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REFERENCES:

Dear Sir or Madam:

1. Letter, Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. to USNRC, "Technical
Specification Proposed Change No. 297 Suppression Chamber­
Drywell Leak Rate Test Surveillance Frequency Change," BVY
12-005, dated February 1, 2012

In Reference 1, Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (Entergy) submitted a request for an
amendment to the renewed operating license Technical Specifications (TS) for Vermont
Yankee (VY) requesting change to the TS related to the drywell to suppression chamber
vacuum breakers.

Attachment 1 to this submittal provides Entergy's response to questions provided by NRC staff
and Attachment 2 provides revised TS and TS Bases pages reflecting the changes proposed to
address NRC questions. The TS Bases page is provided for information only.

This supplement to the original license amendment request does not change the scope or
conclusions in the original application, nor does it change Entergy's determination of no
significant hazards consideration.

There are no new regulatory commitments being made in this letter.

Should you have any questions concerning this letter or require additional information, please
contact Robert Wanczyk at 802-451-3166.
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
Executed on August 201

CJW/jmd

Attachments: 1. Response to Request for Additional Information
2. Retyped Technical Specifications and Bases Pages

cc: William M. Dean
Regional Administrator, Region 1
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
2100 Renaissance Blvd, Suite 100
King of Prussia, PA 19406-2713

Mr. Richard V. Guzman, Project Manager
Division of Operating Reactor Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop 0-8-C2
Washington, DC 20555

USNRC Resident Inspector
Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC
320 Governor Hunt Road
Vernon, Vermont 05354

Ms. Elizabeth Miller
Commissioner
Vermont Department of Public Service
112 State Street - Drawer 20
Montpelier, Vermont 05620-2601
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Response to Requests for Additional Information (RAls)

RAI Number 1

The LAA proposes to revise the technical specification (TS) to perform the drywell-to
suppression chamber leakage test during unit operation instead of performing it during
refueling outage. The rationale provided in the LAA states: "This would allow
performance of the test just prior to a refuel outage to confirm the operability of the
pressure suppression function of the primary containment and assess the need for
maintenance during the refueling outage." Accordingly, the proposed change should be
to perform the test just prior (e.g., within a day) to the refueling outage. Please provide
reasons for the change to perform the test at any time during the power operation
cycle.

Response

The intent of the proposed change was to allow testing anytime during the operating cycle (OC)
or during the refuel outage (RFO). Per Vermont Yankee (VY) TS Definition M, the RFO is part
of the OC. Our plans, should we elect to perform during the OC would be to perform the
surveillance just prior to shutdown to minimize the risk of a forced shutdown and use the
information from the test to assess the need for additional maintenance during the outage.
There is no technical reason for the timing of the surveillance which could be performed at any
time during the OC (with the 25% interval flexibility). Entergy did not intend to limit performance
of the surveillance to just prior to the RFO and thus prevent us from performing during the RFO.
Performance during the RFO may be necessary if work is scheduled to be performed on the
vacuum breakers and the surveillance needs to be performed as a post maintenance test.
NUREG-1433 "Standard Technical Specifications General Electric Plants, BWR14," requires the
surveillance every 18 months and even though the Basis states" the 18 month Frequency was
developed considering it is prudent that this surveillance be performed during a unit outage ..." it
is not a requirement of the NUREG that the surveillance be performed when shutdown.
NUREG-1433 also includes a retest frequency of 9 months should there be two consecutive
test failures which would require online testing.

Based on this, no revision to the proposed change is deemed necessary.

RAI Number 2

Attachment 1, refers to NUREG-1433 "Standard Technical Specifications General Electric
Plants, BWR/4," Volume 1, Revision 3, Volume 2 of NUREG-1433, "Bases" provides a
basis for the surveillance requirement (SR) 3.6.1.1.2 (i.e., performing the drywell-to­
suppression chamber leakage test during unit outage). It states that the 18-month
frequency was developed considering that this surveillance be performed during a unit
outage; and also, in view of the fact that if the test failed, the component failures that
might have affected this test are identified bv other primary containment SRs. The TS
does allow a same subsequent SR test (after a test that failed during a unit outage and
components were repaired and a successful test was performed during the outage) to
verify the containment performance and assure the components that were repaired are
performing satisfactorily. As proposed, if this SR test is performed during unit operation
and it were to fail, please explain how the component{s) that led to the test failure would
be identified?
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The Basis for SR 3.6.1.1.2 in NUREG-1433 states "the 18-month Frequency was developed
considering it is prudent that this surveillance be performed during a unit outage and also in
view of the fact that component failures that might have affected this test are identified by other
primary containment SRs."

This statement indicates that it is prudent because performing the surveillance during the
outage eliminates the potential for an unnecessary shutdown due to a loss of primary
containment integrity and also that outage testing (e.g., 10 CFR 50.55a Inservice testing, 10
CFR 50 Appendix J testing) may repair components in advance of the test and make a
successful test more likely.

If the surveillance fails with the plant operating, the plant would be shutdown, the Corrective
Action Program (CAP) entered and the cause of the failure determined. If the surveillance fails
with the plant shutdown, the CAP will be entered and the cause of the failure determined. In
both cases the cause is identified and corrected. Additionally, if the surveillance fails, a retest
would be performed to verify that the primary containment was operable prior to start-up.

Based on this, no revision to the proposed change is deemed necessary.

RAI Number 3

In the case that the SR test as proposed in SR 4.7.A.6.c were to fail when performed
during unit operation, the containment would become inoperable. The NRC staff notes
that there are no proposed actions as part this specification that prescribes required
actions to be taken under this condition. Please propose the "Action" that is required to
be taken under the limiting condition for operation.

Response

VY agrees with this observation. NUREG 1433 includes this SR in Section 3.6.1.1 "Primary
Containmenf' where the VY custom TS include the SR in TS Section 4.7.A.6 related to vacuum
breaker testing requirements.

To address this VY proposes to relocate the SR to Section 4.7.A.2 to coincide with the primary
containment requirements of the TS. Therefore, should the test fail, TS 3.7.A.2 would not be
satisfied and TS 3.7.A.8 would be entered as the action statement. Attachment 2 provides
revised TS pages reflecting this change.

RAI Number 4

The Standard Technical Specifications (STS) NUREG-1433 Volume 2, "Bases" for SR
3.6.1.1.2 notes that two consecutive test failures would indicate unexpected containment
degradation; requiring an increased surveillance frequency, until the situation is
remedied as evidenced by passing two consecutive tests. The STS Volume 1, SR
3.6.1.1.2 requires the test to be performed at an increased frequency of nine (9) month
frequency until two consecutive tests pass. Please explain why the increased
surveillance frequency requirement of the STS not included in the proposed amendment.
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Response

VY agrees and proposes to add the STS surveillance requirement to the proposed change.
Attachment 2 provides revised TS and TS Bases pages reflecting this change.
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