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Ladies and Gentlemen: 

By letter dated April 25, 2000, the NRC requested that H. B. Robinson Steam Electric Plant, 
(HBRSEP), Unit No. 2, review and comment on a Sandia National Laboratories (SNL) limited
scope study report (JCN-W-6733) on the fire risk impact of Appendix R exemptions at HBRSEP, 
Unit No. 2. This study had found that the cumulative risk impact of individual Appendix R 
exemptions, each of which was determined to have a small impact, could be potentially significant.  

Carolina Power and Light (CP&L) Company has completed review of the subject SNL Report.  
The approach for this review was to focus on exemptions that the SNL Report characterized as 
having a "small" risk impact and those that were considered to be "risk indeterminate." The 
remaining exemptions were identified within the SNL Report as having a "very small" risk impact 
and did not merit detailed review and comment. The comments resulting from this review are 
provided as an attachment to this letter.  

The conclusions of the SNL Report were primarily based on risk information developed and 
submitted in support of the Individual Plant Examinations for External Events (IPEEE) program.  
As indicated within Section E.8 of the SNL Report, use of IPEEE insights for a cumulative 
assessment of Appendix R exemptions goes beyond the original intent of the IPEEE and is 
identified as a key limitation of this scoping study.

Highway 151 and SC 23 Hartsville SC
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In addition to the limitations created by use of the IPEEE as the basis for this scoping study, review 
of the SNL Report identified numerous and substantive flaws in the SNL risk assessments of 
HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, Appendix R exemptions. As a result of these flaws, it is not possible to 
develop defensible conclusions and recommendations using the SNL Report as the sole basis 
document or point of reference.  

Each Appendix R exemption approved for HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, was developed, reviewed, and 
approved using a sound technical and deterministic approach in accordance with existing 
regulations. Approval of these exemptions, pursuant to 10 CFR 50.12, required a finding of no 
undue risk to the public health and safety, and that each exemption was consistent with the common 
defense and security.  

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. H. K. Chernoff.  

Sincerely, 

B. L. Fletcher III 
Manager - Regulatory Affairs 

CTB/ctb 

c: NRC Resident Inspector, HBRSEP 
L. A. Reyes, NRC Region II 
R. Subbaratnam, NRC, NRR
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H. B. ROBINSON STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT NO. 2 

COMMENTS ON SANDIA NATIONAL LABORATORIES LIMITED-SCOPE 
STUDY REPORT (JCN-W-6733) ON FIRE RISK IMPACT OF APPENDIX R EXEMPTIONS 

HBR-01: Lack of Fixed Suppression in the Main Control Room 

Summary of Key Findings From the Sandia National Laboratories Report 

The lack of fixed automatic fire suppression in the H. B. Robinson Steam Electric Plant (HBRSEP), 
Unit No. 2, Main Control Room (MCR) is the subject of an exemption from the requirements of 
10 CFR 50, Appendix R, Section III.G.3.  

The SNL Report, Section 4.2.2, discusses the lack of fixed automatic suppression in the MCR from 
a generic or industry perspective. A substantive discussion is provided within this section that 
provides a sound basis for minimizing the risk associated with this class of exemptions. This 
includes continuous manning of the MCR, including prompt manual intervention for MCR fires, 
and the potential for undesirable impacts related to a MCR automatic fire suppression system. The 
SNL Report further states that "a general consensus regarding the significance of residual MCR fire 
risk has not truly formed" and that the "actual risk significance of MCR fires remains a point of 
significant debate." Based upon the uncertainties associated with the Core Damage Frequency 
(CDF) contribution of the MCR itself, and "the observed weaknesses in the IPEEE's treatment of 
MCR fires in general and MCR abandonment scenarios in particular," the SNL Report found these 
exemptions to be "risk indeterminate." Section 4.2.2 of the SNL Report closes by stating, "It is 
beyond the scope of this effort to resolve these issues." 

The SNL Report, Appendix F, under "Relevant IPEEE Citations" for HBR-01, discusses the 
existence of smoke detectors inside MCR control panels that contain safe shutdown controls and 
circuits, and identifies a total CDF of 4.47E-05 per year.  

HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, Review Comments 

HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, has completed review of applicable sections of the SNL Report and other 
related documentation. From a general perspective, no basis could be identified for classification of 
the HBR-01 exemption as "risk indeterminate." The conclusion of the SNL Report is primarily 
based upon a generic assessment of this class of exemptions, which acknowledges that significant 
differences of opinion exist regarding the risk significance of MCR fires.  

As noted above, Appendix F of the SNL Report acknowledges the existence of smoke detectors 
inside the MCR control panels and references the associated CDF from the HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, 
IPEEE submittal. However, by letter dated November 30, 1995, HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, provided a 
supplemental response to Generic Letter 88-20 in which the installation of an early warning fire
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detection system was discussed for the MCR control panels. This early warning fire detection 
system provides the capability to detect fires in the pre-incipient stage of combustion. This letter 
also identified a total CDF reduction for applicable fire scenarios from approximately 4.47E-5 per 
year to 6.86E-6 per year. These improvements are not acknowledged by or reflected within the 
SNL Report.  

HBR-03: Lack of Detection, Suppression, Separation and Alternate Shutdown Capability 

Summary of Key Findings From the Sandia National Laboratories Report 

The lack of fire detection system, lack of automatic fire suppression system, lack of 20 feet 
separation, and lack of alternate shutdown capability in the service water (SW) pump area is the 
subject of an exemption from the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix R, Section III.G.2.  

The SNL Report, Section 3.7.1 and Appendix F, summarizes the exemption analysis findings and 
states that, based upon the IPEEE description of the configuration of the SW pumps relative to one 
another, there appears to be a reasonable/substantial basis for "questioning the IPEEE results for 
this fire area." Section 3.7.1 further identifies the described SW pump configuration as the basis 
for ranking this exemption as "risk indeterminate." 

The SNL Report, Section 3.7.2 and Appendix F, discuss the concern that exemption HBR-03 and 
the IPEEE submittal imply the potential for a loss of both trains of SW. For example, 
Section 3.7.2 of the report states the following: 

"From the IPEEE submittal it can be inferred that the licensee has assumed that multiple 
pumps cannot be lost due to a single fire. This assumption has not been explicitly discussed 
in the IPEEE, but appears critical to the licensee finding of very small CDF contribution.  
Given the rather high CDF (3E-4/ry assuming a nominal fire frequency and loss of all 
pumps) obtained in the screening phase of the fire analysis, and given that there is no basis 
given for dismissing the potential for loss of multiple pumps in the final quantification, the 
risk impact remains indeterminate, but may be potentially significant. However, no 
definitive assessment of potential risk reductions is possible." 

Section 3.7.3, "Qualitative Risk Impact," discusses exemption HBR-03 as "shifting responsibility 
for fire suppression from fixed suppression systems to the manual fire brigade," and as "shifting the 
burden for fire detection from fixed systems to manual detection." Additionally, this section of the 
report states "that alternate shutdown capability may be lost, and it is not clear how safe shutdown 
would be achieved."
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Appendix F of the SNL Report includes a number of key statements and assumptions. These 
include: 

1. The separation distance among SW pumps is identified as two to four feet, and the distance 
between the two end pumps is identified as 13 feet.  

2. The SW pumps are described as generally containing "large quantities of oil," and the power 
supply to these pump motors is identified as "4kV." 

3. The in-situ combustible loading is acknowledged to be "low," however, it is further stated that 
"the possibility of a fire (e.g., a motor or oil fire) that can affect other pumps cannot be 
dismissed without a thorough analysis of the effects of such an event. In particular, there is 
no mention of any means of containing an oil spill, and the possibility of a high pressure oil 
leak and fire is not addressed." 

Additionally, Appendix F describes "Points of Uncertainty" with respect to HBR-03, which 
includes the statement that "it is unclear how the small fire scenario/critical damage frequencies 
(i.e., 8.OOE-05 in Table 4.6-5, p. 4-130 of Reference H-I) have been obtained given the physical 
conditions cited in the exemption. If the licensee has employed optimistic assumptions in the fire 
growth and damage assessment, then the risk contribution of this area could be significant." 

HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, Review Comments 

HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, has completed review of applicable sections of the SNL Report and other 
related documentation. This review identified several concerns regarding the analysis and 
discussion of this exemption as provided within the SNL Report. Specific review comments are 
provided below.  

The SNL Report does not consistently reflect a clear understanding of the HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, 
SW pump configuration. The discussion provided within Section 3.7.1 implies only two SW pumps 
are considered, e.g., "both service water pumps," and loss of "both pumps." Appendix F correctly 
reflects the plant design configuration of four SW pumps.  

The comments and conclusions provided within Section 3.7.2 of the report include the incorrect 
statement that "it can be inferred that the licensee has assumed that multiple pumps cannot be lost 
due to a single fire." In fact, the HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, Appendix R analysis is based on the loss of 
three SW pumps, which leaves at least one SW pump available to remove plant heat loads. As 
noted within the HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, UFSAR, Appendix 9.5. 1A, Section 3.7.15.3, "Safe 
Shutdown Equipment," only one SW pump is required for safe shutdown. Additionally, the IPEEE 
evaluates the consequences associated with various scenarios involving the loss of SW pumps, up to 
and including the postulated loss of three SW pumps.
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Section 3.7.3 and Appendix F of the SNL Report provide incorrect information regarding the 
potential for a loss of both trains of the SW system. No credible fire scenario exists that would 
result in the loss of all four SW pumps. The HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, UFSAR, Appendix 9.5. 1A, 
Section 3.7.15, provides additional details regarding Fire Zone 29 and the associated safe shutdown 
equipment, combustibles, and fire detection and suppression methodologies.  

The need for a number of corrections and clarifications has been identified within the Appendix F 
discussion of HBR-03. The more substantive concerns are described as follows: 

1. The actual minimum separation distance between the two end pumps, SW Pump "A" and SW 
Pump "D," exceeds 17 feet, while the centerline-to-centerline separation distance exceeds 
19 feet. These are opposite train components (Train "A" and "B," respectively) with 
independent, diesel-backed power supplies.  

2. As described within the HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, UFSAR, Appendix 9.5.1A, Section 3.7.15.4, 
the actual quantity of lubricating oil contained in each SW pump is 6 gallons. This does not 
constitute a "large quantity" as described within Appendix F. Additionally, the HBRSEP, 
Unit No. 2, SW pumps are supplied by 480V power, not 4kV as described within 
Appendix F.  

3. Contrary to the implication contained within Appendix F, a thorough analysis of the possibility 
of a SW motor or oil fire affecting other pumps has been performed. Specific items of 
concern identified within Appendix F include the means of containing an oil spill and the 
possibility of a high pressure oil leak. These concerns are invalid for the following reasons: 

a. The HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, UFSAR, Appendix 9.5.1A, Section 3.7.15.2, provides a 
description of the SW pump enclosure. The enclosure is designed as an open structure 
with no roof. Proper drainage is provided for rainwater and leaks involving both oil and 
water. As such, oil leakage from a SW pump would be dispersed and drained away 
from the vicinity of the pumps.  

b. Lubricating oil for the each SW pump is contained within a pump oil reservoir, such that 
the oil pressure is limited to the height of oil in the reservoir, i.e., head pressure. There 
is no mechanical means incorporated within the SW pump design to boost or increase the 
lubricating oil pressure. Therefore, the "high pressure oil leak" postulated within 
Appendix F is not credible.
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c. An analysis has been completed to determine the quantity and geometry of ignited fuel 
that would be needed to create a fire with sufficient heat flux to cause pump cable 
damage. This analysis was utilized to support the HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, request for 
exemption HBR-03 and was referenced within the NRC letter dated November 25, 1983, 
that granted this exemption. In summary, this analysis found that a fire having the same 
magnitude as 17 gallons of acetone in an 8-foot diameter pool is needed to cause damage 
to the SW pump cables. Since procedural controls are established to limit transient 
combustible materials, a large margin exists between the existing combustible loading 
and the amount of combustible material that would be necessary to cause damage to 
multiple SW pumps.  

The SNL Report, Appendix F, "Points of Uncertainty," questions how the small fire 
scenario/critical damage frequencies were obtained given the physical conditions cited within 
exemption HBR-03. As described within the June 30, 1995, letter transmitting the results of the 
HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, IPEEE, and as further discussed within the IPEEE, Section 4.1.1.2, "Fire 
Frequencies," the IPEEE fire frequency calculations were performed using the Electric Power 
Research Institute (EPRI) Fire Induced Vulnerability Evaluation (FIVE) methodology, and the 
generic fire data information provided in the Fire Events Data Base (EPRI, 1992b). More detailed 
review and analysis of this fire area using these methodologies confirm the calculated fire frequency 
for specific SW pump oil fires to be 8.00E-5 per year.  

HBR-06: Lack of Detection in Fire Zones 12 and 13 and Lack of Suppression and Alternate 
Shutdown Capability in the Auxiliary Building 

Summary of Key Findings From the Sandia National Laboratories Report 

The lack of fire detection in Fire Zones 12 and 13, and the lack of a fixed fire suppression system 
and alternate shutdown capability in some of the fire zones in the Auxiliary Building, are the subject 
of an exemption from the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix R, Section III.G.3.  

The SNL Report, Section 3.7.1, notes that this exemption "appears to impact several fire zones 
including at least two that are identified as nominally risk important in the IPEEE." The report 
further notes that these two zones, in particular, are provided with detection and have at least partial 
suppression available. Since the IPEEE identifies that some of the impacted areas have CDF 
contributions just below 1E-5 per year, this exemption was found to have "at most, a small risk 
impact." 

Section 3.7.2 of the SNL Report postulates a cumulative risk impact and states, "while individually 
the potential risk reductions for the impacted areas are found to be small, the cumulative impact of 
the CDF contributions for the impacted areas taken together is potentially significant."
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The SNL Report, Appendix F, provides the following discussion within the "Analysis" section for 
exemption HBR-06: 

"Fire zone A/13 was qualitatively screened based on no Appendix R SSD equipment and no 
fire-induced initiating events. Zone A/12 was screened quantitatively - assuming loss of all 
equipment in the room, the CCDP is 7.05E-5 and the CDF is 8.88E-8. Using the 
information provided in the IPEEE submittal, it can be concluded that the impact of fixed 
fire suppression system or fire detectors in Fire Zones 12 and 13 would not have a 
significant risk impact. However, given that a handful of scenarios with CDF contributions 
on the order of 1E-5/ry may be impacted, this exemption is found to have a potential for a 
small risk impact." 

Appendix F identifies "Points of Uncertainty" with respect to HBR-06 regarding the inability to 
assess actual risk impact for individual scenarios due to a lack of sufficient detail within the IPEEE 
regarding how fire detection and suppression have been credited.  

Appendix F, "Relevant IPEEE Citations," contains the following statement: 

"At this stage, Fire Zone A/12, which contains both trains of CCW and SW systems, is 
screened based on a CCDP of 7.05E-5 given fire damage. Fire Zone A/13, which contain 
both trains of SW is screened based on qualitative arguments." 

HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, Review Comments 

HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, has completed review of applicable sections of the SNL Report and other 
related documentation.  

As noted within the SNL Report, Appendix F, "Analysis," the HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, IPEEE 
screened some fire zones using qualitative criteria (Fire Zone 13), while a quantitative approach was 
utilized to screen other fire zones (Fire Zone 12). No detection or suppression was credited for 
these screening analyses. For remaining areas, more detailed analyses were performed. An 
additional screening was performed in which fire frequencies were adjusted, "discounting the 
contribution from fire sources which could not cause any damage and reducing the frequency of 
extinguishable fires according to the reliability of the automatic fire suppression system" (reference 
HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, IPEEE, Section 4.6.2). Additional information regarding the approach taken 
to credit fire detection and suppression systems is provided within the HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, 
IPEEE, Section 4.5.
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The SNL Report, Appendix F, "Relevant IPEEE Citations," suggests that Fire Zone 12 contains 
both trains of Component Cooling Water (CCW) and SW, and appears to question the IPEEE 
screening results for this area. As detailed below, there is no postulated fire within Fire Zone 12 
that would disable both trains of CCW and SW, nor would such a fire prevent the ability to achieve 
and maintain safe shutdown. The following information is provided to reinforce the HBRSEP, Unit 
No. 2, IPEEE conclusions and to clarify the SNL Report: 

"* Based upon the low combustible loading in this fire area, no fires of significant magnitude or 
duration are postulated (reference UFSAR, Appendix 9.5.1 A, Section 3.1.8.4).  

"* For a postulated fire resulting in damage to normal safe shutdown components within this 
fire zone, alternate shutdown capability is available to achieve and maintain safe shutdown.  

"* Fire Zone 12 contains both manual and motor-operated CCW valves. Manual valves are 
impervious to fire damage and motor-operated valves would be subject to cable damage from 
the fire. These valves are credited only for achieving cold shutdown, and therefore are not 
associated with immediate, time critical steps. Credit is taken for manual operation of these 
valves.  

"* Fire Zone 12 contains a control cable for CCW Pump "A." The control circuit for this 
pump is designed with remote and local control capability, which allows operation from a 
remote panel should the control circuit become damaged due to a postulated fire within Fire 
Zone 12.  

"* Fire Zone 12 contains cables for motor-operated SW valves that provide isolation capability 
for SW flow to the Turbine Building, and for the motor-operated north SW header supply 
valve. These SW valves are located in different fire zones that would remain accessible 
during a postulated fire within Fire Zone 12. For a postulated fire scenario involving 
damage to these motor-operated valve cables, credit is taken for manual operation of these 
valves.  

The SNL Report, Appendix F, "Relevant IPEEE Citations," suggests that Fire Zone 13 contains 
both trains of SW, and appears to question the IPEEE screening results for this area. As detailed 
below, there is no postulated fire within Fire Zone 13 that would disable both trains of SW, nor 
would such a fire prevent the ability to achieve and maintain safe shutdown. The following 
information is provided to reinforce the HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, IPEEE conclusions and to clarify the 
SNL Report: 

"* Based upon the low combustible loading in this fire area, no fires of significant magnitude or 
duration are postulated (reference UFSAR, Appendix 9.5.1 A, Section 3.1.9.4).  

"* For a postulated fire resulting in damage to normal safe shutdown components within this 
fire zone, alternate shutdown capability is available to achieve and maintain safe shutdown.  

"* Review of the HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, safe shutdown analysis confirms that cables of concern 
that are routed through Fire Zone 13 are for Service Water Pump "D" (normal power 
supply only), Battery Charger A-1, and valve RHR-744A. The current analysis for 
HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, demonstrates that the loss of these cables due to a postulated fire 
within Fire Zone 13 does not impede the ability to achieve and maintain safe shutdown.
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Among the Auxiliary Building areas covered under this exemption to Appendix R, Section III.G.3, 
Fire Zone 16 (Battery Room) is exempt from detection and fixed suppression requirements.  
However, the SNL Report does not appear to reflect improvement in the CDF associated with Fire 
Zone 16 that have resulted from a plant hardware modification. By letter dated 
November 30, 1995, HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, informed the NRC of a plant modification to Motor 
Control Centers (MCC) "A" and "B" which are located in this fire zone. This modification 
involved the sealing of open conduits emerging from the top of MCCs "A" and "B." The resultant 
CDF from this scenario is thereby reduced from 7.61E-5 per year to 1. 15E-6 per year.  

HBR-08: Lack of Detection/Suppression in Fire Area G 

Summary of Key Findings From the Sandia National Laboratories Report 

The lack of automatic fire detection and fixed fire suppression systems in Fire Area G is the subject 
of an exemption from the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix R, Section III.G.3.  

The SNL Report, Section 3.7.1, states the following: 

"This exemption impacts several individual fire zones including G/29 which is the subject of 
HBR-03 as discussed above. Other than G/29, there are only two zones nominally identified 
as risk important. These two zones do include detection and at least partial suppression and 
are ultimately screened on low CDF. These results appear to be robust; hence, the 
exemption is found to have, at most, a small risk impact." 

Section 3.7.2 of the SNL Report states: 

"Two additional exemptions are ranked in the small impact category (HBR-08 and 12). The 
total CDF contribution for the two impacted areas is approximately 9E-6/ry. Had the 
exemptions not been granted these scenarios would have likely been reduced from small to 
very small CDF contributors. Hence the cumulative impact of these two exemptions taken 
together also ranks as potentially significant." 

The SNL Report, Appendix F, "Analysis" section for exemption HBR-08, notes that Fire Area G 
"includes, among other zones, the Service Water Pump Area (Fire Zone G/29) that was also the 
subject of HBR-03." This section of Appendix F also states that "aside from the Service Water 
Pump area, which has already been covered under HBR-03, added fire protection or fixed fire 
suppression system will not have a significant impact on the probability of damage to safe shutdown 
equipment and cables."
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HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, Review Comments 

HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, has completed review of applicable sections of the SNL Report and other 
related documentation. Based on this review, the following comments are provided.  

As stated within the SNL Report, Section 3.7.1 and Appendix F, the findings and conclusions 
associated with exemption HBR-08 (Fire Area G) include and rely upon the findings and 
conclusions for exemption HBR-03 (Fire Area G, Fire Zone 29) regarding the SW pump area. As 
described above, the need for a number of corrections and clarifications has been identified 
regarding the findings and conclusions associated with exemption HBR-03. As noted within 
Appendix F, if HBR-03 is excluded from the evaluation of HBR-08, the addition of fire protection 
or fixed fire suppression "will not have significant impact on the probability of damage to safe 
shutdown equipment and cables." 

Section 3.7.2 of the SNL Report describes a cumulative risk impact associated with exemptions 
HBR-08 and HBR-12 (Fire Area C). This review assumes without clear basis the potential risk 
improvements that could be obtained had these exemptions not been provided, and sums these over 
disparate groupings to conclude that a potentially significant improvement could have been 
obtained. The SNL Report, Section E.7, "Other General Findings," acknowledges that "simple 
counting of the exemptions provides no insights." Similarly, it is unclear how multiplying disparate 
exemptions by their assumed risk savings and then summing the result represents a valid approach 
for identifying risk insights. Other factors providing a basis for questioning a cumulative affect 
associated with these exemptions include: 

"* The SNL Report classified exemptions HBR-08 and HBR-12 in different "Location Binning 
Categories." 

"* While Fire Area C, which is associated with HBR-12, and Fire Area G, which is associated 
with HBR-08, are adjacent to one another, they are separated by fire barriers.  

"* Fire Zone 29 is physically separated by several hundred feet from the other safe shutdown 
areas within Fire Area G.  

"* Existing deterministic regulations, under which these exemptions were approved, do not 
postulate or consider multiple fires in different fire areas.  

HBR-10 and HBR-11: Lack Of Emergency Lighting 

Summary of Key Findings From the Sandia National Laboratories Report 

The lack of eight hour, battery-powered emergency lighting for various plant areas is the subject of 
exemptions from the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix R, Section III.J.  

Section 3.7.1 of the SNL Report summarizes the exemption analysis findings and states that "there 
may be some risk impact, but this cannot be clearly established based on the IPEEE because little 
information on recovery actions is provided." These exemptions were ranked as having a "potential 
small risk impact" based upon the CDF contribution of the impacted areas.
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Additionally, Appendix F of the SNL Report identifies "Points of Uncertainty" with respect to 
HBR-10 and HBR-1 1 regarding clear procedural instructions for plant operators to carry hand-held 
portable lighting into affected areas where procedural actions are required.  

HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, Review Comments 

HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, has completed review of applicable sections of the SNL Report and other 
related documentation. This review found no basis for considering the use of hand-held portable 
lighting by plant operators to be a "point of uncertainty." The HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, UFSAR, 
Sections 9.5.1.4.5.3 and 9.5.3, discuss the availability of "battery-powered portable lanterns" in the 
Main Control Room and selected locations throughout the plant. Additionally, applicable 
procedures for response to Appendix R events (Dedicated Shutdown Procedures) provide explicit 
instructions for plant operators to obtain the necessary communications and battery-powered 
portable lighting equipment prior to performing local operator actions.  

While the IPEEE may not have provided an explicit discussion of lighting available as part of 
recovery actions, sufficient information is available within docketed information and plant-specific 
procedures to conclude that a high degree of assurance exists regarding the availability of lighting 
for local operator actions.  

HBR-12: Intervening Combustibles In The CCW Pump Room 

Summary of Key Findings From the Sandia National Laboratories Report 

The presence of intervening combustibles between redundant trains of cables in the CCW Pump 
Room is the subject of an exemption from the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix R, Section 
III.G.2.b.  

Section 3.7.1 of the SNL Report summarizes the exemption analysis findings and states that the 
finding of a "small risk impact" is based entirely on the results of the IPEEE analysis and that this 
finding "assumes that the area was appropriately analyzed and found to have a small CDF 
contribution in the IPEEE." The report further assumes that fixed suppression is not available in 
this area.  

Additionally, Appendix F of the SNL Report identifies "Points of Uncertainty" with respect to 
HBR-12 regarding the fire zone and area for the CCW Pump Room, and the proper quantification 
of the frequency of fire damage in this compartment.
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HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, Review Comments 

HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, has completed review of applicable sections of the SNL Report and other 
related documentation. This review found no basis for assuming that incorrect or inappropriate 
analyses have been performed relative to the IPEEE or the associated quantification of fire damage 
frequency in this compartment. These analyses support the conclusion that the risk significance of 
this exemption should, at most, be considered "small." 

The SNL Report incorrectly assumes that fire suppression in this area is not available. As noted 
within the NRC's basis for this Appendix R exemption, dated October 25, 1984, and as further 
described within the HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, UFSAR, Appendix 9.5. 1A, Section 3.3, a partial area 
coverage wet pipe automatic sprinkler fire suppression system is installed in this area over the CCW 
pumps. This system was installed to protect the CCW pumps and associated cabling.  

Appendix F of the SNL Report identifies the fire zone and area for the CCW Pump Room and the 
proper quantification of fire damage frequency in this compartment as "Points of Uncertainty." 
The HBRSEP, Unit No. 2, UFSAR, Appendix 9.5. 1A, Section 3.3, clearly denotes the CCW Pump 
Room as "Appendix R Fire Area C (Fire Zone 5)." Additionally, no basis exists for assuming that 
incorrect or inappropriate analyses have been performed relative the quantification of fire damage 
frequency in this compartment. Therefore, these items should not be considered as "Points of 
Uncertainty" with regard to exemption HBR-12.


