteworthy risk." Memorandum from
J. Johnson, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch No. 3, Region I, to R.
Wessman, Directorate I-3, NRR (April 6, 1990), Enclosure tu At~

tachment 2.
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3. The Existence of the Vernon Tie-Line Would Not
Compensate for the Disavled Diesel Generator Under

Vermont Yag:EQIZQtempta to satisfy the no significant
hazarde wtandard by arguing that there will be no significant
change in the types of potential acc'dents at VYNFS or decrsase
in the margin of safety of the plant, "because of the
availability of other plant electrical systems, including the
vernon tie line" from a local hydropower station. Murphy letter
at ¥, However, tnis argument ignores GDC 17, which provides
quite clearly that offsite power sources, such as the Vernon tie
line, cannot be used as substi‘utes for onsite power sources in
order to satisfy tie requirements for backup power supply.

Moreover, even if GDC 17 could be ignored, and the Vernon
tie l.ne could be credited as a backup e.ectricity supply, far
too many questiors exist sbout the capacity and reliebility of
the Vernon tie line as a source of backup powaer to safety sys-~
tems. For instance, as Vermont Yankee has conceded, it is im-
possible to test the Verncor tie-line under a full station black~
out load. BVY $2-94, Letter from Leonard A. Tremblay, Jr., Ver-
morit Yankee, to United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission, ve:
10CFR30.63 Staticn Blackout (SBO) = Response to NRC Reguest for
Additional Information, Attachment to BVY 92-94 at 3 (July 31,
1922) ., Attachment 6., Moreover, Vermont Yankee admits that "[d]ue
tc the vintage of the hydro staticn generators’ voltage
regulators,” it is unaple to “analytically predict" what the
voltage levels wi!l be upon applicatiosn of the largest load to

the 4160~-vult emergency bus. l1d. at 3. Tr.tead, Vermont Yankee
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" relies on the engineering judgment of hydro operators and dis-
patchers from outsid’ Vermont Yankee, who are not licensed by NRC
and whu have no responsibllity for the safety of VYNPS., 1In sunm,
Vermont Yankee has neither empi-ical evidence nor analytical
results to demonstrate that the Vernon tie line has "sufficient
capacity and capability" to meet the requirements of GDC 7. Ac~-
cordingly, the existence uf the Vernon tie~line provides no basis
for a n» significant hacards finding in this case.
CORCLUSION
Vermont Yankee has falled to demonstrate that the proposed

license amendmcnt invelves no significant hazards consideirations;
in fact, on its face, it would significantly increase the risk to
public health and safety posed by operation >f the VYINPS. Acror-
dingly, the NRC should reverse its proposed finding of no sig-
niticant hazards considerations, and order a prior hearing on the
proposed licens. amendment,

Recspectfully submitted,

(.)’M.d R P
ane Jurran

HARMOM, CURRAN, GALLAGHER &

SPILLBERG

2001 "S" Street N.W.

Washington, 2.C. 20003

(202) 328-35u0

Counsel to NECNP

Fehrasry 22, 19%3



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA Attachment 1

BEFORE THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Verment Yankee Nuclear
Power Corporation Docket No. 50-271-0LA

(Vermont Yankee Nuclear
Power Station)

AFFIDAVIT OF ROBERT D. POLLARD
I, Robert D. Pollard, do make oath and say:

1) My name is Robert D. Pollard. 8ince February 1976, 1
have been employed as a nuclear safety engineer by the Union of
Concerned Scientists. My business address is 1616 P Street,
N.W., Washington, D.C., 20036. Previously, I was employed by the
United States Nuclear Re?ulatory Commission as a Licensing Pro-
ject Manager for commercial nuclear power plants.

2) In May 1959, I enlisted in the United States Navy and
was selected to serve as an electronics technician in the nuclear
power program. After completing the required training, 1 becama
an instructor responsible for teaching naval personnel bcth the
theoretical and practical aspects of operation, maintenance and
repair for nuclear propulsion plants. From February 1964 to
April 1965, I served as the senicr reactor operator, supervising
the reactsr control division aboard the U.S.8. Sargo, a nuclear-
powered submarine. In May 1965, I was honorably discharged from
the U.S. Navy and attended Syracuse University, where I received
che dagree of Bachelor of Science magna c¢um laude in electrical
engineering in June 1969.

3) In July 1969, 1 was nired by the United States Atomic
Energy Commission (AEC) and continued as a technical expert with
.2 AEC and its successor, the United States Nuclear Regulatory
Coamission (NRC) until February 1976. After joining the AEC, I
compieted a year of graduate studies in advanced electrical and
nuclear engineering at the Graduate School of the University of
New Mexico in Albuguerque. 1 subseqguently advanced to the posi-
tions of Reactor Engineer (Instrumentation) ana Project Manager
with AEC/NRC. As a Reactor Engineer, I was primarily responsible
for performing detailed technical reviews analyzing and evaluat-
ing the adequacy »f the design reactor protection systems, con-
treol systems and emergency electrical power systems in proposed
nuclear facilities. In September 1974, I was promoted to t
nosition of Project Marager and became responsible for safety
reviews of applications for licenses to construct and cperate
several commercial power plants,

=
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4) In the course of my six and a half years with the AEC
and NRC, I performed technical reviews, analyses and evaluations
of designs of systems and components necessary for safe operatiun
of reactor facilities under normal, abnormal and emergency condi-
tions for the purpose of determining whether such systewss com=-
plied with NRC rules and provided an acceptable level of safety
for the public.

5) For the past fifteen years, 1, along with other members
of the Union of Concerned Scientists’ professional staff, have
conducted numerous studies pertaining to the safety and
reliability of nuciear power plants, both on a generic and plant-
specific basis. 'I have provided technical analysis for UCS's
participation in rulemaking proceedings before the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission ard for UCS’s litigation against the NRC
for failure to fulfill its responsibilities under the Atomic En-
ergy Act, I testified before the President’s Commission on the
Accident at Three Mile Island which investigated that 1979 acci-
dent. I participated as an expert witness in the NRC’s ad-
judicatory proceeding on matters pertaining to reactor safety be-
fore numerous committees of the United States Congress and vari=-
ous other state and local legislative and administrative bodies.
Thus, my 23 years of professional experience on the technical
staffs of the AEC, NRC, and UCS have given me first~hand knowl-
edge of NRC regulations and how they are developed, administered,
and interpreted.

6) I have reviewed all of the documents referenced in New
England Coalition on Nuclear Pollution’s Comments in Opposition
to Proposed Finding of No Sigrnificant Hazards Consideration (Feb-
ruary 22, 1993). I am also fami'iar with NRC regulations and
regulatory guidance governing the design and operability of
diesel generators.

7) The factual statements made in the attached New England
Coalition on Nuclear Pollution’s Comments in Oppositinn to Pro-
posed Finding of No Significant Hazards Consideration are true
and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Robert D. Pollard

Subscribed and sworn to before me this __ day of February, 1993.

Notary Public

My Commission expires i
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el MAY 1§ 190

MEMORANDUM FOR: Thomas T. Martin
Regional Administrator, Region 1

FROM: Thomas £, Murley, Director
Office of Kuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: USING THE OUTAGE TIME ALLOWED BY THE LIMITING CONDITION
FOR OPERATION FOR OVERMAULING AN EMERGENCY DIESEL GENERATOR
WITK THE PLANT OPERATING AT FULL POWER

1 share the concern you expressed in your May 2, 1990 note (enclosure) to me
regarding intentional entry into an LCO (1imiting condition for operation)
action statement in Mode 1 to overhaul a diese) generator, This concern
relates to the proader issue 0 routine entry into LCOs tu perform preventive
maintenance, which appears to be & common préctice among licensees. In the
case of Vermont Yankee, certain getign features and lice-see commitments led
the staff to conclude that an acceptable level of safety would be maintained
while the licensee was overhauiing the diesel generator at power., The questior
s whether 1t {s acceptable for 1icensees whose plants have a less forgiving
cesign to do the same. The staff does not want te discourage licensees from
duing preventive maintenance at power, because of the potential for achieving

better relfability; but 1t should be done in e manner that cecreases oversl)
plant risk,

The NRR staff {s coasidering the issue of "outine entry into LCO action statements
for performing preventive maintenance. [Diese! generator overhaul will, of course,
be sddressec,

In the interim, 1t may be appropriate for the regions to identify licensees
that routinely overhaul diesel generaters {n Mode 1, and determine {f they
heve evaluated the adequaty of the technical bases for doing so. Licensees
that co this should adhere to the following conservative printiples:

(1) The practice should represent a net safety benefit and be warranted by
operational necessity, not just by convenience.

(2) Tre practice should not be abused by repeated entry into and exit from
the LCO,

(3) The removal from service of safety systems and important non-safety
ecuipment should be minimized during the overhayl, including offsite
power sources,

(&) Any component testing or maintenance that increases the 1{keithood of a
plant transient should be avaided; plant operation should be stable during
the overhaul, (This could include consideration of degraded or out-of-service
balance of plant equipment.) Z
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Trere rey te cther sters Leyeng these that licensees can take to mininize the
rith associetec with rencyirs 8 élese) generator fror service for ar extendec
perice of time,

MR generally accepts the practice of licensees perforring preventive mainte-
nance at power, and this includes diesel generator overhauls, but only #fter
carelful planning and if the safety berefit 1s clear.

Original sigaed by
Thomas L, Kurley

Thomas E. Murley, Director

Uffice of Nuclear Peactor Regulatior
inclosyre:
As stated

L. ibneter, R}l
o Bs Tones, RIN

., Martin, RIY

E. Yartin, RY

cc:

CISTRIELTION:
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Enclosure

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D. €. 70883

May 2, 1990

NOTE FOR: Tom Myrley
Frank Mirug!ia

Bil) Russell

SUBJECT: VERMONT YANKEE

Attached {s correspondence | discussed on May 1, 1990 regarding the
propriety of Yermont Yankee's practice of using 7-day LCO to overhaul
diese] generators. Your staff gave me a supportadble legal answer, Given
¥Y's claim that others do the same, should NRC discourage this pructice as

a matter of policy in light of the DG's key role in accident mitigation?

<8

Tim

Enclosures:

1. Memo dtd 4/13/90 J. Johnson
fm R, Wessman

2. Memo dtd 4/6/50 R, Wessman
fm F. Rose

3. Memo dtd 4/6/50 R. Wessman
fm J. Johnson

(/c o
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FOORANTONM FOR: R, Hessman, Directer, Project Directorste 1=, MR

PR J. Johnsen, hief, Reacter Projects Branch No, 3,
Region 1

SAICT: VERMONT YANTT PLANS TO OVERALL AN DIERCDNCY

The pLtose of thls rerorarcha (s to followp on our discussion of
Marah 30, 1590 a~* to Taquest that KRR evaluate the srproer {aterneas
of Verrert Yarkee's Plars to ovartaul one of the two diesel
9eTITOrS while the plant is operating at AUl pover. The diesa)
Geherator verdar (At ally recorerded the overtaul every 12-18
ToNLhs, Bt has since stated LAt a4 2224 ronth (ntarval is
aXertable, 2s eof April, 19%0, the overtaul (ntarval for this
desel gerwrator {s 22 ronths: the interval vill be extended to 27
ToNUs If the overtaul is delaysd to the next refuel ing cutage,

pesfor the overtaul, we guestion Whether the removal of such an
Srerant plece of safety-relatad aquprent {s prudent vhen the
Piant is at power., While we note at Vermont Yarkee has sury.
severa, Uvtilities Ard found that this practica Vas ot unique and

Watoetarle, we re-almed Soncermad that this raintanance ractice
Posas a noleworthy risk, The diesel F8herator will protadbly not be
AN A cordition during the overtaw o be quickly astored to servics
Bould 8 loss of offsite PO-Rr ocour,

We reguest that you review this (ssue for Feneric NRR position on
Lhis ratter. A resition was taken by KRR in 1987 regarding willfl
entry ints Stardard Tectinical Specification 3,0.3 for cre hour Lios

considered applicable here. He weuld apy wciate a response
Lo Wis ratter becaycs Verrort Yankes {ntends to cngu this LD on
or azast Aoril 16, 1990, 1t this practice is deered uhacceptable,
we Need Lo cortact Verront Yankee raragerent proptly.

Pt Jl—

Roactor Projects Branch 3

exc: ;
B. Buger, \RR H. Eichenholz, SRI, Vermont Yarkes -
W, .Yd."c M J- D-UT' R! ,//’———_T'}‘}

Ho P&.'C'.u, m ﬂl alxo' n /- \ ilv‘{)/’

J. Wigzins, RI R. Bar
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R, Wessnan, Project Dirgctor
Prolect Directoraty 13
Diviston of Resacten Pofects 1/11

Faust Rosa, Chiaf
Clectrical Systems Braneh
Divigtun of Systems Technology

VERMONT YANKET « PLANS T0 OVERMAULL AN CFERGENCY DIESEL
GEALRATOR WNILE AT FULL POWER

N FRLDUNER 10 4 mensrandum (undated, received 4/5/90) from J. Johnson, Chiaf,
Feacior Projects Brameh No. 3y Reglon I to N, vessman, Director, Profect
virectorate l«3, NRR which recuested KRR to raview Yarmont Tarnkee's ?vv) plang
L0 Ceciure 1 seven day LCO to overhay) an emergency diesel generator (EDG) while
4t Tull sower, the flectrica! Sretars Bromeh fS(L!K has reviewed YY's energency
clectrical disteibution bystem for fvs sdeguacy n the context o7 this planned
VEQy Our evaluation 1ol)ows:

hLhe SubJest netter 14 based on the following Inforration:

Accord'ng 10 YY's gurrent Technical Spe-ification (T8) 2.5, 0.1, 1 one of

the v LOGE found to be ‘hoperable, continued reactor operation 13 pere
mIied Tor seven days, 1.90., seven Coys Limiting Conditions for Oparation

-
.~

S

(hoaceiiton 1o two onsfite EDGs and four effsite power 1ines through
L0 STATILD transformers at VY, there (4 Yernon hydre station tie line
whICh 18 & dedicated Yine (one Aalf #ile away) that can be connectad
girectlly to elther of the emergency buses from the VY control room,

14 Iwitehirg cceration 15 covered by the curren, plant procedures and
operator tratning, This Yirng Mot enough capacity 10 supply al) tie emers
gency power Toads to safely shutdown the plant.

station 15 energized continmuously, therefr e, there s Ao need
Ay ecuipment; and 1t Mg eacallent Felfability demonstrated by
slory oF only two wnplanned ovtages total of less than 3 hours)




‘l. bessman ol

o To ersure more et abi ity VY Moy comittes to 190 Up & praventive
FAIRTENERCE Drogram which fnc)uces Inspnction of the ine regularly
bnc testing the ling Qvor{ Other refueling by al4gning 1t to one of
the safety buses andg supp YIng 1t with the needed power,

So We w750 agree with vy TUPve; that this practice (1,0., overhau!ing
er gerforming 1€ month €04 surve!llance during power operation) by
ceclaring « seven day LLO 13 not vnigue to VY, we find that sueh
praciice 15 Aecessary for those PUitfeunit plants which are grsigned
ANg operated with shared [0G configuratio s (e.9., Brungwich),

Faset ci the fact that the current VY'y 15 11 T80 3even day LCO for an fhopers
able (DG, this time periog 18 apparently suffic ent to ?crfonm the overhay!,

At Brunswich for thig Case, the “ymatning thres avatlable (0G: would meet the
single faliure criterion for less of offsite power safe shutdown Byt not for &

DBA,  The ¥Y situation fg exactly similar when the Yernon hydro 1s credited ¢s
hefrg ecuivalent to o stancdy (DG,

Trerefore we see no $19n1ficant safety problem with vY's plans to overhau! an
EDC auring & sever doy LCO while it Ul power, :
- 4
. / o
o — SOV ot -
‘I . .

Faust Pese, Chief

[lectrical Systems Rramch
Ctvigton of Systems Technology

ce: A, Thesand
P, Fairttie
Ve Knight
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Dacember 15, 1992
BvY 92.139

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTN: Documaent Control Desk
Washington, DC 20558

Referances: a  Licensa No. DPR-28 (Docket No. S0-271)

()  Letter, VYNPC to USNRC, BVY 092068, dated
June 3, 1982

(©) Leter, USNRC 10 VYNPC, NVY 92005, dated
Junme 4, 1992

(d) Letter, VYNPC 10 USNRC, BVY 92074, datad
Jura 29, 1692

(@) Lettar, USNRAC to VYNPC, NVY 92:127, dated
July 1, 1982

Sublect:  Proposed Change No. 166, One-Time Extended Emerguncy Diesel
Generator (EDG) LCO Period to Support Meintenance Activities

Dear Sir:

Pursuant to Section 50.59 of the Commission's Rules and Reguiations, Varmont
Yankee hereby proposes the lollowing changes to Appencix A of the Operating
License [Relerence (a)].

Proposed Chiange

This request croposes 10 replace Page 94 of the Vermont Yankaee Technical
Specifications with 1@ ettached revised Page 54, Section 3.5.H.1 on Page 94
prasently stipulates a Limiting Condition for Operation of seven (7) days with one
Emorgoncy Diesal Gonerator out of service. This request nroposas 1o change Section
3.5.K4.1 by alluwing a one-tima extension of the seven (7) day LCQO to fourteen (14)
days during the current operating cvele (Cycle 16) to permit extensive maintenance to
pe parformed on the "B EDG while the reactor is at power.

saluvy

O TRARRRRRIR TEAAND,.

Attachment 3
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U.8. Nuclear Regulaiory Commission
December 15, 1902
Page 2

NRC approval of this proposed change would allow enantinued 1y Star operation
for «n additiona. seven days beyond the present seven day LUO period (14 days total)
tor a onc -time cylinder liner replacement and routine preventive maintenknceo aclvities
on the “8” EDG during the prasent power cycle (Cycle 16). The extension pariod will
allow sutficient time to perform the planned maintenance activity and to tharoughly test
tha "B* EDG before returning it 1o service.

Feason for Chunge

On May 28, 1992, and again on June 23, 1982, the A" EDG was declared
noperahle. In each of these cases, during a coutine onthly EDG surveillance,
abnormalitios were encountered with the jacket cooling system, Lpon engine
disassembly, cracks were discoverad in two (2) cylinder liners. For each f thase
occurrences, Vermont Yankee requesied a temporary waiver of compliance
(Felcrences (b) and (d)] 1o extand the LCQ period such tha repairs and proper testing
could be made at power prior 10 restoring the “A* EDG to service. Both of these
requests were apgroved by NRC [References (c) and (). In the second instance, the
maintenance performed included replacemant of all cylinder liners, on the *A* EDG,
with new improved liners, The "A” EDG was returned 10 service within the extended
LCO period and has since encountered no performance problem related to the
cylinder lingr replacement,

Following each of thase occurrences, Vermont Yarkee performed a de ailed
Root Cause Analysis (RCA) to investijate the cause of the specific failures. In
addition, an EDG Task Foree was assembled 10 review the overall EDG maintenance
und survailiance programsy. Beih of these efforts have been compieted and a number
of recommendations have been made to management. Vermont Yankee hus already
implemented some of ‘he recommendalions and is in the process of impiementing the
remainder. One ol the recommenaations was to replace cylinder liners on the “B*
EDG coincidont with the naxt scheduled overhaul.

Surveillance testing of the "3° EDG has not revealed any indication of the
cylinger linar problems that occurred on the "A” EDG. Mowever, it is prudent 1o make
the same improvements 1o the "B* EDG ™at have already been made 10 the *A" EDG
at the earliest opportunity. As a result, Varmont Yankee plans to perform replacement
of all eylinder liners during the next scheduled 18 month averhaul of the *B* EDG.
Dusing this mairtenance period we also plan 1o replace the “invertad "Y' housing” as
a result of Vermont Yankee axparience with broken bolts on this somponant in 1992
and a Falthanks-Morse Service Information Letter (SIL). In addition, we will be
parforming the preventative maintenance tasks normally associated with the scheduled
18 month overhaul of the "B" EDG.



VERMONT YANKER NUCLE AR POWER CORPORATION
- U6, Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Decomber 15, 1992
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Basls for Change

Fourteen (14) drys are required 1o compiste the maintenance associated with
cylinder liner replacemant, replacamaent of the “inveried 'Y' housing” and performance
of the preventative maintenance tasks normally associated with the scheduled 18
month overhaul of the "8* EDG. The scheduled 18 month overhaul, including post.
maintenance tosting, typically requires most of the allowed 7-dav EDG LCO period.
The cylinder linar replacement on the "A* EDG conducied in June, Including the
raquired augmenied testing, (equired morw than the allowed 7-day LCO. The
augmented testing that is planned pror 1o declaring the “B” EDG operable includes:
operating the engine continuously for approximately twanty-one (21) hours at loads
varying trom “no load”® 1o 100% load, allowing the EDG 10 cool down for a minimum
of aignt (8) hours, then perfarming an eight (8) hour operability run. The return of the
"B EDG 10 operable status would occur after successtul completion of the first one
(1) hour of tha eight (&) hour operablility run, This testing would be conducted with
caretul monitoring of key diese! engine parameters 1o further substantiate satisfactory
operation,

In order 1o parform this extensive preventative mainienance effort and the
additional task of replacing the cylinder liners, including special testing, additional
ume is needed beyond the existing seven (7) day LCO period provided in Technical
Specifications, Therefore, Vermont Yankee 19 requesting a one-time extension of the
prasent seven (7) day LCO to fourteen (14) days 10 allow for implemantation of these
improvements during the current power cycle (Cycle 16).

Wo believe that approval of a seven day LCO extension will provide sufficient
margin to repair and thoroughly test the €003 without compromising the continued uala
operation of the plant. As we inoicated above, 3 significant portion of the additional
LCO time would ba for "run«in® of the new components and oparability testing. The
EDG would be available during this period, but not considered operable until test’ g
has been satisfactorily completed.

Upon NRC approval of this proposed change, Vermont Yankee would then
utilize the one time L CO extension for the expreas purpose of parfo. ming the “8* EDG
maintanance activity, deccribed harein, during Cycle 16 operation &t powar, Vermont
Yankee s In the procecs of praparing the necassary procedures, schedules and
procuring the pans and aquipmen necessary to nerform this mairenany ® activity,
It is anticipated that we will be in a posh n to perform this aclivity sometima within
the first four months of 1993,



VERMONT YANKEE NUCLEAR POWER CORBORATION

MGG e Aegulatory Commission
Caneer 18, 1992
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As required by Tachnical Specifications, the alternate EDG will be tested and
_ A the Low Pressure Core Cooling and Containmant Cooling Subsystems connected
1o the operable EDG will ba verified operable prior 10 decwing the "B8° EDG
inoperable and antering the LCO period.

In addition, Vermont Yankee procedures require the Statics Manager of the
vernon Hydro Station to be contacted 10 ensure that continued avallul'lity of power
Is expecied on the dadicatod tie-line 10 Vermont Yaukeo prior v and for the duration
of the LCO period.

A thorough review of ali other planned survelllance activities will he periormed
prior 1o entering the LCOC period and only those determined 1o be of luw risk 1o
equipmant or system avallability will be allowed.

Safety Considerations

21 order 10 provide added assurance that the *A" EDG will perform its function
it required, the “A” EDG will be tested for operabiiity prior to antering into the "B*
EDG LCO period. The Technical Specifications also raquire that durivg the LCO
period ail remaining Low Pressure Core Cnoling and Containment Cooling Systems
connected 10 the operable EDG remain operable. Vermont Yankne has deve'oped a
detaileg LCMN mainterance plan for EDG LCO maintenance. This plan has been
succwssfully used during prior EDG LCO maintenance and will be invoked for tris
evclution as wall, In addition, the Vernon Mydro Statun dedicated tie-line, which
historically has demonstrated a very high reliability, is required by Vermont Yankee
piocodura to be avallabile to supply powsr to Emergency Bus 3 during the "B* EDG
LSO, Auy praviously analyzed event pastulated during the seven day extunsion pariod
can be mitigated by the otlier ava'lable systems. Tha proposed LCQ extension has
no significant impact on ihe consequences of any previously anaiyzed event,

The preposed axtension would allow the 8% EDG to remaln inoperahie for an
additional seven days bevond the present seven day LCOQ allowea by Technical
Specifications. The unavailabuty of one EDG is not a part of the initiation of any of
the analyzed accidents. Therelcrs, the proposed change does not increase the
probability of an accldunt previously avalvaing,

This proposed change has been reviewed by the Vermont Yankse Plant
Operations Review Committes and the Varmont Yankee Niclear Safety Audit and
Review Committwe,
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Signiticant Hazards Congideration

The standards used 1o arrive at a “etermination that a request for amendment
involves no significant hazards consideration are Included in the Commission’s
Regulations, 10CFRS0.92, which state that operation of the facliity in accordance with
the proposed ame:ndment would not: 1) Invoive a significant Increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previcusly ava'uated, .) create the
possibility of a new or diflerent kind of accident from any accident previously
avaluated, or 3J) involve a signiticant rvduction in a margin of safety.

The discussion below addresses the prop~sed change with respect to these
three criteria and dernonstrates that the proposed amendment involves no significant
hazards consigeration:

1. Does the change Invoive a significant Increase in the probabliity or
consequences of an accident previously avaluated?

The proposed change would nut invaive a sign ‘icant increase in the probability
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated. As discussed above, a
~even day extension 10 an already existing seven day LCO period would involve
no significant increase in the probability of occurrence or consequences of a
gesign basis accident during the extension period.

2. Does the change creata the possibility of a new or ditferent kind of accident
lrom any accident previously evaluated?

Tha proposed change would not create the possiblity of ¢ new or diffaient kind
of accident from those previously evaluated. The proposed change would have
no impact on the possibility of a new or different initiating evant, The proposed
changy requests a one time extension of 7 days beyond the already authorized
7 day "8" EDG LCO. Any previously analyzed everit postulated curing the
sevan day extansion period can be miugated by the other available sysiema,

3. Does the change invoive a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The propc 3ed change would not invoive a significant reduction in the margin
of safety. As discussed above, approval of this request involves an insigrificant
reduction in the margin of safety because of the availability of other plant
alectrical systems, including the Verror tie line, and the short duration of the
axtension pariod,
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Based upon the above, Vermont Yankee concludas trat the proy .sed change
does not constitute a significant hazards consideration as defined in 10CFRS0.92(c).

Schedule of Change

This proposed change will be incorporated into the Vernont Yankee Tochnical
Specilications as soon as practicable following receipt of your approval.

Vermont Yankee plans to utilize the one-time extended LCO provision for the
"B" EDG during 1ne current power cycle (Cycle 16).

Vermont Yankee w.l keep the NRC Senior Resident Inspector infurmed of our
progress in preparing for this maintenance activity and will notity the NRC Senior
Resident Inspactor in advance of eniering this extended maintenance L.CO.

We view the proposed activity as a positive contributer toward our inutual goal
of mairtaining a high degree of plant safety through improved equipment reliability.
We trust that the information provided hersin adequately supports aur request,
however, should you have any questions or should you need to discuss thic matter
further, please contact this office,

Veary truly yours,

anon} Yankee Nuclear Powo_f Corporation
N
A:/ “"""7/ don //' e
Warren P, Murphy | 6
Sanior Vice Presiden rations
.,

o
ce:  USNRC Region | Adiministrator P
USHNRC Resident Inspector - VYNPS

USNRC Project Manager - YYNPS

STATE OF VERWADNT )
) 88
WINDHAM COUNTY )

Then persont'ly appeared be'vre ma, Wi ren P Murphy who, being duly swarn, oIy siare thet
ne 18 Senor Vics President, Coarations ol Vermont Yankee Nuciear Power Corporation, that i'a s
authorized 10 exeste and Mo the mregoing ducument in the name and on 1o benall of Vermont
Yankee Nuclear Fower Corporstion and 1=ai the statoments therein are true 1o the best of his

xnowledge ang belwt
Sally A Sw.asttum  Notary Fublic

My Commiasion Expirea Fabruary 10, 1995




.5 (IMITING CONDITIONS FOR QPERATION

VILPS

4.5 SURVETLLANRCE =EQUIRIvINTS

i. Minimum Core 2rnd {ontatement (ooling System .

1f the reguiresents of Specification 3.5.6
canngt be met, an orgerly shuldown shall be
initiated and the reslior pressure shail pe
roguced to 120 psic withia 23 housrs.

Avsilability

i.

Suring any period when one of the standby
diesel gererators is inoperablie, centinued
reactor operetion is permissibie iy Juring
the succeeding seven days, or the succesding
fourteen day: for a one-time extended
maintengnce activity “or the “8% < tanddy
giesel generator during Cycle 16, provided
that a1l of the Llow Pressure Core Dooling and
{eatsineeat (o0ling Subsystems comnecling (o
the aperable diesel generztor shall De
operatlie. If this reguirement Ccannol De met,
an orderly shuidown shall Be iritizied and the
reactor shall be i=n the cold shutdown
conCition within 24 how s.

Any combination of incperable compoments in
the Core and (ontainment Cooling Systems shall
not gefeat the capsabilily of the remaining
orerable compenents to fulfill tne core a d
contaioment ccoling functions,

¥hen irradiated fuel is in the reactor vessel
and the reactor is ie the cold shutdown
condition, all Core and (ontainment Cooling
Tubsyitems @3y be incperable provided n~ work
is permit.ed which has the polential for
draining the reaclo: wessel.

Amencément No. 2F 134

Minimum (ore gnd (ontainment Cgeling System

Avaiiapitiny
i.

khen one of in2 stanchy diesel generators is
made or found to be inoperadie, the remaining
diese! generator shgll have Deen gr shall be
demgastrated te bDe operabie within 24 hours.
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June ) 14992
BVY 92.068

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region | Adminigirator

475 Allendaie Road

King of Prussia PA 194086

Referances: (a) License No. DPR.2D (Docket No. 50-271)
M) NAL Memorandum frum T.E. Murley, Direc.or. Office of Nuclear Reactor
Aeguiation, *Temporary Walvers of Compliance”, dated 2/22/90

Dear Sir:

9 bject: Hequest for Temporsry Walver of Complianes from Technical Specification LCo
Anguirementa Partaining 10 Emergency Dlesel Generator

The purpose of this letter is tu document our request, In acourdance with the guidence provided
in Reterence (), 1or 8 temporary waiver of compliance from Technical Specification LCO requirements
for Emergency Diessl Generalor aperability.

1 Aequitements 1o De Walved,
Vermont Yankee Technical Specification 3.8 M. 1 states the following:

During any pericd when ona of the standby diese' nanerators is inoperabls, continued reactor
oparation i permissible only during tha succesding seven usys, provided that all of the Low
Prassure Core Cooling and Cantainment Cooling Subsystems connacting 10 the opsrable diescl
generator sh=il be operabie. If 1hie requiremert cannot bo met, an ¢ rdarty shutdown shall be
intlated and the reacior shall be in the cold shuldown condition within 24 hours.

varmont Yanxes is requesting relie! from the 7 duy Limiting Condlion Tor Operstion of Section
1.5.H.1 lor a8 period of 1 additiona’ aey with an ermergancy diesel genarator (EDG) inoperable.
T8 walver would extand the available time 10 replace engine companents and tharoughly test
1he LNt prior 10 @ return 10 OpArabis satus,

r2

Dlaguasion gf Crgumatances

The *A* Emergency Diesel Generator was declared inoperable on May 08, 1992 at 1240 pm
During & routine monthly EDG surveliiance, a problem was noted with the jacket coalant system
and the EDG waa therslore deciared inoparable pending investigation Into the cause of the
abne.maliies. Upon Jdisassembly of the dissel engine, Ihe #7 cylinder liner was found 10 have

22062403%9 920803 4?/0 l
f 271 L~ b

PR ARCCK ARO0H
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a clack. Inaddtion, funther inspeciion reveaied plating damage of the liner and piiting damage
of ing upper piston in the #3 cylinder. These INAICELION: ware In 1ha combustion ereq any Nl
In e pision wear fing ares

Both iners and the #1 piston will b replaced.

Compensaiory AcUong

As .eculred by Techaical Specifications, the alternala EUG was satisactorily tested and all of
the Low Prestue Core Cool'ng and Coinainment Cooling Subsvstems connecied 10 thig
opyrable EDG were verified as operable. Aaditionally, the Vernon Hydro Siation was notified
of this sit;ation and the dedicated tle-ing 10 Vermont Yankes way veritiad as Deing avaliable,
The Swation Manager concurred with our request nol 10 do anything that would (ecpardize the
le-line avallabiity as well as 10 notify Vermont Yankes of any change ir the tie<iine Matus.

't should be notad that use of the Vernon tie-ling s addressed o operating £ ocedures and
operalors are rained in its use.

A thorough review cf all planned surveillance activities was conducted and conly 1hose
getormingy 'o be of low risk will be allowed. Based upon the short duration of this request,
adaiional alternate testing of the "B® EDG and ity subsystems was considered, and
detgrmined not (0 be necessary.

Satery Significance and Potential Consequences

The proposed one day extension has no impact on the consequiences of any previously
anatyzed event if otf-glle power remaing available. The alternate EDG was tested tor operadility
prior 10 requesting tha cne-day axtension period. This gives sssurance that the available ERG
would tunction, if required. !n addition, the Vernon tie-line, which has historically damonsirated
2 vey high reilabllity, s avallable 10 supply Dower 10 the smergency bus. The requiremanty of
ine Technical Specifications also require that during the one-aay extansion peried, ail
remalning Low Prassure Core Cooling and Containment Cooling systems connected to the
operable EDG will remain aperabls. The proposed changs would aliow the *A* EDG 1o remain
Inoparadle for one additional day, Any accloent which could occur during this one-day period
could have ocrurred in the previous seven-day period also. Therelure, the proposed change
does not significantly increase the probabllity of an accident. Since Ihis (s an extension of only
one day, the increassd risk associated with an accident during this pariod Is nat significant,
Probabiligtic Risk Analysis has estimatad that 1ha impact on 1he expected core damage
froquancy wouid be changed by less than 1 parcent durirg the additional one-day exiension
period
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Ruration of Reguest

The proposad waiver 5f complianca is for one-time appreral of recior operation 1or up 1 eight
(®) days with the EDG inoperabie. The current Vermant Yankee Technical Specifications allow
reacior operation for seven (7) days with the EDG inoperable. Vermont Yankee believes that
he addiional one day will provide s ficient margin 10 repair and thoroughly test the EDG
wilhiout compromising the continued sale operation of (he piant, It should be noted that a
aignificant porting of the extira LCO time would be 135 *runin® of 1he new componants snd
operabiity testing.  The EDG would be aveilable during this period, but not considersd
opurabia.

sanificant Hazards Consigersiion

Vermont Yankee han concluded that the request does not nvolve a significant hazaros
consideration in that the request wou'd not;

0 nvolve @ significant increase In the probabllity or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated. As discussed In section 4, a one (1) day extension 1o an airesdy
sxisting seven (7) day Limiting Condition for Operation would Invoive an Ingigaificant
Intrease in the probability of sccurrence and consequences of & degign basis accident
guring the extension period.

{9 Greale Ine possibilily of & new or difterent kind of accident from those previously
evalualed. The proLused change can have ng Impact an the possibinty of a new or
ditterent ialtiating event. Any previously analyzed event postuiated auring the one-day
extension period can ba mitigated by tha svstems powered by the Vernon tie-lirs.

{y fivalve a wignifican, redustion in thy margin of safety. As discussasd above. approval
of this racuect invoives a." ingignificant reduction In the margir of satety because of the
Avallabilty of othar plant electrical systems and the short duration of the extension
pericd.  The change wiil huve no significart impact an the conseqauences ul any
accideni and will have no impact on any protective boundary.

In summary, the walver of compliance would provide ° non-recurring, one-time approval of
reacior operation for up 10 an additional Jay with the *A* £DG Inoperabis. The waiver of
compliance would extend the exsting Technical Specifization LoO theough June 8, 1992 at
1240 pm. The waiver of compliance will aliow an additional one dav 1o repalr components #ng
thoroughly test the EDG prior ta returning it 10 service.

The Vermant Yankes Plant Operations Review Committee (PORC) has reviewed 1hig request
for a temporary watver of compliance and concura with the determinations prasented,
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’ fovirgomenial Consequences
N smvicormental consequences will resull from approval of this request.

g Notltication of Stale

Vermont Yankes has notifind the State of Varmont of tha content of this request and has
lorwarded a copy of ihis document 10 the Vermont Siate Nuciear Engineer,

11 18 our understanding that this requast for a cne-day temporary waiver of compiiance has been
authorized by telecon ov June 3, 1092 by James C Linville (JENAC) 10 Donald A. Reld (VYNPC),

We trust that the Information provided Adaqualely SURPOMS GUr 18QUAS! however LHOUIC you
have any questions regard'ag this matte) please contact this office.

Very truly yours,

Varmont Yankee Nucissr Fower Corporation

/ prr— fa’/’/wr C
Warren P. Mupphy /1 t;)u
Senior Vice Presidsn, oddrft/

(18 USNRAL Documant Cantrel Desk
UENAC Direcior, NRR
WSNRC Diracter, Reacior Projects, NR
USNAC Director, Office of Enforcement
USHAC Yechnical Assistant, Resstor Projecis, AR
USNRC Argident Inspestor (VYNPC)
UENRC Project Manager, NRR
VT Deparimont of Public Service
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Juoe 29, 1993 "ew'Teem

Uuited States Nuclear Regulawry Commission
Reglonal |

475 Allendale Road

King of Prussia, PA 19406

Ann: Reglonal Administracor
References: a) License No, DPR-28 (Docket No, 50-271)

b) WRC Memorandum from T.E. Murley, Director, Offiz¢ of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, “Temporary Waivers of Compllance”, dated 2/22/60

Dear Sis:

Subject: Request for Temporary Waiver of Compliance from Technlcal
Specification LCO Requiremnents Pertalniag to Funergency Diesel
Generator

The purpose of this letter Is 1o document our request, in accordance with the guidasce provided
i Reference b), tor a \emporary walver of compliance from Technical Specification LCO requirements
for Emergens; Diecel Generator operability.

L Requicomenseta be Walved:
“‘ermont Yankee Technlcd Specification 3. 5.H. 1 states:

During any period when one of the stndby diese! generators is
inopecable, contiued reactor operation is permissibie cvly during the
succeediag seven days, provided bt all of we Low Pressure Core
Coollng and Containment Ceroling Subsystsms connecting to the operable

- diesel gererator shall be operable. If this requirement cannot be met, an
order), shutdown shall be laitiated and the reactar shall be (n the cold
shutd ywu condition within 24 hours,

Vermont Yankee i requesting rellef from tha 7<day Limiting Condition for Operat'an of Section
JEL0 for & petled of 48 addinonal hourt with an' smergensy dlesel generstor (EDQ)
moperable.  The wa'ver wowd extend the av.ilabie time to replice engine compunents and
NOToughly test the wnit prior 10 ¢ return (o uperable slatus.

T IRRTI0888 384281,

enH
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3 Diacyian oL Clrounsiancst

e 'A* Emergency Diesel Generidor was declarad waoperabie on June 23, 1992 at 0447 am,
During a routine monthly EDG surveillance, the engine tripped approximately 90 miouies into
its senaduled S<huur run from low Jacket cooling sysiem jressure.

Due 1o extensive rework sarlier (o June (o troubleshoot and replace two ¢)linder liners, leaking
cylinder alivers were considersd suspect. After an investigation of wrque values for adaptens,
lapping of cylinder ler sealing surfaces and installation of new gaskets, bydro tests of the jacket
couling system failed repeatadly. At this point, cylioder integrity was suspect and " was found
that the 210 cylinder was leaking A crack was dlscovered that originates in the threaded adapret
cotnection in the sylinder [inet, ,

Vermont Yankes determined (hat the mosi conservative apyroach o the repair of this diesel
engine was to reglace eleven of (b2 twelve cylinder liners with new Improved iIners, The twelfth
liner = « linder #3 was replaced a month agu.

3 Canpeosniges Aclond

As tequ':ed by Technical Specifications, the a'temate EDG was satlstactorily tested and all of the
Low Pressure Core Cooling ad Conulament Cooling Subsystems connected (o his upersble
EDG were verifled as operable. Additionaily, the Vernon Hydro Station was notified of this
situation and e dadicated tie-line 10 Yermont Yankee was verifisd as being availible. The
Station Manager concurred with our request 10t W du aaytiing that would jsopuardize Lie tie-ine
availability as well as to nocify Vermont Yankee of any change in the tie-line status,

It should be nowe! that use of the Vernon tieline I8 addressed 1o operating procedures and
operalors are Ualaed Lo ity use,

A thorough review of all planned surveillance activities was conducted and only thuse Jrtermined
10 be of low ritk will e allowed. Hased upon the choit duration of this request, additional
alternate testing of the "B® EDG and 1ts subsystems was considered, and determined not 1o be
neceAsAry,

4 Salzty Significance ang Potential Consequenses

The proposed 48 hour extension has 00 Impact on the contequences of any previously andysed
event If off-sile power remairs avallable, The alternate EDG was tested for nperublilty prior to
requesting the 8 hour extension period.  TRis gives asurance that the avallahle NG would
function, of required. In addition, the Vernon tle-line, which has hisiorically demonstrated a very
high reliability, 8 availadle w0 supply power to the emergency bus. Tue requirements uf the
Tezhalcal Specifications also require tat during the LCO period, w! remaiolog Low Pressure
Core Coviing and Conaiament Cooling systems connected 10 the operable EDG will remaln
operable. The proposed extension would allow e "A" EDG W remain inoperable for 48
sdditional hours, Any accident which couid occur during this 48 hour period could have
oceurtal (0 Ne previous sevensiay perlod also. Therefore, the proposed change Joes noi
significantly (ncrease the prodabillty of an accident. Since this 1s an extension of oniy 48 hours,
the increased sk associated with an accident during this period 18 not Lignificant.

e i i, o e e e a— — Y .
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The proposed walver of compliance s for approval of reactor aperation fur up t~ nine 9) days

with (e EDG inoperable. The current Vermont Yankee Tochnicai Spec fications allow reactor |
opetation for seven (1) days with the EDG inoperable. Venmont Yanaes believes that the

asduitiona 48 hours will provide sufficient mazgin 1o repalr and thoroughiy test the EDG without

comptomising the continuad safe oncration of te plaat. It should Se noted that 2 significant

poriion of the extrs 1.CO time would be for *runein® of the aow components and vperabilily

testing The EDG would be a ailable Curing this period, dut not considered operable.

Fullowing approtimately nina (9) hours of s atinug 18 operation at 70, 15, §7.5 and 100 load,
it 18 ow intent 1o dluw the EDG w wovldown for « minimum of (welve (12) hours,

The return of the “A* EDG w vperadle status would ten occur sfer a successful eight (8) bour
operability mun,  Folloving restoration of the *A* dlesel geserator to operable s .tus it i our
atent 10 condugt an dditional surveillance test of the *A® diesel genetator withio one week.
This testing would bs conducted with careful menitoring of key dlesul engine parameters 0
further substantiate satisfactury operation. Additioanly, If any significant, rolated proviems are
discoverad during these test periods, such that the jackat cooling tystem problems do oot appear
to be corrected, an orderly shutdown of the plant wouid be Initiated.

The “B° EDG will also be tested {or eight hours, efter declacing the A" EDG operable, per the
nurtial mouthly surveillance procedure.

6. SgnifNean Uazacas Conalderallon

Vermont Yankee has concluded thai the request does not involve 4 significant hazards
consideration In hat the reguest would not

ti) involve a sigaificant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated. A3 discussad n section 4, & 48 howr extension w W alread) exisfing seven
(1) day Limiting Cordition for Operation would Involve an insignificant increase o the
provability of occurrence and consequences of a desigr. basls sccident during the
extension perind,

() create the possiodity of 8 new or different kind of accident from those previously
| evalvated. The preposed change can have no impact on the possidility of 1 new or
Jifferent (nitiating evenl, Amy préviously analyzed event postulated Juring the 48 hour

exiension period can be mitigated by the systems powe.xd by the Vernon tie ilne,

| (41)  involse 3 tigaificant redustion in the macgin of safety. As discussed ahove, approval of
Wis request lnvolves an ingignificant reduction (a the margin of safety because of the
availability of other plant electrical systems and the shon duratinn of the extension

perind,

(n summary, the waiver of cumpliance wou:d provide approval of reactur operatian for up 1o an
| additional 43 hours with the “A® LDG Inoperible. The waiver of compllance would extend the
| evisting Technical Specification LCO through July 2, 1992 at 0457 am, The walver of .
| compliance witl low o~ honal 48 hours 1o repaic components ind thoroughiy test the EDQ
' prioe 1o rerurning it to servige.
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The Vermont Yankee Plant Operations Review Commitiee (PORC) and Nuclear Safery Audit and
Review Comunitiee (NSARC) bave reviewed this request ©ar a temporary waiver of complia &
a0d congur with the determinations presenterd. -

7. Eavirenmenial Comnequunces
No eaviroumental conseqy incet will result from approval of this request,

L} Notification of Swaus

Vermont Yankee has notified the State of Vermont of the conmtent of this reyuest asd bas
forwarded & copy of this document o the Vermont State Nuciear Engineer.

It Is our understandiog that thit request for 3 48 hour temporary waiver of corapliance has beea
authoried by telacon oa June 29, 1992 by James C. Linville (USNRC) 10 Donald A, Reid (VYNPC".

We trust that the wiormation provided adequately supports out request: however should you have
any questions regarding this matter, please coutuct this office.

Very truly yours,

vermon! Yankes Nuclear Power Corporation
At 7”7

Warren P. Mupfhy c(

Senir Vice Flesident, Operario

WPM/dm
(03 USNRC Document Conwrol Desk
USNRC Durector, NKR
USNRC Director, R:ador Projscs, NRR
USNRC Director, Office of Enforcement
USNRC Technical Assiswant, Feactor Projcts, NRR
USNRC Resident lospactor, VYNPS
USNRC Project Mansger, VYNTS
VT Department of Public Scrvice
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July 31, 1992

United Siates Nuciear Regulatory Commission BVY92-94

ATTN: Document Control Desk
Washirnston, DC 20555

References: a.  License No, DPR-28 (Docket No. 50-271)
b, la ter, USNRC (Thadani) to NUMARC (Rasin), “Approval of NUMARC
Documentation Station Blackout”, dated October 7, 1988
o Letter. Vi'NPC 10 USNRC, BVY 8936, dated Apnil 12, 1989
4. NUMARC §7-00 “Supplemental Questions and Answers”, dated

Deccmber 27, 1989
e, NUMARC 8700 "Major Assumptions”, dored December 27, 1969

o

(. NUMARC letter, “Stanon Blackout (SBO) Implementation: Request for
Supplen.=ntai SBO Submittal to NRC", dated 'anuarv 4, 1990
g, Letter, US/RC (Thadani) to NUMARC (Marion), dated January 3, 1990
b, Letier, VYNPC o USNRC, BVY 90-38, dated March 30, 1990
i, Letter, VYNPC 1o USNRC, BYY 91-21, dated February 78, 1971
). Leuer, USNRC to VY.WPC, NVY 91.98, daied June 3, 1991
k. Leusr, VYNPC 1o USNRC, BVY 91-69, dated July 17, 1991
! I Letter, VYNPC 1o USNRC, BVY 9i-88, dated October 1, 1991
; m. Letter. USNRC 10 VYNPC, NVY 92-16, dated F.bruary 21, 1992
|
Subject: I0CFRS0.63 Station Blackout (SBO) « Response 1o NRC Reguest for

Addinonal Information

Dear Sir:

By lerer dated February 21, 1992 [Reference (m)], NRC trunsmitted 10 Vermont Yankev a
list of questions concerning the availabiliy of the Vernon Hydro Station. Answers 10 these
questions are considered necessary for NRC 1o complete the SBO review for Yermont Yankee.

# tached please fina Vermont Yankee's response to Reference (m), Should you have any
further yuestions, please contact thas office,

Very wruly yours,

VERMONT YANKEE NUCLEAR P()WEP\ CORMORATION

[ (12 f
S Tiowea) O {m‘l‘lbﬁ \
P ST z Leonard A. Tremhlay, Jr. )
T e & Senior Licensing Engineer
Antschiment
o USNRC Region | Administrator
USNRC Resudent inspector - VYNDS



Question No., |
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VISIONS aAre 1in piact piace Lo alert the Vermont Y

operators i at least srnon Hvdro is not available, or uld

nlable (withan n demand?

ratung hicense lor the hydro sLauoen requires a nunimum rver

low ul

This 1260 cfs Now, if passed through the Luroine-generator wheels
orresponds Lo an average electneal output of 3.5 MW
ince the maximum safe shutdown load requirement for Vermont Yankee 1s 2.0 MW
s clear that the hydro station always has suflicient capacity W supply all loau
equired for 2 Station Blackout event under these conditions, New Englund Pow et

{firective requinng a minimum flow of 1250 cfs b
{irected through the water wheels, thus assuring 3.5 MW s available to Vermunt

avarlable w Vermont Yankev

cconfirmed the operating

Jermont Yankee and the Vernon Hydro station have a mutual undarstanding,
rocently confirmed with Vernon Hydro stadon management, that Vermont Yankeo
wed unavailability of the tie jine that supplies Vermont
fankee from Vernon Hydro. It is a long-standing, *ustomar: practice for Vermont
Yankee, Vernon Hydro atation, and ail

ndividuals that may ke aflected

~ill be notilied of an anticipi

-ttkl("

r clectncal suppliers on the grid to notily

prior W any planned swilening, cornection, or

fisconnection of ¢lectrical supply; “hanges in the availability of the tie line
Vermont Yankee would oe no

with
exception. In addivdon, Vermont Yankee operutocs
wnitor Lie line voltage and Vernon Hydro total power output in the control room

[hese provide informatuon rv;;'xrdmg the le~s of voltage on the tie line, and the loss

{ hvdro station generator ouiput for any reason. Evoen in the rar (nstance wher

he Vernon Hydro power output is zoro, power can sull be provided by the sepavate
G9-kV and through the Yernow Hydro tic line W Vermont Yarkes

Fhe Le line between the Vernoa Hyd:
nergized, and the breaker to control
8 under Vermont Yunkee control

wr
v

o stavon and Vermont Yonkee is normaily

connecuon of the tie line W emergency buse
nnection of Veriwon Hydro power Lo Vermont
ynkee emergency buses can be made

1

. diveotly from the Vermont Yunkee control
room

v
\




csacsuen No, 2

If & LOUP and subsequent SBO at the nuclear plant 18 due W an extensive gnd
failure which resulla in the separatica of the hydro generation from the grid, what
steps and how much tioe (realistically under these conditions) would be required by
the nuclear nlant operators and the operators at the hydro plant W re-energize the
line ta the auclear plans (with required KW available), zssuming (1) that the pre.
existinyg hydro piant load doec nel completely separate from the hydro generution (e,

the lowd cauals the hydro ge. srution), and (2) that the pre-existing load separatos
trom the hydr gineration?

Response

In addressing Station Blackout requirements, Vermont Yankee considered a loss of
the 345-kV and 115-kV lines, which constitute the normal offsite power supply. The
Vernon fydr s riation connects W the G9-XY system, and is not considered g normal
source of offsite power to Vermont Yankce. [t s extremely unlikely for common mode
fuilure of Vernon Hydro and Vermont Yankee's offsite and onsite power Lo occur.
Vernon Hydro station generators are not normelly connected the Vermont Yankee
emergency buses; the equiptaent 1w of different manufacturer; the equipment is
maintained and operated by @ separate organizaton. Vernon Hydro is connected o
a 69-kV transmission systein which is not directly electnically connected to Vermont
Yankee's offsite power sources, thus providing electrical independence and
minimuzing the petential for common cause (ailure due W electrical faults, switching
problems, or other gnd related losses of power, The hydro station is connected 1o its
own switchyard which is physically separated from Vermont Yankee's switchyard
(approximstely 1 mile), and the transmission lines emanating from the station are
routed on separate rights of way. The majonity of the lines emanating from the hydro

station are routed 17 completely different directions from the lines supplying offsite
power W Vermont Yankee,

While the tie line frem Vernon Hydro to Vermont Yankee is normally energized,
Vermont Yunkee does not constitute a normal (pre-existing) load fur the hydro
- staton, Since hydro station house loads are inconsequentiul, the only pre-existing
loads are gnd loaas. [n the highly unlikely event of a regional bluckout, the hydro
station would separate from the grid. Vernon Hydro station has the capability to

black start, and provide power to Vermont Yankee within an hour. Vermont Yankee

18 considered a priority load in accordunce with Vernon Hydro Station Operating
Hules.
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Wuesuon No

Aller Lhe AA( BOUrce 18 connect

onds b sequenced on manuni

iding sequence, and assuming described ¢
exisung hydro generastion seen or will be made
JoJAand) (sic) W arsure Lhat thet juate voltage and POWEr Uvi
it the Vermont Yankee saflety bus Pravide descnipuon of the wsts and
upporung analysis including res { labl

|

nwovide Lthe dos -'“»il--lln 1§
nedule for impiementation

: i :
\B discussed in our submuttal BVY 91 69,

lated July 17, 1991, the automaticalls

wquenced loads (or either emer reency bus are less than 600KW. The remaning loods

accordance with Vermont Yankee's LNP D

vill be manually sequenced on in
~No. OT-3122 lests of the Vernon H

rocedure
raro ine are conducted \n accoruance with
Vermont Yankee Procedure No OP 4142, "Vernon Tie Surveillance.” Mant mode
yelem operatung configuration 'Hhi Grcuit ‘:rwurr inleriocks make it physically
impossible Lo conduct Lwse te 18Ls at the 'ul\ «.4 MW load antic ipated ulmnu station
Diackout. Vermont Yankee is evaluating hardware changes thot would allow Lesting
it full SBO load. However, there are no plans Lo perform increased load testing until

th -mh the Vernon Hydro siwation upgrade, at

e Ue line 18 modified in conjunction
which Ume testing wiil be readdressed Also, tests required by 10 CFR 50 6exd)

relate o ume, not capacity

ur prehiminary load Naw
Lthat ; idequate vollg

anailysis shows, lor conse wvauvely assumed imtial londs

“45¢ and power can be made available w the 4160-volt and 480.volt
emergency bLuses. Due to the

vintage of the hydro station genecrators voltage
8 Ume anaiytically predict what the voltage levels wall be
“pail application of the largest load W the 4160. voil bus
persenne! {rom |

reguiators, we cannot at this

However, en@mnecring
atching who are fumiliar with
hydro generatoss, are confident that these
Vvermont Yankee load Additionally, as discussed in o ur
#1-69, Vermont Yankeo .n'll ¢ implemenung a design ¢ hange
ipgrade the Ue line Gom ihis is scheduled w coinade with the }\.«im
Lhis equipment in plance, we will be
ddequate voltage and power iwvitilatn i

hydro operations and from ce ntral disp
«he operation and responsivene 88 of the

s can power the largest
submuttal

L rLs
2
'Y 1

‘v't'f'li"ﬁil i{'si,'ll'
stavon upgrade. With able to analytically show
Ly lur atl .‘fl,”:'“,. Yankee loads




