
April 25, 2000

Mr. D. E. Young, Vice President
Carolina Power & Light Company
H. B. Robinson Steam Electric Plant,

Unit No. 2
3581 West Entrance Road
Hartsville, South Carolina 29550

SUBJECT: H. B. ROBINSON STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT 2 (HBRSEP2) - SANDIA
NATIONAL LABORATORIES REPORT JCN-W-6733 AND SECY-99-182
“ASSESSMENT OF THE IMPACT OF APPENDIX R FIRE PROTECTION
EXEMPTIONS ON FIRE RISK” (TAC NO. MA8456)

Dear Mr. Young:

We request your comments on a Sandia National Laboratories (SNL) limited-scope study report
(JCN-W-6733) on fire risk impact of Appendix R exemptions at HBRSEP2. The staff, with SNL
support, performed a limited-scope study looking at the core damage frequency (CDF) impact
of Appendix R exemptions at nine plants, including HBRSEP2 (see Attachment to Enclosure 1),
and found that the cumulative risk impact at HBRSEP2 could be potentially significant. SECY-
99-182 from William D. Travers to the Commissioners (Enclosure 1) also addressed the impact
of cumulative Appendix R fire protection exemptions on fire risk at HBRSEP2. For HBRSEP2,
this result was based on the cumulative impact of individual exemptions, each of which was
determined to have a small impact; however, taken together, the CDF contributions for the
impacted areas could be potentially significant. These results were presumably based on
available information from your Individual Plant Examinations for External Events submittals.

The second bullet in the Conclusions section of SECY-99-182 states that the staff will
undertake the following actions as a follow-up to this limited-scope study:

Pursue the potentially risk significant exemptions at Farley and Robinson to
assess the significance of the potentially risk-significant exemptions identified in
this study. This will involve interactions with the licensee to confirm data used
and judgments made in the study. If the exemptions are found to be sufficiently
risk significant to justify a plant-specific backfit, the staff will pursue with the
licensee improvements to the plant’s fire protection program to reduce the risk.

Please review the report and the SECY conclusions and send us your comments on the data
assumptions and conclusions in the study. Please let me know within 30 days from receipt of
this letter when you will be able to submit the requested information.
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You can contact me at (301) 415-1478 if you have any questions about this request.

Sincerely,

/RA/

Ram Subbaratnam, Project Manager, Section 2
Project Directorate II
Division of Licensing Project Management
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket No. 50-261

Enclosure: As stated

cc w/encl: See next page
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POLICY ISSUE
(Information)

July 9, 1999 SECY-99-182

FOR: The Commissioners

FROM: William D. Travers /s/
Executive Director for Operations

SUBJECT: ASSESSMENT OF THE IMPACT OF APPENDIX R FIRE PROTECTION
EXEMPTIONS ON FIRE RISK

PURPOSE:

In a Staff Requirements Memorandum (SRM) on SECY 98-058, dated June 30, 1998, the staff
was directed to “closely examine plants whose individual plant examinations for external events
(IPEEEs) show fire protection vulnerabilities to gain a thorough understanding of the particular
risk contributors. In evaluating those facilities, consideration is to be given to the cumulative
effects of exemptions to current regulations to ensure that an adequate level of fire protection is
maintained. The staff is directed to report to the Commission the results of lessons learned
from the IPEEE efforts.” In addition, in another SRM dated April 1, 1999, the staff was directed
as follows: “when assessing the effect of exemptions to Appendix R, the staff needs to consider
the cumulative effect of exemptions at a particular plant.” The purpose of this paper is to
summarize the results of a limited scope analysis investigating the potential core damage
frequency (CDF) impact of exemptions to Appendix R.

BACKGROUND:

Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50 applies only to plants operating before January 1, 1979. When
it promulgated Appendix R, the Commission recognized that there would be plant conditions
and configurations where strict compliance with the prescriptive fire protection features
specified in Appendix R would not significantly enhance the level of fire safety already provided
by the licensee. Therefore, in cases where a fire hazard analysis could adequately
demonstrate that alternative fire protection features provided an equivalent level of fire safety to
that required by Appendix R and satisfied the underlying purpose of Appendix R, the licensee

CONTACT:
Alan Rubin, RES/DRAA
415-6776 Enclosure 1



could apply for an exemption from the prescriptive requirements of Appendix R. Thus, the
exemption process provided a means of allowing flexibility to meet the performance objectives
of Appendix R through alternative means.

For plants that began operation after January 1, 1979, guidance for the plants’ fire protection
programs is provided in Branch Technical Position (BTP) CMEB 9.5-1. For these newer plants,
the staff approved “deviations” from the guidance during the licensing process. Since
Appendix R requirements are included in BTP CMEB 9.5-1, this paper uses the term
“exemptions” to refer to both BTP CMEB 9.5-1 deviations as well as Appendix R exemptions.

The staff has granted and continues to grant exemptions on the basis that the alternative fire
protection strategies proposed provide an adequate level of fire safety and satisfy the
underlying purpose of the regulation. However, this does not ensure that the fire risk
associated with the alternative strategies is equal to that associated with a compliance-based
strategy. Indeed, exemptions may represent relaxations in requirements (e.g., the lack of an
automatic fire suppression system in an area where such a system is prescribed by the
regulation). Thus, it is possible that the granting of exemptions could result in some increase in
fire risk.

The Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation’s FIREDAT database contains information on NRC-
approved exemptions; a recent summary is provided in NUREG-1521 (Draft). NUREG-1521
shows that almost 90 percent of the non-schedular exemptions (i.e., exemptions not associated
with the schedule-related requirements of Appendix R) are associated with the requirements for
fire protection of safe shutdown capability (see Appendix R, Sections III.G and III.L); a
substantial fraction of these are associated with the requirements for protection of redundant
trains of post-fire safe shutdown systems (see Section III.G.2). It should be noted that there is
considerable variability in the scope of some of the exemptions. For example, some
exemptions cover multiple fire areas while others cover specific elements in a single area.

DISCUSSION:

The original Quad Cities IPEEE submittal identified fire protection vulnerabilities. Quad Cities
also has over 30 exemptions to Appendix R, and the question has been raised as to whether or
not the exemptions contributed significantly to the plant’s fire risk. Commonwealth Edison has
since notified the staff that they are revising the Quad Cities IPEEE, and on the basis of the re-
analysis, they stated that the Appendix R exemptions have a negligible contribution to the
plant’s fire risk. However, the staff has not yet received the revised IPEEE and is currently
unable to confirm this conclusion.

To provide additional information to the Commission, the staff, with contractor support,
performed a limited scope study looking at the CDF impact of Appendix R exemptions at nine
plants representing a total of 13 units. The plants were selected on the basis that the fire-
induced CDFs reported in the plants’ IPEEE fire analyses are high compared to other IPEEE
submittals. The plants included in this study are Calvert Cliffs Unit 1, Dresden Units 2 and 3,
Farley Units 1 and 2, Kewaunee, Palisades, Robinson Unit 2, St. Lucie Units 1 and 2, Summer,
and Turkey Point Units 3 and 4. The total number of exemptions examined in this study is 169,
and the number of exemptions per plant varied from 2 to 54. The question addressed is: On the
basis of what we know now regarding plant-specific fire risk, do any exemptions (or sets of
exemptions) have the potential to significantly affect CDF?



1 As discussed in the attachment, a “potentially risk significant” exemption is one which may
have led to a CDF increase equal to or greater than 1x10-5 per reactor year.

Based largely on available documentation for the IPEEE submittals, the results of this limited
scope study indicate that out of the 169 exemptions for the nine plants, most have a small or
very small impact on CDF. Only five of the exemptions are potentially risk significant 1(three at
Dresden Units 2 and 3 and two at Farley Units 1 and 2). Of the remaining 164 exemptions, 143
have a small or very small impact on fire risk, and 21 have an indeterminate risk impact.
Additional discussion on the approach, results and conclusions of this study is included in an
attachment to this paper.

There are, of course, uncertainties in these results stemming from the use of the IPEEEs
(which were aimed at licensees identifying vulnerabilities and gaining an appreciation of severe
accident behavior at their plants, and not necessarily at accurate CDF estimates); from the
information contained in the available documentation (many of the submittals contain
insufficient information to allow definitive assessments of CDF impact); from the variability in
quality of the IPEEEs from plant to plant; and from weaknesses in the IPEEEs themselves
(there are gaps in the current state of the art of fire risk assessments which limit their ability to
confidently deal with a number of key fire safety issues). Even with these limitations, the
IPEEEs provide the best information readily available to address questions about the potential
risk significance of Appendix R exemptions.

CONCLUSIONS:

The results of this study show that a simple count of the number of exemptions at a given plant
provides little or no direct insight into the potential risk significance of exemptions at that plant.
Similarly, a comparison of the number of exemptions between plants does not provide a reliable
indication of the relative risk significance of exemptions at each plant.

With respect to the impact of individual exemptions, the results of this study have shown that a
large majority (about 85 percent) of the Appendix R exemptions that were examined had a
small or very small impact on plant CDF.

The two overall conclusions of the study discussed above should be considered robust.
However, given the nature of this limited scope study, the plant-specific results discussed below
for potentially risk-significant and indeterminate exemptions should be considered preliminary
pending more detailed evaluation.

Five exemptions at two plants (Dresden and Farley) were found to be potentially risk significant.
The risk significance of 21 exemptions could not be determined because the IPEEE lacked
sufficient detail to assess their risk significance.

With respect to the cumulative effect of exemptions, this study found that the cumulative risk
impact at three of the nine plants could be potentially significant. For two of these plants
(Farley and Dresden), this result was based on the cumulative impact of individual exemptions,
each of which was determined to be potentially risk significant. The third plant (Robinson) had
exemptions that were considered, on an individual basis, to have a small impact on several fire
areas; however, taken together, the CDF contributions for the impacted areas may be



4

potentially significant. Four other plants in this study had a small or very small cumulative
effect. The cumulative effect for the two remaining plants could not be determined with any
degree of confidence because of the nature of the indeterminate individual exemptions for
those plants.

As a follow-up to this limited scoping study, the staff will undertake the following actions:

ÿ Commonwealth Edison has informed the staff that it will revise and resubmit the
Quad Cities and Dresden IPEEEs. The staff will therefore review the risk
significance of the Dresden and Quad Cities exemptions when the revised IPEEEs
are submitted to the staff.

ÿ Pursue the potentially risk significant exemptions at Farley and Robinson to assess
the significance of the potentially risk-significant exemptions identified in this study.
This will involve interactions with the licensee to confirm data used and judgments
made in the study. If the exemptions are found to be sufficiently risk significant to
justify a plant-specific backfit, the staff will pursue with the licensee improvements
to the plant’s fire protection program to reduce the risk.

ÿ Continue to perform research to close gaps in the current state of the art in fire risk
analysis methods and tools, including tools to provide a better understanding of the
risk from main control room (MCR) fires. (Additional discussion on the risk
significance of MCR fires is included in the attachment to this paper.)

ÿ Collect additional information to assess the risk significance of a number of non-
MCR exemptions whose impact is currently indeterminate.

ÿ Include the identification and assessment of potentially risk-significant exemptions
for plants not included in this study as part of the scope of the IPEEE follow-up
program. The insights learned from this scoping study will be used to screen the
exemptions, so that all exemptions will not have to be reviewed.

These activities will be prioritized and carried out consistent with available NRC resources.

In addition, the staff intends to encourage licensees to make future exemption requests risk-
informed. That is, licensees will be encouraged to use the guidelines of Regulatory Guide
1.174 to develop their exemption requests. The exemption request should discuss whether or
not the exemption affects a fire area or plant equipment that is a dominant fire risk contributor
for the plant. If such an area or equipment is affected by the exemption, the request should
provide an adequate basis, using Regulatory Guide 1.174, as to why the exemption is justified.
Any procedure or hardware changes that were made subsequent to the IPEEE submittal that
affect the exemption request should also be discussed. If licensees choose not to provide a
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risk-informed submittal, the staff may request additional information or may choose to
independently assess the exemption’s risk. This approach is consistent with the staff’s
recommendation in SECY-98-300.

original /s/ by

William D. Travers
Executive Director

for Operations

Attachment: Assessment of the Impact of
Appendix R Fire Protection Exemptions on
Fire Risk



2This study generally relies upon the fire-induced CDFs reported in the IPEEEs. In the cases of
Summer and Turkey Point, total fire CDFs were not reported in the submittal. For these cases, the staff
developed estimates of the total fire CDF by summing the sequence frequencies for the dominant
contributors provided in the submittals.

Attachment

Assessment of the Impact of Appendix R Fire Protection Exemptions on Fire Risk

Approach

This study is based on the review of non-schedular exemptions that have been granted at nine
nuclear plants representing a total of 13 units. The plants were selected on the basis that the
fire-induced core damage frequencies (CDFs) reported in the plants’ Individual Plant
Examination of External Events (IPEEE) fire analyses are high compared to other IPEEE
submittals. The plants included in this study are Calvert Cliffs Unit 1, Dresden Units 2 and 3,
Farley Units 1 and 2, Kewaunee, Palisades, Robinson Unit 2, St. Lucie Units 1 and 2, Summer,
and Turkey Point Units 3 and 4.2 The total number of exemptions examined in this study is 169,
and the number of exemptions per plant varied from 2 to 54.

One additional plant, Quad Cities, also reported a high fire-induced CDF estimate. However,
the licensee is currently revising its IPEEE fire analysis. Because this revised analysis has not
yet been submitted to the staff, Quad Cities has not been included in this study.
Commonwealth Edison is also in the process of revising the IPEEE fire analysis for Dresden.
Changes to the IPEEE might also result in changes to the plant-specific results for Dresden that
are presented in this paper.

This study is based primarily on a review of each of the exemptions for the nine plants and on
risk insights gained through an examination of the corresponding IPEEE fire analysis. The
study has attempted to address both the quantitative and qualitative risk implications of the
exemptions. The quantitative implications relate to the quantification of fire risk as represented
by the fire-induced CDF. This was determined by assessing the potential reduction in CDF that
might have resulted if the licensee had adopted a compliance-based strategy (i.e., met the
prescriptive requirements of Appendix R) rather than selecting an alternative method to meet
the underlying purpose of Appendix R. Qualitative risk implications relate to the impact that
exemptions may have had on fire protection defense in depth (i.e., on the elements of fire
prevention, fire detection and suppression, and protection of plant safe shutdown equipment).

The fire areas or zones impacted by a given exemption were compared to those cited in the
IPEEE. If the impacted area or zone was reported to have an insignificant CDF contribution in
the IPEEE, and if the fire protection-related phenomena or features cited in the exemption
appear to have been considered in the IPEEE analysis, then the exemption itself was generally
found to have a very small risk impact. On the other hand, if the impacted area was identified
in the IPEEE as a significant CDF contributor, or the phenomena or features cited in the
exemption were not included in the IPEEE fire analysis, the exemption was examined in greater
detail to determine whether or not it could have an impact on the quantification of CDF. If such
an impact was determined to exist, then attempts were made to estimate the potential
magnitude of the risk reduction that might be realized if a compliance-based strategy had been
implemented rather than seeking an exemption. In a number of cases, the attempts were



3 This classification of risk significance was selected to correspond to the categories for CDF acceptance
guidelines in Regulatory Guide 1.174, “ An Approach for Using Probabilistic Risk Assessment in Risk-
Informed Decisions on Plant-Specific Changes to the Licensing Basis.”

4 Additional detailed information is provided in a June 1999 letter report from Sandia National
Laboratories (SNL), “An Assessment of the Impact of Appendix R Fire Protection Exemptions on Fire
Risk.”
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unsuccessful because of: (a) a lack of sufficient detailed information in the IPEEE submittal, or
(b) weaknesses in the current fire risk assessment state of the art (especially with respect to the
assessment of main control room fires). For these cases, the associated exemptions were
classified as having an indeterminate impact.

In ranking the direct CDF impact of specific exemptions, four risk-impact categories were
identified: potentially significant risk impact, small risk impact, very small risk impact, and
indeterminate.3 A potentially significant exemption is defined as one that may have led to a
CDF increase equal to or greater than 1×10�5/reactor-year. An exemption with a small risk
impact is defined as one that potentially resulted in an increase in CDF between 1x10-6/ry and
1x10-5/ry. (Note that if a quantitative CDF estimate could not be made but it could be concluded
with a reasonable level of confidence that the exemption was not potentially significant, then the
exemption was generally ranked as having a small risk impact.) Those exemptions found to
have had a CDF impact of less than 1x10�6/ry were classified as having a very small risk
impact. (In some cases a qualitative judgment was employed in making this assessment.) An
indeterminate exemption is one that may or may not have a significant risk impact, but for which
a CDF increase could not be established with any degree of confidence.

An assessment of the cumulative effect of exemptions on fire risk was done for each plant. In
addition to considering each exemption individually, an attempt was made to assess the
cumulative effect of all the exemptions for a particular plant. However, for some cases in which
plants had indeterminate exemptions, the cumulative effect of exemptions could not be
determined with any degree of confidence.

Results

The nature, number, and significance of the exemptions granted varied significantly from plant
to plant. The results of this study show that a simple count of the number of exemptions at a
given plant provides little or no direct insight into the potential risk significance of exemptions at
that plant. Similarly, a comparison of the number of exemptions between plants does not
provide a reliable indication of the relative risk significance of exemptions at each plant. In
large part this can be attributed to plant-to-plant differences in the scope of the exemptions
themselves. In some cases, several individual exemptions for a given plant covered very
specific features in a single fire area. In other cases, a single exemption impacted as many as
22 separate fire areas in the plant.

With respect to the impact of individual exemptions, the results of this study have shown that a
large majority (143) of the 169 Appendix R exemptions that were examined had a small or very
small impact on plant CDF.4 Five exemptions were found to be potentially risk significant. That
is, had these exemptions not been granted, and the plant had not selected an alternative
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method to achieve compliance with NRC fire protection requirements, the estimated fire CDF in
some or all of the impacted areas could have been reduced on the order of 1x10�5/ry. The risk
significance of the remaining 21 exemptions could not be determined. Table 1 provides a
tabulation of the categorization of all 169 exemptions for the nine plants in this study.

Table 1: Number of exemptions in each risk impact category.
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Calvert Cliffs 1 5 - - - 1 4

Dresden 2&3 11 3 2 1 3 2

Farley 1&2 54 2 2 - 3 47

Kewaunee 3 - - 1 - 2

Palisades 5 - - 1 - 4

Robinson 13 - 1 1 5 6

St. Lucie 1&2 40 - 4 2 2 32

Summer 2 - - - - 2

Turkey Point 3&41 36 - 4 2 - 30

All 9 Plants 169 5 13 8 14 129
1 The Turkey Point exemptions considered here are those that were in effect at the
time of the IPEEE fire analysis. Since then several significant fire protection related
plant improvements have been made, and a new set of exemptions has been granted.
A number of the original exemptions considered in this study have been superseded by
this new set of exemptions, and certain of the plant improvements would impact the
assessment made in this study.

The five potentially risk-significant exemptions impacted two of the nine plants, Farley and
Dresden. Both of the potentially significant exemptions at Farley related to lack of fixed
automatic fire suppression and lack of one-hour fire barriers. The areas impacted are cable
penetration/cable vault areas which were identified in the licensee’s IPEEE as being significant
contributors to fire CDF. Assuming that fire suppression and fire barriers had been installed,
the IPEEE estimates of the CDF contribution for each fire area would likely have been reduced
substantially.
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Each of the three potentially significant exemptions at Dresden related to a lack of fixed
automatic suppression, and two cited a lack of fixed detection as well. Each of the three
impacted one or more areas identified in the IPEEE as significant or dominant contributors to
fire CDF. Again, assuming that fire suppression had been installed in the impacted areas, the
IPEEE estimates of the area CDF contribution would likely have been reduced significantly.

The impact of 21 out of 169 exemptions could not be determined from the information used in
this study. For 13 of these 21, the IPEEE lacked sufficient detail to assess their risk
significance. The remaining eight related to the lack of fixed suppression in the main control
room (MCR). These were ranked as indeterminate because of the inherent uncertainty in
current MCR fire risk evaluations (i.e., the assessment of the additional benefit that might be
realized by installation of fixed automatic suppression). The fire risk research program is
currently developing the tools to provide a better understanding of the risk from MCR fires.

With respect to the cumulative effect of exemptions, this study found that the cumulative risk
impact at three of the nine plants could be potentially significant. For two plants (Farley and
Dresden), this result was based on the cumulative impact of individual exemptions that were
determined to be potentially risk significant. The third plant, Robinson, had exemptions that
were considered to have a small impact on several fire areas; however, taken together, the
CDF contributions for the impacted areas may be potentially significant. Four other plants in
this study had a small or very small cumulative effect. The cumulative effect for the two
remaining plants could not be determined with any degree of confidence because of the nature
of the indeterminate individual exemptions for those plants.

Appendix R exemptions may impact the nature or source of the dominant plant fire CDF
scenarios and the extent to which fire risk mitigation is dependent on various aspects of fire
protection defense in depth. Several common areas of impact were identified; they include the
following:

ÿ Manual versus Fixed Automatic Suppression: The single most common “class” of
exemption in this study involved the lack of fixed fire suppression systems (e.g., fire
sprinkler systems) in fire areas containing redundant trains of safe shutdown equipment.
With no fixed fire suppression in place, the impacted plants are more dependent on
automatic fire detection and manual fire fighting. All of the potentially risk-significant
exemptions identified in this study included a lack of fixed fire suppression. (Note that
the lack of fixed fire suppression by itself does not necessarily imply a large CDF impact
because many risk-insignificant exemptions also involved the lack of automatic fire
suppression.)

ÿ Lack of Separation and Absent Fire Barriers: Several exemptions were related to cases
in which fire barriers are required by Appendix R but not installed. In these cases, there
is a shift from passive protection of one train of safe shutdown equipment as a means of
ensuring plant safety to active methods, including fire prevention, minimizing fire
hazards, prompt intervention, and alternative shutdown or manual recovery. When
these cases are encountered in conjunction with a lack of fire suppression, the
exemption is generally found to be potentially risk significant.
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ÿ Reliance on Manual Recovery Actions To Overcome Damage to Redundant Trains:
Many of the exemptions were granted in part on the basis that procedures would be
established to take manual actions to regain control of components and systems. In
these cases there is a clear shift away from passive/active protection of one safe
shutdown path and towards manual recovery of lost systems and equipment through
operator actions. This also implies a heightened reliance on administrative controls (for
the associated plant procedures) and on personnel performance and training.
Depending on the number, complexity, and time required for the manual actions, this
type of exemption could be risk significant.

In general, exemptions that applied to the following circumstances were found to have only a
small or very small risk impact:

ÿ Exemptions related to combustibles in areas having greater than 20 feet of physical
separation of redundant trains, if the overall fire sources are minimal and/or the
area has at least partial fire detection and suppression.

ÿ Exemptions related to the lack of fixed automatic fire suppression and one train of
equipment (usually cables) protected by a one-hour fire rated barrier, if the overall
fire sources are minimal, fire detection is present, and manual fire fighting
equipment and personnel are available.

ÿ Exemptions related to barriers lacking specific fire rating, for example, major
structural members (walls, ceilings, floors) and various openings in these
members that are not protected by fire-rated closure devices, if there is evidence
of a substantial fire barrier.

ÿ Exemptions for lack of fixed emergency lighting if portable lighting is available.

Limitations

One of the most significant limitations of this study is reliance on the IPEEE fire submittals as
the primary basis for developing risk insights. This study utilized the IPEEEs in a manner that
goes beyond the original intent of the IPEEE process. The objectives of the IPEEE were for
licensees to identify potential plant vulnerabilities and gain an appreciation of severe accident
behavior at each plant. In the case of fire, most licensees have applied simplified methods of
analysis. Further, with very few exceptions, the NRC’s IPEEE review process has considered
only the IPEEE submittal itself with no attempt to validate the accuracy of the licensees’
detailed findings or CDF estimates. Also, any improvements or changes that licensees have
made since the performance of each IPEEE were not included in this study. The only
exceptions are changes that were identified in the IPEEE submittal itself and that were credited
in the IPEEE fire analysis. For many of the exemptions that were found to have very small risk
impact, the findings were based entirely on low CDF values (less than 10�6/reactor-year) for the
impacted fire areas as reported in the IPEEE.
Another limitation concerns the limited detail available in the information that was used in this
study. The initial assessments were completed based on (1) abstracts from the FIREDAT
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- 6 -

databfrom theexplicitly athose exempexamined in greexemptions). In twdiscussions with cogfollow-up discussions wIn order to characterize the rof the fire area impacted by thesubmittals did not provide this levewas used to assess the risk significaknowledge and insights gained from pethe IPEEE submittals, a broad understandexperience in the performance and interpretaEven with the above limitations, the IPEEEs proviaddress questions about the potential risk significancconclusions of the study (i.e., only a small fraction of thpotentially significant impact on plant risk; there is no direexemptions and the risk significance of exemptions at a planHowever, given these limitations, the plant-specific results for pindeterminate exemptions should be considered preliminary pend





- 8 -

Mr. D. E. YH. B. Robinson Steam Electric
Carolina Pow
Plant, Unit N

cc:

Mr. William DMr. Mel Fry, Director
Vice PresideN.C. Department of Environment
Carolina Powand Natural Resources
Post Office BDivision of Radiation Protection
Raleigh, Nor3825 Barrett Dr.

Raleigh, North Carolina 27609-7721
Ms. Karen E
Assistant AttMr. Robert P. Gruber
State of NorExecutive Director
Post Office BPublic Staff - NCUC
Raleigh, NorPost Office Box 29520

Raleigh, North Carolina 27626-0520
U.S. Nuclea
Resident InsMr. Virgil R. Autry, Director
H. B. RobinsSouth Carolina Department of Health
2112 Old CaBureau of Land & Waste Management
Hartsville, SDivision of Radioactive Waste Management

2600 Bull Street
Mr. T. D. WaColumbia, South Carolina 29201
Plant Gener
Carolina PowMr. Terry C. Morton
H. B. RobinsManager
3581 West EPerformance Evaluation and
Hartsville, SRegulatory Affairs CPB 7

Carolina Power & Light Company
Mr. J. W. MoPost Office Box 1551
Director of SRaleigh, North Carolina 27602-1551
Carolina Pow
H. B. RobinsMr. John H. O’Neill, Jr.
3581 West EShaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
Hartsville, S2300 N Street, NW.

Washington, DC 20037-1128
Public Servic
State of Sou
Post Office D
Columbia, SMr. R. L. Warden

Manager - Regulatory Affairs
Mr. H. K. ChCarolina Power & Light Company
Supervisor,H. B. Robinson Steam Electric Plant,
Carolina PowUnit No. 2
H. B. Robins3581 West Entrance Road

Unit No. 2Hartsville, South Carolina 29550-0790
3581 West E
Hartsville, S



- 9 -


