vocket Nos. 50-237
and 50-249

Mr. Jd. S. Abel

Director of Huclear Licensing
Commonwealth Edison Company
Post Office Box 767

Chicago, I1linois 60690

Dear Mr. Abel:

By letter dated March 22, 1978, the Commission issued Amendment No. 36 to
Provisional Operating License No. DPR-19 and Amendment No. 33 to Facility
Operating License DPR-25 for the Dresden Station Units 2 and 3, respectively.
These amendments added license conditfons relating to the completion of
facility modifications to improve the fire protection programs. Our
enclosed Safety Evaluation Report for those Amendments listed the Safe
Shutdown Analysis as incomplete. By letter dated June 5, 1978, you submitted
your Fire Protection Safe Shutdown Analysis for Dresden Units 2 and 3.

By letter dated October 22, 1979, we provided to you our position entitled
“Safe Shutdown Capability” and noted that Section 8 of that document
specifies the information we require for our review of fire protection
capability. By letters dated January 2 and February 29, 1980, you supplemented
your analysis of safe shutdown capability.

The staff has utilized the Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) to review
your Safe Shutdown Report of June 5, 1978, and supplement. Based on that
review, we have concluded that the fire protection features you have
identified are not sufficlent to assure safe shutdown capability. The BML
report 1s enclosed for your information. To resolve the fire protection
concerns for safe shutdown at your facility, we would find acceptable

the installation of an alternate shutdown system that will meet the provisions
of Section III, paragraph L of proposed Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50.
Please be aware that other aspects of the Systematic Evaluation Program
(SEP) currently in progress may require installation of a dedicated safe
shutdown system which could be designed to simultaneously satisfy the
provisions applicable to the alternate safe shutdown systems required for
fire protection.
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Mr. J. S. Abel -2 - , 80
Commonwealth Edison Company ocT 1 19

As you know, with respect to fire protection matters, the Commission on May 29,
1980, published a proposed change to 10 CFR Part 50 which would add certain
requirements for fire protection. The proposed change would require that
plants included in the SEP have completed implementation of alternate shutdown
capability by December 1, 1931, or dedicated shutdown capability by October 1,
1982. The proposed change would also require that the licensee submit plans
and schedules for that implementation by November 1, 1980. Although there

is no effective rule in place at the present time, we believe it is prudent

to anticipate a short deadline and, therefore, request that you provide

your proposed plans and schedules for the alternate shutdown capability

by November 1, 1980.

Sincerely,

original gigned by
parrell C. Eisenhut

Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing

Enclosure:
BNL Report

cc w/encl:
See page 3
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. On May 29, ]980; the Commission published a proposed change to 10 CFR

Part 50 which would add certain requirements for fire protection. The
proposed change would require that plants included in the SEP have com-

. pleted implementation of alternate shutdown capability by December 1,

1981, or dedicated shutdown capability by October 1, 1982, The proposed
change would also require that the licensee submit plans and schedules

for that implementation by November 1, 1980. 1In addition, in the supple-
mentary information published with the proposed rule the Commission stated
“...the Commission anticipates approving few, if any, extensions.” They
also state "the Conmission may revise the implementation deadlines for
SEP plants to earlier dates following completion by the NRC staff of its
review of the status of fire protection at those plants." Although there

is no effective rule in place at the present time, we believe it is prudent

to anticipate a short deadline and, therefore, request that you provide
your proposed plans and schedules for the alternate shutdown capability
by November 1, 1980. .

Sincerely,

Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing

Enclosure:

BNL Report

cc w/enéXosure:
See page 3
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| bocket Nos. 50-237
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Mr, J.

50-249

S. Abel

Director of Nuclear Licensing
Commonweal th Edison Company

Post Office Box 767
Chicago, Illinois 60690

Dear Mr, Abel:

'BET 1 1980

By letter dated March 22, 1978, the Commission issued Amendment No. 36 to
Provisional Operating License No. DPR-19 and Amendment No. 33 to Facility
Operating License DPR-25 for the Dresden Station Units 2 and 3, respectively.
These amendments added Ticense conditions relating to the completion of

facility modifications to improve the fire protection programs.

Our

enclosed Safety Evaluation Report for those Amendments listed the Safe

Shutdown Analysis as incomplete.

capability.

By letter dated June 5, 1978, you submitted
your Fire Protection Safe Shutdown Analysis for Dresden Units 2 and 3.

~ By letter dated October 22, 1979, we provided to you our position entitled
“Safe Shutdown Capability” and noted that Section 8 of that document
specifies the information we require for our review of fire protection

By letters dated January 2 and Februa

your analysis of safe shutdown capability.

The staff has utilized the Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) to review

your Safe Shutdown Report of June 5, 1978, and supplement.

Based on that

review, we have concluded that the fire protection features you have

identified are not sufficient to assure safe shutdown capability.
report is enclosed for your information.

The BNL

To resolve the fire protection

concerns for safe shutdown at your facility, we would find acceptable
the installation of an alternate shutdown system that will meet the provisions
of Section III, paragraph L of proposed Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50.
Please be aware that other aspects of the Systematic Evaluation Program
(SEP) currently in progress may require installation of a dedicated safe
shutdown system which could be designed to simultaneously satisfy the
provisions applicable to the alternate safe shutdown systems required for
fire protection.

ry 29, 1980, you supplemented

..................

..................
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Mr. Jd. S. Abel -2 - OCT 1 1989
Commonwealth Edison Company

As you know, with respect to fire protection matters, the Commission on May 29,
1980, published a proposed change to 10 CFR Part 50 which would add certain
requirements for fire protection. The proposed change would require that
plants included in the SEP have completed implementation of alternate shutdown
capability by December 1, 1981, or dedicated shutdown capability by October 1,
1982. The proposed change would also require that the licensee submit plans
and schedules for that implementation by November 1, 1980. Although there

is no effective rule in place at the present time, we believe it is prudent
to anticipate a shori deadline and, therefore, request that you provide

your proposed plans and schedules for the alternate shutdown capability

by November 1, 1980.

Sincerely,

Darrell G. Eisephut, Director
Division of Licensing

Enclosure:
BRL Report

cc w/encl:
See page 3
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Mr.-~J. S. Abel

cc:

Mr. John W. Rowe

Isham, Lincoln & Beale

Counselors at Law

One First National Plaza, 42nd Floor
Chicago, I11inois 60603

Mr. B. B. Stephenson

Plant Superintendent

Dresden Nuclear Power Station
Rural Route #

Morris, I1linois 60450

Morris Public Library
604 Liberty Street
Morris, I1linois 6045}

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Resident Inspector's Office

Dresden Station

" RR #]

Morris; I11inois 60450

Susan N. Sekuler

Assistant Attorney General
Environmental Control Division
188 W. Randolph Street

Suite 2315

Chicago, I17inois 60601

October 1, 1980



ENCLOSURE 1

e 1T
.ID ,;] B BROOKHAVEN NATIONAL LABORATORY
T J ] ASSOCIATED UNIVERSITIES, INC.
A J A d
"Upton, New York 11973
Department of Nuclear Energy - (516) 345-2144

July 9, 1980

Mr. Robert L. Ferguson

Chemical Engineering

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

RE: Safe Shutdown Analysis, Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3
Dear Bob:

Mr. Vincent Lettieri and Mr. Ed MacDougall of Brookhaven National Labor-
atory (BNL) and Mr. Mario Antonetti of Gage-Babcock and Associates, Inc. have
canple»ed the mini-review of the Dresden Nuclear Power Station, bn1ts 2 and 3.
This mini-review consisted of a review of the documentation submitted by the
Ticensee (ref. d and e) to see if it was complete and in enough detail for BNL
to evaluate the safe shutdown analysis. The licensee's Fire Hazard Analysis
was referred to as needed.

¢ A review of the documentation was made for completeness.

¢ A comparison of the material submitted by the licensee to the re-
quirements of the SER (ref. a) was conducted. This comparison was
made solely for completeness and not a detailed compliance check.

¢ A review of the material submitted for gross and obvious variations
from the requirements of Appendix A (ref. c) and Appendix R (ref. b)
was also conducted.

We have listed our comments under the following headings in this report:

1. Adequacy of Documentation

2. Comparison of the Licensee's Submittal to the S.E.R.

3. Comparison of the Licensee' s Submittal to Appendices A and R
4. Conclusions

5. References

1. Adequacy of Documentation

A review was made of each fire zone to determine if the licensee has
supplied adequate documentation. A matrix giving our findings is shown in
Table 1 and Table 1A following. :



1.1

1.2

The documentation submitted is legible and provides references back
to the Fire Hazard Analysis prints which show the fire zones and
safety related equipment clearly. Some safety related electrical
trays are shown in plan view; however, no electrical prints were
submitted showing tray elevation and no conduit prints were submit-
ted with this documentation. As a result cable identification and
location are not available for review.

Accurate valve and instrument locations cannot be determined from
the submitted documentation; these are needed to make a complete
review of the safe shutdown analysis.

TABLE 1

ADEQUACY OF DOCUMENTATION
(June 5, 1978 Submittal)

Alternate Shut-
down Method Given Tables Referenced Drawings

Fire Zone in Submittal Satisfactary Drawing Satisfactory
1.1.1.3A Yes Yes 2/3.2-1-3 & M-3] See Note 1
1.1.1.4A Yes Yes 2/3.2-1-4 & M-2] See Note 1
1.1.2.3A Yes Yes 2/3.2-1-3 & M-3} See Note 1l
1.1.2.4A Yes Yes 2/3.2-1-4 & M-2{ See Note 1l
2.0 Yes " Yes 2/3.2-2-1 & M-3] See Note 1
6.2 Yes Yes 2/3.2-2-1 & M-4| See Note 1
8.2.4 ° Yes Yes 2/3.2-2-1 & M-4| See Note 1
8.2.5A Yes Yes 2/3.2-2-1,

2.2-8-2 & M-4] See Note 1l
8.2.58 Yes Yes 3.2-8-2 & M-4] See Note 1
8.2.6A Yes Yes 2/3.2-2-1 & M-3{ See Notel
8.2.68 Yes Yes 3.2-8-4 & M-3| See Note'l
1.1.1.2A Yes Yes 2/3.2-1-2 & M-4} See Note l
1.1.2.2A Yes Yes 2/3.2-1-2 & M-4] See Note 1
1.1.1.5A Yes Yes 2/3.2-1-5, '

2/3.2-8-5 & M-6] See Note 1
1.1.2.5A Yes Yes 2/3.2-1-5,

2/3.2-8-5 & M-6| See Note 1
8.2.2 Yes Yes 2/3.2-8-1 & M-5| See Note 1l
8.2.3 Yes Yes 2/3.2-8-1 & M-5] See Note 1

*Note 1: Referenced drawings are satisfactory in that they are easily read.

However, t
the licens
1.2 of thi

hey do not provide sufficient detail in all cases to determine if
ee's safe shutdown analysis is satisfactory. See paragraphs 1.1 and
s report for additional comments.



TABLE 1A

ADEQUACY OF DOCUMENTATION
(January 24, 1980 Submittal)

Alternate Shut-
down Method Given Tables Referenced Drawings
Fire Zone in Submittal Satisfactory Drawing Satisfactory
1.1.1.1 Yes Yes 2/3.2-1-1 & M-5} See Note 1
1.1.1.2 Yes Yes 2/3.2-1-2 & M-4{ See Note 1
1.1.2.2 Yes Yes 2/3.2-1-2 & M-4| See Note 1
1.1.1.32 Yes Yes 2/3.2-1-3 & M=-3] See Note 1
1.1.2.3 Yes Yes 2/3.2-1-3 & M=-3] See Note 1
1.2.1 Yes Yes 2/3.2-1-1 to
2/3.2-1-5
M-2 to M-6 See Note 1
1.2.2 Yes Yes 2/3.2-1-1 to
2/3.2-1-5
M-2 to M-6 See Note 1
2.0 Yes Yes 2/3.2-2-1 & M~3| See Note 1
6.1 Yes Yes 3.2-8-4 & M-3] See Note 1
6.2 Yes Yes 2/3.2-2-1 & M-4| See Note 1
7 : Yes Yes 2/3.2-2-1,
3.2-8-4 & M-3] See Note 1
8.2.6 Yes Yes 2.2-8-4 & M-3] See Note 1
11.3 Yes Yes 2/3.2-11-18M-10] See Note 1

*Note 1: Referenced drawings are satisfactory in that they are easily read.
Howaver, they do not provide sufficient detail in all cases to determine if
the licensze's safe shutdown analysis is satisfactory. See paragraphs 1.1 and
1.2 of this report for additional comments. '

2. Compariscn of the Licensee's Submittal to the SER

Each section of the SER (ref. a) that contained a reference to safe
shutdown or alternate shutdown due to a postulated fire was compared to the
licensee's submittal (ref. d and e). This comparison was not made to deter-
mine if full compliance was achieved but rather as a documentation complete-
ness check. Table 2 shows the results of this comparison.



2.1 Each section of the SER requiring an evaluation of safe shutdown
capability in a given fire area has been addressed in the
licensea's submittal of June 5, 1978. Additional information was
supplied in the cold shutdown submittal (ref. e). See Table 3.

~

TABLE 2
COMPARISON OF THE SUBMITTAL TO THE SER*

SER Fire Submittal
Section | Area/Zone Area Section
6/5/78
3.2.4 A1l Shutdown Capability ————
4.1 All Safe Shutdown Systems ————
4,10 ATl Separation Criteria ————
5.1.2 1.1.1%2A Reactor Bldg. - Ground Floor (Elev. 517) 3.2.1
5.1.2 1.1.2.2A Reactor Bldg. - Ground Floor (Elev. 517) 3.2.2
5.1.3 1.1.1.3A Reactor Bldg. - Mezz. Floor (Elev. 545) 3.1.1
5.1.3 1.1.2.3A Reactor Bldg. - Mezz. Floor (Elev. 545) 3.1.3
5.1.4 1.1.1.4A Reactor Bldg. - Main Floor (Elev. 570) 3.1.2
5.1.4 1.1.2.4A Reactor Bldg. - Main Floor (Elev. 570) 3.1.4
5.3 2.0 Control Room 3.1.5
5.4 6.2 Auxiliary Electrical Equipment Room 3.1.6
5.9.3 8.2.4 Turbine Bldg. - Unit 3 Cable Tunnel 3.1.7
5.9.4 | 8.2.5A Turbine Bldg. - Ground Floor (Elev. 517) 3.1.8
5.9.4 8.2.58 Turbine Bldg. - Ground Floor (Elev. 517) 3.1.9
5.9.5 8.2.6A Turbine Bldg. - Mezz. Floor (Elev. 534) 3.1.10
5.9.5 8.2.6B8 Turbine Bldg. - Mezz. Floor {Elev. 538) 3.1.11
TABLE 3 )
ADDITIONAL AREAS REQUIRED FOR SAFE SHUTDOWN IN SUBMITTAL
SER Fire Submittal
Section | Area/Zone Area Section
6/5/78
------- 1.1.1.5A Unit 3 - Reactor Bldg. (Elev. 589) 3.2.3
------- 1.1.1.58 Unit 2 - Reactor Bldg. (Elev. 589) 3.2.4
------- 8.2.2 Unit 2 - Turbine Bldg. (Elev. 495) 3.2.5
------- 8.2.3 Unit 3 - Turbine Bldg. (Elev. 495) 3.2.6
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3. Comparison of the Submittal to Appendices A and R

A detailed comparison of the licensee's submittals (ref. d and e) to Ap-
pendix A and Appendix R was not made at this time. However, some exceptions
to Appendix R were noted in this mini-review and are as follows:

3.1 Section II, B, Loss of Offsite Power; states that "Fire dete¢tion

3.3

3.4

(%4

and suppression system protecting systems necessary to achieve and
maintain safe shutdown shall be capable of functioning with or
without off-site power." Section III, L.3, and Section IlI, L.4
both state that "...They shall also be capable of being powered by
on-site and off-site electric power systems or by on-site power
systems that are indeperndent of the on-site and off-site electric
power system."

The licensees submittals (ref. d) page 1-5, item 1.4 Assumptions #1
precludes the loss of offsite power, and ref. (e) page 3, item A.l4
refers back to item 1.4 of ref. (d).

Section III, J, Emergency Lighting, calls for eight-hour rated em-
ergency sealad beam on fluorescent units.

This SER Section 4.6 does not address thez eight-hour rated re-
guirements.

Section III, M, Fire Barriers, calls for three-hour barriers (or
Justification by analysis} between fire areas.

The licensee's submittals do not show three-hour barriers between
all fire areas. The detailed review will determine whether or not
the justification submitted is adequate.

Section III, N, Fire Barrier Penetration Seal Qualification, states
"The fire barrier shall be tested with a pressure differential
across it (higher pressure on the exposed side) that is equivalent
to the maximum pressure differential a fire barrier in the plant is
expected to experience unless such pressure differentials are shown
to have no effect on the performance of the penetration seal."

/

The submittals do not meet the method of testing for "delta" p, and
will require further study during the detailed review.

Section III, G, Protection of Safe Shutdown Capability, l.m, states
"The design of the protective features shall consider:... the
failure of automatic fire suppression systems."

The submittals do not specifically address the failure of automatic
fire suppression systems.



4.  Conclusions

An evaluation of the safe shutdown and alternate shutdown systems cannot
be made at this time because of the following reasons:

4.1 Inadequate Documentation

a. Insufficient documentation was provided to assure adequate
cable separation for redundant circuits exposed to a common
fire. See section 1.1 of this report.

b. Insufficient documentation was provided to define safety re-
lated valve location and safety related instruments whose loss
could be sustained in a fire.

4.2 Nonconformance to Appendix R
3. Loss of off-site power (see item 3.1 of this report).
b. Fire barriers and separation (see item 3.3 of this report).
C. Emergency lighting (see item 3.2 of this report).

d. Fire barrier penetration seal qualification (see item 3.4 of
this report).

8. Protection of safe shutdown capability (see item 3.5 of this
report).

We conclude that at this time there is no reasonable assurance that the
licensee's fire protection will allow a safe shutdown of the Dresden 2/3
plant. Therefore, as a minimum, we recommend that the NRC require an alter-
nate shutdown system independent of those fire areas addressed in Tables 1 and
1A of this report. If these modifications are too extensive and therefore not
practicable, a dedicated system should be considered by the licensee.

5. References

a. Safety Evaluation Report, Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and
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23, 1976. :
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f. SEP Review of Safe Shutdown Systems for the Dresden Unit 2 Nuclear
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February 9, 1979,

Respectfully yours,

S Lt £ A

Robert £. Hall, Group Leader
Reactor Engineering Analysis
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» €C.: Y. Benaroya
W. Kato
V. Lettieri
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