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This letter is being submitted in response to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
request for comments published in the Federal Register on July 29, 2013 (i.e., 78FR45573)
concerning Draft NUREG/CR-7135, "Compensatory and Alternative Regulatory Measures
for Nuclear Power Plant Fire Protection (CARMEN-FIRE)."

This draft NUREG/CR consolidates a number of NRC communications and technical
documents related to the use of fire protection compensatory measures at commercial
nuclear power plants. In addition to providing an historical overview, the report details the
current regulatory framework for compensatory measures and illustrates how methods
different from those specified in a plant's approved fire protection program may be used to
provide an effective alternative when unique circumstances are encountered.

Exelon Generation Company, LLC (Exelon) appreciates the opportunity to comment on this
draft NUREG/CR and offers the attached comments for consideration by the NRC.

Exelon is concerned that the draft NUREG/CR appears to reinterpret previous NRC
communications, and seems to treat informal NRC communications as if they should be binding
on licensees. A licensee might not be able to make effective use of this document as guidance
in helping to develop a change to its compensatory measures. Exelon believes that it would be
beneficial if the NUREG/CR included more helpful information concerning alternate
compensatory measures, or making permanent changes to compensatory measures.

Respectfully,

James 0a
Jame rstow SUNSI Review Complete
Director, Licensing and Regulatory Affairs Template = ADM - 013
Exelon Generation Company, LLC E-RIDS= ADM-03

Add=--
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Comments Concerning Draft NUREG/CR-7135

Section / Paqe Comment

General / NA In several places, the draft NUREG/CR document asserts that the NRC does not accept long-term compensatory
measures. References are cited that appear to be internal NRC documents, or NRC staff positions that Exelon believes
might not necessarily be binding on licensees.

The NRC has previously addressed the issue of long-term compensatory measures in Director's Decisions DD-96-03 (all
licensees with thermo-lag) and DD-07-03 (ML071500403). These Director's Decisions make it clear that there is no
upper time limit for licensees to implement compensatory measures, and that compensatory measures are allowed by the
licensee's operating license and approved fire protection program. If the NRC intends to administratively curtail the
allowance for compensatory measures as the draft NUREG/CR seems to suggest, then Exelon believes that the NRC
might be inadvertently modifying the licensee's approved fire protection program. As a result, any changes might need to
be processed via a formal regulatory change process (not via the NUREG/CR guidance). This may result in a potential
backf it consideration.

General / NA The draft NUREG/CR does not seem to include any discussion or history of the NRC's technical basis for the specific
compensatory measures that were contained in the original Fire Protection Technical Specifications (TS).

As stated in NUREG-0298, "Fire Protection Action Plan,"the NRC requested each site perform a comparison to Branch
Technical Position (BTP) APCSB 9.5-1, via letter dated September 30, 1976. In that letter, the NRC also requested sites
propose "Technical Specifications for the fire protection systems of your facilities."

This was followed by an NRC letter, dated December 3, 1976, that transmitted sample Fire Protection TS. Licensees
were requested to populate the plant-specific listings of equipment and systems; however, the surveillance requirements
and compensatory measures were dictated by the NRC staff, but no specific technical basis was provided in the letter.
The letter indicated the following:

"The essential part of this guidance is to indicate the scope of material to be included in the Technical
Specifications for your facilities in the areas of equipment and administrative requirements, and the actions that
we [NRC] would find appropriate if a limiting condition for operation could not be met."

Exelon believes that since there seems to be a lack of any written basis for the original NRC model Fire Protection TS
issued on December 3, 1976, it would make it difficult for both the NRC and licensees to evaluate and justify changes to
these compensatory measures today.
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Section / Page Comment
i

General / NA Up until the time that licensees relocated fire protection out of TS, into a licensee-controlled document, the only process
available to licensees for changing FP Tech Specs was the formal tech spec revision, with prior NRC approval.

This formal NRC approval process should have left a substantial historical record that could have been referenced and
discussed further in the draft NUREG/CR. Exelon believes that in this formal record, there are likely numerous examples
where licensees have proposed a modification to the Fire Protection TS, and obtained NRC acceptance. These previous
items would form a useful precedent, both for the NRC, and for licensees. Today, other licensees could adopt similar
practices, provided that they used them in a manner that was consistent with their original approval.

Some specific examples, that may have generic beneficial impact:

Allowing a continuous fire watch to roam a large fire area provided each location in the area is observed at least once per
15 minutes (e.g., D.C. Cook TS Amendment).

Allowing cameras to be used to fire watch high radiation areas if certain technical conditions are met (e.g., NRC letter to
Limerick, dated July 2, 1992).

It is important to discuss these amendments thoroughly, so it is clear what aspects of the change, including specific
limitations, allowed the change to be considered acceptable to the NRC.

General / NA The draft NUREG/CR appears to contain significant repetition between sections. In several cases, the same material is
discussed multiple times, in slightly re-worded fashion. Exelon believes that this could introduce subtle changes in
meaning. Therefore, Exelon recommends that repetition be avoided if at all possible, and instead, present the information
once in a complete and concise manner. This might help to avoid any confusion and misinterpretation.

General / NA There are numerous examples in existing plants' TS where alternative monitoring arrangements can be credited to meet
a Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) (e.g., grab samples, read local gauge, etc.). Where these actions are allowed,
no time limit or mode restraint is imposed by the TS. This is typically discussed in the limiting condition for operation and
surveillance requirement applicability sections of each site's TS.

In several places, the document asserts that the NRC does not accept long-term compensatory measures. References
are cited that appear to be internal NRC documents, or other communications that are not formal NRC staff positions, and
licensees might consider these as non-binding. As evidenced by licensee TS, the NRC has clearly given the allowance
for long-term compensatory measures, in very specific circumstances.

General / NA As discussed in this draft NUREG/CR, the definition of a continuous fire watch is an uninterrupted fire watch that is
posted in a single fire area. Exelon believes that it would be beneficial to explain or define the term "uninterrupted."
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General / NA The draft NUREG/CR describes two different types of fire watches; a hot work fire watch and a fire watch implemented
due to inoperable/degraded fire protection Structure, System, or Component (SSC). However, as the document
progresses, Exelon believes that the distinction and difference between the two seem to blur, particularly with respect to
training. A fire watch implemented for inoperable/degraded SSC has no need to differentiate between the different
classifications of fires and the types of extinguishing agents since these fire watches are not typically authorized to
engage in manual suppression. Instead, these individuals are briefed on what the fire watch is, what are the affected
areas, what to look/smell for, how to document their fire watch, and what to do/who to call if a fire or pre-fire conditions
are discovered. This briefing does not meet the definition of training. Hot work fire watches, however, do receive in-class
and hands on training in all of the items previously mentioned, as well as fire classifications and types of extinguishing
agents since these could change based on the job. These individuals are required to engage in manual suppression so
training is appropriate. Exelon believes that the NRC should further clarify the distinction between the two types of fire
watches in order to avoid any potential confusion and misunderstanding.

General / NA The draft NUREG/CR discusses Multiple Spurious Operation (MSO) as if it is part of the licensing basis, rather than a
voluntary initiative. Exelon believes that this could be misleading to Resident Inspectors unfamiliar with the MSO project
who will look to enforce the "requirements" of MSO. Exelon suggests that this be clarified in the draft NUREG/CR.

General / NA The main body of the draft NUREG/CR speaks exclusively to compensatory measures. However, Appendix B discusses
advanced technologies; very few of which have anything to do with compensatory measures. The advanced detection
technologies discussed are installed systems and provide little benefit to the compensatory actions subject of the
NUREG/CR.

General / NA Exelon recommends that where CO 2 and Halon-1 301 are listed, clean agents should be added to the list.

General / NA Exelon recommends that the NUREG/CR should cite examples of where compensatory measures that have been
successful or where the lack of appropriate compensatory measures have resulted in a fire with more damage. If there
are no examples, that might be an important piece of information as well.

General NA Exelon believes that it would be beneficial to know the number of fires within the industry that have been extinguished by
a suppression system or at least caused a suppression system to actuate. As an industry, licensees put in continuous
fire watches when suppression systems are inoperable, but the number of times the systems have actuated might be
helpful information.

Abstract / Page iii The following statement is made on page iii of the NUREG/CR: "Thus, a compensatory measure that is in place beyond
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Executive Summary/ Page xii the next refueling outage (typically 18 - 24 months) is considered to be a 'long-term compensatory measure."' On page
Section 4.2 / Page 23 xii the draft NUREG/CR states: "NRC defines a 'long term compensatory measure' as one that has been in place for

longer than 18 months. This means that the functionality3 of impaired fire protection feature(s) is expected to be restored
no later than 18 months from the date of discovery." A similar definition is also found on page 23. Exelon believes that
these definitions provided on pages iii, xii, and 23 contain contradicting information related to a long-term compensatory
measure. Therefore, Exelon recommends revising or clarifying the definitions to be consistent.

Executive Summary / Page xii There appears to be a typographical error in the first sentence in the last paragraph. The word 'be" should be inserted
after the word "to."

Section 1.1/ Page 2 Exelon recommends that Item #2 be revised to read as follows: "Quickly detecting and extinguishing fires that may start

and limiting their damage."

Section 1.3/ Page 3 There appears to be a formatting issue on this page. Exelon suggests adding a space between the fourth and fifth

bullets.

Section 2.2 / Page 7 Exelon suggests revising the third sentence in the first paragraph to read as follows: "In a July 2009 Memo (Ref. Klein,

2009) the Chief of the Fire Protection Branch of NRR identified Task 7 to consolidate regulatory documentation...." The
word "identifies" was replaced with the word "identified."

Section 2.2 / Page 7 This section states:

"RES envisioned that this NUREG report would be used by agency staff (inspectors and reviewers) who evaluates the
acceptability of alternative compensatory measures after impaired conditions are identified in fire protection features at
nuclear power plants. Therefore, the report's overall objective is to serve as a consolidated source of regulatory and
technical information for the NRC staff responsible for assessing the appropriateness of fire-safety compensatory
measures at commercial NPPs."

Based on this statement, Exelon has some concern that the NUREG/CR will be used in a regulatory capacity, and
licensees could potentially be cited when they do not meet the guidance specified in the NUREG/CR. Since the contents
of the report seem to disagree with licensees NRC-approved Fire Protection Programs, Exelon is requesting further
clarification concerning this interpretation and whether possible rulemaking was considered.

Section 2.2 / Page 7 The first paragraph of this section references document "SRM-M080717." This reference does not appear to be a valid
document reference number. In addition, a "July 2009 memo" is also referenced, without including a reference citation.
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Section 2.3 .3 Page 8 Exelon believes that the following statement related to the set of critiera and guidance to approve impairments will be

difficult to manage in some unique circumstances, and some consideration should be provided to make allowance for use
of an evaluation (e.g., 86-10, as needed).

"This report provides guidance to assist the NRC staff in determining whether a compensatory measure is
appropriate for a given impairment. It discusses the criteria and guidance upon which the approved fire protection
program is based, and, to the extent practical, describes unique aspects of compensatory measures, such as the
potential for advanced technologies to be implemented as an alternative to the 'traditional" compensatory
measures specified in the approved fire protection program."

Exelon is requesting further clarification concerning this issue.

Section 2.3 / Page 8 This section states:

"This report provides guidance to assist the NRC staff in determining whether a compensatory measure is appropriate
for a given impairment. It discusses the criteria and guidance upon which the approved fire protection program is
based, and, to the extent practical, describes unique aspects of compensatory measures, such as the potential for
advanced technologies to be implemented as an alternative to the "traditional" compensatory measures specified in
the approved fire protection program".

Exelon believes that determining if a compensatory measure is adequate for a given impairment will vary from site to site.
If it becomes the NRC's position to establish universal criteria and guidance for evaluating all sites it might be extremely
difficult. Therefore, Exelon suggests that the NRC provide further clarification concerning this issue.

Section 3 Section 3 interchanges/mixes regulatory requirements with other documents that are guidance, but not necessarily
binding on a licensee. Exelon believes that this may create confusion in application of this document. For example, the
inclusion of an Information Notice, or Regulatory Guide 1.189 in this section does not make it retroactively binding on a
licensee.

Exelon suggests that it might be helpful to separate the regulatory requirements from the guidance documents. This
section should also recognize that the site's License Conditions, and TS (or items relocated from TS to a Licensee-
Controlled document) are also regulatory requirements that contain FP requirements.

Section 3.1 / Page 16 It appears that the last two sentences of the first paragraph do not use a period in the correct place.
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Section 3.1 / Page 16 The second sentence in the last full paragraph reads:

".. Consequently, the operability requirements of most fire protection features that formally were included the
plant's TS currently are governed by licensee controlled procedures referenced in the NRC-approved fire
protection program ......

Exelon recommends that the sentence be clarified or reworded since it does not seem to be grammatically correct.

Section 3.2.1 / Page 18 Exelon suggests modifying the spacing between the first bullet and the end of the first paragraph in this section. In

addition, Exelon recommends listing more applicable NFPA codes to the second bullet. Listing only one code does not
seem sufficient. At a minimum, NFPA codes should be listed for the systems described in Section 3.2.1.

Section 4.1 / Page 21 The following statement is misleading.

'Although FPP features are well designed and highly reliable, it is expected that the performance of certain
features will degrade over the life of the plant."

Exelon believes that this gives the impression that Fire Protection SSCs are expected to degrade over the life of the plant
and that nothing will be done about it. Fire Protection SSCs receive routine testing and maintenance, to provide a high-
degree of reliability. In addition, many Fire Protection SSCs include integral monitoring/supervisory features, to
continuously monitor their state of readiness, in-between periodic tests.

Therefore, Exelon believes that this is worthy of further clarification.

Section 4.1 / Page 21 There appears to be an extra space between the words "can not" and an extra period at the end of the following sentence
in this paragraph:

"When one element of the FPP can not perform its intended function, the overall level of defense-in-depth is
reduced and, therefore, the potential for loss from fire is increased.."

Section 4.1 / Page 21 Exelon recommends that the first sentence in the footnote be revised as follows since the word "in" seems to be missing
(Footnote) between the words "identified" and 'NRC" in the current wording):

"As used in this document, phrases such as 'fire protection impairment," 'fire protection element" or 'fire
protection feature" are intended to include any component or feature identified [in] NRC approved fire protection
program documents (e.g., FSAR, FHA, SSA, TRM etc.) ....."
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Table 4-1 / Pages 21-22 The table states that degraded conditions are considered impairments. Exelon does not believe that this is true. Many
degraded conditions are not considered to be impaired and no compensatory measures are assigned. Therefore, Exelon
is requesting further clarification and suggests that the table be revised to better portray actual plant conditions.

Table 4-1 / Page 21
22 The table states that False or Spurious Alarms are considered impairments to the system. Exelon does not believe thatthis is necessarily an impairment to the function of the system if the alarm does not impede the ability of an actual alarm

to come in.

Section 4.2/ Page 23 The following statement provides outdated or inaccurate information:

"Under the guidance of GL 86-10 and GL 88-12, technical specifications of fire protection program elements other
than those related to the capability for safe shutdown following a fire, were relocated from the TS to documents
referenced in the approved FPP (e.g., UFSAR, FHA, and Technical Requirements Manual)."

Initially, the NRC did not universally require that safe shutdown equipment be captured in the TS. In addition, the
Improved TS programs in some cases have approved the removal of safe shutdown equipment from TS. The current
Standard TS do not include safe shutdown equipment. The NRC's Improved TS policy decisions have limited the
material that is required to be in TS to that which is of the utmost importance to safety, and items which meet very specific
criteria. Fire Protection and Post-Fire Safe Shutdown equipment are not currently included in those requirements.

Therefore, Exelon is requesting further clarification.

Section 4.2 / Page 23 The following statement is made as if it is a formal NRC staff position.

"More recently, in a March 30, 2012, letter report (ML 120900777), the NRC defines a "long term compensatory
measure" as one that has been in place for longer than 18 months. This means that the functionality of impaired fire
protection feature(s) is expected to be restored no later than 18 months from the date of discovery. Thus, a "long-term
compensatory measure" is considered as one that is in place for more than 18 months."

Exelon is unsure whether the ML1 20900777 reference is the correct citation. The March 30, 2012, letter seems to be
indexed in ADAMS under ML120900789. Exelon believes that the above statement might have been taken out of
context. The ADAMS accession numbers listed (ML120900777 and ML120900789) actually describes an agreement
between NRC-RES and EPRI (NEI and Industry) to facilitate an ad-hoc data collection program, to assist the NRC with
gathering information regarding long-term compensatory measures. For the purposes of the data collection effort, it was
mutually agreed that an 18-month period was a reasonable threshold to use. There was no regulatory significance to this
timeframe. It is one of many terms that required definition, in order for the data-collection process to produce consistent
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results from plant-to-plant and from quarter-to-quarter, so that trending could be performed.

As a result, the following statement might not have any real basis in the cited reference:

"This means that the functionality of impaired fire protection feature(s) is expected to be restored no later than 18
months from the date of discovery."

Therefore, Exelon is requesting further clarification.

Section 4.2 / Page 23 Exelon believes that the following statement is inaccurate.

As discussed in RIS 2005-20, the NRC staff may approve the use of compensatory measures for longer periods if
appropriately justified. In making its determination, the NRC staff considers safety significance, the effects on
operability, the significance of the degradation, and what is necessary to implement the corrective action. They also
may consider the time needed for designing, reviewing, approving, or procuring the repair or modification; the
availability of specialized equipment for the repair or modification; and, whether the plant must be in hot or cold
shutdown to implement the actions.

Licensees are not required to consult the "NRC staff" if they have long-term compensatory measures. Licensees follow
their procedures, which are based on their approved Fire Protection Programs. This paragraph appears to be a
paraphrase from RIS 2005-020, Revision 1, (Attachment paragraph 7.2). Exelon believes that due to the paraphrasing, a
change in meaning may have been introduced. Therefore, Exelon recommends that the exact language from the source
document be used here, so as to not introduce subtle changes in meaning.

The driver behind timeliness of restoration is 10CFR50, Appendix B "Corrective Action", which drives the restoration of
the Fire Protection SSC to the condition described in the UFSAR.

Licensees' corrective action processes also include the concept of "Interim Corrective Actions." Where practical, a
licensee may opt to perform some interim corrective action, to restore partial compliance and/or reduce the risk of the
discovered condition. This does not necessarily equate to full compliance, and may not necessarily permit elimination of
the compensatory measure. Also, this might not be practical in every situation.

Section 4.2 / Page 23 Typically, a licensee would evaluate if a fire system is operable (functional) as part of the corrective action process, but it
is not a formal assessment. Exelon is requesting further clarification with regard to the term "functionality assessment."

Section 4.2 / Page 23 The second paragraph indicates that compensatory measures should be implemented to restore reduction in defense-in-

depth created by the degraded, inoperable, or non-conforming condition. Exelon does not believe that a degraded
condition necessarily warrants a compensatory measure. Therefore, Exelon suggests deleting the word "degraded" from
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the statement.

Table 4-2 / Page 24 The first item in Table 4-2 states: "...a continuous fire watch is an individual the serves...." Exelon believes that the

statement should read as follows:

"..a continuous fire watch is an individual that serves..."

Table 4-2 /Page 24 The second item in Table 4-2 provides a definition of hourly fire watch which states:

'An individual assigned to observe posted area(s) 24 times in 24 hours, at 60 minute intervals. A roving once-
per-shift fire watch patrol assigned to tour specific fire areas once every eight hours has been approved by the
staff for certain specific circumstances such as impairments located inside containment."

A 25% grace on hourly fire watches (15 minutes) is allowed via TS. Per TS, the repetitive use of grace is not permitted in
order to simply perform fewer inspections.

Exelon believes that this issue should be addressed and clarified in the report. It has been reviewed and found to be
acceptable via TS to allow a 25% grace on hourly fire watches.

Table 4-2 / Page 24 Item 5 in Table 4-2 appears to contain a typographical issue. The definition of temporary repairs seems to contain an

erroneous "i" at the end of the sentence, which probably should be deleted.

Table 4-2 / Page 24 Exelon suggests rewording the statement concerning "Backup Suppression" to read as follows:

'A backup means of suppression that is provided to compensate for an impaired fire suppression feature. Examples
include backup pumping capability, supplemental water source(s), or additional lengths of fire hose."

Section 4.2.1 / Page 24 Exelon suggests rewording the statement "For typical fire protection system impairments (e.g., inoperable fire detection or

suppression systems) the appropriate compensatory measure(s) to be implemented are specified the plant procedures or
other documents referenced in the approved FPP...," to read as follows in order to correct grammatical issues:

"For typical fire protection system impairments (e.g., inoperable fire detection or suppression systems) the
appropriate compensatory measure(s) to be implemented are specified in the plant procedures or other
documents referenced in the approved FPP."



ATTACHMENT
Draft NUREG/CR-7135 Comments
Page 10 of 17

Section / Page Comment

Section 4.2.1 / Page 25 Concerning the discussion around fire watch training and qualifications, Exelon does not consider it necessary to train all
fire watches on extinguisher use. It appears that multiple types of fire watches are discussed in one place in the draft
NUREG/CR, and the discussion is intermingled to the point that it is unclear what training and qualifications apply and are
appropriate for the different types of fire watches. Exelon does not expect an hourly fire watch patrol to be trained in the
use of a fire extinguisher. The purpose of a fire watch in the Exelon model is to look for hazards (pre-fire conditions) and
fires and report those conditions or fires immediately. They are not intended to fight the fire. This approach insures that
the control room is notified first and not after the fire watch made an unsuccessful attempt to extinguish the fire. NGET
covers hazard identification in the plant, types of fires and how to report a fire. Obviously a hot work fire watch is trained
in extinguisher use. If it becomes the NRC expectation that all fire watches must be fire extinguisher trained, this will
create a training and logistic challenge. Exelon is requesting further clarification concerning the training for fire watches.

Section 4.2.1 /Page 26 The second to last paragraph begins by stating "a roving fire watch patrol ....." Exelon believes that this should state
"hourly" fire watch," and not "roving," as currently stated. These two words should not be interchangeable. Roving
should only refer to certain specific circumstances where an area can only be patrolled once every 8 hours or something
similar to this as defined in Table 4-2.

Section 4.2.1 / Page 26 The fifth sentence in the second to last paragraph should be revised to delete the word "to" (as noted) in the following
sentence:

"...In some cases, however, the licensee may need to strategically Vo post several fire watches to assure the tours will
be successfully completed in the allotted time-frame ......

Section 4.2.1 / Page 26 The second sentence in last paragraph appears to be a fragment and should be revised accordingly. Exelon believes
that sentence could be revised as follows (if appropriate):

"... Task Interface Agreement (TIA) (Ref. NRR 96TIA0008,1998) [states that a] procedure that does not require the fire
watch to remain within the specified area at all times is not acceptable...."

Section 4.2.1 / Page 27 The fourth line in the third paragraph seems to be missing the word "of" in the following statement:

"...compensatory measure for its removal [of] major shutdown cable....."

Section 4.2.1 /Page 27 Exelon suggests that the sentence: "A Fire watch enhances the level of protection afforded by degraded fire barriers; it
was never intended to serve as a replacement for a fire barrier," be reworded as follows to correct a typographical issue:

"A fire watch enhances the level of protection afforded by degraded fire barriers; it was never intended to serve
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as a replacement for a fire barrier...."

Section 4.2.1 / Page 27 Exelon suggests that the NRC consider deleting the paragraph containing the following information:

"Although a fire watch is the most common, in certain cases it may not provide a sufficiently effective type of
compensatory measure. For example, NRC inspectors conducting a fire protection inspection in the mid- 1990s, (Ref.
IR50-458/97-201) identified a licensee that had established an hourly roving fire watch as the only compensatory
measure for its removal major sections of electrical raceway fire barrier systems (ERFBS) used to separate redundant
trains of shutdown cables. Because the licensee considered the complete removal of the ERFBS as being equivalent
to a degraded barrier, an hourly fire watch was deemed an acceptable compensatory measure. However, as noted by
the inspection team, the complete removal of ERFBS is not the same as a degraded ERFBS that might have cracks or
does not meet its specified fire-resistance rating... "(paragraph continues)

The paragraph attempts to create a distinction between minor degradation and significant degradation. The NRC-
approved Fire Protection Program contains compensatory measures that were also approved by the NRC, by virtue of
them being taken verbatim from the TS. The TS do not make a distinction as to the level of degradation. An SSC is
either OPERABLE, or it is not. An inoperable SSC is assumed to provide no benefit regardless of how minor or major the
degradation is. The TS do not give partial credit, nor does the Fire Protection TRM.

In addition, the specific inspection report referenced did not actually result in a violation concerning compensatory
measures. River Bend responded to IR 50-458/97-201 by letter dated June 30, 1998. In particular, with respect to
Unresolved Item 97-201-05, River Bend disagreed that a violation existed. This URI was subsequently closed in
Inspection Report 50-458/98-16 dated December 29, 1998, concluding that no violation occurred.

Furthermore, the statement: "The sole use of a fire watch for a safe shutdown function which is not adequately protected
against fire damage is an inappropriate application of a compensatory measure, "seems to conflict with statements in the
NRC's Director's Decision DD-96-03.

Section 4.2.1 / Page 27 Discussion of Continuous Fire Watch states:

"Personnel assigned to a continuous fire watch should have no additional assigned duties that would require their
leaving the post. In addition, a continuous fire watch should not leave the assigned post unless it is terminated by
operations (typically the shift supervisor); this includes drills and emergencies, unless plant conditions are too
hazardous to remain."

This discussion appears to indicate that personnel safety is less important than accomplishing the continuous fire watch.
Under normal circumstances, a continuous fire watch would remain in place, unless terminated by a licensed operator, or
relieved by his turnover. However, this does not prohibit the fire watch from using common sense to ensure his/her
personal safety. Changing radiological conditions, local evacuation alarms/announcements, or other safety issues, may
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require the individual to temporarily suspend their duties. These cases are unusual, but when they occur, Exelon
believes that the fire watch should immediately notify Operations. Operations should then address the suspension of the
fire watch in the appropriate priority, also considering the priorities of whatever plant event required the continuous fire
watch to leave his/her post. Therefore, Exelon suggests that the NRC consider clarifying this statement.

Section 4.2.2, / Page 28 There appears to be an extra period after the sentence that ends with: "qualified fire protection engineer."

Section 4.2.2 /Page 28 First paragraph in this section states that the compensatory measure should offset the degradation in defense-in-depth

created by the degraded, inoperable, or non-conforming condition. Exelon does not believe that a degraded condition
necessarily warrants a compensatory measure. Therefore, Exelon suggests deleting the word "degraded" from the
statement.

Section 4.2.2.1 / Page 29 There appears to be an extra period after the first sentence of the first paragraph.

Section 4.2.2.1 / Page 29 The discussion regarding Palisades Inspection Report 50-255/96-004 appears to be contrary to the information contained
in Directors Decision DD-96-03. Licensee TS would specifically allow the situation discussed in the violation.

If the discussion is to be retained, Exelon recommends that the NRC consider providing clarification regarding the role of
the Corrective Action Program (10 CFR 50, Appendix B) to further explain why additional compensatory measures were
warranted.

Section 4.2.2.1 / Page 29 Exelon considers the discussion of NRC TIA 96TIA0008 to be repetitive and perhaps unnecessary. Instead of repeating
this information again, Exelon believes that it might be more constructive to provide discussion of the D.C. Cook TS
amendment that was approved by the NRC, allowing a continuous fire watch to observe multiple locations within the
same fire area. For the discussion to be more helpful, it the NRC might consider including a discussion of the specific
limitations that were agreed to.

Section 4.2.2.1 / Page 29 There appears to be an extra period after the sentence:"The majority of these reviews have found compensatory
measures to be appropriate for the given impairment.."

Section 4.2.2.1 / Page 29 There appears to be an extra period after the statement: "sensitivity to implementing immediate corrective actions
commensurate with the safety significance of the deficiencies.."

Section 4.2.2.1 / Page 29 Under the section titled Improper Definition of a Continuous Fire Watch, there is a sentence stating: "Depending on the
size of the fire area and the specific hazards involved, it may be necessary to strategically post several continuous fire
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watches in single fire area to effectively maintain confidence that potential fire conditions will be promptly detected and
reported." For some licensees, the site Fire Marshall or designees, selects the number of fire watches needed. If it
becomes the NRC's expectation to correlate fire area size with number of fire watches needed, Exelon recommends that
the NRC provide additional guidance in this matter.

Section 4.2.2.1 / Page 30 Exelon recommends that the NRC consider deleting the discussion of a Region IV concern with a plant's redefinition of
hot work. The topic of hot work fire watches does not appear to be related to the intended purpose of this draft
NUREG/CR.

Section 4.2.2.1 / Page 30 Exelon believes that the discussion of a Browns Ferry violation (Inspection Report 2003-007) highlights a distinction that
needs to be further clarified in the draft report. When viewed from a purely deterministic perspective, any change to a
compensatory measure could be judged by an inspector to be a decrease in the effectiveness of the Fire Protection
Program, which could pose concerns on the part of licensees. All compensatory measures (TS, TRM, etc.) are inherently
based on a qualitative probabilistic foundation, or some other justification as to how a compensatory measure
compensates for the inoperable function. The TS allows a SSC to be inoperable for a specific period of time, or if specific
compensating actions are taken, because the risk of that condition is judged to be acceptably low, based on some
qualitative or quantitative criteria.

In the Browns Ferry example provided, the inspector found that the risk significance was Green, and that when the overall
capability of the Fire Protection Program was considered, the safe shutdown capability remained adequate. This
essentially means that the inspector agreed with the licensee that based on the qualitative evaluation of the situation, the
safe shutdown capability was not adversely affected; however, the inspector disagreed that the change was permissible
under the Fire Protection License Condition based on a purely deterministic thought process.

This disparity seems to highlight the problem with trying to use purely deterministic thinking when evaluating
compensatory measures, or changes thereto. By using the Browns Ferry violation as an example, it only serves to
discourage licensees from taking the initiative to more finely-tune their compensatory measures. For the Browns Ferry
example to provide a productive contribution to this topic, Exelon suggests that the NRC consider some further
clarification and discussion concerning what Browns Ferry should have done differently that would have resulted in an
acceptable evaluation. Exelon believes this type of clarification would be beneficial.

Section 4.2.2.1 / Pages 31-32 The discussion of enhanced operator rounds makes reference to two different meeting summaries, yet provides the same
ADAMS number ML1 01590181 for both meeting summaries. Exelon is requesting that the NRC provide appropriate
reference citations to both meeting summaries.
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Paragraph 4.2.2.1 / Page 32 This section includes a statement that:

"In a subsequent, June 9, 2010, meeting summary (Ref. NRC Public Meeting Summary, ML 101590181), the staff
stated that sole reliance existing operator plant rounds that take place once per shift (i.e., every 8 or 12 hours
depending on the shift's duration) is not an appropriate compensatory measure ......

The discussion then continues as follows:

"...the staff again discussed the industry's use of enhanced operator rounds as a compensatory measure for MSO
issues, and reiterated its position that using this approach is considered a noncompliance and licensees should
implement compensatory measures consistent with the approved fire protection program."

It is important to note that statements made by the NRC staff in a meeting do not represent formal NRC staff positions.
The citations provided are actually part of a much longer on-going dialogue between the industry and the NRC on the
topic of alternative compensatory measures for MSOs. Exelon believes that taking these two fragments out of context
might misrepresent the resolution of the topic and suggests that NRC consider further clarification.

This topic continues to be discussed at workshops, and other forums. NEI developed APC 10-11, "Industry Position
Paper on Use of Compensatory Measures for Addressing Multiple Spurious Operations, "dated April 16, 2010, on the
topic, which was made available to licensees. A copy of APC 10-11 was also previously provided to the NRC. The topic
was also raised during the pilot inspections performed at Vogtle and Millstone.

Vogtle Inspection Report 2010-005 generated URI 2010005-02 concerning the adequacy of compensatory measures for
MSOs. Subsequently Vogtle Inspection Report 2012-007 closed the URI and confirmed that the MSO scenarios were
beyond the licensing basis, and therefore, use of the alternate compensatory measures was permissible and judged
acceptable.

Millstone Inspection Report 2010-008 performed using TI 2515/181 reviewed the site's alternative compensatory
measures for MSOs, and concluded that they were appropriate.

Subsequently, Regional inspectors have reviewed licensees' alternative compensatory measures during the last 3 years
of triennial inspections and no significant issues have been identified.

Section 4.2.3 / Pages 32-33 This section states:

"In certain instances, an approach different from the one specified in the approved FPP may be needed to provide an
effective method of compensation."

This statement seems to be in conflict with the accepted understanding of TS and TRM compensatory measures, RIS
2005-07, and Directors Decision DD-96-03. RIS 2005-07 clearly indicates that alternative compensatory measures are
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an option a licensee may choose to use, if they prefer. The application of alternative compensatory measures is not a
requirement.

Licensees that have chosen to implement RIS 2005-07 have typically done so by immediately implementing the existing
compensatory measures that are prescribed by their TRM procedures. This is considered a conservative action, and is
typically the only action that is needed. If at some later time, it becomes desirable to do so, the licensee may perform a
formal evaluation to justify an alternative compensatory measure, and put that measure in place.

Therefore, Exelon recommends that the NRC consider further clarification concerning this discussion.

Section 4.3 / Page 33 This section states:

"For example, the compensatory measure typically specified for a degraded fire barrier is an hourly fire watch. If, due
to the specific hazards in the area, it is determined that sole reliance on a fire watch would not be sufficient to assure
the ability to achieve and maintain safe shutdown conditions in the event of fire, a licensee would be expected to
implement an alternate measure or combination of measures."

This statement seems to be contrary to the guidance provided in Directors Decision DD-96-03. It appears to convolute
the deterministic compliance-based thought process associated with achieving safe shutdown and with the defense-in-
depth philosophy that recognizes that one echelon may be strengthened to account for imperfections in another echelon.

Section 5 / Page 35 Exelon believes that the following statement from this section might be incomplete:

"The multiple layers of protection that are established by the defense-in-depth concept, offer reasonable assurance
that deficiencies in one layer will not present an undue risk to public health and safety."

BTP CMEB 9.5.1, provides the following additional words, that are fundamental to the concept of compensatory
measures:

"No one of these echelons can be perfect or complete by itself. Each echelon should meet certain minimum
requirements; however, strengthening any one can compensate in some measure for weaknesses, known or
unknown, in the others."

Therefore, Exelon suggests adding the appropriate clarification.

Section 5 / Page 35 Exelon recommends that the NRC consider including more examples in this section. Scenario 5.1 seems too specific and
does not address other plausible scenarios. In addition, Exelon believes that this is a poor example for multiple reasons.
Detection is available and there is suppression above the cable trays. Since suppression is available, there would be no
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cable induced fault. Additionally, the NRC has accepted site practices that determine what the applicable compensatory
measure would be. If procedures are followed correctly to determine the appropriate compensatory measure, then there
would be no justification as to why it is not adequate.

If Scenario 5.1 is the only one presented, Exelon suggests that it should be run in two fashions. First, as is currently
described, with the cracked fire wrap over the MCCs. A second scenario should have the crack in the sprinkler protected
area with the other trays and assume the cables are thermo-set, which Exelon considers to be of particular interest since
a significant number of plants have this configuration. This would set up a different risk driver and perhaps result in a
different outcome.

Section 5.1 / Page 35 The sixth sentence in this section appears to be missing the word "is" between the words "coverage" and "limited."

Section 7 (Glossary) Exelon believes the glossary should include definition of a "long-term compensatory measure."

Section 7 (Glossary) / Page 57 The term "Standards (Code) of Record" refers to (see Code of Record), but there appears to be no code of record in the
glossary. Exelon is requesting further clarification.

Appendix B.1.3 / Page B-6 This section addresses Video Image Detection (VID) and its coverage in NFPA-72. The benefits and limitations do not
cover any possibility of using VID technology to supplement roving fire watches in existing plants. Exelon is requesting
further clarification regarding the use of this technology as a supplement to roving fire watches and whether there is any
potential benefit.

Appendix B.2.1 / Page B-12 This section discusses Solid Propellant Gas Generators. Exelon contacted one manufacturer for the Stat X system and
found out that one limitation is that the canisters have to be placed close enough to the source so that they actuate.
Another problem is that tight enclosures have to be built, which could result in increased costs.

Appendix B. 2.1.1 / Page B-12 This section discusses Condensed Aerosol Generators, and as stated, are only effective in enclosed spaces.
Unfortunately, these closed spaces do not already exist in most existing nuclear applications and the costs of building
enclosures do not seem necessarily justified over traditional suppression methods.

Appendix B. 2.1.2 / Page B-14 This section discusses Nitrogen Gas Generators. A limitation is that the use of inert N2 gas would likely call for
monitoring the building or enclosure every time personnel enter to ensure that oxygen concentrations are within habitable
limits. Further, additional cost would be incurred to build enclosures to contain the nitrogen at pressure for most
applications at existing plants.
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Appendix B.2.2 / Page B-16 Transportable systems consist of a dry chemical extinguisher with a small pressurized hose. They are only meant to put
out the fire on one or several small components when the hose melts. There might be a need to purchase multiple
systems to provide adequate coverage, which seems to be a drawback.

Appendix B.2.3/ Page B-1 6 The Pre-packaged Portable Water Mist Systems need heat sensors and control panels that would likely increase the cost.
One drawback is that these systems have limitations on the enclosure sizes although they can be placed on larger
enclosures.


