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gj Progress Energy

APR 27 2006

Serial: HNP-06-067
10 CFR 50.48
Mr. Sunil D. Weerakkody, Fire Protection Branch Chief
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
One White Flint North
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, Maryland 20852-2738

SHEARON HARRIS NUCLEAR POWER PLANT, UNIT NO. 1
DOCKET NO. 50-400/LICENSE NO. NPF-63

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS (FAQS), REQUESTING ADDITIONAL
GUIDANCE OR CLARIFICATION REGARDING TRANSITION TO NFPA-805
“‘PERFORMANCE BASED STANDARD FOR FIRE PROTECTION FOR LIGHT
WATER REACTOR ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANTS”

Dear Mr. Weerakkody:

Attached please find the first of a series of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs),
requesting additional guidance or clarification regarding Transition to NFPA-805
“Performance Based Standard for Fire Protection for Light Water Reactor Electric
Generating Plants.” The questions are submitted in the format discussed during the
March 27-30, 2006 Pilot Plant status meeting in Raleigh, North Carolina with
representatives of Progress Energy, Duke Energy and the NRC Staff. The FAQs
represent a portion of the “Parking Lot” Issues identified during that meeting.

It should be noted these FAQs are not intended to be used for recommending
changes to NFPA-805. They are only intended to be used for clarification of or
changes to NEI 04-02, “Guidance For Implementing A Risk-Informed, Performance-
Based Fire Protection Program Under 10 CFR 50.48(c).” Our understanding is that
once approved, FAQs will be considered to be an extension of NEI 04-02 and will be
incorporated at the next revision of that document.

Please review the attached FAQs, and advise on the acceptability of the proposed
solutions. The guidance and clarifications sought are necessary to support further
implementation of the NFPA-805 transition process for our pilot and fleet plants.

Progress Energy Carolinas, Inc.
Harris Nuclear Plant

P. 0.Box 165

New Hill, NC 27562
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Please refer any question regarding this submittal to Mr. Dave Corlett at (919) 362-
3137.

Sincerely,

%\, ™o

David H: ett .

Supervisor — Licensing/Regulatory Programs
DHC/khv
Attachments:

1. FAQ 06-0001
2. FAQ 06-0002
3. FAQ 06-0003

Mr. R. A. Musser, NRC Sr. Resident Inspector
Mr. C. P. Patel, NRC Project Manager

Dr. W. D. Travers, NRC Regional Administrator
Mr. P. W. Lain, Fire Protection Branch

Mr. A. Marion, NEI

Mr. B. T. Jamar, NEI



bc:

Mr. G. E. Attarian
Mr. H. T. Barnett
Mr. D. T. Conley
Mr. S. D. Ebneter
Mr. D. G. Eisenhut
Mr. J. Ertman

Mr. D. M. Franklin
Mr. J. P. Fulford
Mr. D. W. Henneke
Mr. C. S. Hinnant
Mr. A. Holder

HNP-06-067
Page 3

>Ox-H0
=
o,
3
[42]
Qe
©

McCartney

Mr. H. J. Miller

Mr. A. Ratchford

Mr. R. A. Steele
Licensing Files (2 copies)
Nuclear Records



Attachment 1 to SERIAL: HNP-06-067

SHEARON HARRIS NUCLEAR POWER PLANT, UNIT NO. 1
DOCKET NO. 50-400/LICENSE NO. NPF-63
FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS (FAQS), REQUESTING ADDITIONAL
GUIDANCE OR CLARIFICATION REGARDING TRANSITION TO NFPA-805
“PERFORMANCE BASED STANDARD FOR FIRE PROTECTION FOR LIGHT
WATER REACTOR ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANTS”

NFPA-805 Transition Pilot Plant

FAQ 06-0001

Page A1-1 of 4



NFPA-805 Transition Pilot Plant
Frequently Asked Questions

(Template)
Plant: Harris Nuclear Plant (FINP) FAQ # 06-0001
Submittal Date: 04-25-06
Licensee Contact: Jeff Ertman Tele/email 919-546-3681
NRC Contact: Tele/email
Subjeet

Interpretive Guidance? Yes /No
Proposed New Guidance pot currently in NEI 04-027 Yes/ No
Details

NEI 04-02 Guidance needing interpretation (include section, paragraph number, and line
number as applicable):

Figure B-4 added to NEI 04-02 reflects the concept of II1.G.1 {fire affected train) manual actions,

Circumstances requiring guidance interpretation or new guidance:

Clarify approved/unapproved manual actions for change analysis. Add additional discussion on actions
associated with redundant trains/fire affected train/alternative shutdown.

Detail contentious points if licensee and NRC have not reached agreement:
NA
Potentially relevant existing FAQ numbers:

NA

Response Section

Proposed Resolution of FAQ and basis for the proposal:

Add new figures (B-4 & B-35) tv NEI 04-02 to illustrate fire affected train operator manual actions
(where credited train Is profected in g fire area, e.g., 3-hour wrap, that includes the fire affected train
operator manuagl actionj.. Configurations shown are functionafly equal for the fire affected irain of
equipment and as such would not reguire prior regulatory approval for change.

If appropriate, provide proposed rewording of guidance for inclusion in next revision.

As follows;

2of4



Appendix B-2 - Transition of Nuclear Safety Performance Criteria

The information for operator manual actions that should be included in the suamary for the fire
area is: 1) whether the operator manual actions were previously reviewed and approved by the
NRC’s Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR), and 2) reference to documentation that
demonstrates prior-review and approval by the NRC. In some cases the previous approval may
not be necessary or may not be obvious, yet should be allowed. Examples are:

* The operator manual action is currently credited in the Alternative Shutdown Procedure.
Although this manual action was NOT specifically mentioned in the SER, the licensee
submittal specifically discussed the methodology to be used to shutdown, The action(s) . --{ Deleted: operstor action

isfare feasible and meet the 10 CFR 50 Avppendix B. Section 1L (or agglzca%:zie sections of
KNUREG-0800) eriteria, This can be considered previously approved,

* The operator mannal action is currently credited in Non-Alternative Shutdown Procedure.
The manual action was specifically discussed as acceptable in the SER however the NRC did
not grant an exemption/deviation. This can be considered previously approved,

* Theoperator manual action is currently credited in Non-Alternative Shutdown Procedure.

The manualaction was mmﬁc&iév d;swg&eé inthe chmme submittal however; it lsnot
mentioned i the SER heo i

» _Operation of eqmpmem for which cables and equipment for the redundant safe shutdown  »--~{ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering |
train are located in separate fire areas thus meeting Section [11.G Lof 10 CFR 50, Appendix .- Deleted: 1

R {or applicable sections of NUREG-0800). See Figure B-4, .o Deleted: io 10 CFR Part S0

Operation of fire affected eguipment in fgm areas timt méet the SEQ&]’&iwﬂ requirements of
Section H;,gi;;_ of 1B CFR 30, Appendix le sections of NUREG-0800) for
redundant trains, See Figure B-3,

= Manual operation of normally operated manual switches and valves where 10 QFR 30, 1 Deleted: <> ]
Appendix R, Section I1.G.1 {or applicable sections of NUREG-0800) separation is prowded
for redundant safe-shutdown trains

;_xgi‘g; ation that ﬁxm;ld be sy ized includes reference o dowmmtgum that t}emgamg es
the equipment necessary for the repair is staged, the repair is proceduralized, and the repair is
achseva biein the necessary imefame.

Ouerator. manual actions that have been previously rwze“ed and srmroved b

........ the MRC canbe
mgmmgﬁ without the need 1o use the change evaluation process. ﬁowex é:r; licensees may
consider the use of the change evaluation provess f&}r previously reviewed and approved operator

manual astions so that the evaluation is consistent with operator manyal sctions not previously
reviewed and aoproved by the NRC,

Revision 2i B-12
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Train s | - Train B
Pump j Pump

: Train 8 Power
T Pownr | Cahle
ra%:éit% "1 Teain A Control ?mﬂci;:ﬂm’
! Labls
TrinA  § Train 8
Power Bupply L. v Power Bupply
Fire Area A Fire Area B
* B

Fire Area:Aand B meet the separation criteria.of 10.CFR 50 Appendix R Section l:G,1
A postulated fire in Fire Area A could result in the spurious starting of the Train A purhp,
whith can be mitigated by & manual operator action to de-energize the Train A Power
Supply o stop Pump A

Figure B-4 Acceptable Manual Action in Fire Area Meeting 10 CFR 50, Appendix R,
Section I11.G.1 Separation Criteria

Fire Srsw A J Firg Area B
AT

Fire Area B-meets the separation criterig of 10 CFR 80 Appendix R Saction HL.G.2a
A pastutated fire in Fire Area A could resultin the spurious starfing of the non-
credited Train A pump, which can be mitigated by a meniial operator action to de-
energize the Train A Power Supply fo stop Pump A This is funclionally equivalent fo
Case in Figure B-4.

Figure B-6 Acceptable Manual Action in Fire Area Meeting 10 CFR 50, Appendix R,
Section ll1.G.2 Compliant — Manual Action for Fire Affected Train
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Attachment 2 to SERIAL: HNP-06-067

SHEARON HARRIS NUCLEAR POWER PLANT, UNIT NO. 1
DOCKET NO. 50-400/LICENSE NO. NPF-63
FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS (FAQS), REQUESTING ADDITIONAL
GUIDANCE OR CLARIFICATION REGARDING TRANSITION TO NFPA-805
“PERFORMANCE BASED STANDARD FOR FIRE PROTECTION FOR LIGHT
WATER REACTOR ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANTS”

NFPA-805 Transition Pilot Plant

FAQ 06-0002
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NFPA-805 Transition Pilot Plant
Frequently Asked Questions

{Template)
Plant: Harris Nuclear Plant (HNP) FAQ #.06-0002
Submittal Date; 04-25-06
Licensee Contact:  Jeff Ertman Tele/email 919-546-3681
NRC Contact: Tele/email
Subject

Interpretive Guidance? Yes /No

Proposed New Guidance not currently in NEI 04-027 Yes /No

Details

NEI 04-02 Guidance needing interpretation (include section, paragraph number, and line number
as applicable):

NEI 0402, Section 5.3 and Appendix 1

Circumstances requiring guidance interpretation or new guidance:

Recommend making nuclear safety questions first in screening reviews in order to determine necessity for
Chapters features and systems. Related to FAQ #06-0003.

Detail contentious points if licensee and NRC have not reached agreement:
NA

Potentially relevant existing FAQ numbers:

Related to FAQ #06-0003.

Response Section

Proposed Resolution of FAQ and basis for the proposal:

NEI 04-02 Section 5.3 and Appendix 1, to reflect the revised order of questions.

If appropriate, provide proposed rewording of guidance for inclusion in next revision.

As follows;

20f9



§.3.3 Preliminary Risk Screaning

Once the definition of the change is established, a screening is then perfozmed to-identify and
resolve minor changes to the fire pmmctxon prograny. This screening is consistent with fire
protection regulatory review processes in place at nuclear plants under traditional licensing
bases. This screening process is modeled after the NEI 02-03 process. This process will address

most administrative changes (e.g., changes to the combustible control program, organizational
changes, ¢tc.).

The characteristics of an acceptable screening process that meets the “assessment of the
acceptability of risk” requirement of Section 2.4.4 of NFPA 805 are:

* The quality of the screen is sufficient to ensure that greater than minimal risk increases
receive detailed risk assessments appropriate to the level of risk.

* The screening process must be documented and be available for inspection by the NRC.
* The screening process does not pose undue evaluation or taintenance burden.
If any of the above is not met, proceed to Section 5:3.4 Risk Evaluation.

Appendix 1 contains an example of a screening process, The screening process is divided into
assessing if the change is trivial (Sections 1.a, 2.a, 3.a) and performing a risk screen in Section
4.0, The risk screen identifies and documents the factors that contribute to the risk associated
with the change. In general, these factors include changes in: 4} frequency of ali fire scenarios
which are affected by the change, b) magnitude of expected fires, ¢) detection capability, d)
suppression capability, and e) post-fire capability of plant systems to prevent damage to the core.

The impact of the plant change on each of these factors can be ‘evaluated (either qualitatively or
quantitatively) and categorized as; “no” impact, “minimal™ impact or “potentially greater than
minimal” impact. The nature of the change would enable a licensee to choose among the three
categories, A licensee may refer to their IPEEE, the fire protection SDP, or other documents to
determine whether the change could have “minimal” or “potentially greater than minimal”
impact. The licensee should document the basis for the conclusion. For those changes that do
not meet the screening criteria a more detailed Risk Evaluation is required.

If a plant change could cause a “polentially greater than minimal™ impact with respect to-more
than oné of the above factors, or could result in 3 common cauise impact on-more than one of the
above factors (g} frequency of all fire scenarios which are affected by the chanee, bl mapnitude
of expected fires, ) detection capability, d) suppression capability, and o) nost-fire capability of

plant svstems to prevent damape 1o the corg), licensees are encouraged to perform risk
assessments of the more detailed, quantitative vatiety,

assogaaxeg “ t?zec aigs. g Blc
Lon S;zieratzgn should be g;v&n ggz M&mm@l 10 8¢ % ﬂt fsr tmwgea%
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Appendix | - Plant Change Evaluation Form

L

SHIDEEENAME

Plant Change Evaluation Form

L B

e

[l StTEA Ll sire s

2} BITEC

1 1t ¥ vtz ) Unit

ACTIVITY TITLE/DOCUMENT/REVISION

Copaplete eack section and simmarize resuliz bel

o

CHANGE EVALUATION :SUMMARY

RISK EVALUATION SUMMARY

0

I ‘The change is sditoris! o trivial in nature.
{Screening per Section La, 2.3, or 3.a)

0

The changeaffects compliance with 3 required
Fundamental Elements./ Minimwm Design
Reguirements of NFPA 805 Chapter 3 (Section
1 Yes

1 Ne

License Amendment Required? |

The change can be evaluated using s PRELIMINARY
RISK SCREEN (Section 4)
{3 Yes 0 Ne

The RISK EVALUATION demonstrates that A
CDF/LERF are avceptable and defensein.depth / safety
margin ave maintained. Therefore, the change is
aeveptable,

The RISK EVALUATION demonstrates that either the &
CBF/LERF are unacceptable andlor defense-in-depth /
safety margin arenot maintained. Therefore, the change
1 NOT zeceprable.

Print Nume Sigaature

DAYE

SCREEN PREPARER"®

Print Naine Signatiure

DATE

SCREEN REVIEWER

and retrieval.

1% Sionoffs shoitld be consistent with the Licensee’s processes. For example it may be nacesséxy for'a fire protection

Provide a brief description of what is being changed and why:

List applicable references. Include suffictent identifying detail to facilitate indeﬁéndent review

engineer, PRA engineer, or safe shutdown engineer to have sigtiature authority on the Plant Change Evaluation:

Revision 2i
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e Delebad: UTILITY

hemme ot Dreloteds 1

*1 Deleked: [ . The chiinge aflers
camplisnce with the Nisclear Safiety
Criteria of NFPA 805 as defined in
[insert veference to. the appropriste
docunsent] (Seetion 1.9

. ver [ %08

C] . The chunge affects compliance
with the Radioactive Release Criteria
of NFPA 805 25 defined in {insert
reference to the appropriate document)
(Section 3%

1. %es . Ne




Appendix | — Plant Change Evaluation Form
_ NUGLEAR SAFETY GOMPLIANGE STRATEGY CHANGE QUESTIONS

Consxdenng the propmed change answer the following questions, including a reference to the app}mable
regulatory, licensing basis, or NFPA. document(s), and a brief description of why the proposed change
does or does not satisfy the referenced document(s).

| L Doesthe proposed change involve a Nuclear Safety Compliance Strategy requirementas  .-{ Deleted: 2

" defined in insert appropriate document reference]?
¢ [J Yes—ProceedtoQuestionja.

[0 No - Document basis and proceed to Questmn g,

a  Isthe change editorial or trivial in nature? (See Attachment 1)
o [[]  Yes Documentbasis and stop.

o [] 'No  Proceed to Question Lb,

b.. Does the change meet the deterministic requirements of Chapter 4 of NFPA 8057
o [ Yes Documentbasis and complete remaining sections.

o [0 No  ProceedtoQuestionle,

¢ Isthe changeequivalent to the NFPA. 805 Chapter 4 compliance strategy as defined in [Insert

appropriate document reference]? Ensure documentation for determination of equivalency is

| included and meets NEI 04-02 requirements for documentation,
o [0 Yes Document basisand complete remaining sections.

o [ No  Perform a Risk Evaluation.

-1 Deleted: 3

;- Deleteds 2

-+ Deleted: (See Attachment 2}

e P gle tpini ign :
zh@m rmmsmmmmmm;»m mewgmmma
Section 3.
Revision 21 {2

5.09%



Appendix | — Plant Change Evaluation Form

Considering the propesed change, answer the following questions, including a reférence to the applicable
regulatory, licensing basis, or NFPA document(s). and a brief description of why the proposed change
does or does not satisfy the referenced document(s).

_—

| 2. Does the proposed change involve 4 Radioactive Release requirement us defined in fInsert . peleted: 3
appropnate document referencz}‘?
1 e [ Yes—Proceedto QuestionZa. R £-.........

» [ No-Document basis and proceed to risk screening,

a  Isthe change editorial or trivial in nature? (See Attachment 1)
o []  Yes Document basis and stop.

o [0 Ne ProceedtoQuestion2b, . e Deletedid

b. Doesthe change meet the requirements of the Radioactive Reledse criteria?
o [ Yes Documentconclusions and proceed to risk screening.

o [0 No ProceedtoQuestionZe . BoeeE

¢ Isthe change equivalent to the Radioactive Release comipliance sirategy as defined in [Insert
dppropriate document referencel? Ensire documentation for determination of equivalency is

| included and meets NEI 04-02 sequirements for documentation. , e eentt Deleted: (Ses Atiachment 7)

o [ Yes Document conclusions and proceed to risk screemng
o [] No  PeformaRisk Evaluation,

Mﬁm&%ﬁ.ﬁé}m@ th QMR&Q. active
Section 3,

Revigion 2i -3
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Appendix | - Plant Change Evaluation Form

§,faaggerisag§; proposed chanee, answer the following questions, including s refrence 1o the applicable
inensing basiy, or NFPA documentis) and o brief deseription of wiv the g,mgﬁgeﬁ chanue
gmmmmwm;@mm@mm
Tiose pronosed oh :

¢ effect of Appendix | %tmngi{}gmmg,gaggg cctivels
| Y :mw;,mm

o [ 1 No-Document basis,

i:}' mm ,,mgmwmﬁmﬁm
o [1 _No _ Proceedto Question 3b.

b.
c § , mggm&mmggmswns agmigge: emaining sections,
o [ No License / ’m il st st be processed for NRC aporoval
Revision 2i

-4
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_Appendix | - Plant Change Evaluation Form

Considering the proposed change, answer the following questions. The nature of the change should
¢nable you to-choose among the three categories. Referto the IPEEE, a plant-specific fire PRA, or other
documents to determine whether the change could have *no”, “minimal™ or “potentially greater than
minimal” impact. Document the basis for the cenclusion. The potential for comzmon cause effects of 2
given plant change on the above factors should be-considered, For example, an increase in combustible
Ioading in an area can impaet all of the factors. See Attachment 3 Tor examples,
4.0 Can the change be evalusted using 3 preliminary risk screen?
a. Does the proposed change impact the FIRE FREQUENCY of any fire sceparios affected by
the change?
o [1  Nolmpact

o [[]  Minimal Impact
o [ Potentially Greater than minimal

b, Doés the proposed changeimpact the MAGNITUDE OF THE EXPECTED FIRES for any
fire scenarios affected by the change?
o []  Noimpact

¢ [[J  Minimal Tmpact
o [1  Potentially Greater than minimal

¢, Does the proposed change impact the DETECTION CAPABILITY for any fire scenarios
affected by the change?
& [J  Nolmpact

o [ Minimal Impact
o []  Powntially Greater than minimal

d. Does the proposed change impact the SUPPRESSION CAPABILITY for any fire scenarios
affected by the change?
o [1  Nolmpact

o []  Minpimal Impact
o [0 Potentially Greatér than minimal

Revision 2i 18

8.9



Appendix | - Plant Change Evaluation Form
e. Does the proposed change impact the POST-FIRE CAPABILITY OF PLANT SYSTEMS
TO PREVENT CORE DAMAGE (including fire affected human actions) during sy mode of
operation for any fire scenarios affected by the change?
o [L]  Nolmpact

o [1  Minimal Impact
o [1  Potentially Greater than minimal

£ Do any of the risk screening questions have “Potentially greater than minimal” impact, thena .. { Deleted: G

detailed quantitative risk evaluation may be required.

o [}  No, TheFire Protection Program Plant change meets the risk:informed
acceptance criteria of NFPA 803 Section 2.4.4.

o []  Yes, adetailed quantitative risk evaluation is required.

Revision 2i -6
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Attachment 4 to SERIAL: HNP-06-067

SHEARON HARRIS NUCLEAR POWER PLANT, UNIT NO. 1
DOCKET NO. 50-400/LICENSE NO. NPF-63
FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS (FAQS), REQUESTING ADDITIONAL
GUIDANCE OR CLARIFICATION REGARDING TRANSITION TO NFPA-805
“PERFORMANCE BASED STANDARD FOR FIRE PROTECTION FOR LIGHT
WATER REACTOR ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANTS”

NFPA-805 Transition Pilot Plant

FAQ 06-0003

Page A4-10of 5



NFPA-805 Transition Pilot Plant
Frequently Asked Questions

(Template)
Plant: Harris Nuclear Plant (HNP) FAQ # 06-0003
Submittal Date: 04-25-06
Licensee Contact: Jeff Ertman Tele/email 919-546-3681
NRC Contact: Tele/email
Subject

Interpretive Guidance? Yes / No

Proposed New Guidance not currently in NEI 04-02? Yes / No

Details

NEI 04-02 Guidance needing interpretation (include section, paragraph number, and line
number as applicable):

NET 04-02 Section 5.3 and Appendix 1.

Circumstances requiring guidance interpretation or new guidance:

Change Question 4.f to “polentially greater than minimal” vs. “greater than minimal” in the change
process sheets in Appendix I of NEI 04-02. Also factor risk decreases in to the processes.

Detail contentious points if licensee and NRC have not reached agreement:
NA
Potentially relevant existing FAQ numbers:

NA

Response Section

Proposed Resolution of FAQ and basts for the proposal:
Updated NEI 04-02 Section 5.3 and Appendix L
If appropriate, provide proposed rewording of guidance for inclusion in next revision.

As follows;

20of5



Appendix I contains an example of a screening process. The screening process is divided into
assessing if the change is trivial (Sections 1.3, 2.3, 3.a) and performing a risk screen in Section
4.0. The risk screen identifies and documents the factors that contribute to the risk associated
with the change. In general, these factors include changes in: a) frequency of all fire scenarios
which are affected by the change, b) magnitude of expected fires, ¢) detection capability, d)
suppression capability, and e) post-fire capability of plant systems to prevent damage to the cors,

The impact of the plant change on each of these factors can be evaluated (either qualitatively or
quantitatively) and categorized as: “no” impact, “minimal” impact or “potentially greater than
minimal” impact. The nature of the change would enable a licensee to choose among the three
categories. A licensee may refer to their IPEEE, the fire protection SDP, or other documents to
determine whether the change could have “minimal” or “potentially greater than minimal”
impact. The licensee should document the basis for the conclusion. For those changss that do
not meet the screening criteria a more detailed Risk Evaluation is required.

if a plant change could cause a “potentially greater than minimal” impact with respect to more
than one of the above factors, or could result in a common cause impact on more than one of the
above factors (a) frequency of all fire scenarios which are affected by the change. b) magnitude
of expected fires, ¢) detection capability. d) suppression capability, and €) post-fire capability of

plant systems to prevent damage to the core), licensees are encouraged to perform risk

assessments of the more detailed, quantitative variety.




enable you to choose among the three categories. Refer to the IPEEE,; a plant-specific fire PRA, or other
documents to determine whether the change could have “no”, “minimal” or “potentigily greater than
minimal” impast. Document the basis for the conclusion. The potential for common cause effects'of a
given plant change on the above factors should be considered: For example, an increase in combustible
oading in an area ¢an impact all of the factors. Seg Attachment 3 for éxamples.

Can the change be evaluated using a preliminary risk screen?

2. Does the proposed change impact the FIRE FREQUENCY of any fire scenarios affected by

the change?
o [ 1  Nolmpact

o [J  Minimal Impact
o []  Potentially Greater than minimal

.. Does the proposed change impact the MAGNITUDE OF THE EXPECTED FIRESfor any
fire scenarios affected by the change?
o {1  Nolmpact

o [1  Minimal Impact
o [}  Potentially Greater than minimal

Does the proposed change impact the DETECTION CAPABILITY for any fire scenarios
affected by the change?
o [  Nolmpact

o []  MinimalImpact
o []  Potgntially Greater than minimal

. Does the proposed change impact the SUPPRESSION CAPABILITY forany fire scenarios
affected by the change?
o I No Impact

o L] Minimal Impact
o [ Potentially Greater than minimal

485



¢. Dossthe proposed change impact the POST-FIRE CAPABILITY OF PLANT SYSTEMS
TO PREVENT CORE DAMAGE {including fire affected human actions) during any mode of
operation for any fire scenarios affected by the change?
o [  Noimpact

o [ Minimal Impact.

o [[1  Powentislly Grester than minimal

{ Do any of the risk screéning questions have “Potentislly greater than minimal” xmpac'g, thena .. { Deleted: G

detsiled quantitative risk evaluation may be required.
o ] No. The Fire Protection Program Plant change meels the risk-informed
aceeptance criteria of NFPA 805 Section 2.4.4.

o [ Yes, adetailed quantitative risk evaluation is required.

P Uy





