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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Discussion and Vote on Fire Protection
Program
(Continued)

Room 1130
1717 H Street Northwest
Washington, D.C.

Monday, October 27, 1980

The Commissioners met at 2:05 p.m., pursuant to

notice.
PRESENT:

“Jchn Ahearne, Chairman. _
Joseph Hendrie, Commissioner.
Victor Gilinsky, Commissioner.
Peter Bradford, Commissioner.

ATTENDING FOR THE NRC STAFF:

- Edson Case
dilliam Dircks
Howard Shapar
Richard Vollmer
Thomas Wambach
‘Robert Ferguson
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ATTENDING FOR THE OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL:

Leonard Bickwit
Marty Malsch

ATTENDING FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE COMMISSION:

John Hoyle
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POOR ORIGINAL

DISCLADCER

Tails i3 an unofficial cransceript of a nsecizg of the Taoics
States Nuclaar Regulatory Co=xission aeld onOctober 27, 1980
{2 the Commission's offices az 1717 2 Stzeat, N. W., Washingeonm,
D. C. The 2secing vas cpen to public acteandanca and chservacicn.
This cTanscripc has zot been teviewed, corwsccad, or adlzsd, and
i my conzain izazcsouracias. :

Tha transesipe i3 izcanded solaly 3T gemerzl infor=acicral
puTpcses. As provided by 10 C3R 9.103, it is 20t pars of che
formal or Ianfarmal record of dacision of tha 2atsers discussad.
Ixprassions of opindcen Z= chis smanserigc da a0t 2acessacily
saflace fizal dataz=i=gecions or 5ellafs., Yo plaadizg ar ocker
Papex zay be Ziled wish chae Commissiaon iz any procsadizng as che
cesuls of or addressad %o any stizamenr or arztIent contaisad
baraiz, axcapc as che Commission zay auchoTiza.
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CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: The Commission mets again on fire

protection. A long time ago, it seems, Mr. Hendrie had requested :

we defer final action on the fire protection rule until he
returned. He may now regret that. But, nevertheless, we have
the latest bulky version, which I think, at least in my going
through it, seeped to meet the request that had come out of the
last Commission meetiég, which was October 21st, and I guess,
Ed, vou or the gentleman on your left, if vou would like to.make
any opening remarks with regard to -- Bill, did you want to say"
something?

MR. DIRCKS: I hope thét in this package we have
incorporated all of our assignments, things that ycu asked us to
do. I nhope in doing that, it holds together as a comprenensive
package now, but I guess that's something we feel pretty sure
it does, although we haven't stepped back threé paces to take a
.00k at it recently.

Ed, I ddn'£~kncw whether you have anything.

MR. CASE: I would just'add to that whichever wversion
vou approve ;oday -- we'll be optimistic -~

(Laughter.)‘

-=- we would like 24 hours to step back and look at it

. before we send it to the Federal Register, since we ave hean

concentrating on different alternatives, it's rather diZficult

25

that way, and if you look at one, it's a lot easier, and so we
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i would like that 24 hours, if we could possibly have it.

MR. DIRCKS: Not too rmuch longer than 24 hours.
MR. CASE: VNo. I could go over each one of the

enclosures.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Why don't you do that? Particularly

j it may help Commissioner Hendrie who has not had the benefit

of those enjoyable sessions we have had.
MR. CASB: First I'll talk about Enclosure 1. 1I'll

go through them in order. Enclosure 1 is the fire protection

'rule a¢ a sca-ement of considerations proposed by the Staff. It

now includes a separate schedule for Appendix A modifications. It
has three steps invclved.

The first of these steps is to compare the existing

]4j license conditions with a date that vou would get bv applving

1 the time durations given in the rule for Appendix R items; take

that time duration, add it to the time that the SER was issued,

vhich approved that feature; compare that with the license

| condition that exists for that feature; and take whichever of

those two is socner.

Now the purpose of that step is -~ the Appendix R

I durations were chosen with today's information as the Stasf's

best idea of the time schedule it would take to complete those
items when they are divided into three categories: shutdown,
nonshutdown, and administrative items.

The second step to remember is --
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COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Hold on.

(Laughter.)

The aim here is ~- let's see if I understand the aim.

MR. CASE: Let me state it.

COﬁMISSIONER HENDRIE: Appendix R says for certain
plants and on certain things,.do the following.

MR. CASE: VYes.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: MNow that those things are
prescribed, you now allow some implementation time, times wnich
vou have judged to be practicable.

For people who got off and running on agreed-to
solutions under Appendix A maybe guite a while ago --

MR, CASE: Yes. And not vet done.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: And not yvet done, vou are
5aving, well, if they really §hould have gotten on with those
two vears ago and be pretty well.complete now, why, it isn't
clear to you that they should have all the time which would
otherwise follow from the Appendix R;impleﬁentation regime. So
that is by saying the shorter of the two, why, vou have it in
hind:that.some of those ;hings will pull in. And, in fact,
there may have been éome date put in the license conditions
which would ektend out past what vou would think reasénable.

MR. CASE: Yes, sir.

COMMISSIOMER HENDRIE: OKkav. YNow the only guestion

. I've got is from those who may be present on the Staff who have
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been closely associated with the Appendix A reviews over the past ;

several years, does anybody know if that's going to result in
somebody getting cut off at the knees? You know, quite apart

from the merits of whether he's been dragging his foot on

something which had been agreed to, he maybe ought to have done --
MR. CASE: They don't get cut off at the knees, because

this rule would not be effective for 90 ‘days. So they will have

90 days in which to asséss how the? come out under this scheme
and ask for either an extension or an exemption if they can't
make the date that results from this rfirst step.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Do you have any feeling nhow
much ==

MR. CASE: Yes, 1 605

COM&ISSIONER HENDRIE: =-- applving for exemptions
and extensions there is likely to be under this provision?

MR. CASE: Yes, sir. Right now there are 25 plants
with completion dates after 11/l for Appendix A items. If we
take that first step, there will be -- let mé make sure I get
this right -~ 16 .who do not satisfy that first step on 1l/1.
| dow if I move the date for compliance to'the
effeétive date of the rule as is proposed to the lst of
February, that 16 reduces toAseven plants.

‘Wow the provision in this proposed rule cces on to
say that the Director ofFNRR may grant an extension -~ and this

would be applicable to those seven -~ i there is good cause

——————TESAE T ST RTINS W S N R
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and health and safety is maintained, to update no later than

applying the Appendix R template to the date the rule is published
And if I assume that I can find good cause and health and safety

is maintained, that last date in mind, there will be three units

that go beyond tnat date.

One of those is San Onofre, where the present

technical specification says these modifications don't nave to be

completed until the SEP program is completed.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIZ: I see. So what's happened
out there? They've been waiting for the completion sort of to
wrap it all up with the all the SEP reguirements, and then try
to do it all at once.

MR. CASE: And we have taken a contrary position in
subsequent units, so they would nave to be brought into svnc
with what we are doing on other SEP plants.

The other unit is Peach Bottom 2 and 3.

Explain the reason that thevy got in that shape. It

was a slipping of a refueling schedule, right, Tom?

¥MR. WAMBACH: Yeah, right. Our apptovals were issued

very late on Peach Bottom, because of a disrupticn in the review

team, and a reassignment of personnel, and by the time we got

back to them, they got some late approvals.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: So what happened, thev weren':

able to crank it through on a {irm reiueling, and that guts it

back a year and a nalf, or what?

e gt cmer o —————
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MR. WAMBACH: Well, and then when the amendment was
finallyv issued, they were given a blanket 18 months to comply
with everything, and that doesn't follow the formula that we
have figurad, based on experience with other nlants.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: What are you going to do with
those threé now?

MR. CASE: They would have to ask for an exemption

from the rule.
COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Okay.

MR. CASE: And either the Staff could consider it on

its own, or the Commission could get involved, whichever vcu chose.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Okay.
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: These three are three of the

‘ven or --

MR. CASE: Yes, they are three of the seven.

Hopefully, having got over that, the other consideraticn

‘nvolved in Enciosure 1, we think that that scheduling provision
aLlows uélto.do tﬁo things:

One, to give recognition to those plants that havel
previously agreed to do Appendix A items by this scheme, becauc -
it give= them more flexibility -= let me give vou an exam?le.
They are doing some work with a completion date under Appéndix A,
If Appendix R is backfit and requires more work for them, they
can use the provisions . have just talked about to ask for an

extension on their Appendix A items. The good cause in that

|
!
!
!
!
?

I
|
|

'
|
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case might be they had just been given some new work under Ap.endix

R, and they only have a f£ixed amount of manpower, and they would

rather put it to this and get the extension on the Appendix A

work.
So we think this provision gives flexibility and a

recognition of the fact that these are licensees who have

—— et e aem— -

cocoperated with the Staff in the past.
and that's ubout all I have to say about Enclosure 1. i

Mo 'ing on to Enclosure 2, it has all of the features

of Enclosure 1, except it would backfit on all plants licensed

to operate prior to 1/1/79 three items, three sections in Appendix

Those sections are 3{g), which deals with separation

of safety trains and associated circuits: 3(j), emergency ligh

(2]
[ X
3
e

ORI N R

and 3(o) oil collection systems.
All of the other features of Enclosure 2 are the same
as Enclosure 1. That is as separate schedule for Appendix A
items and it has the recognition provision.
CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: The alternate and dedicated shutdown,
: was not one of the items, is that -- | :
MR. CASE: That's correct, sir.
Enclosure 3 has the same provisions as Znclosure 2
| for .plants licensed prior to the effective date of the new rule.
i That is taree séction packfit, three sections c¢i Appendix R

: backfit. But it also makes Appendix R applicable in its entirety
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as a2 rule to all new OLS issued after the effective date of ;he

rule.

The other features of Enclosure 3 are the same as
Enclosure 1.

If the Commission wishes to pursue that option any
more, they ought to talk to the lawyers who have bsen involved
in this on the subject of the consistency of that proposal with
the statement of considerations that was originallvy made when
the rule was published for comment several months ago.

Enclosure 4 -- |

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: By "the lawvers," vou mean Mr.
Shapar?

MR. CASE: I think both,

MR. SHAPAR{ There are others here.

(Laughter.)

In this case, we have the same idea. The issue is
fairly simple, whether or not we put people on notice that this

class of people would be affected in this manner.

MR. CASE: Enclosure 4 is a mini-rule that temporarily

suspends license condiﬁions or -- that is, existing license

conditions-or technical specifiéations that require completion
of Appendix A items until the issuance date of the new rule --
the issuance date of this mini-ruie, and the effective date of

the new rule. And I would like to point out that this has <o

L e s — . e s = - p— —

be made immediately effective. It could be incorporated into the .
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overall Appendix R rule, but it would have to be méde immediately
effective there.

and secondly, we have at least one license issue that
comes due on the 30th of October, so we would like to get the
mini~-rule out before that time.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Now the mini-rule reguires publica-
tion in the Federal Register; is that right?

MR. CASE: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: 1If we acted today, what is the
soonest. =~

MR. SHAPAR: Today would all Qight, and I think
tomorrow would make it, with special treatment.

IR. CASE: And then briefly, Enclosure 5. Enclosure 5

is a way of dealing with the issue of the effective exemption

e - ——— ——

requests, and we do expect quite a few, particularly if you backfif

rhose three sections, on the completion schedules that are.
specified in the rule. As batih of the legal groups gointed osut

the other day, legally there is no effect cn the completion

‘schedules if one submits an exemption. But in-the real worlid, I

think the Zfact that an exemption request has been submitted must:
be taken into account.

Enclosure 5 is a way of doing it. In my view, it

+ doesn't have to ke in the rule, but I would like sorme Commissicn

guidance on the subject. .

CHATRMAM AHERDNE:  In the sbsence of zhe rule, ia the
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absence of that pro#ision, would the Director of ¥NRR have
the ecuivalent authority?

MR. CASE: Only through acting on an exemption
reguest. |

MR. SHAPAR: I think the Staff has authority to grant
exemptioné, but I think you have worked out an arrangement with
the Staff that they come to you and let you know before they go

ahead and use their authority.'

MR. BICXWIT: And as I understand the zractice, there i

a review conducted by the Staff before thev come to wvou.
MR. CASE: Yes.
MR. BICKWIT: Ané what you're contemplating nere is

that with the filing of the exemption request, after a very

suick review by the Staff, not amounting to the kind of review

that you bdring to the Commission, you would waive the reguirement?:

MR. CASE: Yes, sir, that's what that proposes. It is
a way of nhandling it, but there are other ways.

And I think that's all I have to say.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Joe, since vou haven't had an
opportuniﬁy to ask as many éuestibns as we have in the-'past, let
me start with you first.,

COMMIéSIONER HENDRIZ: Well, what I was trving tc
raise with you=-all is whether we could not take ur Znclecsure 4
and norefully come tO agreement on it, and the ~hat would clear

cthe matter of the pinching of implementation datea:,.
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CAAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, if we could clear the whole
rule, then we coﬁld also do Enclosure 4, and they could have
their 24 or 48 hours to review the whole rule énd make sure
that things were tight, and we would also have the pinching
taken care of, and I'd hoped to be able to get-through the whole
packace today.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: I think that from my standpoint,
why, that's practical --

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I will not leave the table without
us taking up Enclosure 4. |

COMMISSIONER HENDRIZ: 3But you do want --

(Laughter.)

Zou dovwant to try to get 4 uhderway today, and it
will nhave to go ahead, anywav.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, it doesn't have to. It
doesn't have to. I think, from my own view, I would like to have
Lt.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Well, if'they.would likxe a dav

'_or s6 tc read the long rule and make sure <hat --

22

23 '

24

25

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Yes. Yes. What I would hope to do |

this arfternoon is to get Commission ApprOVal of the big package,
subsect to NRR and Standards going back and feviewing the whole
thing to make sure, yes, it all fits together, and the right

sections are referenced. And if we can do that, then at =re

same time approve a mini-rule for the federal register, then that .
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would wrap the whole thing. That's what I had hoped to be able
to do.

MR, CASE: I think it's fair to say that we are ready
to go to the Federal Register with a mini-rule now.

CHAIPMAN AHEARNE: But I would like to get to the --

COMMISSIONER GILINSXY: The mini-rgle is Enclosure 4?

MR. CASE: VYes.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But that isn't relevant unless
you_adopt the other part --

MR. CASE: It buys vou time, and you wouldn't have to
buy this particular way, given in the big rule vou are dealing
with the subject.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Whaﬁ I would like to do is to get
the big rule agreed to. The little one is a way of making sure

that -~

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Well, back to the big rule.
rage 37, for insténce. Up at the top, (¢), the first item, fire
protection features, administrative controls, manpower, changes,
training, shall be implemented within 30 days after the effective
date, et cetera. |

MR. CASE: MNow the effective date i§ 90 days from now.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Where are you reading, Joe?

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: This is page 37. Vi~. «what I

was just trying to do is to ¢et straight what the relation c¢: the

30 days mentioned here for implementing administrative tvpe thinqsL

e e ————
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versus the effective date of the rule

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: (i)?

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Yeah. The 30 days appears a
couple of places. 'I just selected this one. Okay, now, the
proposal is that the rule becomes effective 90 days after
tublication or 60 days --

MR. CASE: No, 90.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: 90, excuse me. 90 days after
publication in the Federal Register. I will scan the room and
see if all the heads are nodding. 1It's a helpful mechanism
because you can detect the difference between a nod and a shake.

(Laughter.)

You know,..I'm alwavs interested in whether page 37 and

pace 1 are consistent. That's one of the reasons vou ask cuestions

here.

Okay, so 90 days to effective, and then the rule

says, okay, I'm now effective, now you've got 30 days to crank

this stuff., They, in fact, then have -- if they read the Federal

Register, they have got 120 days now.

MR. CASé: Yes, sir.

'COMMISSIONER HENbRIE: Okay. I guess the way toc put
it is that I am prepared to vote for Enclosure 1. I suspect a
discussion between us this afternoon.relates less to particular
items, sav in Znclosure l, than to the amending 2f Enclosure 1

by Enclosure 2, et cetera,

.- —————— e ——a
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I must say that I don't find a particular need to back-

fit those three provisions in Appendix R on places where there has

already been analysis of the need for fire protection in an area
ané an agreement between the licensee, his engineers, and the
Staff on measures that provide for an adequate level of fire

protection.

I take- it that of the three backfits of Enclosure 2,
that the fire barriers for safety systems and associated circuits
is the major difficulty, would be the largest enterprise.

Emergency lighting, as I understand from the transcrizt of

zrevious discussions, would involve some battery capacity addition$

at some plants, but probably not a large number.

MR. VOLLMER: 1In some cases they nave different modes
that may be acceptable by exemption. In other woris, hard wiring
to some emergency power scurces that we would consider capabie.

COHMISSICNER HENDR"®: I see. |

what about the oil collection systems? The pr:-izion
that--~ are thbse are going to be full Category 1 o0il collection
systems? |

| MR. VOL' JER: Well, not full Category l. We are
locking-fbr a-demonstrétion of seismic ability, but -~

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: But I didn't think I found,
vou xnow, the full ;rescription-there, aﬁd I wondered -~

MR. VOLLMER: More like an OBE than an SSZ reguiremen

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: How much of an enterprise is
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that?

Well, let me ask it a different wav. Among those plant

17

that have nad reviews for fire protection under the branch

technical position and its appendix, what, if anything, was done

about pump o0il or lube oil systems in those reviews?

but some of

MR. VOLLMER: Some of them did have collection systems,

them, I think, had fire suppression systems rather

than collection systems.

pe it woul

svstem Ior

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: I see.

MR. VOLLMER: And the point being =--

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: The fact that nere then would
d be easier to reguire a collection system.

MR. VOLLMER: That's right, because the suvppression

the noninerting containments is not thought to be

adequate in view of the flash points of the oil, and the fact

~hat the £i

re could spread, and so on.

Now there might also be certain cases, since the

coolant pumps themselves are not necessary for safe shutdown,

if the syst

aave to -~

spite of th

back ané --

ems were adequately compartmentalized. It might not
COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: If you can shut it down in
em burning, why, --

MR. VOLLMER: That's right. That would recguira coing

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Do you have a feeling for acw

5
P
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. many places collection systems would be backfit, where there

already has been a --

MR. VOLLMER: Excuse me. That should be on one.of

the nandouts. Tom, do you have that number?

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: I'll settle for an approximation

I wented a feeling for --
MR. VOLLMER: I don't heve that handy.
COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Five, 10, 15?
UR. WAMBACﬁ: Well, I have the ones where Appendix R

applies, y»u know, as Enclosure l. With the consideration of

Enclosure 2, in essence wnat that means, we would have to go back

and look at the 25 plants that have been approved under Appendix &

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Okay. And we just don't have

a feeling at the moment how many of those =--

e e e ——————— ————

!
|
[
!
'
'
i

MR. FERGUSON: I would estimate that there may be five

clants in the category of either they don't have an oil collec-
tion system or a suppression system wes previously approved. I
think it would be more like 20 to 30 that may have to look at.
the seismic reéuirements of the eariy ones,'before we could
even consider thet.

HOwever, the seismic requirement Qe have on £here now
is really just Reg Guide 1.29, wn.ch is when you put something
in a safety area, make sure it holds together, and so forth,
which they should have been meeting, anyway.

The general feeling is that vou look at the structure
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£ the thing, just the fact of holding it together and all that.
Meeting this shouldn't really be a problem. It woulé just be a
matter of demonstrating that =--

MR. CASE: We don't require ail the pedigree.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: I would think that would be the
case. Most of this gtuff, if it's coﬁpetently put in, will
stand OBE level shaking without any probléms; in fact, probably a
good deal more than that.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: The way vou have got it written in
here in your Enclosure 2, would that end up, though, making it
a full-blown Category 1 seismic qualified safety?

4R, VOL#MER: No, we're asking to demonstrate seismic
resistance, which means -~ I would trv to categorize it és
something that would hold together under an operatinc basis

earthquake.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Okav. So the oil collection,

then, looks like half a dozen collection systems to be backfit.

what about the fire barriers?

MR. CASE: Well, we've had some discussions of that
in the past,.and f tried to, aftér tﬁe meeting, discuss it with
the Staff so I could give a more or less aprroximate answer :ha;
they would all agree with. 1It's a number --

vOICcT Lots of luck.

YR. CASE: I shall try.

For the 37 plants that are now closed and hawve szen
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reviewed under Appendix A, if vou backfit --

COMMISSIUONER HEMDRIE: What do vou mean, closed?

In cases where the issues of firelprotection review has been
completed?

MR. CASE: Not necessarily completely implemented.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Yeah, but the review completed.

MR. CASE: Out of that 37, a number of about 10 we
would expect that once even you give the éxemptions, whether it
is 19-1/2 feet instead of 20 feet and vou go throuch that, tihere
wvould be about 10 plants where changes would be recquired.
Principally those where considerable crediﬁ was given for
prgtective coatings, rather than separation.

Of the 33 planﬁs which are now open on “hat issue,
that is where Aprendix 3 would apply, we would expect that
another number of about 10, there would have to be some
significant changes in the desién, either more separation or

things like that.

So perhaps a total of 20 plants would be significantly

affected by the.backfit.of 3(g).

MR. BICKWIT: Well, 10 additional:; right?

MR. CASE: Yes, 10 additional.

CCMMISSIONMER HENDRIE: The ones éha: dc not have
completed reviews pick up Appendix R, in anv case.

MR. CASE: Yesq., ¥Y2s, And that tries <o reconcila

all previous estimates which the Ccmmissicners --
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COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Well, I scanned the transcript
of the meeting you had last weék. I found it a peculiarly
unenlightening transcript.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: As opposed to --

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: It's just that when you éead
the transcript, there are an awful lot.of p;eces of information
that you get, you know, that don't record in the transcript that
you get, that helps your understanding. People nod and shake
their heads, frown, all kinds of signals, that vou receive, when
vou are sitting here at the table.

For that group of 30 -- what is it, 37 so-called
closed situations under Appendix A, with regard tc the fire
barrier provisions, how much safety do you really think you are
picking up backfitting Appendix R to thaé group?

MR. CASE: Well, I think there is a clear agreement

~:n—---------u-nllI-ImIIIHMIIIIIlﬂlﬂlllﬂll!ﬂ...ﬂﬂ |

|
|
i

that the 10 vou would pick up safety, where there was considerablei

axcess credit,.now as we understand what xind should be given
to protect the coatings.

On the othérs, I,think.the Sﬁaff believes that it's
almost exclusively a'paper exercise. The 27 out of the 37 will
be exembtion’reéuests, reviews, and éonclﬁsions in the Staff's
view that what they previously aave done, had done and accepted,
remains acceptable.

COMMISSIONER 3PADFORD: Now those were reviéws that

vou would be doing, in any case?
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MR. CASE: Those are =-- part of the transcript last
time, Dick indicated that we would go on a three-year review
orogram of plants already reviewed to pick up things like this,
and make any changes that were deemed to be necessary by the
Staff teams going from plant to plant. So this backfitting coulad
be considered as an alternative to the Staff site visits and
reviews. |

Is that fair, Dick?

MR. VOLLMER: ©No, I think we intend on conducting
that, anfway, but we felt that those deficiencies that may exist
in the fire protection program, as well as anything that might
have slipped through the crack because of plant changes, for
example, TMI changes; and so on, we would intend on picking up
on a periodic review. We would concentrate on some of these
items as part of that three-year review, if they were not pickesd
up by backfitting specifically.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: But I think the goint that

is being made here is that because Enclosure 1 did not contemplate:

‘that on the 37, you would just never look again at these areas,

but in fact would look again to see if some of those didn't

have to have in fact -~ thaﬁ new knowledge aidn't indicate some
changes. The point is being made here that there is a certain
body of staff effort that sooner or later is intended to go into
this enterprise. I expect a three-year schedule of revieuws

of the plant may be a little easier to handle from the Staff's
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standpoin:. I don't know, do you see much --
MR. VOLLMER: I suspect if we do get the =-- if we are :
requiring backfit, if that's the option chosen by the Commission, ;
then undoubtedly there will be, I would suspect, & fair number of ;
applications for exemption or new approvals to come in, which will
provide a fair amount of Staff burden. The three-year review
would be more evened out on the resources then, but I think either

way we could accomplish the same objective, which is that our

priority would be given first to implementing the Appendix R

plants, because those are the ones that do have outstanding items,
and take up the backfitting of approved items on the next pricrity:
basis.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Thanks. That runs me out Zor

the rioment. : !
CHAIRMAM AHEARNE: How about MNo. 3? YNo. 4? |
COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: No, because I don't -~ vou

know, my view is that Appendix R was not conceived to apply in a !

. : 1
forward direction, that the branch technical position provided a

much better basis technically for a comprehensive fire orotection
system,land I just am totally opposed to strapping the svystem vet |
more tightly thaﬁ it's already bound up.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Vic? Peter?

COIMISSIONER BRADFORD: Let's see. I don't aave anv
guestions on matters we have already coverad. I am not mvsels

inclined to go along on Enclosure 5. I think that obviously rthere
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are going to be a fair number of requests for exemptions, and at
least some of them will be granted.

I am a little uneasy about a provision, though, that
says that a request for an exemption automatically tolls the
deadline. I have an element of somebody reviewing --

MR. CASE: Well, it does have that in there.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Well, i£ savs that you have
to assert there will be a net loss for safety if you ~--

MR. CASE: We have to review it and agree that he's
got a fair argument that there is a rational technical basis
for his conclusion, whether we agree with it or not. So that's
not automatic in that sense.

COMMISSIOMER BRADFORD: That's right. And I think
what I'm sayving is that if in fact vou go through that with
regard to any individual request, and then grant the exemption,
I don't think I'd have any problem with that, but I think that
~would be the case even if you didn't write this section into the
rule, and --

MR. CASE: I think it would probably be, but I got
some indication from the Commission last time that everybody
didn't agrée wigh that kxind of approach.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I think the difference was --
maybe I just haven't read this carefully enough vet, but in the

case in which vou review the individual applicaticn and se -,

all right, there is a problem there, we'll grant the exemi :ion
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when we get it figured out -- that, I assume, is something that
will always go on under the rule. ;

What you are-saying here is that if the request is
filed and it's based on an assertion of the fact that it's net
loss for safety, then the requirement - the deadline need not
be met until the Commission has.reached a determination on the |
matter.

So as I am reading this, it says all the licensee
has to do is assert that there's a loss for safety.

MR. CASE: Well, upon a determination that the

Director of NRR -- that the licensee has provided sound technical
basis for such assertion that warrants further Staff review of

the request. That's to handle something frivolous. He's just

e e e ———t — e s -

saving so, with nothing behind it.
What did you put there, Joe?
" MR. SCINTO: I explained that that's a draf:, so
-t really is a finding that the licensee has made a pfima facie
case that an exemption should be granted.
- MR. CASE: He didn't want to put that in there,
because I wouldn't understénd that.
(Laﬁghte:.f
MR. SCINTO: But we'd rathe? nave it paid technical
attention by the Director.
COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Now, Joe, now is that different

from the exemption process as it would work without this section?



LW, , REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20021 (202) 554-2345

S0 71

10

11

12

14
15
16

19

20

27

22

13 .

23

24 .

25

MW

26

MR. SCINTO: Well, if you didn't-have this process,
the way I envision it, the only way the Staff could nandle it is
either on a full determination =-- the guy haé made an exemption
request, and either we agree with the exemption request and'
grant the exemption,.or we just wait and continue the review. ;

|

t may be a fairly complex technical issue that he makes a showingi
on, and we need time to look at it. We may want to look at it, g
we may want to get a contractor to look at it. Without a i
I

tolling provision, that time comes out of the licensee's schedule.

|
f

With the tolling provision, it comes out -- what you're saying,

suspend that. :
i
!

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What I thought E4 was saying :
that the practice was to do it just this way. Is that -- g
¥MR. SCINTO: The only way I could see the Staff could
do it would be this -- a complex -- I'm not cuite sure vou're
fémiliar with the complen set of release for nonexemptions
«ith respect to the in-service inspection things that we have
under 50.55(a)(g)(6). where there is‘a relief, you have
an exgmption. That's cbmplicéted enouch as it is. *‘le could
probably adépt a similar practice in a two-stage kihd‘of
exemption, but it's much ﬁore éomp;icated than this,
COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: ihen vou say the time comes
out- of the licensee's schedule -- let's see. 'Suppose ae

files for an exemption a day or two before the deadline would

otherwise have run out, then how does this work? Say the Stafs
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| makes a prima facie determination, with or without this section

{ in the statute, without this section in the rule ~-

MR. CASE: Ordinarily if it were a two-day thing,
you'd rush around and make up your mind within the two days,
either you agreed with him or didn't agree.'

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: ©YNot on =-- sﬁﬁposing vou just
thought, gee, that looks as though it's got some merit, we need

to think about it for a wnile?

MR. CASE: Oh, yeah, you mignt give him a temporary

waiving of the thing until you made up your mind. It's sort of

done on an -- I think you would have to agree with this -- it's

sort of on an ad hoc basis. We do give some consideration to the
fact that they put in an exemption request, and the kind of

consideration we give varies all over the lot. I don't think we

‘have a standard way of doing it. This does present a standar:

way, and because it does, it has some advantages. Everybody

knows the rules of the game.

MR. BICKWIT: It kegps them out of technical vioiation

of the rule.

MR. CASE: fes.

MR. BICKWIT: That is your practice, as I understand
ie.

MR. CASE: Yes. Sometimes we let them ¢o in technicai

" vyiolation. I thought of putting in an provision orovided the

- request is received within 30 days prior to 50 days before tie
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thing expires, and that's all well and good, toco. But I can
conceive of a situation where the licensee felt he didn't need
an exemption until the day befofe, and he suddenly found that
it was 18 feet instead of.20 feet. You've also got to give
consideration to that fellow who in good faith doesn't --

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Well, he's different from
this one, though, because this one has to be asserting that there
a net loss for safety, and not simply that it's unreasonable
to make him go further.

MR. CASE: Yes. But He may just find that area in the
end. Somehow you have to have exceptions to everything vou write
down, I guess is what I'm trying to sav.

CCMMISSIONER HENDRIE: You're going to have to look
at a lot of pieces of plant. I can see them out there scratching
furiously to get, vou know, fire protection consulting engineers
tho are familiar with this kind of area, and not coming so easilvy
to the definition of pa;ticular places where Appendix R, in their
view, will be a nét loss, and so on.

COMMISSICNER BRADFORD: Of course, it shouldn't be
brand new to them by now.

CCMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Well, for some of these Teoprle,
why, they will --

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: The Appendix R backfi:s Zfer

some of these people will be a new thiag, but ==

COMMISSIONER HEMWDRIE: You Xnow, two years ago, they felt

e e e e e

[ U
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they were all set on what they had to do, and they've been doing
it along, and so on, and now they've got to go running back
through all of that and examine all those areas to see if they
meet these other -~

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: When would you be making
this determination, that a sound technical basis for such a
decision -

MR. CASE: Oh, I was thinking in two weeks or so of

receipt, some fairly short time like that, and to set up a system

that would do that. Because that should be done relatively fast.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Peteré

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Mo, I -- we keep talking
about requests for exemptions, and the need to deal with them,
and the fact that they'll come in at the end. I have the uneasy
feelino that between everything we have and evervthing we have
written in here, we may be giving a more encouraging picture
than I would want to, to licensees about the efficacy of coming
in for exemptions.

I recognizé there are going to be situations such as
ﬁhe ones Joe has described where the backfit of Aprendix R might
put people in a Qosition where they would really need an exemp-
tion; but I think in the majority of cases that I can thiﬁk of
under this'rule, we are dealing with people who have heen on

notice that £ire protection is a sericus concern for a long time,

and I would hope that the next round of the fire protection story
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willy-nilly to the licensees who have been resisting hardest on

fire protection changes all along.

CHAIRMAN AHESARNE: Ed, I've gol 2 couple of cuestions.

When you used the phrase "good cause shown,” does that

have some particular perspective that you have in mind?

MR. CASE: Well, I can give you some for-exanples.

They ordered a valve from the manufacturer, and delivery date has

slipped, and they can't put it in until they get the valve.

That's an example of good cause.
) Can you think of others, Dick? That is one that
comes to mind right away.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: 1Is it a stancdard phrase?

MR. SHAPAR: 1It's found in the statutes, found in

requlations, it's fouad rather universally in other pecple's

-egulations.

|
!
!

wouldn't consist of our having to grant or having granted exemption

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: When you get an assertion like

that, do you actually ever do a double-chéck to make sure that
in fact thefe-is-some difficulty-getting'that varticular valve?
MR. CASE: The double-check is more done if there is
some reason not to believe them.
COMMISSIONER'BRADFORD:.No, I can understand taat
ybu couldn't double-chec. every one, but I should ghink at

least once in a while, it wculd leave a desirable impression

0 xnow that the NRC checked both sides of a statement like that. '
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MR. CASE: And the double-check would be just mostly

calling the manufacturer. |
COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Sure. _ !
MR. CASE: Not going to his plant to look. i
COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I understand.
CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: But the guestion is, do you do that?|
§ MR. CASE: Yes. |
i CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: You have a phrase in there

that talks about in some cases the alloted time may be excessive

for completion, and these are the cases where, for example, I
guess, San Onofre that vou described. X

i MR. CASE: Yes.

] CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Now vou go on to sav if such
schedules extend bevond what would have bheen a reasonable i
schedule initiallv. 1Is that implying that there could have been
a pbetter estimate of what the s;hedule should have been?

This is at the top of page 8-A. ' i

MR. CASE: ~Joe, did you do that one?

(Laughter.) _ : :

MR. SCINTO: The statement relates to the fact that

initially, during when initial safety evaluations were written, .

» and schedules for completion were established, there was some
i schedule. We now, I think, after last week and the week before,

jthe Staff has indicated that they have develored, based on scme

' experience from looking at all these guys, what a reasonable. .
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jschedule would be ihplémenting Acvpondix R. That, looking backwardsi
in some cases, the schedules which were accepted in the safety i
ﬂevaluations, were longer than what we are now telling you is a
;reasonable schedule to accomplish that.

That's what the sentence is meant to say.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Scheduled beyond what we now believe
éwduld have been a reasonable schedule? !

MR. SCINTO: Well, that's what the sentence is intended

| to convey.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I notice in comparing page 18 of

{Enclosure 1 and page 18 of Enclosure 2, it aprears thne main thing

that changed -- I assume that the fact that the including chance

{wasn't made, that's just an oversignt? That's not substantive, is
it?
| .
ki

MR. CASE: Mo, it's not substantive.

/.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: The main change is to eliminate Tleg

! footnoted.

MR. CALl: VYes.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: And I guess,that'é because vou see

the footnote as possibly implying an acceptability of coatings

;and Enclosure 2 essentially is no longer; is that correct?

! MR. CASE; That's the essential reason, ves.
CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: On page 38 of Enclosure 1,
fexplain the significance of Section (e) which then disaprears in

' Enclosure 2.
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MR. CASE: That must be the cne. Let ime make sure I

:get the right one. On page 38 of Enclosure 1.

This is to take care of plants like Segquovah and I

{think North Anna, which have a reguirement to meet GDC-3s and

}fire protection measures to take.

——— . —

Now they are required to implement those, if I remember

{correctly, somewhere in between their initial license and full

power, and it varies from plant to plant, so this is a reference

{1to we didn't want to make them do any different than what was

i

e e i e AR e e e

agreed upon in their licensing.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: So you're saying in the absence of
that phrase, :'nclosure 1 -- I don't understand. The first

guestion is, in tue absence of that ohrase, Enclosure 1l only

MR. CASE: But it has a provision that says all

plants must meet GDC-3 and must implement a fire protection

~ays of implementing GDC-3, and we didn't want it read to mean
that those previously approved schedules for plants bevyond 1/1,79
would be changed by his rule.
.t does have some applicability bevond L/l/79°.
~JAIRMAN AHEARNE: Now vou dropped that out in

Enclosure 2 -~ 3.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIZ: Because vou're cranking

. Appendix R forward on everything. So it just wipes out all those
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fiiceqse conditions.,

L | CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Okay. Now, Ed, vou were going

;to refer to vour lawyers or our lawvers to tell me why Enclosure 3
Jwas illegal.

MR. CASE: I didn't quite say that. I said it raised
{inconsistenciesg~-

é : CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Yes, but you're learning the
;language.

(Laughter.)

MR. BICKWIT: Try your own la@yers.

{(Laughter.)

¥R. SHAPAR: %ell, the original notice of proposed

rulemaking didn't indicate that this class would be affected by
ithe rule. Basically we cuestioned whether or not the reguirement

in the Administrative Procedure Act would put out a rule making it

effective and give the affected people the opportunity to comment

the rule that they were proposing, and I guess, in answer to
lvour question whether or not it would be a basis for making the
lrule immediately effective, I haven't been able to detect any

lreason that would kind of justify it.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: That would suggest a rule

o+

With Enclosure 3 in it would need to go around for comment again?

MR. SHAPAR: You could try it. licbody is telling you

fit's illegal. We're telling you about a general legal concept

where the cases ar~ running pretty hard these davs. You don'%: want
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put out a rule and make it effective unless you've got a pretty
good re.-son. You give the public an opportunity to comment on it.
And here when the proposed rule went out, nobody who read the
rule fairly can possibly think they would be affected by a rule
like what's contained in No. 3.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Len, do you agree?

MR. BICKWIT: Yeah, I agree with that. I think your
best hope for sustaining that position wéuld be not to say that
the criginal notice gave you notice tﬁat vyou might do this, but

rather to go out with a brand-new rule and make it effective

i
§
l
l
!
l
!
!
!.
_!

immediately and ask for ccmment on it. Then if vou lose on making;

it effective immediately, you haven't reallv lost much, because
vou're in the middle of the comment period with respect to that

rule. But it is a very iffy proposition.

|
|
!
!

MR. DIRCKS: You could just sendé out this rule without :

this, an& then at the same time send out a short statement
.aving that we intend to make this one apply both forward and
backward. Would you comment on that aspect of it?

MR. BICKWII: That's right. But what the Chaifman
would like té do is make that effective immediately, and I think
bdth legal officers are saying that thefe is some risk involved-
in that. I think you éould confine the risk so that the only
risk is that you would lose the case, and you would not
particularly risk anything else if you sroposed the rule, made

it effective immediately, asked for comment while the rule was
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leffective immediately, than if you lost on its being effective

{ immediately. You have lost nothing else.

MR. SHAPAR: . That's quite correct, but I think there's

| also a policy gquestion as well as a legal question.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Are we expecting any plants

{ to be coming in for OLs in the future that in fact wouldn't meet

f Appendix R?

Did I ask that question before?

4R. CASE: MNo. What we would use Appendix R for

is part of the Standard Review Plan, and require licensees to

justifyv deviations £from out of this program.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I see.

MR. CASE: It gives us more flexibility in applying

the =--

14

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: That's right. I did ask the

guestion before, and that's what you said before.

20 |

(Laughter.)

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let's see, John. Are vou keen

to have this-applied?

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: See, my uneasiness is that we now
are putting ih a rule a fire pfotection set of standards Zor
plants‘licensed before January 1979, ancd we don't have in thé
rule fire protection set of standards for plants licensed after

January 1979.

¥R. BICKWIT: Well, vou could acknowledge that vou
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hadn't prov.ded notice on that particular feature, and

simply go quickly with an effort to remedy that by putting out
just a brand new rule and asking for comment, and a. 1ouncing to
the public that you're going to move guickly on it.

MR. SHAPAR: You could also say in the statement of
considerations the basis to be applied to new applications.

CHAIRMAY AHEARNE: I guess, Ed, you are saving that
you have been aéplying and will continue to apply the basic
standard in the future; is that correct?

MR. CASE: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, I guess where I would then
be, I would certainly agree with No. 1l; I obviously agree with
No. 2, because that's what I asked you to dévelop, the backfit:;
on No. 3, I guess I would propose a modification to have a
separate thing going out for notice and comment to make that
effective for future plants and =-

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: A separate rule?

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Yes, because that would then
solye the problem, and since the Staff is going in that direction,:
it shouldn't -~ . ;

MR. VOLLER: A separate rule with just these items or --

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: What you'ré then doing is o
institute for all future designs what vou claim is a set of
fire protection requirements, which are not in fact a comgre-

hAensive set of fire protection requirements, but are a selected
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subset of a detailed Staff document, and they have the difficulty
then that vou have a rule which does not cover the ground it
purperts to cover, and covers it in a way which will make that
language much too restrictivg. You're much better off to leave
that level of detail to the Staff guidance documents.

CHAIRRMAN AHEARNE: Well, I would have no problem
with when the better rule be developed, to have it replace this.
But it has taken so long to get anything =--

COMMISSIONER HENDRIZ: You don't want this xind of
detail in rule form.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, do we want a srofound
version of this? 1In other words, something which doesn't get
to the same level of detail, but lays out some basic principles?

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: What I find very difficult £o
rationalize is why we only have a rule for backwards ané nothinc
for forwards.

MR. VOLLMER: Well, as we indicated before, the
specific items here are directed toward the operating plants,
and fit those categories specificallyQ .I think there is one,
at least one instance of that in item (g) where I think we know
of situations in newef plants that we would not want to accept
*he specific A, B, or C in item {g) as being édequate. And so,
therefore, we would be in a rosition where it would not make it
safe to accept that ga rticular -ortion of the rule.

CHAIRMAN AHEARMNE: Yot safe, or not as safe?

<QﬁafF‘/L‘Am“A’U
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MR. VOLLMER: Not adequate. I won't comment on safety

but a particular example would be that if vou took one of the

options in (g) for a very specific situation I nave in mind,

’

the Staff does not believe he would have adeguate fire protection

for that particular area, particularly areas carrving cables

for auxiliary feedwater.
So we would almost want the licensee to ask for
an exemption in that.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, I believe that we must

generate scmething that will at least give us a set of requi:ement§

to impose on plants licensed after January lst, 1979. I think
it's just unacceptable to only have a rule that goes backwards,
and I'm willing to say that this is not anywhere near as good as
70ou .would like for future, but I zrobably won't be arouné nere
2nouch vears to wait for another rule to be generated.

4R. VOLLMER: I understand. I agree witnh vour
principle. 1I'm.saying I have --

(Laughter.)

I agree with the principle, but the apprlication of
this, in most céses, I Ehink if.we go back and look at those
plants that are not covered by this rule in the version of A or
8, we would find that I think only one, perhaps, inétance of
these items, namelv the oil collection system we have accépted

wnat we believe to be less than the rule.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, guess rather than wearing
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all out, I don't detect any large sentiment to my approach, any-
way, so I'll have to get the Staff somehow to generate something
for Zuture.

I am willing to accept also to going out, if we can
accept Enclosure 1 and Enclosure 2, then I'd be willing to also
go with Enclosure 4 ac a quick way.

On No. 5, on the tolling, I don't have any real
problem with the language. I'm still a iittle puzzled by what
nappens if it isn't there, versus what happens if it is there.

I gather the main significant difference is that with it there,
you do not have to make the complete review, and you have a
mechanism to formulate, to provide a period of time for a more
complete revigw. | |

MR. CASE: Yes.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I guess.I would, if we did follow
that, like the Director of NRR to periodically, maybe guarterlv,
orovide us a summary of what you have done and why.

| COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I think that would be useful
on exemption fequests, not only under Enclosure 5, but exemption
requests on whatever basis. |

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Before we then trvy to go %o formal
votes, are there any other comments or questions?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, I think it's worth --
{inaudible) -- the question of whetier or not the rule Sor

the future and what that rule ought to lock like. I assume

T e e - — e+ e e i 8 - o -
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we would take the advice we have been getting, be less proscriptive

and less detailed. But I think there is something to be said
about a new rule. At least so it appears to me., I'd certainly
like to'hear more discussion of that.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I quess given the feelings, I
probably would like 8ill to take the Staff back and come back to
us in the ne#t two to three weeks.

MR. DIRCKS; What would be the elements of that?

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Well, you know, vou're not
precisely naked under the proposed configuration. fou have
the old Criterion 3, and then in what is proposed here, vou have

’

got a Section 50.48(a), which says each plant shall have a fire

protection program, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera. It's 3ust

H
!
H
|
1

one page. And what it does t..en is refer to the branch technical

positions and to the other guidance documents 76, 77, 78, so

chat it has the same confiquration.as a number of regulations
do.

'That is, they say =-- you xnow, for instance, Part 100
says a cycle be acceptable in the radiological sense, 3as to risk,
footnote, asterisk, see TID l4 -844, and other documents, and
so on and so bn, which leads back to a substadtiai bocdy of-'
Staff guidance literature with considerable detail.

diow the oﬁly trouble is a guestion, what level of
detail vou want to move into the regulation#, and you have to

recognize that if you move tco much in there, then vou reallw
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bind the system in a way that makes regulation very difficult.

On-the other hand, of course, it's also fair to argue i
that if you say hardly énything in the reguiatioﬁs anéd leave it '
all to Staff guidance documents, that vou have got a little less

well-defined system than you'd really like.

But my objection to Enclosure 3 as a proposition is !

that it elevates just a sort of randomly-selected set of Staff

!
|

guidance items, not even documents, but items into the category of!
]

' |

rule, and it's both wrong in terms of it not being comprehensive ;
- i

as a fire protection rule in any adeguate sense at all, but also f

that it's the wrong level of detail. :

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Perhaps Bill can come back with ;
some views which would address whether we should have and what. i

COMMISSIONER HENDRIZ: Well, vou might vers well see, |
vou know, some level, some proséription of the general requirements
between the proposed paragraph under 50.48, paragraph &, under
$0.48, and the more détailed guidance documents, maybe, but -~

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Any other questions cr comments?

Theﬁ I would propose we -- first I would procose
we accept Enclosure 1 and é.

MR. CASE: Enclosure 1 as modified.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: As mcdified in Enclosure 2.

all in favor of that?

COMMISSIONER GILINSXKY: Yes.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Yes.
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CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Yes.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Call for the nays.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: All opposed?

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Nay.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I would also propose that because
of this timing difficulty and giving the Staff a chance to go
thrcugh and make sure it's put together well, I would also go
for Enclosure 4. That could go out immediately.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Avye.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Aye.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Ave.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Ave.

I would add Enclosure 5. All in favor of that?

aye.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Ave.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Avye.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Ave.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Very good.

Len, is there anything else?

MR. BICKWIT: Wo.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: All right. Thank vou verv much.

(Whereupon, -at 3:15 p.m., the meeting was

adjourned.)
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

October 24, 1980

MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Ahearne
‘ : Commissioner Gilinsky
Commissioner Hendrie
Commissioner Bradford

THRU: Willjam J. Dircks, Executive Director
for Operations

FROM: Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: FIRE PROTECTION RULE (SECY 80-438A)

8ased on discussions with and requests from the Conmmission on
October 21, the enclosed material related to the Fire Protection
Rule has been prepared for your review. It consists of the
following:

1. Enclosure 1 {s the Fire Protection Rule and Statement of
Considerations proposed by the staff. Minor editorial
improvements have been incorporated, and the rule now
includes a separate section (See Section 1(d) pages 37a-38)
which establishes dates for completion of fire protection
features previously approved by the statf pursuant to
Appendix A to BTP 9.5-1. Because it would not become
effective for 90 days, this Section, in combination with
a proposed immediately effective rule discussed later,
provides a grace period of 90 days for licensees to
accommodate to these new schedules. It also provides a
method by which the Oirector, NRR may grant extensions
to these new schedules up to a specified maximum period
of time which is equal to the period of time specified
in the rule for completing similar Appendix R fire protection
features. As requested by the Commission, this provision
permits an opportunity to afford recognition to the efforts
of those licensees who have previously voluntarily committed to
install fire protection features that is not available to those
Ticensees who will be required to install the features by
Appendix R. It also provides control to assure that this
flexibility may be used only if there is good cause shown and
public health and safety is maintained.

Contact:
€. G. Case, NRR
492-7726

- s mamA - oAb
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2. Enclosure 2 consists of revised pages for the Rule included
in Enclosure 1 which would require the backfitting of Section
I11.G (fire barriers for safety systems and associated circuits),
111.J (emergency.lighting) and 111.0 (oil collection systems) on
operating plants licensed prior to January 1, 1979, In addition,
tre revised pages modify the Statement of Considerations to
reflect these backfitting provisions. The Commission requasted
that language be developed for this alternative for both the
Rule and the Statement of Considerations.

3. Enclosure 3 consists of revised pages for the Rule portion of
Enclosure 1 which would require the backfitting of Section III.G.,
[11.J., and I11.0 on all currently operating plants, and would
also impose Appendix R in its entirety on all new OlLs. The
Commission requested that language on this alternative be developed.

4. Enclosure 4 is a proposed immediately effective Rule requested
by the Commission that would temporarily waive dates for
compieting fire protection modifications that are currently
specified in licenses or technical specifications until a new
fire protection rule has been issued and made effective, or other
Commission action on this subject has been taken. It has been
drafted as a separate Rule but could be made a part of the overall
Rule by minor language changes. In either event, it must be made
immediately effective to serve its intended purpose. ~

5. Enclosure 5 is a draft possible subsection on tolling of specified
completion schedules by technical exemption requests. If time
permits, I would like to discuss the pros and cons of this approach

with the Commission. This subsection need not necessarily be
included in the approved Rule. .

The staff is prepared to discuss any or all of these matters with the
Commission at the meeting scheduled on Monday, October 27,

*-... Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures: As noted above

cc: See Next Page
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U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
10 CFR Part S0

Fire Protection Program for Operating Nuclear Power Plants

AGENCY: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

ACTION: Final Rule

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) fs amending its regulations -
to require certain provisions for fire protection in operating nuclear

powsr plants.

EFFECTIVE OATE: [90 days following publication in the FEDERAL REGISTER]

NOTE: The Nuclear Regulataory Connissioh has subafitted this rule to the
Comptroller General for such review as may be appropriate under the Federal
Reports Act, as amended, 44 U.S5.C. 3512. The date on which the reporting
requirenent of this rule becomes effective, unless advised to the contrary,

accordingly, reflects inclusion of the 45-day period which that statute
allows for such review (44 U.S.C. 3512(c)(2)).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: ODavid P. Notley, Office of Standards
Development, U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D. C. 20555,
phona 301-443-5921 or Robert L. Ferguson, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory cbmmission. Washington, D. C. 20555,

phone 301-492-7096.

l
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On May 29, 1980, the Nuclear Regulatory
Comaission published in the Federal Reqister (45 FR 36082) a notice of

proposed rule making fnviting written suggestions or compents on the pro=
posad rule by June 30, 1980. The notice concerned proposed amendments
to 10 CFR Part 50, "Licensing of Production and Utilization Facilities,"”
to require certain minimum provisions for fire protection in nuclear power
plants operating prior to January 1, 1979. Fifty-one comment letters
ware received regarding the proposed amendments. A number of the comments
pertained to specific requirements in the proposed Appendix R, and these
will be dealt with below. However, three substantive contentions raised
were common to many of the commenters. They may be summarized as follows:

1. Most commentars stated that the 30 day compent period was too
short to permit adequate detailed response and that the comment period
should have been extended.

The Comission does not agree. The development of fire protection
requirements by NRC is a matter that has been on-going since 1975. The
NRC published comprehensive fire protection guidelines, Branch Technical
Position BTP APCSB 9.5-1 and its Appendix A in 1976. Licensees have compared
their fire protection prograas against these guidelines, and have discussed
their deviations froa these guidelines with the staff over the past 4
years during the NRC's fire protection reviews of operating reactors. A
Safety Evaluation Report hgs}bccn {ssued for each oparating reactor.
These rtportiAdcscribc fire protection alternatives that have been proposed
by the licensee ;nd found acceptable by the staff, as well as unresolved
fire protection {ssues resaining between the staff and the licensee.
Proposed Appendix R provides the Comission's requirements for resolving
those {ssues. Thus, {t concarns only a 1imited number of {ssues derived

{

2 Enc1osure‘7ﬁ
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from the use of iho earifer guides. The Commission believes that a 30
day comment perfod was adequate under these circumstances.

2. Many licensees questioned the need for backfitting all the
requirenents of Appendix R. They commented that they have a1ready
complied with staff fire protection recommendations in ™good faith" .and
have committed to or completed certain modifications, They contend that
the staff has properly deterained that these modifications provide at
Teast the level of fire protection described by the guidance contained
in Appendix A to Branch Technical Position BTP APCSB 9.5-1. They also
contend that these modifications provide a level of protection at least
oquivalent to that contained in the proposed rule. They express the
concern that the proposed rule i{s written in such specific language that
fire protection issues that were thought closed would be reopened and
rew, but not necessarily better, modifications would be required. Such
sodifications would be accomplished only by the expenditure of consider-
able engineering, design and construction effort and at great undue
expense. The comenters request that the requirements in the praposed
rule be rewritten to specify only the ganeral requirements of what needs
to be accomplished.

These comments raise three fi1atad {ssues. The first relates to
the neeu for specific requirements. The general requirements relating
to fire protection are alrsady set forth in General Design Criterion 3 of
Appondix'A to 10 CFR 50 and in the NRC guidance documents. These general
provisions gave risc‘td a numbi: of disputes over whether specific methods
acequately accomplished the 1qtcnded goal. The proposed rule is intgnded
to provide sufficient specific quidincn to assure satisfactory resolution
of these {ssues. Thus, reverting to generalized guidance would not accom-
plish the {ntended purpose of the proposed rule.

3 Enclosure "A"
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Second, 1n reviewing the comments on the proposed rule, the staff -
did find some fnstances where the specific wording used resuited {n
unnecessary and unintanded requirements. For example, the proposed rule
calied for a "fresh water” supply. For fTirefighting purposes brackish
water is satisfactory and a "fresh” water supply i; unnecessary.
Similarly, the proposed rule ¢alled for an Yunderground" yard fire main
Toop. Often portions of a fire main Toop run above ground in and as
they entar structures. The Comnis§1on had not intended to prohibit
running portions of a fire main loop above ground. Otger similar
changes are discussed below under "Specific Requirements.*

The third {ssue raised by these comments relates to imposition of
roqdiremonts on plants yith presently {nstalled, or with existing commnit-
ments to {nstall, fire protection features previously determined by the
staff to satisfy the guidance of Appeandix A to BTP APCS8 9.5-1. The
Cormission generally agrees that Appendix R should not be retroact‘iw)ely
applied to features'whjch have been pre@iously appro&ed by the NRC
staff as satisfying the provisions of Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1.

The NRC staff had 1ntinded; in 1ts original proposal for Appendix R,
that the requiresents be applicable only for the resolution of unresolved
disputnd-firt protaction features. Thus, the staff had not intendad the
provisions of Appendix R.to require modification of pfeviously approved

" features. Hcﬁuvor. this was not clearly de¥cr1bod in the proposed rule
as published for coment. ‘ .

Moreover, Appendix R iddrissns oth a portfon of the specific items
contained 1n.thu sore comprehensive document, Branch Technical Position
BTP APCSB 9.5-1 and its Appendix A. Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 has

4 Enclosure “j“ {
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bean

tha basic fire protection guidance used by the staff in their fire pro-

tection reviews conducted for all operating plants during the pasi several

years. For many plants, licensees proposad systam; and features which

satisfactorily achieved the fire protection criteria set forth in Appendix A

to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 and began to promptly implement such features and systenms.
Satisfactory features and systems are already in place and in operation

in many plants. There {s a reasonable degree of uniforaity among most

of thesa approved features for all facilities sinces they were reviewed

against the same criteria of Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1. In general,

the features previously approved by the NRC staff in its reviews of fire

protection using the critaria of Appendix A to BTP APCSE 9.5-1 provfde

an equivalent level of fire protection safety to that provided under the

spacific provisions of Appendix R. Thus, the further benefit that aight

be provided by requiring that previously approved features be todified

ta'conforu to the specific language set forth {n Appendix R {s outweighed

by the overall benefit of the early implementatfon of such previously

approved features, which in many cases are currently being installed.
Nevertheless, as a result of {ts continuing review of fire protaction

matiers the NRC staff has indicated to the Comai{ssion that there are

three {ssues in which the protictidn afforded by Appendix R over and

above that previcusly accepted may be desirable and may warrant further

rulemakiﬁg. The first of these {ssues relates to protective coatings.

Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 peramits a combination of fire retardant coatings

and fire detection and suppression systems to protect redundant systeas

(Appendix A, D.1(2)), and credit was given to such coatings 1n.somt early

fire protection reviews. As a result of some special effects tnsts, the

5 " Enclosure 'K" e /
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staff changed its position on giving credit to protective coatings as

fire barriers and subsequent plants were required to provide one-hour

* f{re barriers for the protection of safe shutdown systems. In contrast

to Appendix A, no credit for such coatings as fire barriers is allowed
by Section II11.G of Appendix R where at least a one-hour rated fire
barrier is required. Certain fire protection tests are presently
scheduled to be conducted by the Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research
which will provide further {nformation on the adequacy of protective
coatings in combination with suppression systems. The results of these
tests will be cons{dered to detarmine whether the credit for protective
coatings, previously considersd as satisfactory, should be mocified.

A second {ssue relates to associated circuits. Section III.;?;f‘
Appendix R requires that explicit consideration be given to assuring
that non-saféﬁzhoidown circuits associated with saféfz;utdown»systems
will not prevent sefe shutdown. This was not explicitly stated in
.Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1. As a result of the comments received on
this aspect of Appendix R, 1t is not clear whether adequate considera-
tion has in fact been given to thess associated cir:qits in reviews con-
ducted using Appandix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1. The NRC staff plans to look
into the nature of the protection actually provided to such circuits as
a result of previous fire protection reviews and into the nature of
potential {nteractions to determine whether the explicit requirements of
Appendix R should be made applicable to previously approved systeas.

The resz.ning 1ssu§ relates to emergency 1ight1ng. Appendix R
calls for 8~hour emergency 1ighting, Qhertas in some cases 2-hnur'amlrg-
ency 1ighting had been accepted as satisfying Appendix A to BTP APCSRB 9.5-1.
While an adequate level of safety {s provided by a 2-hour system, the

6 Enclosure 7‘“ /f
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added protection afforded by an 8-hour system would generally involve -
only a small cost. The NRC staff will assess previously approved
facilities to determine whether the 2-hour systems should be upgraded.

3. Most commenters state that the implementation schedule
contained in the proposad rule is impossible to meet for any of the
operating plants. The commenters further stated that {f the implementa-
tion schedule in the effective rule is the same as that in the proposed
rule, the Comission must be prepared to either shutdown each Pperating
nuc]iar power plant, or process exemption requests.

The commenters then conclude that the implementation schadule should
be rewritten to allow some adequate time period for compliance. The pro-
posed rule stated that "all fire protection and modifications identified
by the staff as necessary £a satisfy Criterion 3 of Appendix A to this
part, whether contained in Appendix R to this part or in other staff fire
protoct;on guidance (except for a]tcrnaéo or dedicated shutdown capability)
shall be completed by November 1, 1980 unless, for good cause shown, the

‘Commission approves an extension," (Proposed Section 50.48 1.(c)). The

Commission went on to state its intention in the Statement of Considera~
tion to the rule that “...no plant would be allowed to continue to operate
after November 1, 1980, or beyond an extended dats approved by the
Commission, unless &11 modifications (except for alternate or dedicated
shutdown capability) have been {mplemented.”
The Commission has reconsidersd the {mplementation schedule and has
determined that it should be modified for the following reasons.
° After reviewing the comments and the informatfon developed as a result
of our completion of fire reviews over the past 6 months, the staff

has informed the Commission that the date of November 1, 1980
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{s not possible because the effective date of the fule v1i1 be afler
that date. :
®  Tha staff has informed the Commission that i< would expect virtuaily
a1l licensees to request exemptions if the new {splesentation dates
do not provide an approp-fate period of tinc.fcr coeplying with the
requirenents of Appendix R. The time and manpower resources needed
by the licenseses to prepare such requests and by the staff to formu-
late recommendations on thés; requests §s not varranted froe the
standpoint of ticely fire protection improvesent.
o The revised implementatfon schedule provices a careful balance of
these considerations, calling for {mportant fire protection

features td be implemented and installed on a phased schedule

which 1s as prompt as can be reasonably achieved.

The revised schedules distinguish between requirements imposed for
the first time on the 1icensee by virtue of Appendix R and those require-
ments already imposed in license conditions or Technical Specifications
issued prior to the effective date of the rule. For requirements imposéd
by Appendix R, the schedule provides a.reasonable time after publication
of the rule for completion of required modifications. For requirements
already imposed by license conditions, providing for implementation after
quember 1. 1986. the Commission has reviewed these schedules and has
found that in some 1nsténces the allotted time for completion of the
required modifications may be excesSjvg. Thus, for fire protection
features other than those covered by Appendix R, although the Commission
has extended the compliance dates beyond the November 1, 1980 date

proposed in the proposed rule, the Commission has added a requirement
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that limits the compliance schedule in existing licénses, if such
schedules extend beyond what would have been a reasonable schedule
initially. Relief from such limitation may be granfed by the Director
of Nuclear Reactor Regulation upon a showing that there is good cause
for extending such date and that public health and safety is not

adversely affected by such extension.

"It should also be noted that for licensees whose license conditions
imposed a schedule completion date of November 1, 1980 or other date

prior to the effective date of Section 50.48, the Commission'has suspended

such completion dates by promulqation of a temporary rule (10 CFR 50.48) l

which will be superseded by this rule.

To better understand the nature of the public comments receijved
and the staff's resolution of these comments, the following section
will consider each section of Appendix R to this part. In Section IlI,

we provide a summary of the Technical Basis for each requirement,

followed by a summary of the public comments and a statement of the

staff's disposition of those comments.
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Section I. Introduction and Scope

This section has been revised as a result of comments to include a
discussion of the importance of safe shutdown capability and thae distinc-
tion between requirements for "safety-related” equipment and equipment |
needed for “safe shutdown.® '

Section I1. General Requ{rements

* This section has been 3ubstantial1y rewritten as a result of comments
to provide a concise summary of general requiresents. The specific require-
pents were cﬁnso1id;t¢d with the appropriata parts of Section III,

Specific Requirements, except that the credit given for 50-foot separa-

tion has been dropped.
Section III. Specific Requirements

The requirements in this rule are based upon principles long accepted
within that portion of American {ndustry that has been classified by their
fnsurance carriers as "Improved Risk" or "Highly Protacted Risk¥. In
each of these cases, the Comission has decided that the overall interest
of public safety is best served by establishing some conservitivo level é
of protection and assuring that level of cosmpliance at all plants which ?
presently have outstanding {ssues. Following is @ 1ist of the specific
tachnical bases and resolution of public comments for each of the specific
requiresents in the Appcndii R.

A. VWater Supplies for Fire Suppression Svstems

Technical Basis

One of the basic fire protection requirements for a modern
industrial site in the United States is a separate watar distfibution

system for fire protict1on with dual water supplfes. Two dual water
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supplies are required to assure uninterrupted fire suppression capabiil-
ity allowing for single failures and providing for periodic maintenance
and repair of vital portions of the systems. Such duplicate water
supplies may consist of separate suctions for firo_pumps from a large
body of water such as lake, river or pond, or fros two water storage
tanks. .

For nuclear powar plants the distribution system sha11 consist of a
loop around the plant with suitable valves for {solating portions of the
systen for maintenance or repair without {nterrupting the water supply
to the various fire suppression systéns in the plant. Thus, with dual
supplies and a loop concept, an adequate water supply can be guaranteed
to each manual or automatic water suppression system throughout the plant.

A guaranteed ainimum volume of water {s set aside and dedicated for
fire protection uses regardless o% other simultaneous water uses in the
plant. This water volume s dedicatad for fire service by means of
separate storage tanks or separate pump suctions from a large body of
vat;r. When common tankage {s employed for fire service needs and other
water sarvices, the fire pump suctions QhaII be at the bottom of the tank
and other watar supply suctions should be sufficiently above to ensure
the sinfaun dedfcated water volume set aside for fire protsction needs.
Administrative controls by themsalves, such as locked valves to guarantee
adequate water supply for fire fighting needs, are deemed unacceptable
at nuclear powsr plants.

Comment Resolution
Many commenters stated that we were being too restrictive by
stipulating an underground yard fire main loop and fresh water supplies.

Our {ntant was only that a yarﬂ fire main loop be furnished. We have
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deleted the specification for an underground loop since special condi-
tions may dictate that part of the loop be above ground or inside safety-
related buildings. Such arrangements are acceptable.

With regard to the specification for fresh va?cr supply, the staff
was attempting to avoid potantial plant problems which'are not associated
with fire protection. From a fire protection standpoint, salt or brackish
water is acceptable fdr fire suppression provided the fire protection
systes {s designed and maintained foé such usage. The requirement for
fresh water supplies is therefore dropped. Other operational problems
unrclatcd §o fire protection that may result from the use of salt or
brackish water for fire suppression activities are cutside the scope of
this document.

Several commenters took 1ss§e with the requirement for two separate
recundant suctions, stating that scme plants use a single large intake
structure on a lake or a river for all water requirements. Th¢ require-
nent for separats intake structures was not intended and the rule has
been so clarified.

Several comments called for deleting the requirements for dedicated
tanks or use of vartical standpipe for other water services whan storage
tanks are used for coﬁbinod service water/firs water usas, on the basis
that this 1s ovnrly‘rtstrictive and other ways are available tc dssura
dedicated supply such as weirs, suctjon Tocation, etc. Two separats but
related issues are 1nvolv§d hers. The first {s the requirement even for
dedicated water storage tanks for fire'fighting purposes, The suggestion
that the requirement for dedicated tanks be deleted is rejectad for the

reasons stated in the preceding Technical Justification.
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The other point deals with guaranteeing minimu@ water storage capacity
for fire suppression activities when storage tanks are used for combined
service water/fire water uses. The tern "vertica! standpipe for other
watar service” simpiy'neans that the suction location for other water
uses in common storage tanks will be sufficiently ﬁigh to guarantee the
ainimum water volume storage needs for fire suppression activities. 1r
the comnenters were assuming that vertical standpipe referred only to
pipes inside the tank, this i{s not the case. In fact a standpipe exterior
to the storage tank 1s more desirable cince any Teakage would be immediately
evident. On an internal standpipe a leak in the pipe could actually allow
depletion of the water o;hervisc.to be reserved for fire uses. The rule
has been clarified to allow physical alternatives for water supply dedication
~ but to exciude administrative controls fcr this purpose.

Sone comenur:'. objected to the requirement that other water systems
used as a backup water supply for fire protection should be permanently
connected té the fire main systam, and suggested that it would be suffi-
cient to provide a watar supply capable of being connected to the
fire oain system within ten minutes of the loss of normal water supply
-or pumps. The rule does not address backup water supplies. The require-
aent means that {f another uataf systea {s used as one of iho redundant
water supplies it must satisfy all of the roqu{raments of the f{re protec-
tion water supplies. Additional backup suﬁp]ies need not meet thuse
requirezents. ' _

One coumenier Asked'why only twe hours water supply f{s reduired when
the Browns Ferry Fire lastad well over two hours. A1l of the investi-

gations of the Browns Ferry Fire clearly show that if water had heen used
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immediately, the fire would have been extinguished much earlier. " Indeed
once the manual fire fighting activities were started with the use of

only one fire hose stream, the fire was extinguished within one=half hour.
The staff would find unacceptable any condition wh?ch'postUIated a fire
which could threaten safe shutdown capability that could not be controlled
and extinguished within two hours with any éombinition of manual and
automatic fire suppression activities. Therefore, a two hour water supply
is considered adequate. It should also be noted that this minimum dedicated
water voluze 1s based on I&Xflﬂ!Af1OV rates. '51n£. most fires are con~
fro11ed and extinguished with much smaller flow rates, this requirement
realistically represents a dedicated water volume far in excess of two

hours.

B. Sectional Isolation Valves, and

C. Hydrant Isolation Valves

Technical Basis

These two requirements are sim{lar and can be treated toéethor.
Proper valving s requirtd.to {solate portions of the water distribution
system for saintenance or repair without {nterrupting the water supply
to manual or autosatic fire suppression systems inside the plant. Valves
ars similarly required to permit 1solating outside yard hydrants froa
the water distribution_systzn for maintenance or repairﬁvithout {nte~
rupt.ing water supply to fire suppression systeas inside ihu'p1ant. A
v1§ua11y 1nq1;at1ng valvcs‘such as post 1pd1cator valves are preferred
so that the position of the valve can be readily determined. Howev;r,
key operated valves (commonly known as curb valves) are acceptable for

these purposes where plant specific conditions warrant their use.
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8. Section Control Valves - Comment Resolution

Many commenters stated that the requirements for “approved
visually indicating” sectional control valves was overly restrictive,
unnecessary, and not specific with respect to who should give the approval.
The Comaission has accepted this suggestion with the requiremsent now being
that sectional control vaives shall be provided to {solate portions of
the fire main for maintenance or repair without shutting off the entire
system, with post indicator or key operated valves mentioned is two
examples of acceptable valves.

C. Hydrant Block Valves = Comment Resolution

A nunber of commenters made suggestions for rewording this section.

This section has been clarified to stats the requiresent for capability
to isolate hydrants froa thc f{ire main without disrupting the water supply
to autoceatic or manual fire suppression systems {in any area containing,
or prasenting a firo hazard to, safety-related or safe shutdown equipment.

One commenter suggested that this requirement be dropped in its
entirety since it "is a new requirement which has not been subjected to
the peer review process.” This suggestion was rejectad on the basis that
tha Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 contains the following sentence: “The
lataral to each hydrant from the yard main should be controlled by a
visuil1y indicating or kay gporltnd-(curb) valve,” and there was an |
opportunity to comsent on this document.

D. Manual Fire Suppression

Technical Basis .
Considarable reliance is placed on autonatic fire suppression
systems throughout a nuclear power plant. Howe@er. manual fire fighting

activities often can control and extinguish slowly developing fires
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before an automatic fire suppression systes is actuated. In addition,
fires that are controlled or axtinguished by autcmatic systems require a
certain Amqunt of manual response. Also, some areas of the plaht do not
warrant the installation of automatic fire suppression systems so tha?
manual response is the only fire suppression available for these areas.
Thus, it is important that manual fire fighting capability be present in
all areas of the plant, and standpipe and hose stations are required
throughout the plant. These standpipe and hose stations are to'be
locatad so that at least one effective hose stream can be brought to bear
at any location in the plant containing, or pre;enting.a hazard to,
structures, systeas, or components important to safety. They are to be
supplied from the fire water supply system with the exception of
containment where such standpipe and hose stations may be connected to
other relfable watar supplies {f a separate penetration into ccntaiannt
cannot be made for fire water service needs.

Comment Resolution

Several commenters suggested adding a sentence reading "Standpipe
and hose stations are not required {f sufficient justification can be
provided that adequate fire protection features have been provided to
account for a given fire arsa.® This suggestion {s rejected on the basis
that the staff has stated that the ainimum rtquifements are for “at least
one effective hose stream that will be able to reach any location that
contains or could presant an exposure fire hazard to the safety-related
equipment.” The Comaission concludes that no analyses can identify

hazards so carefully that this ainioun requirehent can be further reduced.
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€. Hydrostatic Hose Test

Technical Basis

Fire hoses should be hydrostatically tastad periodicaliy to

assure that they will not rupture during use. Thc_roquirenent for a
minioum test pressure of 300 psi comes from NFPA #1396 (National Fire
Protection Association Standard #196 - Standard for Fire Hose), a
nationally recognized consensus standard. This standard contains other
guidance for the use and care of fire hose that most industries find
useful.

Comment Resolution

Many commenters pointed out the erroneous usage of the tera
"service pressurs" rather than “operating pressure® in this requirement.
The intended meaning for this requirement {s that a1l hos& would be tested
at a pressurs greatsr than the maximum pressure found in the firn pro-
tection water distribution systems. The correct terminology is"operating
pressure.” The rule has been so changed. In addition, the staff added a
specific minfaus test pressure requirement of 300 psi to meet the NFPA
suggestions.

One commentsr also pointed out that hoses should be {nspected

for aildew, rot, cuts, or other danagc.' This 1s not an unresolved issue

with any 1i{censee so it need not be covered by this rule. In addftion,

such inspections are already being parformed in accordance with the plant's

Technical Spec{ficatiohs.. _
F. Automatic Fire Detsction

Technic:lhaasis

The requirement for automatic fire detection systems to be

installed in all areas that contain safe shutdown or safety-related systems
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or components follows generally accepted fire protection practice. Instal-
lation of Quch fire detection capability is independent of automatic or
sanual fire suppression capability in an area. The purpose of such detec-
tion systeas is to give early warning of fire cond?tions in an area that
will perait prompt actions by the fire brigade to ainimize fire damage
within the plant.

Comment Resolution

Many commenters suggested that the words "automatic fire detec-
tion capability® be substitute&.for "automatic fire detection systems"
on the bas{s that as worded the requirements are too limiting. They state
that an automatic sprinkler system with appropriats alarm check valves
and central alarn features provide acceptable detection/alarming
fapab111ty. Sevaral commentefs claimed that a separate detection system
is not needed in arsas covered by sprinkler systems equiped with fusible
1ink sprinkler heads. A fusible 1ink has a delay time before it actuates.
However, more importantly, a smocldering localized fire which couid do
damage may not generate enough heat to melt the fusible 1ink. While we
do not disagree that the alarm froam an automatic fire suppression system
serves as notification that a fire exists, we conclude that the ainimua |
rtquirenont for a separate fire detection system {n all such areas should
be retained. The fire hazards analysis may {ndeed call for a separate

supprisrfon systea, but this would be in addition io the fire detection

system. ' o
G. Protection of Safe Shutdown Capability

Technical Basis

The objective for protection of safe shutdown capability is to
assure that at least one means of achieving and maintaining sare shutdown

conditions will remain available during and after any postulated fire in
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the plant. Because it is not possible to predict the specific conditions
under which fire may occur and propagate, the design basis protective
features are specified rather than the design basis fire. Three different
means for protecting the safe shutdown capability outside of containment
are acceptable.l/ The first is separation alone of redundant sQfe shut-
down tr-ains”’af:’-é‘.‘a:sgc"i’:tfa’circuitsJ by means of 3-hour fire rated barriers.
The second is a combination of 1-hour fire rated barrier separation of
redundant safe shutdown traing,inc]uding associated circuita,and automatic
fire suppression and detection capabi]ity for both redundant trains. The
third alternative, which applies when redundant traing,inc1uding associated
c1rcu1t§,are-separated by 20 feet or more of clear space, specifies the

use of automatic fire suppression and detection systems in the area. An
alternative or dedicated safe shutdown capability that is independent of
the fire afea is required if fire protection for safe shutdown capability

cannot be provided as outlined above.

For cables and equipment needed for safe shutdown located inside of
non-inerted containments, a lesser degree of fire protection is specified
because transient exposure fires are less 1ikely inside containment during

plant operations.

Refer to Section M - Fire Barriers for the technical basis concerning

the 3-hour barrier, gnd'to Section L - Alternative and Dedicated Shutdown

Capability for the technical basis concerning safe shutdown capability.

l/The Commission's ongoing fire research program includes the testing of
replicate fire protection configurations representing a spectrum of
alternatives. The results of this program may change the acceptable
alternatives. Until these tests are completed, the specification of a

1-hour fire rated barrier {s, in the absence of a plant specific fire
hazards analysis, substantially preferable to the use of fire retardant
coatings permitted by Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1.
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Comment Resolution

Many commentars suggested that tﬁe first paragraph be changed
s1ightly and the rest of this section deleted. The basis for their con-
tantion is that the rule should state simply the requirement to protect
cables or equipment of systems necessary for safe shutdown of the plant
and leave specific implementation details in some other type document.

We have modified this action by removing the 1isting of cqnsiderations.
deleting Table 1, and revising the wording to provide clarifications.
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H. Fire Brigade, and

i. Fire Brigade Training .

Technical Basis

Most modern industrial plants with replacement cost values
approaching those of a modern nuclear powered electric generating station
have a full-time, fully equipped fire department including motorized fire
apparatus. Due to the reduced severity of fire hazards in a nuclear gener-
ating station as compared to a manufacturing p1adt, we believe that it
is not necussary to mandate a ful!y staffed fire departaent. However,
manual firse response capability is required at a nuclear plant and a
properly equipped and fully trained fire brigade wiil satisfy this need.
The Comnission has determined that a brigade size of five persons consti-
tutes the mininum size that would be permitted oilprasentiy licensed
plants so as to assure that sufficient manpower will be availzble to
perform the actions which may be required by the brigade during the fire
and the provide some margin for unanticipated events.g/ Similarly, the
trafning requirements tﬁat have been listed are those that are considered
minimum to assure that the fire brigade will be able to function as expectad
dﬁring any fire eaergency.

The proposed rule required emergency breathing apparatus without
spccffying the number of such piecas of apparatus. The rule has been
madified to specify the personnel for whom such apparatus {s to be
provided and %o specify reserve air requirements.

H. Fire Brigads < Conment Resolution

Many commenters suggested reducing this requirement to a simple

statement that a trained and equipped nominal size site fire brigade of

2;IThis is discussed at length {n the NRC staff's “Evaluation of Minimum
Fire Brigade Shift Size", dated June 8, 1979, available from David P.
Notley, Office of Standards Development.
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five people should be provided on each shift unless a lesser numder {s -
Justifiead. These recommended changes are rejected by the Commission on

the basis that the rtquiremen; as w;ittzn states the ainipua acceptable
requirenents for a fire brigade regardless of which presently licensed

nuclear power facility is fnvolved. '

Some commenters objected to the exclusion of the shift supervisor
froa the fire brigade. The main thrust of thefr argument was that the
shift supervisor should go to the fire and provide the benefit of his
expartise and authofity. This rule would not prevent this. However,
the shift supervisor may have to go elsewhers during the course of a fire
that adversly affects plant operation. The fire brigade leader must stay
with the fire fighting effort and have no other resporsibilities so long

as the fire emergency exists.
1. Fire Brigade Training -~ Comment Resolution

Many commentars have stated that we have gone {nto unnecessary
detail spelling out specific requirezents for the classroom instruction,
fire ffghting practice, and fire drills. Come have looked for justifi-
cation for this statesent in the fact that this is much more detailed
than anything the Comission has pudblished with regard to operator training.
The -Comi{ssion horg-points out that scst of the investigations cf the
.TMI accident {dentif{ed {nadequately trafned operatdrs as an {mportant
factor and that wark {s now being done in this area. The fact seems to
be not so much that the training requirements spelled out here for fire
brigade are ¢Xcessivo vhcn cozpared to training requirements for reactor
operators, but simply that this fire brigade training {s further along
in dmvc1opmtn; and training parameters have been {dentified which are

essentfal to a comprehensive progranm,
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J. Emergency Lighting

Technical Basis

Ezergency 1ighting {s required {n all nuclear power plants.
Battery puwered 1ights with capacities of 1 1/2 - z_héurs is usually
sufficient for cmorgency.ogrnss. However, the posi f{re emergency lighting
requirements in a nuclear power plant are of a diffarent kind. The need
fs for lighting which aids the access to equipment and componerts that
pust be manually operated by plant personnel to effect safe plant shutdown
during plant emergencies. Because such activities say extend over a
considerable period-of time both during and after the fire, it {s prudent °
to provide 8-hour battery emergency 1ighting capability to allow su’ficient
time for normal lighting tokbc restored with a iargin for unanticipated
events. |

Comment Resolution

Many commentars have stated that the requirement for emergency
1ighting 1s overly restrictive in three specifics: first, that esergency

1ighting 1s unnecessary in sany of the areas specified; second, that

the requiresent for sealed beam or flourescent units is overly restric-
tive; third, that the requiresent for {ndividual s-hour} ninimm battery
power supply is excessive. " Thlru were 3 cocmenters who recommended a
2-hour battary power suﬁb!y. 5 recomended a plant-specific power supply,
and 1 recommended thit there should be no permanent installation.

These suggestions have not been accepted. Lighting units with -
8-hour battary supplies are to be provided {n all areas noeded for -
operation of safe shutdown cqufpncnt and 1n a;bess and egress routas
‘thersts. The reasoning behind the requiresent for 8-hour minimua battery
power supply {s that thers can be a great deal of other activity during
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a fire emergency such that operators {nvolved in safe plant shutdown should
not also have to be concerned with 1ighting in the area. The small cost
differential between 2 minfsum 2-hour supply and the substantial addi-
tional protection afforded by tha 8~hour supply does not warrant reducing
this requirement. In fact, as already discussed, the staff will assess
whether previously approvad systems should be upgraded.

K. Administrative Controls

Technical Basis

The fire protection prograr uses administrative controls for
fire proveption and pre=fire planning. The items 1isted in this section
are generally accepted within the firs protection community as minimum
requirements for an effective administration of the fire protection program.
Controls are placed on the storage and use of combustible materials to
reduce the fire loading in safety-related areas, and on ignition sources
to aveid careless operations. Actions to be taken by individuals who discover
a fire and by the fire brigade for development of pre-planned fire fighting
strategies and actual fire fighting tcchniques'art controlled.

Comnent Resolution

Many commenters stated that this requirement was much too detafled
for a fnguiation. Some stated that the reguirements should be onTy for
areas having safc.shutdcwn equipment. Othir commenters statad that a
simple statement that administrative procedures should be established to
control the varfous fire hazards throughout the plant was sufficient and
that tho'other details could be spelled out in a fegulatory guide or some
othar similar docuzent. |

Minor changes have been made in the wording of this requirement for

clarification. However, as with each of the other requirements in this
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Appendix R, only those levels of detail were put fn that were deered

necassary to clearly specify requiresents.
L.  Alternative and Dedicated Shutdown Capability

Technical Basis

In some locations (such &s the cable spreading room) within
cperating nuclear power plants that have already been built, it is not
always possible and/orApracticabje to protect redundant safe shutdown
systems against adverse effects of fire or fire suppression activities
through the use only of fire proter*ion features because of the proximity
of redundant safe shutdown systems Jocated in the given fire area.
Altarnative shutdown capability has been usu;11y required to be incepend-
ent of the control room, cable spreading room, switchgear rooms and cable
riser areas because they contain most or all redundant systems. When
plant aodifications to proQide altarnative shutdown systems are extensive,
a dedicated sysien say be provided which is essentially a minimum capabil-
ity safe shutdown train which is 1ndependent from those already existing.
This minipun capability is required to maintain the process variables
within thosa values predictad for a loss of offsite power. The case of
loss of offsita power is assuved because fires in certain circumstancas
(e.g., electrical distribution systeas) cou!d cause or be related to such
2 loss. Reactor lakcup sust bc adequate for normal leakage, coolant
| shrinkage and losses due to adverse valve actions. Fire damage to cold
shutdown capability is 1imitad to that which can be repaired within
72 hours to provide a margin in achieving cold shutdown conditions.
Consideration {s given to associated circuits Because most plants were
not designed with this concept 1n mind. Should efther the alternative
or dedicated capabil{ty be gequired to function because of a fire, it
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must rot be disabled by fire damage to associated circuits. This capabil-
1ty dces not have to meet the single fajlure critarfon because it {is only
one of several levels of defenses. gcfsnic Category I criteria are not I
{imposed because fires which would require the installation of alternative

or dedicatad shutdown capability ars not scismica11§ {nduced,

Comment Resolution

Many of the commentars stated that this requirement cxceeded
the scope of the Appendix R by defining alternative shutdown requirements.
They have stated that the tice requirements are excessive and should be
dropped. They &lso contand that this regulation takes no account of the
many plant reviews being conducted under the éystematic Evaluation Program
(SEP).

It {s generally understood that cold shutdown is the ultimate safe
shutdown condftion and that for sach fire area different means may be
used and necessary to achieve cold shutdown. Because a fire in certain
areas at some plants would have the capabilfty of disthing.systems
required to achieve both hot and cold shutdown, 1t is necessary tb specify
“the ai{nfous capabiifty and time requirement for each condit{on necessary

to achieve safe shutdown. We agree that evaluations being made under

the Systesatic Evnluafion Prograa (SEP) may also cail for alternative or |
dedicatad shutdown cipabilfty for reasons other than fire protection.

For example, sefsaic, flooding, or emergency core cooling requiresants
resulting from SEP may require additional modifications. Each [
licensee should be aware of the status of the SEP so that the requir.-
menté resulting from SEP can be effectively integrated

with those relating to fire protection to the extent possible. However,
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the Comnfssion has decided that the modifications required to coapleta
the fire protection program should not be deferred until the SEP review
{s coupleted.

M. Fire Barriers

Technical Basis

The best fire protection for redundant trains of safe shutdown
systens {s separation by an unpferced fire barrier - walls and/or ceiling-
floor assamblies. Because these barriers are passive fire protection
features, they ars innherently reliable provided that they are properly
installed and maintained. Fire barriers have been used successfully for
many years to subdivide large potential fire losses fnto smaller, accep~
table risks. Even fire barriers with openings have successfully inter
rupted the progress of many fires, provided the openings were properly
protected by fire doors or other acceptable means.

Fire barriers are “rated” for fire resistance by being exposed
to a "standard test fire". This standard test fire {s defined by the
American Society for Testing and Mater{als in their "Standard for Fire
Resistance of Buiidfnq Haterial;“. ASTM E-119. Fire barriers are com~
monly rated as having a fire resistance from 1.to 8 hours.  Most
“Improved 81:&“ or “Highiy Protectad Risk* (so c1a§s1f10d by {nsurance
c#rrigrs) industria) properties in the United States require fire barriers
to have resistance rating of 2 to 4 hours.

Due to the generally Tow fire load, but considering the serious
potantial consequenceé of fire in a nuclear power plant, 3 hours has been
selected as an acceptable required fire resfstance rating for fire bar-
riers separating redundant trains *or safe shutdown systems. This will

give ample time for automatic and manual fire suppression activities to

25 Enclosure AT /



A, B&C

[7590-01]

control any potential fire, and for safe shutdewn activities to properly
control the reactor. Many plants that are already built and operating
have both trains of safe shutdown ;quipment located in close proximity
to each other such that a single fire could damage an& destroy the func-
tional capability of both redundant trains. 1If specific plant conditions
preclude the {nstallation of & 3-hour fire barrier to separate the redundant
trains, a 1-hour fire barrier and autosatic fire suppression for each
redundant train {s gonsidcrod equivalant to the passive protection afforded
by & 3-hour barrier alone.
If th2 minioun protection (1-hour f{re barrier and autcamatic

fire suppression for each redﬁbdant train) cannot be pfovided &u; to plant
specific conditions, alternative or dedicated shutdewn capability will
be required to assure safe shutdown capability. The use of a 1l-hour barrier
in conjunction with automatic fire suppression and detection for each redundant]
train of cafe shutdown equipmen{ {s based on the following cons‘derations.
Automatic suppression {s required to ensure a prompt, effactive applica-
tion of suppressant to a fire that could endanger safe shutdown capability.
The detection and activation of an autopatic system does reguira some
timn for the development of smoke and/or heat. Therefore, a 1-hour barrier
is provided to ensure that fire dazage will be 1imited to one train until |
the fire s extinquished. . |

These requirements have now been incorporated in Section II1.G. =

Fire Protection of Safety Functions.

Conment Resolution

Several comsenters made a number of suggd&tions of an editorial nature.
One suggestion was to add "or unless other fire protection features have

been provided to ensure equivalent protection," {n the first paragraph
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whare 3-hour rated fire barriars were stipulated unless a lower rating
was justified by the fire hazards‘analysis. The Commission feedls that
this adds nothing in the way of clarification and the suggesticn is not
adopted. In the second paragraph, the requirement was made that structural
stael forming a part of or supporting any fire barrier shall have fire
resistance equivalent to that required of the barrier. An example was
then given of metal lath and plaster covering as being cne means of provid-
ing such equivalent protection. Several commenters stated that they
thought this was too narrow and would be interpreted by certain pecple
as the only acéeptab]o sethod permitted. Since it seemed to be confusing
and was only.an exanple, the decision was mzade to drop {t. Other comments
that the requirement was excessively restrictive with regard to fire
barrier penetrations, including vent{1ation systems and doors, frames,
anc hardware have been accepted because there were no unresolved issues
relating to thesea requirements and thosa statements were deleted.

N. Fire Barrier Cable Panetration Seal Qualification

Technical Basis

Unpierced fire barriers offar the bc;t protection for separat-
ing redundant trains of safety-related or safe shutdown equipment. How
.tver. these barriers aust be pierced for both control and power cables
to these very same safuty-reTitcd s}stemé. Such penetrations must be
sealed to give fire resistance equivalent to that required of the barrier
that is pierced. The ASTM standard £-119 {s the national consensus
standard for tasting and rating the cab]c_pcﬁctration seals used in such
firt barriers. .Sincc the cables coﬁduct the heat through the barrier,

and since the cable insulation {s combustible, the acceptance critaria
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relating to temperature on the unexposed side must be appropriately
modified.

Comment Resolution

Some coamenters suggested that this entire section be deleted
and replaced with the following two sentences: "Peanetration seals shall
provide the equivalent protection which {s required of the fire barrier.
Evaluation of the penctration‘soals based upon a design review and reie-
vent test data or qualification tests may be nade.“ The justification
for this commenter's positfon is that sufficient test data are available
to permit evaluation of design requirements without full scale mockup
testing, and that many of the details spelled out in the regulation such
as the watar hose stream test, are too detajled and do not belong in such
regulation. The Comaission has reconsidered this issue and revised the
rule to: (2) require the use of only non-combustible materials in tlie
construction of such fire barrier penetration s§a1s; (b) requira such
fire barrier penetration seals to be qualified by test; and (c) require
such tests to satisfy certain acceptance criteria.

0. Fire Doors -

Technical Basis

Door openings in fire walls constitute another br:ach which
nust be protected. Fire doors that tht been tested and rated for car
tain firo exposures are installed to protect thase openings. Fire doors
frequently fail to protect openings they are installed in becausa they
are not fully closed. - Various means are componly used {n the better
protected properties to assure that fire doors are in proper operating
concdition and that they will be closed during a fire. These options
have been listed in Appendix R.
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Comment Resolution

Many commenters have stated that this requirement {s also too
detailed and most of the requirements should be deleted. Minor editorial
changes have been made in order to more clearly state the requirements
of the staff; however, for the reasons mentioned above, essentially all
of the detail resains.

P. Reactor Coolant Pump Lubrication System

Technical Basis

Each reactor coolant pump motor asse&b1y typically contains

14G to 220 gallons of lube ofl. Qi1 leaking froa some portions of the

Tube o0f1 system say come in contact with surfaces that are hot enough to
fgnite the oil. Therefore, an 0il collection system is necessary to
collect any leaking oil and to prevent if from becoming a fire hazard

by draining it to a safe location. The resuliting fire could be large,
and access for fighting such a fire would be delayed due to the time
required to enter the containment. Containment air temperature would
increase, with severe localized environments in the area of the fire

and generation of large amount of smoke. Such effects could affect
operability of safety-related equipment inside containment. Such effects
could be an random occurrence or could be seismically induced because the
existing lube 01l system piping and o1l collection systems may not be

designed to withstand a design basis seismic event.

Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 states that for operating plants,
“posthIatcd fires or fire protcctfon system failures need not be con-
sidered concurrent with other plant accidents or the most severe natural
phenomena.” This was based on considering the random occurrence of a
fire at the same time as scme natural phenoﬁenon. However, General Design

Criterfon 2 Design bases for protection against natural phenomena requires

that stfuctures. systeas, and components important to safety be designed
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to withstand the effects of e;rthquakes without loss of capability to
perform their safety function. Regulatory Guide 1.29 "Seismic Lesign
Classification,” describes an acceptable method for identifying and
classifying those features of light-water-cooled nuclear power plants
that should be designed to withstand the affects of the Safe Shutdown
Earthquake. 1In this guide, paragraph C.1 applies to systems that are
requirid to remain functional to assure heat removal capability; para-
graph C.2 applies to systems that do not have to remain functional for
that purpose, but whose failure could reduce the functioning of thosa
systems covered by paragraph C.1. The reactor coolant pump of1 collec~
tion system is covered by paragraph C.2 because its function is required
to protect safety systems rather than tb perform a safety function.
Because, the failure of the 0il collection system for a seismica]]y induced [
reactor coolant pump 0i1 fire should not prevent a safety system from

performing {ts safety function (Regulatory Guide 1.29, "Seismic Design

Classification," paragraph C.2). The 0i1 collection system should be desiqned” |

. engineered, and fnstalled so that failure will not lead to a fire affecting

safety-related equipment as a result of an earthquake.
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The proposed rule parmitted two alternatives - an oil collection sys-
tem or an automatic fire suppression system. We have deleted the alterna-
tive of the suppression system because unacceptable damage may result to
the safety systems from the burning of of1 before the suppression system is
actuated. In addition, these pumps are 1ocafed within the biological shield
inside containment, therefors, timely fire brigade action would be difficult
if the suppression system ma]functions; Further, if the suppression system
becomes inoperable during operation, a fire watch cannot be stationed in the '
area during operation.

Comment Resalution

A number of commentsrs again havé suggested that this section fis
too detailed and should be substantially reduced. This requirement was
changed to delete the option of protecting the reactor coolant pump lubri-
cation system with an automatic fire suppression system. We have modified
the rule to {ndicate that the requirement that the ofl collection system be
designed to-providc resonable assurance that it will withstand the safe
shutdown earthquake can be met by satisfying paragraph C.2. of Regulatory
Guide 1.29, "Saisaic Design Classification,” as described above.

Q. Associated Circuits

Technical Basis

' When considering the consequences of a fire in a given fire
area, 1n evaluating the safa shutdown capabilities of a plant, we must be
able to conclude that one train of equipment that can be used immediately
- to bring tha reactor to hot shutdown conditions remains unaffected by that
fire. We must also be abla to conclude that damage to'pne train of equip-
ment usad for achieving cold shutdown will be 1imited such that the equip-
ment can be returned to an operable condition within 72 hours. (See Sec-

tion 111 G - Protection of Safe Shutdown Capability - Technical
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Basis.) In the fife hazards analysis for a plant, the equipment which

will be depended upon to perform both of those functions must be identified
for each fire area. It follows that any associated non-safety circuits |
in the fire area which could adversely affect the identified shutdown
equipment by feeding back potentially disabling, conditions (e.g., hot

shorts or shorts to qround) to the power supplies or control circuits of

that equipment must also be evaluated and such deseibbime conditionSmust be I
prevented. Otherwise, reliance on.the identified safe shutdown equipment
cannot be ensured.

These requirements have ast been incorporated in Section 111.G and III.L.I;

Alternative and Dedicated Shutdown Capabiiity.

Comment Resolution

Many commenters state that this requirement should be deleted
because many older plants did not consider associated circuits in their
design and this {s, therefore, a new design requirement. They add that
the analysis that will be required to satisfy this requirement. will be
both Tong and complicated, and the requirements should therefare be
deleted. _

The staff rnjectod these suggestions for the following reasons.

1. Virtuljiy all of the fire protection modifications made to date
have been required to correct deficiencies that resulted from lack of
consideration of certain specific {teas duriﬁg'initial design and construc-
tion. .

2. The brawns Ferry fire showed the necessity of divisional separa-
tion of the associated circuit of the control cable to prevent disabling
of safety systems by a single fire. This has been discussed with 11c§nsees

during evaluations of alternative and dedicated shutdown capability and
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{s necessary to assure that safe shutdown systems will be able to function
properly in the event of fire.

3. The staff considers any fire hazard analysis incomplete that
does not consider the effects of fire damage to circuits that are
associated with safe shutdown circuits.

As indicated above, as.a result of the comments received on this
{ssue, it is unc1eqf tnat associated circuits have in fact been adequately
considered by licensees in their reviews using the guidance of Appendix A
to BTP APCSB 9.5-1. The NRC staff will look into the nature of protection
actually provided with respect to this {ssue as a result of previous fire
protection reviews to determine whether this expifcit requirement should
be made applicable to previously approved plants.

General Comments Rcso1utfon:

Several commenters contended that Comnission regulations mandate
that an adjudicatory hearing be conducted prior to a final decision, with
one commentar labeling the regulation aﬁ "order' within the meaning of
the Adainistrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. §551(6)) (APA) and asserting
that 10 CFR.§2.204 of the Comnission's regulations, "Order for Modiffcation
of License,” applies to this rulemaking proceeding.

The Comission disgqree; with these comments. A "rule® is defined
fn the APA to mean “the whola or a part of an agency statement of general
or particular applicabil{ty and futur§ effect designed to implement ...
or prescribe law or policy..." (5 U.S.C. §551(4)). Tha agency action
qucsﬁioned here {s clearly one which treats simiTaély situaﬁcd Ticensees
equally and which prescribes future conduct or requirements. For those
1icensees who have not already provided an equivalent level 6? fire pro-

tection, certain specific fire protection features are required. Various
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of these requirements would apply to approximately 40 facilfties. The
commenter's characterization of the rule as an order and its assertion
that 10 CFR §2.204 mandatas a hearing before the rule becomes final is
incorrect. On its facs that regulation (which dod; grant a hearing right)
applies only to Commission orders which modify a 11cense.§/ It does not
apply to requirements resulting from rulemaking conducted fui]y in accor-
dance with the requirgments of law.

Several commenters contended that the environmental {mpact had not
been adequately addressed, with one commenter contending that the
Comission relied upon {ts staff's “unsupported determination that,
pursuant ts 10 CFR §51.5(d), an environmental impact statement, appraisail,
or negative declﬁration {s not required,"™ citing the requirements in
Section ITI.A of Appendix R for two water supplies and two senarate
redundant sections as examples of requirements involving eavironmental
issues. The Commission has considersd Section III.A., and has further
cons{dered the remaining requirements of Appendix R, and remains con-
vinced that the regulations are non-substantive and insignificant from
the standpoint of environmenta) {mpact.

One comrenter suggestad that all plants be required to install
dedicated shutdown cap~hility. The Comaisziun does not agree. We believe
that the Commission's ovofaII fire protection program involvirg extansive
plant specific fire otection modifications that are based on guidance
s;t forth 1nABranch Technical Position BTP APCSB 9.5-1 and it. Appendix
A, and the specific requirements of Appendix R to resolve disputed {ssues,
provide adequate fire protection. '

37 Tt should also be noted that Section 2.204 s codified in Subpart B
to 10 CFR Part 2. The scope of Subpart B {s specifically limitad to

“cases {nitiated by the staff... to impose requirements by order
on a licensee.” (emphasis supplied) 10 CFR §2.200(a).
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One commerter stated that the ambiquity of the proposed regulation
with regard to critical {tems requires that it be renoticed. The commenter
referenced three portions of the proposea Appendix R as examples of sﬁch
ambiguity. They were Section III.G.; Section [II.N.; and Section III.Q.

We have reviewed iheau examples.

In reference to the fir * axample, the commenter stated that the
first paragraph of Section 111.G. identifies alternative shucdown capabil-
ity as an opticnal protective feature and that paragraph III.G.2.c. then
identifies alternative shutdown capability as a minimum fire protection
feature. We do not agree with this statement. The first paragraph of
Section I1II.6. identifies alternative shutdown capability as one option
in a combination of fire protection features for a specific fire area.
Paragraph I11.G.3. 1indicates when this option should be used. |

In reference to the second example, the commenter stated that
Section III.N. requires a pressure different{al across the test specimen
during the testing of fire barrier penetration seals but fails to define
the pressure differential. This comment is incorrect. The pressure
differential called for by the proposed provision was the maxinmum pressure
differential that the barrier would experience in the specific plant
fnstallation. In any event, the requiriment for presﬁure differential
during such testing has been deleted since only non-éémbust1b1e maﬁer1a1
is now being used for such seals.

In reference to the thfrd éxamp]o.'thc commenter stated that Section III.Q.
is totally lacking in definition. ha do not agree. Footnote 6 references
Regulatory Guide 1.75 and IEEE 384-1974. The latter document i{s a commonly
used industry standard which defines associated circuits and‘provides
guidance for assuring such circuits do not compromise the {r-~ependence

of the shutdown circuits that they are associated with.
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Based on the above examples, and our review of the other provisions -
of the proposed rule, we do not believe that the rule as proposed was
ambiguous so as to require renoticing. Moreaver, it should be noted that,
based on other comments received on the proposed reguhtfdns, other
commenters demonstratad a thorough understanding of the proposed requirements.
Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended, and Section 552 and 553 of Title
5 of the United States Code, notice {s hereb'y given that the following
anendments to Title 10, Chapter I, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 50,

are published as a document subject to codification.
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PAKT 50 - DOMESTIC LICENSING OF
PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION FACILITIES

1. Section 50.48 is revised in 1§§.entirety_go_read as follows:
§ 50.48 Fire Protection. _ _ :

(a) Each ope;ating nuclear powef facility shall have a fire protec-
tion plan that satisfies Criterion 3 of Appendix A to this part. This fire
protection plan shall describe thg cverall fire protection program for
the facility, identify the various.positions within the licensee's organi-
zation that are responsible for the program, state the authorities that
are delegated to each of these positions to implement those responsibili-
ties, and outline the plans for fire protection, fire detection and sup-
pression capability, and 1imitation of fire damage. The plan shall also
describe specific features necessary to {oplement the program described
above, such as: adoinistrative controls and personnel requirements for
fire prevention and sanual fire suppression activities; automatic and
marually operated fire detection and suppression systems; and qéans to
1{mit fire damage to structures, systems or components important to
safety so that the capability to safely shut down the plant {s ensured.4/

5/Basic fire protection guidance for nuclear power plants {s contained in
two NRC documents: : :

+ Branch Technical Position Auxiliary Power Conversion System Branch
BTP APCSB 9.5-1, "Guidelines for Fire Protection for Nuclear Power
Plants," = for new plants docketed after July 1, 1976, dated May 1976.

+ Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1, "Guidelines for Fire Protection for
Nuclear Power Plants Docketed Prior to July 1, 1976," - for plants
that were operating or under various stages of design and/or con-
struction before July 1, 1976, dated August 23, 1976.

Also see Notse 5
(Continued)
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(b) Appendix R to this part establishes fire protection features
required to satisfy Criterion 3 of Appendix A to this part with respect
to certain generic {ssues for nuclear power plants licensed to operate
prior to January 1, 1979. The provisions of Appendix R to this part shall
rot be applicable to nuclear power plants licensed to operate prior to
January 1, 1979, to the extent that fire protection features propossd or
implemented by the licensee have been accapted by the NRC staff as satisfying
the provisions of Appendix A to Branch Technical Position BTP APCS3 9.5-1
as§/ reflected in staff fire protection safety evaluation reports {ssued
prior to the effective date of this rule, or to the extent that fire protection
features were accepted by the staff in comprehensive fire protection s;fety
evaluation reports {ssued before Appendix A to Branch Technical Position
BTP APCSB 9.5-1 was published in August 1976. With respect to all other
fire protection features covered by Appendix R, all nuclear power p]ahts
licensed to operate prior to January 1, 1979 shall satisfy the applicable
raquirements of Appendix R to this part.

§/C1ar1f1cat10n and guidance with respect to permissible alternatives to
satisfy Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 has been provided in four other
NRC documents.

+ "Supplementary Guidance on Information Needed for Fire Protection
Evaluation,” datad October 21, 1976.

.+ “Sample Technical Specification," dated May 12, 1977.

. “Nuclear Plant Fire Protection FunctionaI.RbspdnsibiIities, Admin{~
strative Control and Quality Assurance," dated June 14, 1977.

« Manpower Requirements for Operating Reactors," dated May 11, 1978.

A Fire Protection Safety Evaluation Report, that has been issued for
each operating plant, identifies how these guidelines were applied

to each facility, and open fire protection issues that will be resolved
when the facility satis{fies the appropriate requirements of Appendix R

to this part.
36 Enclosure ")‘ /



A, B&C
[7590-01]

(c) A1l fire protection modifications required of plants

to satisfy the provisions of Appendix R or directly

affected by such requirements shall be'completed on the following

schedule:

(i) Those fire protection features that involve revisions
of administrative controls, manpower cnanges, and training, shall
be implemented within 30 days after the effective date of this
section and Appendix R to this part.

(ii) Those fire protection features that involve installation
of modifications that do not require prior NRC approval or plant
shutdown shall be implemented within 9 months after the effectfve
date of this section and Appendix R to this part.

(111) Those fire protection features, except for those requiring
prior NRC approval by paragraph (v) of this section, that involve
installation of modifications that do require plant shutdown and
are so justified in the plans and schedules required by the provisions
of paz:?:azrlfv) of this section shall be implemented before startnp
aftergthe first refueling outage, other planned outage that lasts
for at least 60 days, or unplanned outage that lasts for at least
120 days, that begins at least 180 days after the effective date of
this section and Appendix R to this part,

(iv) Those fire protection features that require prior NRC
approval by paragraph (v) of this section, shall be implemented within
the following schedule: Dedicated shutdown systems-30 months after
NRC approval. Modifications requiring plant shutdown-end of first
refueling outage, other planned outage that lasts for at least 60 days, o
unplanned outage that lasts for at least 120 days, after NRC approval.
Modifications not requiring plant shutdown-6 months after NRC approval.
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(v) Licensees shall make any modifications necessary to comply with
these requirements in accordance with the above schedule without prior review

and approval by NRC except for modifications required by Section 111.6.3

of Appendix R to this part. Licensees shall submit plans and schedules
for meeting the provisions of paragraphs (ii), 1441), and (iv), within

30 days after the effective date of this section and Appendix R to
this part. Licensees shall submit design descriptions of modifications
needed to satisfy Section I11.G.3. of Appendix R to this part‘within 30 I
days after the effective date of this section and Appendix R to this

part.
(d) Fire protection features accepted by the NRC staff in Fire

Protection Safety Evaluation Reports referred to in paragraph (b) of this
section, and supplements to such reports, o}her than features covered by
paragraph (c), shall be completed as soon as practicable but no later
than the completion date currently specified in license conditions or
technical specifications for such facility, or the date determined by
subdivisions (d)(i) through (d)(iv), which ever is socner, unless the
Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation determines, upon a showing by
the licensee, that there is good cause for extending such date and that
the public health and safety is not adversely affected by such extenﬁon.
Extensions of such date shall not exceed the dates determined by sub-
paragraphs (c)(i)'through (e)(iv). |

(i) Those fire protection features that involve revisions of

administrative controls, manpower changes, and training shall be

implemented within 4 months after the date of the NRC Staff Fire Protection

ok
Evaluation Report accepting pf'requiring such features,
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(i1) Those fire protection features involving installation of
modifications not requiring prior approval or plant shutdown shall be
implemented within 12 months after the date of the NRC Staff Fire
Protection Safety Evaluation Report accepting or requiring such

features.

(ii1) Those fire protection features, including alternate
shutdown capability, 1nvolving-installation of modifications requiring
~ plant shutdown shall be implemented during -the first refueling outage,
other planned outage that lasts for at least 60 dayf’or unplanned
outage tinat last for at least 120 days, that begins 9 months or more
after the date of the NRC Staff Fire Protection Safety Evaluation Report
accepting or requiring such features.

(iv) Those fire protection features involving dedicated shutdown

éapability requiring new buildings and systems shall be implemented within

30 months ew NRC approval. Other modifications requiring NRC approval

prior to installation shall be implemented within 6 months after NRC

approval,
lconsad o operarsf
(e) Nuclear power faci]ities,‘mw- after January 1,

1979, and before January 1, 1981, shall complete all fire protection
modifications needed.to satisfy Criterion 3 of Appendix A of this part in

accordance with the provisjbns of their licenses. ‘

2., A new Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50 is added to read as follows:
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APPENDIX R - FIRE PROTECTION PROGRAM FOR NUCLEAR POWER FACILITIES
OPERATING PRIOR TO JANUARY 1, 1979

I. INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE

This Appendix applfss to 1{censed nuclear power electric generating
stations that were opnrating prior to January 1, 1979, except to the extent
set forth in 10 CFR §50.48(b). With respect to certain generic {ssues
for such facilities it sets forth fire protection features required to
sat{sfy Criterion 3 of Appendix A to this part.ﬁl

Critarion 3 of Appendix A to ihis part specifies that “Structures,
systems, and cosponents {eportant to safety shall be designed and locatad
to ainimize, consistent with other safety requirements, the probability
and effect of fires and explosions.”

When considering the effects of fire, those systems associated with
achfieving and saintaining safe shutdewn conditions assume major importance
to safety because damage to thea can lead to core damage resulting froa
loss-of-coolant through boil-off.

The phrases “{mportant to safety,” or "safety related," will be used
-throughout this Appendix R as applying to all safety functions. The
phrase "safe shutdown” will be used throughout this Appendix R as applying
to both Hot and Cold Shutdown functions. |

Because fire may affect safe shutdown systems, and becausa the loss
of function of systems used to mitigate the consequences of design basis
accidents under post-fire condigions per se does not impact public safety,

the need to limit fire damigc to systems required to achieve and maintain

87 See footnota 4.
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safe shutdown conditions {s greater than the need to 1imit fire damage
to those systems required to mftigate the consequences of design basis
accidents. Threes levels of fire damage 1imits are established according

to the safety function of the structure, system or component:

Safety Function Fire Damage Limits

Hot Shutdown - One train of equipment necessary to achieve
Hot Shutdown from either the control room or
emergency control station(s) must be maintained
free of fire dam397 by a single fire, including
an exposure fire -

Cold Shutdown Both trains of equipment necessary to achieve
Cold Shutdown may be damaged by a single
fire, including an exposure fire, but damage
must be Jimited so that at least one train
can be repaired, or made operable, within
72 hours using on site capability.

Design Basis Both trains of equipment necessary for mitiga-
Accidents tion of consequences following llesign Basis
?gcidents may be damaged by a single exposure
r‘l

The most stringent f1re damage 1imit shall apply for those systems
that fall into more than one category. Redundant systems used to mitigate
the consequences of other Design Basis Accidents but not necessary for
safe shutdown may be lost to a single exposure fire. However, protec-
tion shz11 be provided such that a fire within only one such system will

not damage the redundant systea.

Z/Exnosurc Fire. An exposure fire {s a fire in a given area {nvolving
elther insitu or transient combustibles, external to any structures,
systems or components that are located in, or adjacent to, that
same area. The effects of such fire (e.g., smoke, heat, or ignition)
can adversely affect those structures, systems or components important
to safety. Thus, a fire involving one train of safe shutdown equipment
may constitute an exposure fire for the redundant train located in the
same area, and a fire {nvolving combustibles other than either redundant
trajn may constitute an exposure fire to both redundant trains located
in the same area. ‘ '
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This Appendix applies only to licensed nuclear power electric generat-

ing stations operating prior to January 1, 1979.

11. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

A. Fire Protection Program

A fire protection program shall be established at each plant.
The program shall establish the fire protection policy for the protec-
tion of structures, systems, and components important to safety at each
plant and the procedures, equipment, and personnel required to 1mp1am0ht
the program at the plant site.

The fire protection program shall be under the direction of an
individual who has been de]egéted authority commensurate with the respon-
sibiIifies of the position, and who has available staff personnel knowledge-
able in both fire protection and nuclear safety.

The fire protection program shall extend the concept of defense<
in-depth to fire protection in firs areas important to safety, with the
following objectives:

. to prevent fires from starting:;

. to detect rapidly, control, and extinguish promptly those
fires that do occur;

. to provide protection for structures, systems, and components
{mportant to safety so that a fire that is not promptly extin-
guished by the fire suppression activities will not prevent
;ho'safo.shutdawn of the plant. |

B. Fire Hazards Analysis

A fire hazards analysis shall be performed by qualified fire

protection and reactor systems engineers to: (1) consider potential in
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situ and transient fire hazards; (2) determine the consequences of fire
in any location {n the plant on the ability to safely shut down the
reactor or on the ability to minimize and control the release of radio-
activity to the environment; and (3) specify fire protecticn measures
for fire prevention, fire detection, suppression, and containment, Snd
alternative shutdown capability as required for each.fire area con-
taining structures, system; and components 1mportaq} to safety in
accordance with NRC guidelines and regulations.

C. Fire Prevention Features

Fire protection features shall meet the following gereral
requirements for all fire areas which contain, or present a
fire hazard to, structures, systems, or components important to safety.

1. In situ fire hazards sha]T.be ident{fied and protected.

2. Transient fire hazards aésociated with normal opération,
maintenance, repair, or modification activities shall be
identified and eliminated where posiible. Those transient
fire hazards that can not be eliminated shall be controlied
and protected.

3. Fire detéctfon systeas, portat’'e extinguishers, and stand-
pipe and hose stations shall be installed.

4. ‘Fire barriers and/or automa;ié suppression systems shall
be installed to protect redundant systems or components

vnacessary for safe shutdown.

‘5. A site fire brigade shall be established, trained, and
equipped and shall be on site at all times.

6. Fire detection and suppression systems shall be designed, -
installed, maintained, and tested by personrel properly
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qualified by experience and training in fire protection
systems.

7. Surveillance procedures shall be established to ensure
that fire barriers are in place and that fire supprassion
systems and components are operable. '

D. Altarnative or Dedfcated Shutdown Capability '

In areas where the fire protection features cannot ensure safe
shutdown capability in the event of a fire in that area, alternative or

dedicated safe shutdown capability shai1 be provided.

I1I. SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS

A. Water Supplies for Fire Suppression Systems

Two separate water supplies shall be providgd to furnish neces-
sary water volume and pressure to the fire main loop.

Each supply shall consist of a storage tank, pumo, piping, and
appropriate isolation and control valves. Two separate redundant suctions

in one or more intake structures from a large body of water (river, lake,
etc.) will satisfy the requirement for two separated water storage tanks.
These supplies shall ba separated so that a failure of one supply will
not result in a faflure of the other supply.

Each supb1y of thc fire water distribution system shall be
capable of providing for a perfod of 2 hours the maximum expected water
demands as_detoruincd'by the fire hazards analysis for safety-related
aress or other areas that presant afire exposure hazard to safety-
related areas.

When stofage tanks are used for combined service-water/fire-

water uses the minimum volume for fire uses shall be ensured by means of
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ded{cated tanks or by some physical means, such as & vertical standpipe
for other water-service. Administrative controls/iocks for tank outlet
valves are unacceptable as the only means to ensure minimum water volume.

Other water systems used as one of the two fire water supplies
shall be permanently connected to the fire main systea and shall be
capable of automatic alignment to the fire main system. Pumps, controls,
and power supplies in these systems shall satisfy the requirements for
the main fire pumps. The use of other water systems for fire protection
shall not be {ncompatible with their functions required for safe plant.
shutdown. FafTure of the other system shall not degrade the fire main
system,

B. Sectional Isolation Valves

~ Sectional {solation valves, such as P;st Indicator Valves or
key operated véIves,lshaIT be installed in the fire main loop to permit
isolation of'portions of the fire main loop for maintenance or repair
without interrupting the entire water supply.
C. Hydrant Isolation Valves

Valves shall b: 1nstajIed to permit {solation of outside hydrants
from the fire main for maintenance or repair without interrupting the
water supply to automatic or manual fire suppression systems {n any area

containing, 6r presenting a fire hazard to, safety-related or safe shutdown
equipoent.

D. Manual Fire Suppression
Standpipe and hose systems shall be instailed so that at least

one effective hose stream will be able to reach any location that con-
tains, or presents an exposure fire hazard to, structures, systems or
components {mportant to safety. '
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Access to pernit effective functioning of the fire brigade
shall be provided to all areas that contains or presents an exposure
fire hazard to structures, systems,.or components fmportant to safety.

Standpipe and hose stations shall be inside PWR containments
and BWR containments that ar; not inerted. Standpipe and hose stations
inside contaiﬁment may be connected to a high quality water supply of
sufficient quantity and pressure, other than the fire main loop, if
particular plant specific features prevent extending the fire main supply
inside containment. For BWR dry wells, standpipe and hose stations shall
be placed outside the dry well with adequate lengths of hose ts reach
any location inside the dry well with an effective hose stream.

E. Hydrostatic Hosa Tests

Fire hose shall be hydrostatically tested at a pressure of 300
psi or 50 psi above maximum fire main operating pressure, whichever is
greatar. Hose stored in outside hose houses shall be tested annually.
Interior standpipe hose shall be tested every three years.

F. Automatic Fire Detection

Automatic fire detection systems shall be installed in all areas
of the plant that contain or present an exposure fire hazard to, safe
shutdawn or safety-related systems or components. Such systems shzll be
capable of operating with or without off site power.

G. Fire Protection of Safe Shutdown Capability

1. Fire protection festures shall be provided for structures,
systems, and components {mportant to safe shutdown. These features shall

be capable of 1imiting fire damage so that:
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(a) One train of systems necessary to achieve and maintain
hot shutdown conditions from either the control room or
emergency control station(s) is free of fire damage.

(b) Systems necessary to achieie_and maintain cold shutdown
from either the control room or emergency controal station(s)

can be repaired within 72 hours.

2. Except as proéided for by paragraph G.3 of this section where
cables or equipment, including associated non-safety circuits which
could pre&ent operation or cause maloperation due to hot shorts, open
circuits, or shorts to ground, of redundant trafns of systems necessary
to achieve and maintain hot shutdown conditions are located within the
same fire area outside of containment, one of the following means of
assuring that one of the redundant trains is free of fire damage shall
be provided:

(a) Separation of cables and equipment, including associated
non-safety circuits, of redundaﬁt trains by a fire barrier
haQing a three-hour rating. Structural steel fofming a part
of, or supporting such fire barriers shall be protected_fo
pro@ide fire resistance equi@a]ent to that required of the

barrier; or

(b) Separation of cables and equipment, including associated
non-safety circuits, of redundant traihs by horizontal
distance of more than 20 feet, with no inter@ening com=
bustibles or fire hazards, In addition, fire detectors and
an automatic fire suppression system shall be 1nsta11ed in

the fire area; or
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(¢) Enciosure of cable and equipment, including associated

non-safety circuits, of one redundant train in a fire

barrier having a one hour rating. In addition, fire
detectors and an automatic fire suppression system shall /

be installed in the fire area.

* Inside non-inerted containments, any one of the fire protection means
specified above shall be provided. Alternatively, one of the
following fire protection means shall be provided:

(d) Separation of cables and equipment, including associated
non-safety circuits, of redundant trains by a horizontal
distance of more than 20 feet with no intervening com-

bustible or fire hazards; or

(e) Installation of fire detectors and an automatic fire

suppression system in the fire area; or

(f) Separation of cables and equipment, including associated
non-safety circuits, or redundant trains by a noncombustible

radiant energy shield.

And #1 3530c1avr) t‘ltﬂur.’?
3. Alternative or dedicated shutdown capabi]ity,—/ independent of cables,

systems or components in the area, room or zone under consideration,

shall be provided:

§/A1térnat1v¢ shutdown capability shall be provided by rerouting,
rm?ogigzgn o; ??dgficatfgg gfbax:sting systems; or dedicated shutdown
capa y sha e provide nstalling new struct t
for the function of post-fire zhutdawn. g ctures and systens
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(a) Where the protection of systems whose function is
required for hot shutdown does not satisfy the require-

ments of paragraph G.2 of this section; or

(b) Where redundant trains of systems reguired for hot shutdown
located in the same fire area may be subject to damage from
fire suppression activities, or from the rupture or

inadvertent operation of fire suppression systems.
Ty . £rxeD

| In addition, fire detectom$ and aemawtomatisdfire suppression system

shz11l be installed in the area, room or zone under consideration.

H. Fire Brigade
A site fire brigade trained and equfppod for firefighting shall

be established to ensure adequate manual firefighting capability for all
areas of the plant containing structurgs, systesms, or cooponents {mportant
to safety. The ainious size of the fire brigade shall be at least five
sembers on each shift. The brigade leader and at least two brigcade members
shall have sufficient training or knowledge of plant safoty systams to
understand the effects of fira and fire suppressants on safe shutdown
capability. The fire brigidc iembersf qualif{cations shall include an
annual physical eaninatiqn for performing strenuous firefighting activity.
The shift supervisoy,shali{not be a mesber of the fire brigade. The brigade
leader shall be competent to assess the potential safety consequances of
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a fire and advise control room personnel. Such competence by the brigade
leader may be evidenced by possession of an operaior's license or equiva-

lent knowledge of plant safety systems.
Equipment provided for the brigade shall consist of at least personal

protective equipment such as turnout coats, boots, gloves, and hard hat;

emergency communications equipment: partable lights; portable ventilation
equipment; portable extinguishers; and seif-contained breathing apparatus
using full-face positiva-pressura masks approved by NIOSH (National Insti-
tute for Occupational Safety and Health - approval.formerly given by the
U.S. Bureau of Mines) should be provided for fire brigade, damagé control,
and control room personnel. At least 10 masks shall be avajlable for

fire brigade personnel. Control rooa personnel may be furnished breathing
air by a manifold system piped from a storage reservoir if practical.
Service or rated operating 1ife should be a minimum of one-half hour for
the self-contained units.

At lease two extra air bottles should be located onsite for each
se1f~tonta1ned breathing unit. In addition, an onsite 6-hour supply of
reserve 2air should be'providcd and arranged to permit quick and completa
replenishnent of exhausted supply air bottles as they ars returned. 1If
compressors are used as a source of breathing air, only units approved
for breathing air should be used; compressors should be operable assuming
a loss of offsite power. Special care must be taken to locate the com-
pressor in arcas’frtg of dust and contaminants.

I. Fire Béigado Training

The fire brigade trainjng progran shall ensure that the capability
to fight potential fires {s established and maintiined. The program shall
consist of an initial classroom fnstruction program followed by periodic

classroom instruction, firefighting practice, and fire driiis:
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1. Instruction
(a) The initial classroom instruction shall include:

(1) Indoctrination of the plant firefighting plan
with specific identification of each individual's
responsibilities.

(2) Ildentification of the type and location of fire
hazards and associated types of fires that could
occur in the plant. '

(3) The toxic and'corrosive characteristics of expected
products of combustion.

. (8) ldentification of the 1ocat§on of fire fighting
equipment for each fire area and familiarization
with the layout of the plant, {ncluding access
and egress routes to each area.

(5) The proper use of available fire fighting equip~
ment and the correct method of fighting each
type éf fire. The types of fires covered should
1nc16da fires in energized electrical equipment,
fires in cabici.and cable trays, hydrogen fires,
fires fnvolving flansable and combustible 1iquids
or hazardous process chemicals, fires resulting
construction on modifications (welding), and

- record file fires. o

(65 The proper use of comﬁunication, 1ighting, ven-
tilation, and emerﬁeﬁcy'breathfng equipment.

(7) Thea proper method for fighting fires inside build-

{ngs and confined spaces.
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(8) The direction and coordination of the fire-
fighting activities (fire brigade leaders only). |

(9) DOetailed raview of fire fighting strategies and
procedures. _

(10) Review of the latest plant modif{ications and
corresponding changes in fire tighting plans.

Note: Items (9) and (10) may be deleted from the

training of non-operations personnel who may be

assigned to the fire brigade.

The instruction shall be provided by qualified indi-

viduals who are knowledgeable, experienced, and

\suitabjy trained in fighting the types of fires that

could occur in the plant and in using tha types of

equipment available in the nuclear powar plant.

Instruction shall be provided to all fire brigade
members and fire brigade leaders.

Regular planned meetings shall be held at least
every 3 months for all brigade members to review
changes in the fire protection program and other

subjects as necessary.

Pefiodjc refresher training sessions shail be held
to repeat the classrooa {instruction program for a1l
brigade members over a two year beriqd. Thesa |

sessions may be concurrent with the regular planned

neetings.
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Practice

Practice sessions shall be held for each shift fire brigade
on the proper method of fighting the various types of fires
that could occur in a nuclear power plant. Thesa sessions

shall provide brigade members with experienca in actua1l

fire extinguishment and the use of emergency breathing

apparatus under strenuous conditions encountered in fire-

fighting. These practice sessions shall be provided at

least once per year for each fire brigade member.

Drills

(a) Fire brigade drills shall be performed in the plant
so that the fire brigade can practice as a team.

(b) Drills shall be performed at resgular intervals not
to exceed 3 months for each shift fire brigade.
Each fire brigade member shoJ]d participate in each
dri11, but must participate in at least two drilils
per year.
A sufficient number of these drills, but not less
than éne for each shift fire brjgada per year, shall
be unannounéed to determine the firefighting readi-
ness of the plant firo-brigadé, brigade leader, and
fire protection systems and.equipment. Persons
planning and authorizing an unannounced driil shall
assure that the responding shift'firﬁ brigade members
are not aware that a driI{ is being planned until it
s begun. Unannounced drills shall not be scheduled

closer than four weeks for any two shifts.
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At least one drill par year shall be performed on a
"back shift" for each shift fire brigads.

(c) The drills shall be preplanned to establish the
training objectives of the drill and shall be
critiqued to determine how well the training
objectives have been met. Unannounced drills shall
be planned and critiqued by members of the management
staff responsible for plant safety and fire protection.
Performance deficiencies of a fire brigade or of indi-
vidual fire brigade members shal] be remedied by
scheduling additivnal training for the brigade or
members. Unsatisfactory dr111.performance'sha11 be
followed by a repeat drill within 30 days.

(d) At 3 year intervals, a randomly selected unannounced
drill shall be critiqued by qualified individuals
{ndependent of the 1icensee's staff. A copy of the
written report from sﬁch individuals shall be available
for NRC review.

(e) Drills shall as a minimum include the following:

‘(1) Assessment of fire alarm effectiveness, time
required to notify and assemble firt'brigadc,
and selection, placement and use of equipment,
and firefighting strategies.

(2) Assesspent of each brigade dember's knowledge
of his role in the firefighting strateqy for
the area assumed to contain the fire. Assess-
gent of the brigade member's conformance with
established plant firef{ghting procedures and

52 Enclosure "x1 /



(3)

(4)

Records

R-B-C

(7590-01]

use of firefighting equipment, inciuding
salf-contained emergency breathing apparatus,
communication equipment, and ventilation equip-
ment, to the extent practicable.

The simulated use of firefighting equipment
required to cope with the situation and type of
firs selected for the drill. The area and type
of fire chosen for the drill should differ from
the previous drill such that brigade members are
trained 1n fighting fires 1in va}ious plant areas.
The s{tuation selected should simuiate the size
and arrangement of 2 ;ire which could reasonably
occur in the area selected, allowing for fire
developzent dus to the time required to respond,
to obtain equipment, and organize for the fire,
assuming loss of automatic suppression capability.
Assessment of brigade leader's directicn of the
firafighting effort, as to thoroughness,

accuracy, and effectiveness.

Individual records of training provided to each fire bri-

gade member, 1hc1udinq drill critiques, shall be saintained

for at least 3 years to ensure that each member receives

training in an parts of the training program. These

records of training shall be available for NRC review.

Retraining or broadened training for fire fighting within
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buildings shall be scheduled for all those brigade members

whose performance records show deficiencies.

J. Emergency Lighting

Esergency lighting units, with 8<hour minimum battery power

supply shall be provided in all areas needed for operation of safe shut-

down equipment and {n access and egress routas thereto.

K. Adninistrative Controls

Administrative controls shall be established to minimize fire

hazards in areas containing structures, systems, and components important

to safety. These controls shall establish procedures to:

1.

Govern the handling and 1imitation of the use of ordinary
combustible materials, combustible and flammable gases
and 1iquids, high efficiency particulate air and charcoal
filters, dry {on exchange resins, or other combustible
supplies in safety-related araas.

Prohibit the storage of combustibles in safety-related
areas or establish designated storage areas with appro-
priate fire protection.

Govarn the handling of and 1imit transient fire loads
such s combustible and flammable 1quids, wood and
piastfc produéts, or other cobbustible materials in

buildings containing safety-related systems or equipment

during all phases of opesrating, and especially during main-
tandnce,.nodificatioﬁ. or refueling operations.

Designate the onsifc staff member respénsibIe for the
in-plant fire protection review of proposed work .
activities to {dentify potentfal transient fire hazards
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and specify required additfonal fire protection in the
work activity procedure.

Govern the use of ignition sources by'use of a flame permit
system to control welding, flame cutting, brazing, or
soldering oparations. A separate permit shall be issued
for each area where work {s to be done. If work continues
over more than one shift, the permit shall be valid for
not more than 24 hours when the plant is operating or for
the duration of a particular job during plant shutdown.
Control the removal from the area of all wasts, debris,
scrap, ofl spills, or other combustibles resulting from

the work activity immediately following completion of the
activity, or at the end of each work shift, whichever comes
first. -

Maintain the peribdic housekeeping insﬁections to ensure
continued compl{ance with these administrative controls.
Control the us§ of specific combustibles in safety-related
areas. All wood used in safety-related areas during main-
tenance, modification, or refueling operations (such as
‘lay=-down blocks or scaffo]ding) shall be treated with a
flams-retardant. Equipment or supplies (such as new fuel)
shipped in untreated combustible packing containers may

be unpackod in safety-related areas {f fequired for valid
operating reasons. However, a1l combustible materials
shall be removed from the arta'immediately following the
unpacking. Combustible material shall not be laft unatten-

ded during lunch breaks. shift changes, or other similar
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perfods. Loose combustible packing material such as wood
or paper excelsior, or polyethylene sheeting shall be
placed in metal containers with tight-fitting self-closing
metal covers.

Control actions to be taken by an individual discovering a
fire, such as notification of control room, attempt to
axtinguish fire, and actuation of local fire suppression
systems, _

Control actions to be taken by the control room operator
to determine the need for brigade assistance upoen report
of a fire or recaipt of alarm on control room annunciator
panel, such as announcing location of fire over PA system,
sounding fire alarms, and notifying the shift supervisor
and the fire brigade ieader of the type, size, and loca-
tion of the fire. |

Control actions to be taken by the firé brigade after
notification by'the control room operator of a fire, such
as assemblihg in a designated location, recefving direc
tions froa the fire brigade leader, and, discharging
specific fire fighting responsibilities including
salection and transportation of fire fighting eqﬁjpment
to fire location, salection of protective equiprment, use
of fire suppression systems operating instructions, and
use qf'pfepianned stratégies for fighting fires in
specjf1c areas.

Define the strateg{ei for fighting fires in all

safety-related areas and areas presenting a hazard to
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safety-related equipment. These strategies shaill

. designate:

(2)

(b)

()

(d)

Fire hazards in each area covered by the specific
prefire pians.

Fire extinguishants best suited for controlling the
fires associated with the fire hazards in that area
and the nearest location of these extinguishants.

Most favorable direction from which to attack a fire
in each area, in view of the ventilation direction,
access hallways, stairs, and doors that are most likely '
to be fire free, and the best station or elevation

for fighting the fire. A1l access and egress routes
that involve locked doors should be specifically
identified in the procedure with the appropriate
precautions -and methods for access specified.

Plant systems that should be managed to reduce the
damage potential during a local fire; location of
Tocal and remote controls for such managenent (e.g.,
any hydraulic or electrical systems {n tha zone
covered by the specific fire fighting procedure that
could increase the hazards in the area because of

overpressurization or electrical hazards).

(e) Vital heat-sensitive system components that need to

be kept cool while fighting a Tocal fire. .Particu4
larly hazardous combustibles that need coaling
should be designated.
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(f) Organization of firefighting brigades and the
assignment of special duties according to job title
so that all fire fighting functions art covered by
any complete shift personnel complement. These
duties include comzand control of the brigade,
transportfn§ fire suppression and support equipment
to the fire scenes, applying the extinguishant to
the fire, communijcation with the control room, and
coordination with outside fire departments.

(g)' Potent1ai radiological and toxic hazards in fire
zones.

(h) Ventilation system operation that ensures desired
plant air distribution when the ventilation flow 1is
modified for fire containment or smoke clearing
operations.

(1) Operations requiring control room and shift engineer
coordination or authorization. |

(J) Instructions for plant operators and general plant

 parsonnel during fire.

L. Alternative and Dedicated Shutdown Capability

1. Altarnative or dedicated shutdown capability provided for a
specific fire area shall be able to.achieve and maintain subcritical reac-
tivity conditions in thcirtactor,-nafntain reactor coolant {nventory,
achieve and maintain hot standbygl conditions for a PWR (hot shutdoyngl
for a BWR) and achieve cold shutdown?’ conditions within 72 hours and

§7As defined {n the Standard Technical Specifications.
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saintain cold shutdown conditions thereafter. Ouring the post fire shut
down, the reactor coolant system process variables shall be maintained
within those predicted for a loss of normal ac power, and tha fission
product boundary integrity shall not be affected; i.e., thera shall be
no fuel clad damage, rupture of any primary coolant boundary, or rupture
of the containment boundary.

2. The performance goals for the shutdown functions shall be:

(a) The reactivity control function shall be capable of achiev-
ing and maintaining cold shutdown reactivity conditions.

(b) The reactor coclant makeup function shall be capable of
maintaining the reactor coolant level above the top of
the core for 3wWRs and be within the level indication
in the pressurizer for PWRs. ‘

(c) The reactor heat removal function shall be capable of
achfaving and maintaining decay heat removal.

(d) The process monitoring function shall be capabie of pro-
viding direct readings of the process variables necessary
to perform and control the above functions.

(e) The supporting functions shall be'capable of providing
the process coaling, lubricatioﬁ, etc., necessary to
perait th? operation of the equipment used for safe
shutdown functions. S

3. The shutdown capahility fdr specific fire areas may be unique -
for cach such area, or 1t may be one unique combination of systems for
all such areas. In either case, the altcrnativn shutdown capability
shall be {ndependent of the specific fire area(s) and shall accommodate

postfire conditions where offsite power {s available and whera offsite
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power is not available for 72 hours. Procedures shall be in effect to
implement this capability.

4. If the capability to achieve and maintain cold shutdown will
not be available because of fire damage, the equipment and systems com=
prising the means to achieve and maintain hot standby or hot shut down
condition shall be capable of maintaining such conditions until cold
shut down can be achieved. If such equipment and systems will not be
capable of being powered by both onsite and offsite electric power
systeps because of fire damage, an independent onsite power system shall
be provided. The number of operating shift'personnel. exclusive of fire
brigade members, required to operate such equipment and systems shall be
onsfte at all times.

5. Equipment and systems comprising the means to achieve and main-
tain cold shut down conditions shall not be damaged by fire; or the fire
damage to such equipment and systems shall be limited such that the systems
can be made operable and cold shut down achieved within 72 hours. Materials
for sucﬁ repairs shall be readily available onsite and procedures shall
be in effect to implement such repairs. If such equipment and systems
used prior to 72 hours after the fire will not be capable of being powered
by both onsfte and offsite electric power systems because of ffre damage,
an independent onsits power systea shall be provided. Equipment and
systems used after 72 hours may be powered by of fsite péw:r only.

6. Shutdown systems installed to assure postfire shutdown capa-
bility need not be designed to meet seismic Category I cfitaria, single
failure criteria, or other design basis accid;nt criteria, except where

required for other reasons, e.g., because of interface with or impact on
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existing safety systems, or because of adverse valve actions due to fire

damage.

7. The safe shutdown equipment and systems for each fire area shall
be isolated from associated non-saféﬁgautdeun circuits in the fire area |
so that hot shorts, open circuits, or shorts to ground in the associated
circuits will not prevent operation or cause maloperation of the safe shutdown!
equipoent. The separation and barriers between trays and conduits con- .
taining associated circuits of one'safn shutdown division and trays and
conduits containing associated circuits or safe shutdown cables from the
redundant division shall be such that a postulated fire invelving
associated circuits will not prevent safe shutdoun.lg/

M. Fire Barrier Cable Penetration seal Qualification

Penetration seal designs shall utilize only noncombustible saterials
and shall be qualified by tests that are comparable to tests used to rate
fire barriers. The acceptance criteria for the test shall {nclude:
1. The cable fire barrier penetration seal has withstood the
fire endurance test without passage of flame or ignition
of cables on ihe unexposed side for a period of time equiva-
lent to the fire resistance rating required of the barrier;
2. The temperature levels recorded for the unexposed side
are analyzed and dempnstrate that the saximua temperatur§

is sufficiently below the cable {nsulation {gnition tempera-

ture; and

lg]ﬁn acceptable method of complying with this alternative would be to meet
Regulatory Guide 1.75 position 4 related to associated circuits and IEEE
384-1974 (Section 4.5) where trays from redundant safety divisions are so
protected that postulated fires affect trays from only one safaety division.

/
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3. The fire barrier penetration seal remains intact and does
not aliow projection of water beyond the unexposed surface
during the hose stream test.

N. Fire Doors

Fire doors shall be self-closing or provided with closing mechanisams
and shall be inspected semiannually to verify that automatic hold-open,
release, and closing mechanisms and latches are operable.

One of the following measures shall be provided to assure they
will protect the opening as required in case of fire:

1. Fire doors shall be kept closed and electrically super-

vised at a continuously manned location; or

2. Fire doors shall be locked closed and inspected weekly to
verify that the doors are in the closed position; or

3. Fire doors shall be provided.with automatic hold-open and
release mechanisms and inspacted dafly to verify that door-
ways are free of obstructions; or

4. Fire doors shall be kept closed and {nspected daily to
verify that they are in the closed position.

The vire brigade leader shall have ready access to keys for

any locked firt doors., '

Areas protected by cutomatic total flobding gas suppression
systems shall have electrically supervised self-closing fire doors or
shall satiify option 1 above.

.0. 0i1 Cc11§ction Systom for Reactor Coolant Pump

The reactor coolant pump shall be equipped with an of1 collec-
tion system 1f the containment {s not {nerted during normal operation.

The 011 collection system shall be so designed, engineered, and installed

62 Enclosure ';K“ /



A-BeC
{7590-01]

that failure w111'not lead to fire during normal, or design basis accident
conditions, and that there {s rea;onablm assurance that the system will
withstand the Safe Shutdown Earthquake.ll/

Such collection systems shall be capable of collecting lube
oil from all potential pressurized and unpressuriied leakage sites in
the reactor coolant pumps' lube 0il systems. Leakage shall be collected
and drained to a vented closed codtainer that can hold the entire lube
0i1 system inventory. A flame arrestor is required in the vant if the
flash point characteristics of the oi1 present the hazard of fire flash-
back. Leakage points to be protected shzll include 1ift pump and piping,
overfliow lines, Tube ofl cooler, ofl fi11 and drain 1ines and plugs,
flanged connections on o1l lines and lube oil reservoirs where such

features exist on the reactor coolant puwps. The drain line shall be

large enough to accommodats the largest potential ofl leak.

(Sec. 161b, Pub. Law B3-703, 68 Stat. 948; Sec. 201, Pub. Law 93-438,
83 Stat. 1242 (42 U.S.C. 2201(b), 5841).)

Dated at this day aof 138 .

———— -

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Sapue] C. ChiTK
Secretary of the Commission

Z;JSee Regulatory Guide 1.29 - "Seismic Design Classification" Paragraph C.2.
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Second, in reviewing the comments on the proposed-rule, the staff
did find some instances where the specific wording used resulted in
unnecessary and unintended requirements. For exampﬁe, the proposed rule
called for a "fresh water" supply. For firefighting purposes brackish
water is satisfactory and a "fresh" water supply is unnecessary.
Similarly, the proposed rule called for an "underground” yard fire main
loop. Often portions of a fire main loop run above ground in and as they
enter structures. The Commission had not intended to prohibit running
portions of a fire main loop above ground. Other similar changes are
discussed below under "Specific Requirements.” .

The third issue raised by these comments relates to imposition of
requirements on plants with presently installed, or with existing commit-
ments to install, fire protection features previously determined by the
staff to satisfy the guidance of Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1. The
Cormission generally agrees that, except for three sections that will be
backfitted, Appendix R should not be retroactively applied to features
which have been previously approved by the NRC staff as satisfying the
provisions of Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1.

The NRC staff had intended, in its briginal proposal for Appendix R,

that the requirements be applicable only for the resolution of unresolved
disputed fire protection featuresf Thus, the staff had not 1ntended the
provisions of Appendix R to requiré modification of previously approved
features. This was_not_cleariy described in the proposed rule as published

. , Y
for comment. In fact, the Supplementagrlnformation published with the pro-

posed Rule explicitly indicated that "[a]ll licensees will be expected to

meet the requirements of this rule, in its effective form, including

whatever changes result from public comments." |

- |
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In determining whether the specific requirements of Appendix R ’
should be imposed on licensees with presently insta]led,or existing

-~ commitments to 1nsta]1’fire protection features previously determined

to satisfy Appendix A to Branch Technical Position BTP APCSB 9.5-1,
it is important to recognize that Appendix R addresses only a portion of
the specific items contained in the more comprehensive document, Branch

Technical Position BTP APCSB 9.5-1 and its Appendix A. Appendix A to

BTP APCSB 9.5-1 has
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been the basic fire protection guidance used by the staff in their fire pro-

tection reviews conducted for 211 operating plants during the past several

years. For sany plants, licensees proposed systems and features which

satisfactorily achieved the fire protection criterfa set forth in Appendix A

to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 and began to promptly {mplement such features and systess.
Satisfactory features and systems are already in place and in operation

in many plants. There is a reasonable degree of uniforafty among most

of these approved features for all facilities since they were reviewed

against the same critaria of Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1. In general,

the features previously approved by the NRC staff in its reviews of fire

protection using the criteria of Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 provide

an equivalent level of fire protection safety to that provided under the

specific provisions of Appendix R. Thus, the further benefit that might

be provided by requiring that previously approved features be modified

to conforn to the specific language set forth {n Appendix R {s scutweighed

by the overall benefit of the early izplementation of such previously

approved features, which in many cases are currently being installed.

Ne#ertheless. as a result of its continuing review of fire pro=-
tection matters the NRC staff har indicated to the Cbmmission that there
are requirements in_three sections in which the protection afforded by
Appendix R over and_aone that preQiously accepted may be desirable.

The Commission has decided that these requirements should be retro-
actiVely applied to all facilities. This decision is not meant to
reflect adbersely on pre@ious licensee or staff e&a]uations; rather its

purpose is to take fully into account the increased knowledge and
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experience developed on fire protection matters over the last several
years.

The first of these sections is related to fire protection features
for assuring that systems and associated circuits used to achieve and
maintain safe shutdown are free from fire damage.- Appendix A to BIP
APCSB 9.5-1 permits a combination of fire retardant coatﬁngs and fire
detection and suppression systems without specifying a physical separation
distance to protect redundant systems (Appendix A, D.1(2)), and such
arrangements were accepted in some early fire protection reviews. As a
result of some special effgcts tests, the staff changed its-position on
this configuration and subsequent plants have been required to provide
additional protection in the form of fire barriers or substantial physical
separation for safe shutdown systems. No credit for such coatings as
fire barriers is allowed by Section 111.G of Appendix R where at least a
one-hour rated fire barrier is required. Appendix A and the proposed
Appendix R recognized that there were plant unique configurations that
required fire protection features which are not identical to those listed

| in Section I11.G of Appendix R. For these cases, fire protection features
were developed by the licensee and described in a fire hazards ana]ysis;
Some of these arranyements were accepted by the staff as providing equiva-

" lent protection to the requirements of Section I111.G to Appendix R.

Requirements that account for all of fhe'parametgrs which are
important to fire pfotection and consistent with safety requirements
for all plant unique configurations have not been developed. In light

of the experience gained in fire protection evaluations over the past
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four years, the Commission believes that the licensees should reexamine
those previously apprerd configurations of fire protection which do
not meet the requirements as specified in Section 111.G to Appendix R.
Based on this reexamination the licensee must either meet the require-
ments to Section I11.6 of Appendix R or apply for an exemption which
Justifies alternatives by a fire hazard analysis. However, based on
present information the Commission does not expect to be able to approve

exemptions for fire retardant coating used as fire barriers.

Ato c/GSa RO
5b
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The second relates to emergency lighting. Section II1 J of
Appendix R calls for 8-hour emergency lighting, whereas in some cases
less than 8-hour emergency {ighting has been accepted as satisfying
Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1. While an adequate,]e§e1 of safety
may be proﬁided by less than an 8-hour supply, an 8-hour system would
provide added protection and would generally involve only a small cost.,
The Commission therefore believes that the licensee should upgrade the
previously apprerd facilities to satisfy the 8-~hour emergency lighting
requirement of Appendix R. |

The third relates to protection against fires in non-inerted con-
tainments inQo1Qing reactor coolant pump lubrication oil. (Section III.O
of Appendix R). The proposed rule permitted either an oil collection
system or a fire suppréssion system. The staff has also accepted
an automatic fire suppression system as an acceptab]e method of fire
protection for this application. The Commission has concluded that
fire suppression systems do not gi@e adequate pro’ection for fires
that may be induced by seismic events. The Commission therefore believes
that previously approéed suppression systems should be replaced with
oil collection systems that can withstand seismic eQents;

The techﬁicai basds on which these three sections are based

-

are further discussed in Section 111 of this preamble.
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3. Most commenters state that the implementation schedule
contafned in the proposed rule is impossible to meet for any of the
operating plants. The commenters further stated that if the implementa-
tion schedule in the effective rule is the same as that in the proposed
rule, the Commission must be prepared to either shutdown each Pperating
nuclear power plant, or process exemption requests;

The commenters then conclude that the implementation schedule should
be rewritten to allcw some adequate time period for complfanca. The pro-
posed rule stited that "all fire protection and modifications fdentified
by the staff as necessary to satisfy Criterion 3 of Appendix A to this ‘
part, whether contained {n Appendix R to this part or in other staff fire
protect;on guidance (except for alternage or dedicated shutdown capability)
shall be completed by November 1. 1980 unless, for good cause shown, the
Commission approves an extension,” (Proposed Section 50.48 1.(c)). The
Commissfon went on to state {ts intentfon in the Statement of Considera=~
tion to the rule that "...no plant would be allowed to continue to operate
after November 1, 1980, or beyond an extended date approved by the
Comissfon, unless all modifications (except for alternate or dedicated
shutdown capability) have been {mplemented.*

The Commission has reconsidered the implementation schedule and has
~determined that it should be modified for the following reasons.
©  After reviewing the comments and the {nformation developed as a result

of our completion of fire reviews over the past 6 nontﬁs. the staff

has informed the Commissfon that the date of Novamber 1, 1980

7 Enclosure "ﬂr ]



B&C
{7530-01]

is not possible because the eféective date of the rule will be after
that date.
° The staff has informed the Commission that it would expect virtually
all licensees to request exemptions {f the new implementation dates
do not provide an appropriate period of tine.for complying with the
requiresents of Appendix R. The time and manpower resources needed
by the licensees to prepare such requests and by the staff to formu-
late recommendations on thes; requests is not warranted from the
standpoint of tipely fire protection improvement.
o The revised implementation schedule provides a careful balance of
these considerations, calling for important fire protection

features to be implemented and installed on a phased schedule

which is as prompt as can be reasonably achieved.
The revised schedules distinguish between requirements imposed for

the first time on the licensee by virtue of Appendix R and those require-

mants already imposed in license conditions or Technical Specifications
issued prior to the effective date of the rule. For requirements imposed
by Appendix R, including the items "backfit" to all plants, the schedule
' provides a reasonable time affer publication of the rule for completion
of required modifications. For requirements already imposed by license
conditions, providfng for implementation after November 1, 1980, the
Commission has reviewed these schedules and has found that in some instances
the allotted time fok‘completfon of the required modifications may be ex-
cessive. Thus, for fire protection features other than those covered by
Appendix R, although the Commission has extended the compliance dates
beyond the November 1, 1980 date proposed in the proposed rule, the
Commission has added a requirement that 1imits the compliance schedule in

existing licenses, if such schedules extend beyond what would have been‘a ‘
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reasonable schedule initially. Relief from such limitation may be
granted by the Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation upon a showing
that there is good cause for extending such date and that public

health and safety is not adversely affected by such extension.

It should also be noted that for licensees whose license conditiorf
imposed a schedule completioh date of November 1, 1980 or other date
prior to the effective date of Section 50.48, the Commission has suspench
such compfetion dates by promulgation of a temporary rule (10 CFR 50.48)
" which will be superseded by this rqle.

To better understand the nature of the public coments recejved
and the staff's resolution of these comments, the following section

will consider each section of Appendix R to this part. In Section III,

we provide a summary of the Technical Basis for each requirement,

followed by a summary of the public comments and a staiement of the

staff's disposition of those comments. bV
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the plant. Because it is not possible to predict the specific conditions
under which fire may occur and propagate, the design basis protective
features are specified rather than the design basis fire. Three different
means for protecting the safe shutdown capability outside of containment l
are acceptable. The first is separation alone of redundant safe shutdown
trains and associated circuits by means of 3-hour fire rated barriers.

The second is a combination of 1-hour fire rated barrier separation of
redundant safe shutdown trainE,intluding associated circuitg,and automatic
fire suppression and detection capability for both redundant trains. The
third alternative, which applies Qhen redundant train§ including associated
circuiti,ére separated by 20 feet or more of clear space, specifies the

use of automatic fire suppression and detection systems in the area. An
alternative or dedicated safe shutdown capability independent of the fire
area is required if fire protection for safe shutdown capability cannot be
provided as outlined above. For cables and equipment needed for safe
shutdown, located inside of non-inerted containments, a lesser degree of

fire protection is specified because transient exposure fires are less

lﬁkeTy inside containment during plant operations.

Refer to Section M - Fire Barriers for the technical basis concerning

the 3-hour barrier, and to Section L - Aiternative and Dedicated Shutdown

Capability for the technical bacis concerning safe shutdown capability.

Comment Resolution

Many comﬁenters suggested that the first paragraph be changed
slightly and the rest of this section deleted. The basis for their con-
tention is that the rule should state simply the requifement'to protect
cables or equipment of systems necessary for safe shutdown of the plant
and leave specific implementation detafls in some other type document

We have modified this action by removing the 1isting of considerations,

deleting Table 1, and revising the wording to provide clarifications.
18 Encletcne 2




——STI TSI, A ST P Y R
B&C

{75580-01]

a fire ezergency such that operators fnvolved in safe plant shutdown shzuld
not also have to be concerned with 1{ghting in the area. The small cost
different{al between a ainfoun Z-ho;r supply and the substantial addi-
tional protection afforded by the 8-hour supply does not warrant reducing

this requirement.

K. Administrative Contrels

Technical Basis

The fire protection program usas administrative controls for
Tira prevention and pre=fire planning. The {tems 1isted {n this section
are gennralTy accepted within the fire protection community as ainimum
requirements for an effective administration of the fire protection program.
Controls are placed on the storage and use of combustible materials to
reduce the fire Toading in safety-related areas, and on ignition sources
to avoid careless operations. Actfons to be taken by individuals wha discover
a2 fire and by the f{re brigade for development of pre-planned fire fighting
strategies and actual fire fighting techniques are controlled.

Comnent Resolution

" Many commenters stated that this requirement was much too detailed

for a regulation. Some stated that the requirements should be only for
areas having safe shutdown equipment. Othgr commenters stated that a
simple stateﬁent that administrative procedures should be éstab1ished to
control thn.varfous f{re hazards throughout the plant waS sufficient and
that the other details could bi spelled out in a regulatory guide or some
other simflar document. ’ ' |

Minor changes have been m$d¢ in the wording of this requirement for

clarification. However, as with each of the other reguirements in this
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1s necessary to assure that safe shutdown systems will be able to function
preperly {n the event of fire,. ;

3.  The staff considers any fire hazard analysis incomplete that
does not consider thd‘offects of fire damage to circuits that are
assocfated with safe shutdown circuits. B

As {ndicated above, as a result of the comments received on this
issue, it 1s unclear that asspciated circuits have in fa;: beer adequately
considered by licensees fn their reviews using the guidance of Appendix A {
to BTP APCSB 9.5-1. To assure that the associated circuits are considered,
all operating nuclear plants will be required to meet the requirements of

Section II1.G ot Appendix R.

General Comments Resolution:

Several comen'ters contended that Commission regulations aandate
that an adjudicatory hearing be conducted prior to a final decision, with
one commenter labeling the regulation an "order” within the meaning of

the Adminfstrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. §551(6)) (APA) and asserting
that 10 CFR §2.204 of the Comissfon’s reguiations, "Order for lodification

of License,” applies to this rulesaking proceeding.

The Com..sfon disagrees with these compents. A "rule” {s defined
in the APA to pean "the whola or a part of an agency statement of general
or particular aﬁplicahility and future effect designed to {oplement ...
or prescribe law or ho]icy...‘ (5 U.S.C. §551(4)). The agency action
questioned here is clearly one which treats similarly situated licensees
equally and which ﬁrascribes'future conduct or’qeqqirements.‘ For those
1{censees who have not already provided an equivaient level of fire pro-

tection, certain specific fire protection features are required. Various
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(b) Appendix R to this part establishes fire protection features
required to satisfy Criterion 3 of Appendix A to this part with respect
to certain generic {ssues for nuclear power plants 1{censed to operate
prior to January 1, 1979. Except for the requirements of Sections
111.G, 111.J and III.O; €¥he provisions of Appendix R to this part shall
not be applicable to nuclear pover plants licensed to operate prior to
January 1, 1979, to the extent that fire protection features proposed or
implemented by the licensee have been accepted by the NRC staff as satisfying
the provisions of Appendix A to Branch Technical Position BTP APCSE 9.5-1
a$§/ reflected in staff fire protection safety evaluation reports issued
prior to the effective date of this rule, or to the extent that fire hrotectioh
features were accepted by the staff in comprehensive fire protection safety
evaluation reports {ssued before Appendix A to Branch Technical Position
BTP APCSB 9.5-1 was published in August 1976. With respect tc all other
fire protection features covered by Appendix R, a1l nuclear power plants
1icensed to operate prior to January 1, 1979 shall satisfy the applicable
requirements of Appendix R to this part, including specifically the require- I
ments of Sections IiI.G. II1.J and II1.0.

Slhlarification and guidance with rtspect to peraissible alternatives to
satisfy Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 has been provided {n four other
MRC documents. _

- "Supplesentary Guidanco on Information Needed for Fire Protection
Evaluation,” dated October 21, 1976.

« "Sample Technical Specification,” dated May 12, 1977.

« ®Nuclear Plant Fire Protection Functional Responsibilities, Admini-
strative Control and Quality Assurance,” dated June 14, 1977.

« Manpower Requirements for Operating Reactors,” dated May 11, 1978.

A Fire Protection Safety Evaluation Report, that has been {ssued for
each operating plant, identifies how these guidelines were applied

to each facility, and open fire protection issues that will be resolved
when the facility ‘satisifies the appropriate requirements of Appendix R

to art.
this p % Cmn e vl D
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U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
10 CFR Part 50

Fire Protection Program for Operating Nuclear Power Plants

AGENCY: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

ACTION: Final Rule

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is amending its regulations

to require certain provisions for fire protection in nuclear power

plants,

EFFECTIVE DATE: [90 days following publication fn the FEDERAL REGISTER]

NOTE: The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has submitted this rule to the
Comptroller General for such review as may be appropriate under the Federal
Reports Act, as amendec, 44 U.S.C. 3512. The date on which the rapbrting
requirement of this rule becomes effective, unless advised to the contrary,

accordingly, reflects inclusion of the 45-day perfod which that statute
allows for such review (44 U.5.C. 3512(c)(2)).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Oavid P. Notley, Off{ce of Standards
Development, U. S. Nuclear kegulatory Commission, Washington, D). C. 20555,
phone 301-443-5921 or Robert L. Ferguson, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, U.S.'ﬂuclctb Ragulatory Comnission; Washington, D: C. 20sss,
phone 301-492-7096.

3

1 Enclosure A



{7580-01]

H. Fire Brigade, and

I. Fire Brigade Training

Technical Basis

Most modern industrial plants with replacement cost values
approaching those of a mocern nuclear powered electric generating station
have a full-time, fully equipped fire department {ncluding motorized fire
apparatus. Due to the reduced severity of fire hazards in a nuclear gener-
ating station as compared to a manufacturing plant, we believe that it
13 not necessary to mandate a fully staffed fire department. However,
manual firs response capability is required at a nuclear plant and a
properly equipped and fully trained fire brijade will satisfy this need.

The Commission has detarmined that a brigade size of five persons consti-

tutes the minimua sfze that would be permitted ' l
to assurs that sufficient manpcwer will be available to

perform the actions which may be required by the brigade during the fire

and the provide sooe margin for unanticipated nvents.g/ Similarly, the

training requirements that have been 1isted are those that are considered

minimum to assure that the fire brigade will be able to function as expected

during any fire esergency.

The proposed rule rtquircd epergency breathing apparatus without
specifying the number of such pieces of apparatus. The rule has been
ao&i({ed to specify the personnel far whom such apparatus 1§,td be
provided and to specify reserve air requirements.

H. Fire Brigade - Comment Resolution

Many comzenters suggested reducing this requirement to a simple

statement that a trained and equipped nominal size site f{re brigade of

gThis is discussed at length in the NRC staff's “Evaluation of Minimum
Fire Brigade Shift Size", dated June 8, 1979, available from lavia P.

Notley, Office of Standards Development.
19 Enclesure tﬁ” :?
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{s neczsgany to assure that safe shutdown systems will be abla to function
properly in the event of fire.. ;

3. The staff considers any fire hazard analysis incomplets that
dces nol consider the effects of fire damage to cirquiis that are
associated with safe shutdown circuits. |

As indicated above, as a result of the comments received on this
issue, it {= unclear that assocfated circufts have {n fact been adequately

considered by licensees in their reviews using the guidance of Appendix A

to BTP APCSB 9.5-1. To assure that the associated circuits are considered,
all nuclear power plants will be required to meet the requirements of

Section II1.G of Appendix R.

General Conmants Resolution:

Sevaral commenlers contended that Commission regulations mandate
that an adjudicatory hearing be conducted prior to a final decision, with
one Enmment:r labeling the regulation an "order” within the meaning of
the Adminfstrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. §551(6)) (APA) and usserting
that 10 CFR §2.204 of the Comission's reguiatfons, "Order for Mod{fication
of License,® applies to this ruleaaking proceeding.

The Comnission disagrees with these consents. A "rule" is defined

fn the APA to mean "the whole or a part of an iqency statenent of general

or particular app1icab111£y and future effect designed to ioplesent ...
or prescribe law or policy.;.' (5 U.S.C. §551(4)). The agency action |
questioned here 1s clearly one which treats siamilarly §ituatcd licensees
equally and which prescribes future conduct-:rirtquirements. For those
1icensees who have not already provided an.equivaient level of fire pro-

tection, certain specific fire protection features are required, Various
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PART 50 - DOMESTIC LICENSING OF
PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION FACILITIES

15
1. Section 50.484revised in its entirety to read as follows:

§ 50.48 Fire Protection.

(a) Each nuclear power facility shall have a fire protec-
tion plan that satisfies Criterion 3 of Appendix A to this part. This fire
protection plan shall describe the cverall fire protection program for
the facility, identify the varfous.positions within the licensee's organi-
zation that are responsible for the program, state the authorities that
are delegated to each of these pos{tions to {mplement those responsibili-
ties, and outline the plans for fire protection, fire detection and sup-
pression capability, and 1imitation of f{re damage. The plan shall also
describe specific features necﬁssary to {mplement the program described
above, such‘as: adninistrativo-cohtrols and personnel requiresents for
fire prevention and manual firaAsupprassion activities; automatic and
manual]y'operatad fire detection and suppression systems; and means to
1imit fire damage tb structures, systams or components important to
safaty so that the capability to safely shut down the plant {s ensured.4/

5’?&51:-f1r¢ protecfion'guidanco for nuclear power plants is contained in
two NRC documents: _ ‘ :
« Branch Technical Position Auxil{ary Power Conversion System Branch

BTP APCSB 9.5-1, "Guidelines for Fire Protection for Nuclear Power
Plants,” = for new plants docketed after July 1, 1976, dated May 1976.

» Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1, "Guidelines for Fire Protection for
Nuclear Power Plants Docketed Prior to July 1, 1976," - for plants
that were operating or under various stages of design and/or con-
struction before July 1, 1976, dated August 23, 1976.

Also ses Note 5
(Continued)
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}(b) Appendix R to this part establishes fire protection features
required to satisy Criterion 3 of Appendix A to this part with respect
to certain generic issues for nuclear power plants. Except for the
requirements of Sections III.G, IIl.J and III.Q, 'ﬁﬁe provisions of
hppendix R to this part shall not be appiicable to nuclear power plants
licensed to operate prior to the effective date of this section, to the
extent that fire profection features proposed or implemented by the
licensee have been accepted by the NRC staff as satisfying the pro-
visions of Appendix A to Branch Technical Position BTP APCSB 9.5-1

ls§/ reflected in staff fire protaction safety evaluation reports issued

prior to the effective date of this rule, or to the extent that fire protection
features were accepted by the'staff in coamprehensive fire protection safety
evaluation reports issued before Appendix A to Branch Technical Position

BTP APCSB 9.5-1 was published fn August 1976. With respect to all other

fire protection features covered by Appendix R not excluded therefrom by tﬁe
preceding sentence, all nuclear power plants shall satisfy the applicable

requirements of Appendix R to this part, including specifically the

| requirements of Sections III.G, II1.J, and III.O.

J/CIarification and guidance with respect to permissible alternatives to
sat{sfy Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 has been providad in four other
'NRC docume:.ts.

. 'Supplenentary Gufdance on Informltion Needed for Fire Protection
Evaluation,” dated October 21, 1976.

. *Sample Technical Specification,” dated May 12, 1977.

. “Nuclear Plant Fire Protection Functional Responsibilities, Admini-
strative Control and Quality Assurance," dated June 14, 1977.

+ Manpower Requirements for Operating Reactors," dated May 11, 1978.

A Fire Protection Safety Evaluation Report, that has been {ssued for
each operating plant, fdentifies how these guidelines were applied

to each facility, and open fire protection issues that will be resolved
when the facility satisifies the appropriate requirements of Appendix R

to this part.
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(v) Licensees and applicants shall my)a(rg modifications necessary
to comply with these requirements in accordance with the abcve schedule
without prior review and approval by NRC except for modifications
required by Section 11I.G.3. of Appendix R to this part. Licensees.

and applicants shall submit plans and schedules for meeting the provisions

of paragraphs (ii), (iii), and (iv), within 30 days after the effective

date of this section and Appendix R to this part. Licensees shall sub-

mit design descriptions of modifications needed to satisfy Section 111.6.3.
of Appendix R to this part within 30 days after the effective date of

this section and Appendix R to this part.

(d) Fire protection features accepted by the NRC staff in Fire
Protection Safety Evaluation Reports referred to in paragraph (b) of this
section, and supplements to such reports, o}her than features covered by
paragraph (c), shall be completed as soon as practicable but no later
than the completioc date currently specified in license conditions or
technical specificat{ons for such facility; or the date determined by
subdivisions (d)(i) through (d)(iv), which ever is sobner._un]ess the
Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation determines, upon a showing by
the licensee, that there 1s good cause for extending such date and that
the public health and safety is not adversely affected by such extenigon.
Extensions of such date shall not exceed the d;tes determined by sub-
paragraphs (c)(i) through (c)(iv). |

(i) Those fire protection features thac jnvolve rcvisions of
adninistrative controls, manpower changes, and training shall be

implemented within 4 months after the date of the NRC Staff Fire Protectior

ok
Evaluation Report accepting of requiring such features.
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(11) Those fire protection features involving installation of
modifications not requiring prior approval or plant shutdown shall be
implemented within 12 months after the date of the NRL Staff Fire

Protection Safety Evaluation Report accepting or requiring such

features.

(i11) Those fire protection features, including alternate
shutdown capability, involving installation of modifications requiring
piant shutdown shall be implemented during-the first refueling outage,
other planned outage that lasts for at least 60 days or unplanned
outage that last for at least 120 days, that begins 9 months or more
after the date of the NRC Staff Fire Protection Safety Evaluation Report

accepting or requiring such features.’

(iv) Those fire protection features involving dedicated shutdown

capability requiring new buildings and systems shall be implemented withinj
30 months ee NRC approval. Other modifications requiring NRC approval i

prior to installation shall be implemented within 6 months after NRC l

- approval.

0r . ——- - ¢ E——— e =

l

2. A new Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50 is adced to read as *31lows:
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APPENDIX R - FIRE PROTECTION PROGRAM FOR NUCLEAR POWER FACILITIES l

I. INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE

This Appendix applies to licensed nuclear power electric generat-
ing stations. With respect to certain generic issues for such
facilities it sets forth fire protection features required to

satisfy Criterion 3 of Appendix A to this part.§/

Critarion 3 of Appendix A to this part specifies that “Structures,
systems, and components {mportant to safety shall be designed and located
to ainimize, consistent with other safety requirements, the probability
and effect of fires and explosions.*

whan considering the effects of fire, those systems associated with
achieving and maintaining safe shutdown conditions assume major importance
to safety because damage to them can lead to core damage resulting froa
loss-of-coolant through boil-off.

The phrases “important to safety,” or "safety related,” will be used
-throughout this Appendix R as applying to all safety functions. The
phrase “safe shutdown” will be used througihoutr this Appendix R as applying
to both Hot and Cold Shutdown functions.

Because fire may affect safe shutdown systeas, and because the loss
of function of syiteas used to litigat§ the consequences of design basis
accidents under post-fire conditions per se does noﬁ'impact public safety,

the need to 1imit fire damage to systems required to achieve and maintain

&7 Sae footnote 4.
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
10 CFR Part 50

Fire Protection Schedules for Operating Nuclear Power Plants

AGENCY: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

ACTION: Final Rule
SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is amending its
regulations to temporarily suspend completion schedules for certain

fire protection features in operating nuclear plants.

EFFECTIVE DATE: [Effecti&e ubon publication in the Federal Register.]

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: William Shields, Office of Executive
Legal Director, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, 0.C. 20555,

phone 301-492-8696.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On May 29, 1980, the Commission published in
the Federal Register (45 Fed. Reg. 36082) a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

entitled "Fire Protection Program for Nuclear Plants Operating Prior to
January 1, 1979." The proposed rule pro&ided that all fire protection
modifications except alternate or dedicated shutdown capability would be
required to be implemented by November 1, 1980, unless the Comnission
apprerd an extension for good cause. This deadline was also sfated in

the Commission's May 27, 1980 Memorandum and Order on the Union of Concerned

Scientists Petition for Emergency and Remedial-Action. 11 NRC 707, 719.

Many of the commenters on the proposed rule contended that *he ﬁovember 1

deadline was unachie&able. Moreo&er, much more time than was earlier anti-
cipated has been required to prepare a final rule on fire protection,

Although the final rule is near completion, and will incorporate an
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implementation schedule different from that in the proposed rule, it has

not yet been published and in any event would not be effective until

90 days after publication.

Certain NRC licensees, howeQer, are at present operating under license
conditions or technical specifications thereto witich include the November 1
deadline or other dates which will precede the effective date of the final
rule. To the extent that these licensees have Leen unable to complete all

of the fire protection measures to which these deadlines apply, continued
operation would violate the license conditions. The violation would extend
only until the final rule becomes effecti&e, since the implementation schedule

contained in the final rule will suspersede inconsistent license conditions,

The Commission -has determined, based upon a review of the entire record

in this.rulemaking, that relief from these license conditions is appropriate
pending promulgation of the final rule on fire protection applicable to all
NRC licensees. Extensive fire protection measures have already been imple-
mented at all operating plants. The implementation schedule of the final
rule will be uniform and comprehensi#e, and will apply to all operating
plants including those with different schedules contained in license
conditions. No public health and safety interest would be served by forcing
only those licensees unable to meet deadlines preceding the effectiveness of
the final rule to shut down for the brief interim. To the contrary, the
fire protection measures already implemented giQe reaéonab1e assurance that
all operating nuclcar plants may continue to operate safely eQen though

the final rule will require additional fire protection measures at many

plants.
ENCLOSURE 4
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The Administrative Procedure Act proQides that a rule may be effective
upon publicétion when that rule "grants or recognizes an exception or
relieves a restriction.” 5 U.S.C. 553(d)(1). This rule relieves certain
NRC licensees from license conditions or technical specifications thereto
in regard to fire protection implementation deadlines, and will therefore

be effective upon the date of publication in the Federal Register. Further-

more, as noted aone, the proposed rule stated that extensions from the
November 1 deadline would be considered for good cause. Extensive public
comment was received to the effect that the deadline was unrealistic and
should be revised. Under these circumstances the Commission believes
that there is good cause for an extension of the license condition

schedules pending effecti@eness of the final rule on fire protection.

The rule proQides that all compliance dates contained in license
conditions or technical specifications for required fire protection
measures are suspended pending further action by the Commission., As is
clear from the above discussion, that further action will be promulgation
of the final rule on fire protection. - The Commission intends that
licensees affected by this rule should use best efforts to compliete all
required measures as soon as possible despite the'suspension of the dead-
lines for this brief period.
Pursuant to thé Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the Energy

Reorgan1zation Act of 1974, as amended, and Section 552 and 553 of Title

5 of the United States Code, notice is herby given that the following

amendment to Title 10, Chapter I, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 50,'

is published as a document subject to codification.
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PART 50 - DOMESTIC LICENSING OF

PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION FACILITIES
A new Section 50.48 1is added to read as follows:
50.48 Fire Protection Schedules
To the extent that any facility's license conditions or technical speci-
fications incorporate compliance dates for modifications necessary to
provide fire protection features proposed by a licensee and accepted
by the NRC staff as satisfying the proQisions of Appendix A.to
Branch Technical Position BTP/APCSB 9.5-1and reflected in NRC staff
Fire Protection Safety EQaluation Reports issued prior to the
effective date of this rule, those dates are hereby suspended pending

further action by the Commission.

(Sec. 161b, Pub, Law 83-703, 68 Stat. 948; Sec. 201, Pub. Law 93-438,
88 stat. 1242 (42 U.S.C. 2201(b), 5841).)

Dated at this day of __198_.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

samuel C. Chilk
Secretary of the Commission

FNCY NCHde 2
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Possibly add as Subsection (c)(vi) on page 37a

TOLLING OF COMPLETIOM SCHEDULE

In the event of a request for exemption from the requirement to comply
with one or more of the provisions of Appendix R "iled witﬁin 30 days of
the effective date of this rule that is based on an assertion by the
licensee that such required modifications would not enhance fire protec-
tion safety in the facility, or that such modifications may be detrimental
to overall facility safety, the schedule requirements of pafagraph (¢)
shall be tolled until final Commission action on the exemption request
upon a determination by the Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation that
the licensee has provided a sound technical basis for such assertion that

warrants further staff review of the request.
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