Docket Nos. 50-266

MAY 4 1982

and 50-301

Mr. C. Y. Fay

Assistant Vice President
Wisconsin Electric Power Company
231 West Michigan Street -
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53201

Dear Mr. Fay:

SUBJECT: EXEMPTION REQUEST - FIRE PROTECTION RULE SCHEDULAR REQUIR

OF 10 CFR 50.48(c) - POINT BEACH MUCLEAR PLANT UNITS 1 AND 2.

The Fire Protection Rule, (10 CFR 50.48) published on November 19, 1980,
bacame effective on February 17, 1981, and required the results of certain
tasks to be submitted to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) by March 19,
1981. By letter dated March 18, 1981, you applied for exemption from some

of these schedular requirements of 10 CFR 50.48(c). The exemption requested
related to the time allowed to complete a reassessment of the fire protection
features at your plant for conformance to the specific requirements of Section
I11.G of Appendix R to 10 CFR 50; to evaluate the difference determined for
each area; and to design modificatfons to meet the requirements or provide a
justifiable basis by means of a fire hazards analysis for an exemption from
such requirements.

In addition, your letter of March 18, 1981 requested schedular exemptions
from the implementation dates for modifications required by Section 111.0
and certain substantive exemptions from the requirements of Section III.H
of Appendix R to 10 CFR 50.48. The latter of these exemption requests was
addressed by the staff's letter of May 4, 1981 which denied this exemption
request and will not be discussed here. For reasons as stated in your
exemption request, you requested additional time to complete the ahove
reassessments, evaluations and designs. By letters dated April 4, 1981,
October 2, 1981 and January 29, 1982, you revised your request.

Your latest submittal included an enclosure giving your evaluation, plans
and descriptive diagram in accordance with the requirements of Section III.0
of Appendix R to 10 CFR 50.48. It also requested schedular exemptions for
implementation of some portions of Sections III.F and IILI.M of Appendix R.
Subsequent to your latest submittal, by telephone conversation on April 6,
1982, members of your staff indicated that your expected completion date

of March 1, 1982 was not met with respect to fire barrier modifications and
circulating water pumphouse fire protection modifications but in actuality
these items were compileted a few days later than March 1, 1982. Further,
you expect completion of the fire detection system modifications to extend
heyond the June 1, 1982 completion date identified in your latest submittal.
Therefore, we are administratively changing the dates of your exemption
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request to June 30, 1982 for completion of the fire barrier medifications
and circulating water pumphouse fire protection modifications and completion
of the fire detection system modifications as discussed with members of your
staff. We understand from your staff that the fire barrfer and circulating
water pumphouse fire protection modifications are now complete.

The Commission has granted your request as described in the enclosed Exemption
(Enclosure 1). The Exemption 1s conditional upon a requirement that the submittal
be complete, as defined in the Exemption. If the NRC should determine that your
submittal is not complete, you will be found in violation of 10 CFR 50.48(c).

Such a violation will be a continuing one from the date granted by the Exemption
and a civil penalty may be imposed for each day the violation continues.

A copy of the Exemption is being filed with the Office of the Federal Register
for publication.

Enclosure 2 provides a rewording of the request for information included with
Generic Letter 81-12. This rewording is the result of meetings with repre-
sentative licensees who felt that clarification of the request would help
expedite responses. It does not include any new reguests and, therefore, will
not adversely affect licensees' ability to respond to Generic Letter 81~ 2.

Enclosure 3 provides informatfon regarding our criteria for evaluating exemption
requests from the reguirements of Section 111.6.2 of Appendix R.

Sincerely,
0m ginal sighed by

Timothy G. Colburn, Project Manager
Operating Reactors Branch #3°
Division of Licensing
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UNITED STATES DISTRIBUTION:
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION Docket File
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555 ORB#3 Rdg

PMKreutzer
Docket No. 50«266/50-301

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary of the Commission

SUBJECT: WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY, Point Beach Nuclear Plant,
Unit Nos. 1 and 2.

Two signed originals of the Federal Register Notice identified below are enclosed for your transmittal
to the Office of the Federal Register for publication. Additional conformed copies ( 12) of the Notice
are enclosed for your use.

O Notice of Receipt of Application for Construction Permit(s) and Operating License(s).

[J Notice of Receipt of Partial Application for Construction Permit(s) and Facility License(s): Time for
Submission of Views on Antitrust Matters.

[J Notice of Availability of Applicant's Environmental Report.

[J Notice of Proposed Issuance of Amendment to Facility Operating License.

[0 Notice of Receipt of Application for Facility License(s); Notice of Availability of Applicant's
Environmental Report; and Notice of Consideration of Issuance of Facility License(s) and Notice
of Opportunity for Hearing.

O Notice of Availability of NRC Draft/Final Environmental Statement.

[J Notice of Limited Work Authorization.

O Notice of Availability of Safety Evaluation Report.

0 Notice of Issuance of Construction Permit(s).

[J Notice of Issuance of Facility Operating License(s) or Amendment(s).

X Other:__Exemption ofi Fire Protection

Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Enclosure:

-As Stated

orrice—s|..ORB#3.:DL. JN‘
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Wisconsin Electric Power Company

cc: .

Mr. Bruce Churchill, Esquire

Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge
1800 M Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20036

Joseph Mann Library
1616 Sixteenth Street
Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241

Mr. Glenn A. Reed, Manager
Nuclear Operations

Wisconsin Electric Power Company
Point Beach Nuclear Plant

6610 Nuclear Road

Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241

- Mr. Gordon Blaha

Town Chairman

Town of Two Creeks

Route 3

Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241

Ms. Kathleen M. Falk

General Counsel

Wisconsin's Environmental Decade
114 N. Carroll Street

Madison, Wisconsin 53703

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Activities Branch

Region V Office ¥
ATTN: Regional Radiation .
Representative

230 S. Dearborn Street
Chicago, I11inois 60604

Chairman

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin
Hills Farms State Office Building
Madison, Wisconsin 53702
Regional Administrator

Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region III

Office of Executive Director for Operations

799 Roosevelt Road

" Glen Ellyn, I1linois 60137

Mr. William Guldemond .
USNRC Resident Inspectors Office
6€12 Nuclear Road

Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241



~ - ~ NCLOSURE 1

' NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER
COMPARY

(Point Beach Nuclear Plant
Unit Nos. 1 and 2)

Docket Nos. 50-266 and 50-301

EXEMPTION
I.
The wisconsin Electric Power Company (the”licensee) is the holder of
Facility Operating License Nos. DPR-24land DPR-Z} which authorize operation

of the Point Beach Nuclear Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and 2. These licenses provide,

. among other things, that they are subject to all rules, regulations and Orders

of the Commission now or hereafter in effect.
The facility comprises two pressurized water reactors at the licensee's
site located in Manitowoc County, Wisconsin.
II.
On November 19, 1980, the Commission published a revised Section 10 CFR

50.48 and a new Appendix R to 10 CFR 50 regarding fire protection features of

.nuclear power plants (45 F.R. 76602). The revised Section 50.48 and Appendix R

became effective on February 17, 1981. Section 50.48(c) established the

schedules for satisfying the provisions of Appendix R. Section I11-of Appendix

-:R contains fifteen subsections, 1ettered A through 0, each of which specifies

requirements for a particular aspect of the fire protection features at a

nuclear power plant. Four of these fifteen subsections, III.F, IIl.G., III.M

‘and III.O, ére the subjects- of-this exemption request. Section III.F-required

installation of automatic fire detection systems in all areas of the plant -
that contain or present an exposure fire hazard to safe shutdown or sdfety-
related systems or components. These systems shall be capable of operating

with or without offsite power. I11.G specifies detailed requirements for fire



protection of the equipment used for safe shutdown by means of sepafation and
barriers (II11.G.2). If the requirements fﬁr separation and barriers could nog
be met in an area, alternative safe shutdown capability, independent of that

area and equipment in that area, was reduired (111.G6.3.). Section 1II.M required
qualification of fire barrier seal penetrations by tests that are comparable

tto tests used to rate fire barriers. It provided specific acceptance criteria

for the qualification tests and required that penetration seal designs'on1y

"use noncombustible material. Section I11.0 provided requirements for the

" preactor coolant pump oil collection system if the containment is not inerted

during normal operation. These requirements included design, installation
and ehgineering such that failure wouid not lead to fire during normal or
design basis accident conditions and that there would be reasonable assurance
that the system would withstand the Safe Shutdown Earthquake.

Section 50.48(c) required compietion of all @odificatioﬁs to meet the.
provisions of Appendix R within a specified time from the effective date of this
fire protection rﬁle, Féﬁruary 17, i981, except for modifications to provide
a]ternqtive safe shutdown capability. These latter modifications {II1.G.3.)
require NRC review and approval. Heﬁcé Section 50.48(c) requires their
comp1et1on w1th1n a certain time after NRC approval. The date for submittal
of design descr1pt1ons of any ‘modifications to prov1de alternative safe shutdown
capab111ty was specified as March 19, 1981.

By letter dated March 18, 1981, as amended April 4, 1981, October 2, 1981
and January 29, 1982, Wiscénéfh Electric Power Company requested exemptions
from 10 CFR 50.48(c) with réspect to the requirements of Sections III.F, III.G,
II11.M and I11.0 of Appendix R as follows:



1. That the date in Paragraph (c)(5) for submitting plans and schedules
for meeting the provisions of (c){2), (c)(3), and (c)(4), with respect
to the requirements of Section III.G of Appendix R to Part 50, be
extended to June 30, 1982 and, with respect to the requirements of
Section I11.0 of Appenaxx R to Part 50, be extended to Jaruany 31,
1982.

2. That the date in Paragraph (c)(5) for submitting design descriptions
of modifications needed to satisfy Section III G.3 of Appendix R be
extended to June 30, 1982,

3. That the implementation date in Paragraph (c)(2) for the installation
of modifications that do not require prior NRC approval or plant
shut-down be extended to nine months after June 30, 1982 for modifi-
cations required by Section III.G.

That the date for 1mp1ementa£1on of modifications required by Sections

II1.F and III.M of Appendix R to 10 CFR 50 be extended until June 30,
1982,

4, That the implementation date in Paragraph (c)(3) for the installation
of modifications that do not require NRC approval, but require plant
shut-down, be extended to before start-up after the earliest of the
specified events commencing 180 days or more after June 30, 1982 for
modifications required by Section III.G and to before start -up after
the earliest of the specified events commencing 180 days or more after
January 31, 1982 for modifications required by Section III.O.

When this Fire Protection Rule was approved by the Commission, it was
understood that the time required for each licensee to re-eﬁamine those
previous]y-appro?ed éonfigurations at its plant to determine whether they meet
the requirements of Section III.G of Appendix R to 10 CFR 50 was not well known
and would vary depending upon the degree of conformance. For each item of non-
conformance. that was found, a fire hazards analysis had to be performed to
determine whether the existing configuration provided sufficient fire protection.
If it did, a basis had to be formulated for an exemption request. If it did not,

modifications to either meet the requirements of Appendix R or to provide some

. other acceptable configuration, that could be justified for an examption, had

to be désigned. Wheﬁeifﬁre'protection features alone could not ensure pro-
tection of safe shutdown capability, alternative safe shutdown capability had

to be designed as required by Section III.G.3. of Appendix R, Depenaing upon



the extensivéness and number of the areas involved, the time required for this
re-examination, reanalysis and redesign could vary from a few montﬁs to a

year or more. The Commission decided, however, to require one, short-term date
for all licensees in the interest of ensuring a best-effort, expedited completion
of compliance with the Fire Protectioanule, recognizing that there would be a
number of licensees who could not meet these time restraints but who could then
request appropriate relief through the exemption process. Licensees for 44 of
the 72 plants to which Appendix R applies (plants with an operating lfcense

" jssued prior to January 1, 1979) have requested such schedular relief.

The licensees for the remaining 28 plants made submittals to meet the
schedular requirements of 50.48(c). A1l of these submittals, however, were
deficient in some respects. In generﬁ], much of the information requested
in a generic letter (81-12) dated February 20, 1981, to the licensees of all
- 72 plants, was not provided. Therefore, additional time is being used to

complete those submittals also.

411

Prior to the issuance of Appendix ﬁ, the Point Beach Un%ts had been
reviewed against the criteria of Appendix A to the Branch Technical Position
9.5-1 (BTP 9.5-1). The BTP 9.5-1,wés deQeloped_to resolve the lessons learned
from the fire at Browns Ferry Nuclear P]ant; It is broader in scope than
Appendix'R, formed the nucleus of the criteria devéﬂoped further in Appendix R
and in its present, revised form constitute; the section of the Standard Review
Plan used for fhe review of applications for constructiqn permits and operating
licenses of new plants.. The review was completed by the NRC staff and its fire
protection cénsultants and a Fire Protection Safety Evaluation (FPSER) was issued.
A few items remained.unresolved. Further discourse between the ]icenseé and the

NRC staff resulted in resolution of most of these items as documented in three
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supplements to the FPSER. The remaining unresolved items were to be completed
in accordance with Appendix R. The FPSER.and its supplements supported the
jssuance of amendments to the operating licenses of the Point Beach Uniﬁsl/
which required modifications to be.made to plant physical features, systems,
and administrative controls to meet the criteria of Appendix A to BTP 9.5-1.
Essentially all of these modifications have been completed. Thereforé, the
Point Beach Units have been upgraded to a high degree of fire protection
already and the extensive reassessment 1nvo1védujp this request for additional
time is to quantify, in detail, the differences Setween what was recenf]y
approved and the specific requirements of Section II1.G to Appendix R of
10 CFR 50 and to complete portions df the modifications required by Sections
I111.F, III.M and II11.0 to Appendix R of 10 CFR 50. III.F and II1.M modifica-
tions are essentially comp]efe.

The licensee has not requested an exemption for any other subsections
of Appendix R and therefore should meet the schedules required by 10 CFR
50.48(c) for a11'other subsections except as noted below. As.mentioned earlier,
theré are 11 other subsections which contain criteria for other aspects of
. fire protection features. One of these, Section III.L., provides the criteria.
for Alternative Safe Shutdown capability and thus affects the final.reassessment
anq redesign, if necessary, of this feature at the Point Beach Units. Neverthe-

-

less, fhis means that compliance with the remaining applicable sections of

1/ . :
~ Point Beach Unit 1 - Operating License DPR-24
_ Amendment 39 supported by FPSER issued August 2, 1979
FPSER Supplement 1 issued March 5, 1980
FPSER Supplement 2 issuwed-October 21, 1980
FPSER Supplement 3. issued January 22, 1981 :
Extension of Completion Dates issued February 13, 1981 -.
Amendment 52 with SER issued August 20, 1981
Point Beach Unit 2 - Operating License DPR-27
Amendment 44 supported by FPSER issued August 2, 1979
FPSER Supplement 1 issued March 5, 1980
FPSER Supplement 2 issued October 21, 1980
FPSER Supplemert 3 issued January 22, 1981
Extension of Completion Dates issued February 13, 1981
Amendment 58 with SER issued August 20, 1981 .



Appendix R Have been or will be completed on or before the implementation
dates required by the Fire Protection Rule.

Based on the above considerations, we find that the 1icensee has completed
a substantial part of the fire protection features at Point Bedch Units 1 and 2
in conformance with the requirements of the Fire Protection Rule and is applying
significant effort to complete the reassessment of any remaining modifications
which might be necessary for strict conformance with Section III.G, and is essen-
tiallly complete with the modifications required by III.F and III.M. 'The licensee

has. also completed his evaluation of the modifications necessary to comply with

Section I11.0 of Appendix R. We find that because of the already-completed upgrading

of these facilities, there is no undue risk to the health and safety of the public
involved with continued operation unfi] the completion of the III.G reassessment

by June 30, 1982, the IIL.F modifications by June 30, 1982 and III.M modifications
by June 30, 1982, or in extending the time for completion of modification# requfred
by Section I11.0. Therefore, an exemption should be granted to allow such time

for completion. However, because we have found that most submittals of the III.G
reanalysis to dafe froﬁ'other Jice;sees have not been complete; that is, not all

of thg information requested by Generic Letter 81-12 dated February 20, 1981, was
provided, we afe adding a condition fo this Exemption that requires_a]] such infor-

R

mation to be submitted by the date granted.

Iv.

Accordingly, the Commission has determined that, pursuant fo 10 CFR 50.12,
an exemption ié'authorizeq by law and will not endanger_]ife or property or the
common defense and security and is otherwise in the public interest and hereby
grants the f511owing exemptions with respect to the requirements of Section

111.G6, III.F, II1.M and I11.0 of Appendix R to 10 CFR 50:



1. That the date in Paragraph (c)(5) for submitting plans and schedules
for meeting the provisions of (c)(2), (c)(3), and (c)(4), with respect
to the requirements of Section III.G of Appendix R to Fart 50, be
extended to June 30, 1982 and, with respect to the requirements of
Section III.0 of Append1x R to Part 50, be extended to January 31,
1982.

2. That the date in Paragraph (c)(5) for submitting design descriptions
of modifications needed to satisfy Section III G.3 of Appendix 'R be
extended to June 30, 1982.

3. That the implementation date in Paragraph (c)(2) for the installation
of modifications that do not require.prior NRC approval or plant
shut-down be extended to nine months after June 30, 1982 for modifi-
cations required by Section III.G.

-That the date for implementation of modifications required by Sections
III.F and III.M of Appendix R to 10 CFR 50 be extended until June 30,
1982.

4.  That the implementation date in Paragraph (c)(3) for the installation
of modifications that do not require NRC approval, but require plant
shut-down, be extended to before start-up after the earliest of the
specified events commencing 180 days or more after June 30, 1982 for
modifications required by Section 1I1.G and to before start-up after
the earliest of the specified events commencing 180 days or more after
January 31, 1982 for modifications required by Section III.O.

Provided thé following condition is met with regard to the outstanding
II1.G information:

The design desc}iptions of alternative or decidated shutdown systems

to comply with Section 111.G.3., as required by §50.48(c)(5) shall

include a point-by-point response to each item in Section 8 of

Enclosure 1 to Generic Letter 81-12 dated February 20, 1981, and to

each item in Enc]osure 2 to Generic Letter 81-12, dated February 20,
198].

If the licensee does not meet the above conditions, the licensee will be .
found in violation of 10 CFR 50.48(c) even though the submittal may be'ma&e
within the time'limit granted 5y the exemption. If sﬁch a violation occurs,
iﬁposition'of a civil penalty will be considered under Section 234 of the
Atomic Energy Act, as ‘amended. Such a violation will be a continuing one .

beginning with the date set in the exemption for submittal and terminating

when all inadequacies are corrected.
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A delay in the determination of inadequacy by the staff, caused by the work-
load associated with reviewing all of the submittals falling due near the same time,
will not relieve the licensee of the responsibility for comp leteness of the submit-
tal, nor will such delay cause any penalty that may be imposed to be mitigated.

The NRC staff has determined that the granting of this Exemption will not
result in any significant environmental impact and that pursuant to 10 CFR

51.5(d)(4) an environmental impact statement or negative declaration and environ-

~ mental impact appraisal need not be prepared in connection with this action.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

‘Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 4th day of May, 1982



:  ENCLUSURE 2

CLARIFICATION OF GENERIC LETTER

On February 20, 1981, generic letter 81-12 was forwarded to all reactor licensees
with plants licensed prior to January 1, 1979. The letter restated the require~
ment of Section 50.48 to 10 CFR Part 50 that each licensee would be requ1red |

to reassess areas of the plant where cables or equipment including associated
non-safety circuits of redundant trains of systems necéssary to achieve and

* majntain hot shutdown conditions are 10cated to detern1ne whether the requ1re-'
ments of Section I11.G.2 of Append1x R to 10 CFR 50 were sat1sf1ed Add1t1ona11y,

EncIosure 1 and EncIosure 2 of the generlc letter requested add1t1ona1

| .1nformat1on concerning those areas of the pIant requ1r1ng aIternat1ve shutdown

- capability. - Sectuon 8 of Enclosure 1 requested 1nformat1on for the systems, .

re——

—

equtpnent and procedures of alternative shutdown capability and Enclosure 2

def1ned associated circuits and requested information concerning assoc1ated

circuits for those areas requiring alternative shutdown.

In our review of 11censee submittals and meet1ngs with Iicensees; it has become
apparent that the request for jnformation should be clarified since. a lack-

of cIarity couId result in the’ submission of either jnsufficient or excessive
1nformat1on. Thus, the staff has rewr1tten Section 8 of Enclosure 1 and
EncIosure 2 of the February 20, 1981 gener1c Ietter. Add1t10na11y, further
cIar1f1cat1on of the definition of assocxated circuits has been prov1ded to .

aid in the reassessments to determine compliance with the requ1rements of
Sect1ons 111.6.2 and III G.3 of Append1x R. IndeveIoptngth1s~rewr1te we have
cons1dered the- comment of the NucIear Utility F1re Protect1on Group.,.Tﬁe enclosed

rewr1te of the EncIosures contains no new requ1rements but merely attempts

' “to clarify the request for addxtxonal information.
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: Licenéees who have not respbnded to the February 20, 1981 generic letter,

may choose to respond to the enc?osed request for information. Since the:
enclosed request.for 1nformat1on is not new, but merely c1ar1f1cat1on of

our prev1ous Ietter,responding to it should not delay any submittals. in
progress that are ‘based upon February 20, 1981 letter. Licensees whose
response to the February 20, 1981 letter, has been found qncomp?ete resulting in
staff 1dent1f1cat1ons of a maJor unresolved item (i.e., assoc1ated circuits),
may choqse to respond to pertinent sections of the enclosed request for infor--
mation.in order to close open items (i.e., open item for.associated éircuits,

use rewrite of Enclosure 2).

if additional clarification is needed, please contact the staff Project

Manager for your plant.
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REWRITE OF SECTION 8 REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The following is a rewrite of the staff's request for additional information
concerning design modification to meet the requirements of Section II1.G.3 of
'Appendix R. The fol]owing contains no new requests but is merely a rewording of

'Section 8 of Enclosure 1 of the February 20, 1981 generic Tetter.

1. 1ldentify those areas of the plant that will not meet the reqoirenents of
Section. I11.G.2 of Appendix R ard, thus aiternatiye shutdown will be pfovided\\
or an exemption from the requirements of Section III.G.2 of Appendix R wiii'he

provided. Additionaliy.provide a statement that all other areas of the plant

are or will be in compliance with Section I111.6.2 of Appendix R;‘

- For each of those fire areas of the plant requiring an alternative shutdown '
" system(s) provide a complete set of responses to the following requests for

" each fire area:

a. List the system(s) or portions thereof used to provide the shutdown

capability with the loss of offsite power.

b. For those systems identified in "1a" for which alternative or dedicated
shutdown capability must be prov1ded 1ist the equ1pment and components
.of the normal shutdown system’ in ‘the fire area and 1dentify the functions
of the circuits of the normai shutdown system in the fire area (power to what
. equipment, control of what components and instrumentation) Describe
the system(s) or portions thereof used to prov1de the alternative shutdown
capability for the fire area and provide a tab1e that Tists the equ1pment

and components of the alternative shutdown system for the fire area.
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hor.each alternative system 1dent1fy the funct1on of the new

circuits be1ng provided. Identify the 1ocat1on (fire zone) of the
alternative shutdown equipment and/or circuits that bypass the fire
area and_ver%fy that the a1ternative shutdown equipment and/or circuits

are separated from the fire area in accordance with Section I11.6.2.

: c;' Provide drawings of the alternative shutdown system(s) which highlight any

'connecttons to the normal shutdown systems (P&IDs for piping ana componenzs,;w

e]ementary w1r1ng d1agrams of electr1ca1 cab11ng) Show" the e]ectrwcal

L RT RPN

10cat10n of all’ breakers for power cab]es, and 1solat1on dev1ces for

- — - ——

) control and 1nstrumentat1on c1rcu1ts for the a1ternat1ve shutdown systems

for that f1re area. : '_

d. Verify that changes to safety systems will not degrade safety systemS'

‘ (e.g., new 1soTat1on switches and control switches should meet design
criteria and standards in the FSAR for e1ectrica1 equipnent in the system
that the switch i§ to be installed; cabinets that the switches are to be
mounted in should a1so meet the Same criteria {FSAR) as other safety

 related cabinets and panels; to avoid 1nadvertent xso1at1on from the
controT room, the isolation sw1tches shou]d be key]ocked or alarmed
1n the contr01 room if in the "1oca1“ or."isolated" position; “periodic
checks should be'made to verify that the switéh fs in the proper position for

normal operat1on and a s1ngle transfer sw1tch or other new device should

not be a source of a fa1}ure wh1ch causes 10SS of reounoant sdfetd -

systems) T

e’ Verify that 1icensee procedures have beenor will be deve1oped wh1ch descr1be ihe
tasks to be perfonned to effect the shutdown method Prov1de a summary _

'of these procedures eutlining operator actions.



;. Verify fhat the manpower required to perform the shutdown functfong using
the procedures of e: as well as to provide fire brigade mémbers to fight
the fire is available as required by the fire brigade technical speci- |
fications. |

8. Provide a commitment to pérform adequafe acéeptance tests of the alter-
native sﬁutdown capability. These'testsv§h0§1& verify that: equipment
opérates from the local control sfation’whéﬁ”the-ﬁranﬁfar or'isOlafion
switch is p]acéd initﬁe "Tocé]" pdsition and that the equipment cannot be
Aperated from the.dontro1 room; and that equipmeht operates from the
Eontroiiroom but cannot be operated at the 1oca1vcontr01 station when

the transfer isolation switcﬁ is in the “"remote" position.

- h. Provide Technical Specifications of the surveillance requirements and
1imitingicondftions for operation for that equipment not h1re§dy '
‘.covefed by existing Technical Specifications. For example, if new

isolation and control switches are added to a shutdown systeﬁ,

-

the ex1st1ng Technical Speciflcatzon surveillance requirements " should

.be supplemented to ver1fy system/equxpment functions from ‘the alternate
shutdown station at testing intervals cons1stent with the gu1de11nes of

Regu1atory Guide 1.22 and IEEE 338. Credit may be taken for other ex1st1ng

. tests using group overlap test concepts.



For new equipment comprising the alternztive shutdown capability, verify
that the systems avaiTable-are adequate to perform the necessary shut-
ddwn function. The fuﬁcfions required should be based on brevious

analyses, if possible (e.g., in the FSAR), such as a loss of normal ac

“power or shutdown on Group 1 isolation (BwR) The equipment required

—

" for- the alternative capabi11ty should be the same or equwva1ent to that

relied on in the above ana1ys1s.

Verify. that repair procedures for cold shutdown systems are developed -

;and mater1a1 for repa1rs is maintained on site. Provide a summary of

these procedures and a:list of the mater1al ‘needed for repa1rs.

et aee et gl W o



‘hot shutdown:

, EMCLOSURE 2
. - .\\__/' e . (\\/.
SAFE SHUTDOWN CAPABILITY

The fo]iowing discusses the requirements for-protecting'redundant and/or '
a]terna*wve equ1pment needed for safe shutdown in the event of a f1re. The
requxrements of Appendix R address hot shutdown equ1pment wh1ch must be

free of fire damage. The following. requ1rements also apply to co1d shutdown |
equipment # the licensee e1ects-to'demonstrate that_ﬁno.equlpmen;.is “to-be
free.of,fing.damage. Appendfi R doos aI]ow.réﬁairab1e damage to cold shutdown

.

equipment. |

e ——

U51ng the requ1rements of Sections III G and I11.L of Appendix R, the capa-

bility "to achieve hot shutdown must exist given a fire in any area of the

plant in conjunction with a Toss of offsite power for'72 hours., Section I1I.6

of Appendix R provvdes four methods for ensur1ng that the hot shutdown capa-

b111ty is protected from fires. The first three 0pt1ons as defined in SectTOn

111.6.2 provides methods for protection from fires of equipment nééded for

'Y

'1.'ARedundant systems including cables, equipment, and associated circuits.

mqy be separated by a three-hour f1re rated barrier; or,

2. Redundant sysfems.inc]udtno caEﬂes, equipmenf and associated circuits may

_ be separated by»d horizontal distance of more than 20<féet.with no inter-
vening combustibles. In addition, fire detection and an automatic fire

suppression system are required; or,

'3: Redundant systems 1nc1ud1ng cab?es, equ1pment and associated c1rcu1ts may

by enclosed by a one-hour f1re rated barr1er. In add1t1on, fire detectors

. and an automat1c f1re suppressmon system are requ1red.
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The last option as defined by Section III.G.3 p;ovides an alternative shutdown

capability to the redundant trains damaged by a fire.

‘4. Alternative shutdown equipmént must be independent of the cables, equip-

ment and associated circuits of the redundant systems damaged by the fire.

Associated Circuits of'Concern
The following discussion provides A) a definition of associated circuits for

Append1x R consideration, B) the guidelines for protect1ng the safe’ shutdown

. capability from Lhe f1re~1nduced failures of associated c1rcu1ts and C) the in-

Aformat1on required by the staff to rev1ew assoc1ated c1rcu1ts. The def1n1t1on

of assoc1ated circuits has not changed from the February 20, 1981 géqeric Tetter; ..

but is merely clarified. It is important to note that our interest is only

with those circuit (cables) whose fire-induced failure could effect shutdown.

. - The guidelines for protecting the safe shutdown capability from the £ire-induced

failures of aSsocigted~c%rcuits are not requirements. These guidelines should .
be used only as guidancé when needed. These guidelines do not limit the alter-.
natives available to the 11censee for protectwng the shutdown capab1]1ty

ATl proposed methods for protect1on of the shutdown capab111ty from fure-1nduced

- fa17ures wx]? be evaluated by the staff for acceptab111ty. LT

A.“Our cbncern is that circuits within the fire area will receive fire damage
wh1ch can affect shutdown capability and thereby prevent post-f1re safe

shutdown. Associated Tircuits* of Concern are defined as thdse cables

(safety related, non-safety related,Class 1E, and non-Class 1E) that:

*The definition for associated circuits is not exactly the same

as the definition presented in IEEE-384-1977.
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Have-a physica1 separation less than that required'by Section 111.G:.2
of Append%x R, .and;

Have one of the f0110w1ng

a. a common power source with the shutdown equipment (redundant or:
'alternative) and the power source is not electrically protected
from the circuit of concern by coordinated breakers fuses, or

' s1m11ar dev1ces (see d1agram Za), or

b. a connection to circuits of equipment_whose spurious operation

wou]d}édverse1y affect.the shutdown capability (e.g., RHR/RES
~ isolation valves, ADS valves, PORVs, steam generator'acmospheric

dump valves, instrumentation, steam bypass, etc.) (see diagram 2b), or

c. a common enclosure (e.g., raceway, panel, junction) with the shutdown

cables (reduhdant and a1ternative) and,

(1) are not e1ectr1ca11y protected by circuit breakers, fuses or -simi-

lar dev1ces. or

.(2) w111 allow | propagation~of'the'ffre‘into the common _

enc1osure. (see diagram 2c). o



EXAMPLES OF ASSOCIATED CIRCUITS OF CONCERN
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the appropriate sub-paragraphs (a-f) -
of sect1on IlI G~2 of Appendix R. \
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The following guidelines are for'protectihg the shutdown capabi]ity %rom
fire induced failures of circuits (cables) in the fire area. The guidance
prov1ded ‘below for interrupting dev1ces applies only to new devices 1nsta11ed

to provide e1ectr1cal isolation of assocxated c1rcu1ts of concern, or as.

. . .part of the a]ternatzve or ded1cated shutdown system. The shutdown capab111*y

may be protected from the adverse effect of damage to assocxated c1rcu1ts

of concern by thevf0110w1ng methods:

1. Provide ptotectioh;between-the associated circuits of concern and

the shutdown cifcuits as per_Section 111.G.2 of Appendix R; or

" 2. a. For a common power source case of associated circuit: - - -

Provide load fuse/breaker {interrupting devices) to feeder
fuse/breaker coordination to prevent loss of the redundant or
. alternative shutdown power source. To ensure that the folTow1ng

coordinhtion criteria are met the'foTjowing shou]d apply:

tlj The associated circuit of concern interruptﬁng deviée; !
(breakers or fuses) time-overcurrent trip characteristic
for all circuits faultshshohld‘cause the interrupting
dev1ce to 1nterrupt the fault current prior to 1n1t1at1on

| of a trip of any upstream 1nterrupt1ng dev1ce which will’

. cause a loss of the common power source,

. -

£2) The powef source shall supply the necessary fault curﬁent
for suff1c1ent time to ensure the prOper coordination

: without loss of function of the shutdown loads.»



The acceptability of a particular interrupting device is considered

demonstrated if the following criteria afe met:

(i) The interruptihg device design shall be factory iested to

- (44)

(41)

. (iv)

For circuits of equipment.ahd/or'compohents whose spurious operation

verify overcurrent protection as designed in accordance with-

the applicable UL, ANSI, or NEMA standards.

For low and medium voltage switchgear (48b v end above)
circuit breaker/protective're1ay'periodic testing shall

denonstrafe that the overall coordination scheme remains

w1th1n the limits spec1f1ed in the design cr1ter1a. This

testing may be performed as a series of overlapping tests

Mo]ded case circuit breakers sha]l peridically be manually
exerc1sed and 1nspected to insure ease of ooerat1on. On
a rotat1ng refueling outage basxs a sample of these breakers

shall be tested to determine that breaker drift is within

‘that allowed by the des1gn cr1ter1a. Breakers should be

tested in accordance w1th an accepted QC testzng methodo]ogy

such as MIL STD 10. 5 D,

-

Fuses when used as interrupting devices do not requ1re
periodic testing, due to their stab111ty, lack of drift,
and high re]1ab111ty. Adm1n1strat1ve controls must insure

that rep1acement fuses with rat1ngs other than those

‘selected for proper coord1nat1ng are not acc1denta11y used,

would affect the capability to safeTy .shutdown:



-6 -

(1) provide a means to isolate the equipment =nd/or components from
the fire area prior to the fire (i.e., remove power cables, open

- ¢ircuit breakers); or

(2) provide electrical isolation that’ prevents spurious operat1on.
' Potent1a1 isolation devices 1nclude breakers, fuses, amp11-

fiers, control sw1tches, current XFRS, fiber optic couplers,
relays and transducers; or - |

(3) “provide a means to detect spurious operations and then proce~ =
dures to defeat the maloperation of equipment (i.é.,‘closure
of the block valve if PORV spurious1y‘operates, cpening of

. the breakers to remove spurious operation of safety injection);

c. fFor common enciosure cases of assoc1ated c1rcu1ts.'
(1) prov1de appropr1ate measures to prevent propagat1on of the

fire; and

(2) provide electrical protection (i.e., breakers, fuses or

similar devices) o o S

€. We recognize that there are d1fferent approaches which may be used t0

" reach the same obaectave of determ1n1ng the 1nteract1on of assoc1ated

'c1rcu1ts with shutdown systems. One approach is to start with the f1re .
area, 1dent1fy what is 1n the fire area, and’ determine the interaction '

between what is in the fire area and the shutdown systems which are
outs1de the fire area. We have ent1t1ed th1s approach, "The F1re Area
Approach." A second approach which we have named "The Systems Approach"”

fwou1d be to define the shutdown systems around-a f1re area and then determing



those circuits that are located in the fire area that are associated
with the shutdown system. We have prepared two sets of requests for
ihformation, one for each app%oach. The 1iceﬁsee may choose to resﬁond

to either set of requests depending on the approach selected by the Ticensee.

FIRE' AREA APPROACH

1. *For each fire area where an alternative or dedicated shgtdd&n method,
in accordance ﬁifh Section 1I1.6.3 of Appéndix R is provided, the
'¥b]10wing'information %s requifed to demonstrate that a§sociated
circuits will not prevent operation or cause maloperation of the -

aﬁternative or dedicated shutdown method:

a. Provide a table that 1ists all the power cables in the fire area
that connect to the same power suppiy of the alternative or
dedicated shutdown method and the function of each power cable

“1isted (i.e., power for RHR pump).

b. Provide a table that 1ists all the cables in the fire area that
' " were considered for possible spurious operatioh which would adversely

affect ‘shutdown and the function of each cable listed. --

c. Provide a table that lists all the cables in the fire area that
_share a common enclosure with circuits of the alternative or

dedicated shutdown systems and the function of each cable listed.

——

d. Show.that fire-induced failures (hot’shortﬁ, open circuits or -
shorts to ground) of each of the cables listed in a; b, and c will
not prevent'operation or cad;e mﬁloperéfion of.thé alternative

or dedicated shutdown method.
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e;' For each cable listed ina, b and ¢ where new eTect ~ical 1so1at1on has

been provided or modification to existing electrlcaT isolation has
been made, provide detailed electrical schematic drawings that
show how each cable is isolated from the fire area.

SYSTEMS APPROACH

1.

For each area where an alternative or ded1cated shutdown method, in

accordance with Section 111.6.3 of Appendix R is provided, the

" following information is required to demonstrate that associated

c1rcu1ts will not prevent operation or ‘cause ma?operat1on of the

alternative or ded1cated shutdown method:

a. Describe the methodology used to assess the potential of associated
) c:rcu1t adversly affecting the alternative or dedicated shutdown.
- The descrwptzon of the methodology should 1nc1ude the methods
used to identify the circu1ts which share a common power supply
or a common enclosure with the alternative or dedicated- shutdown
system and the c1rcu1ts whose spur1ous operation would affect
shutdown. Add1t1ona11y, the descr1ptlon should include the

methods used to 1dentify if these c1rcu1ts are’ assoc1ated c1rcu1ts

of concern due to thevr Jocation in the fire area.

b. Provide a table that lists all associated circuits of concern

]mcated'in the fire‘area.

c. Show that fxre 1nduced fa11ures (hot shorts, open circuits or
shorts to ground) of each of the cab]es Jisted in b will not
. prevent operation or cause maloperat1on of-the.alternat1ve or .

dedicated shutdown method.’
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“d.” For each cable listed in b where new electrical isolation has been

prbvided, prov%de detailed electrical schematic drawings that

—

show how each cable is isolated from the fire area.

e. Provide a location at the site or other offzces where a11 the
tables and drawings generated by this methodo]ogy appro p

for the assoc1ated circuits review may be audited po verwfy the

informatzon provided above.

© HIGH-LOW PRESSURE INTERFACE

pressﬁfeiintenface shop1d be eddressep.'

-

2.

" For either approach chosen the fo119wing concern dea1%ng with h%gh-1ow.

The residyal heat removal system is generally a !Dw'pres;ure system

-that interfaces with the high pfessure primary coolant system. To |

preclude a LOCA through this interface, we require compliance with
the recommendations of Bnanch’Technica] Position RSB S-1. Thus, ‘the

1nterface most likely consists of ‘two redundant and 1ndependent motor

_operateq va]ves. These two motor operated valves and their associ&ted

cables may be subject to a s1ngTe fire hazard. It 1s our concern that
th1s single fire could cause the two va]ves to open resultwng in

a fire initiated LOCA through.the high-1ow pressure system
1nterface.- To assure that this interface and other high- 10w

pressure interfaces are adequately protected from ‘the effects of a

s1ngTe fire, we require the fo]]owung 1nformat1on.

a.. Identify each high-low pressure interface that uses redundant
electrically controlled dev?ces‘(sucﬁ 2s two series mgotor operates
valves) to 1so]ate or preclude- rupture of any primary cooTant

~_4boundany
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For each set of redundant valves identified in a., verify the
redundant cabling {power and cdntroi) have adequate physical

separation as required by Section III.G.2 of Appendix R.
For each case where adequate sepzration is re® provided, show that -

fire induced failures (hot short; open circuits or sﬁort to ground)

- of the cables will not cause maloperation and result in a LOCA.
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. CwRITERIA FOR EVALUATING .
EXEMPTIONS TO SECTION III G OF APPENDIX R

OF 10 CFR PART 50

Paragraph 50.48 Fire Protection of 10 CFR Part 50 requires tgﬁt-a11
nuciear power plants licensed prior to January 1, 1979 satisfy the
requirements of Section II11.G of Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50.

It a]so requires that alternative fire protection configurations,
~ previously approved by an SER be reexamined for compiiance with

the requirements of Sectfon 111.G. Section III.G is related to fire
protection features for ensuring that systems and associated gircyits
used to achieve and maintain safe'shutduwn.afe free of fire damagé.

Fire protection configurations must either meet the specific require-

‘ments of Section 11I1.G or an alternative fire protection configuration-

must be justified by a fire hazard anajysis. -

The gehera? criteria for acceptipg an alternative fire prctection.conffgurv

ations are the following: .

. The alternative assures that one train of equipment necessary to
achieve hot shutdown from either the control room or emergency control
s;atjqn§ is free qf fire damage. ) ) _ .

-« The alternative assures that fire damage {o at least one traﬁn'of

-

: gquipment necessary to achieve cold shutdowp -is Timited such that
it can be repaired within a reasonable time (minor repairs with -

- components stored on-site).

et @ —

:1; Fire retardant coatings are not used as fire barriers.

. _ . Modificatidns required to meet Section 111.6 would.not enhance

fire protection safety above that provided by either existing oy
prqPo§ed alternatives. ) o

. Modifications required to meet Section I1I.G would be detrimental
to overall facility sgfety.' B - .

-

Because of'the broad spectrum of potential configurations for which
. exemptions may be requested, specific criteria that account for all of

" the parameters that are important to fire protection and consistent with

safety requirements of a1l plant-unique configurations have not peen
developed. However, our evalyations of deviations from these require-
ments in our previous reviéws and in the requests for II1.G exemptions
- received o date have jdentified some recurring configurations for yhich
specific criteria have been developed, _ oL -
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Section 111.6.2 accepts three methods of fire protection. A passive

3-hour fire barrier should be used whare possible. Where a fixed barrier
.cannot be installed, an automatic suppressicn system in combination with

a fire barrier or a separation distance free of combustibles is used {f
the configurations of systems to be protected and in-situ combustibles are
such that there is .reasonable assurance that the protected systems will
survive, If this latter condition is not met, alternative shutdown capa- -
bility is required and a fixed suppression system installed in the fire -

" area of concern, if it contains a large concentration of cables. It 'is

essential to remember that these alternative requirements are not deemed

to be equivalent. However, they provide adequate protection for those

onf1gurat1ons in which they are accepted.

When the fire protection features of each fire. area are evaluated, the
whole system of such features must be kept in perspective. The defense-
in-depth principle of fire protection programs is aimed at achieving an
adequate balance between the different features. Strengthening any one
can compensate in some measure for weaknesses, known or unknown in others.

:The adequacy of fire protection for any particular plant safety system or
-~ area is determined by analysis of the effects of postulated fire relative
 tp maintaining the ability to safely shutdown the plant and minimize.radio-

active releases to the environment in the event of a fire,  During these

.- evaluations it is necessary to consider the two-edged nature of fire
~protection features recognized in Gener¢1 Design Criterion 3 namely, fire

protectmon should be provided cons1stent with other safety consxderations.

_An evaluation must be made for' each f1re area for which an exemption
" is requested. During these evaluations, the staff considers the following

parameters:

" A. . Area Description

walls, floor, and ceiling constructwon

ceiling hemght o A _

room volume D B e
ventilation .
congestion . '

' . B. Safe Shutdown Capability

number of redundant systems in area

whether or not system or equiment is-required for hot shutdown
- type of equipment/cables involved

repair time for cold shutdown equipmnt within this area
separation between redundant components and in-situ -
concentration of combustibles

alternative shutdown capability
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Fire Hazard Analysis

L 4

type and configuration of combustibles in area -
quantity of combustibles
ease of ignition and propagation
heat release rate potential
transient and installed combustibles
. suppression damage to equipment :
whether the area is continuously manned
traffic through the area .

“accessibility of the area

.
[ S I

Fire Protection Existing or Committed

- fire detection systems
fire extinguishing systems

".hose station/extinguisher
radiant heat shields

A.specific description of the fire protection features of the configuration
“is required to justify the compensating features of the alternative. Low
- fire loading is not a sufficient basis for granting an exemption in areas

where there are cables.

If necessary, a team of.experts, including a fire brotettioh engineer,

-~ .will visit the site to determine the existing circumstances. This visual

inspection is also considered in the review process.

The majority of the 1II.G exemption requests recei&ed to date are being

—— = eed

denied because they lack specificity. Licensees have not identified :
the extent of the exemption requested, have not provided a technical basis-
For the request and/or have not provided.a specific description of the
alternative. We expect to receive requests for -exemption of the. following
. nature: S S ' ' . _ .
1. Fixed fire barriers less than 3-hour rating.z.
2. Fire barrier without an automatic fire suppression system.
3. ‘Less than ZO:feet separation of cabTes.with fire propagation
retardants (e.g., coatings, blankets, covered trays) and &n
automatic suppression system. | |
4. For large open areas with few.¢ompdnents,to be protected and few in-sifu
" combustibles, no automatic suppression system with separation as in Item
3 above. - T . : . '

5. No fixed suppression in the coﬁtfoT'room.
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6. Mo fixed suppression in areas without z large concentration of cables for
.which alternative shutdown capability has been provided.

Our fire research test program is conducting tests to provide information
that will be useful to determine the boundary of acceptable conditions for

* fire protection configyrations which ‘do not include a fire rated barrier.

Based on deviations recently approved, specific criteria for certain
recurring configurations are as follows: . :

Firé Barrier Less than Thrée Hours

This barrier is a wall, floor, ceiling or an enclosure which separates
one fire area from another. ' :

Exemptions'may'bé granted for a lower rating (e.g., one hour or two hours)

where the fire loading is no more than '1/2 of the barrier rating.’ The fire

rating of the barrier shall be no less than one hour.

Exemptions may be granted for a-fixed barrier with a lower fix ratihg

- supplemented by a water curtain.

An Automatic Suppression System With Either One Hour Fire Barrier or
Z0-Foot Separation

This barrier is an enclosure which separates those portions of one division

" which are within 20 feet of the redundant division. The suppressant may
- be water or gas. : : _ o

Exemptions may be granted for configurations of redundant sys;éms which

“have compensating.features.-_For example: .

A .Separation,dist&nces less than 20 feet may be deemed acceptable where:

1.- Fire propagation retardants (i.e., cable coatings, covered trays,
conduits, or mineral wool blankets) assure that fire propagation
through in-situ combustibles will not occur or will be delayed
sufficiently to ensure adequate time for detection and suppression.

2. Distahce above a floor level exposure fire and below ceiling assures
that redundant systems will not be simultaneously subject to an
- unacceptable -temperature or heat flux. o X
B. The ommission of an automatic suppression system may be deemed acceptabic
where: : o : :

1. Distance above a floor Jevel exposure fire and below ceiling assures
- +hat redundant systems will: not be simultaneously subject to an
unacceptable temperature.or heat flux.
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2. The fire area is required to be manned continuously by tﬁe provisions

in the Tachnical Specifications.

-



