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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

PUBLIC MEETING

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FIRE PROTECTION

The Committee met,
BEFORE:
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pursuant to
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July
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PROCEEDINGS
(1:10 p.m.)
MR. BENDER: This meeting will now come to order.

This is an open meeting of the Advisory Committee on

Reactor Safeqguards, Subcommittee on Fire Protection. I am Mike

Bender, Subcommittee chairman. The other ACRS members today are
Mr. Jesse Ebersole on my left, Mr. Jerry Ray on my right, and
Dr. Siess will probably be joining us later.

The purpose of this meeting is to discuss the proposed

NRC role on fire protection for nuclear power plants operating

prior to January 1, 1979, and acquire information .or the
Committee's comments to the Commission. f
This meeting is being conducted in accordance with the E
provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act and the governmené
in the Sunshine Act. |
Mr. Peter Tam is the designated federal employee for
this meeting. Also attending is a representative of the ACRS |
staff, Mr. Garry Young.
The rules for participation in today's meeting have
been announced as a part of the notice previously published in
the Federal Register on June 24, 1980. A transcript of the
meeting is being kept, and it is requested that each speaker first |
identify himself or herself and speak with sufficient clarity and

volume so that he or she can be readily heard.

We have received written statements and requests for

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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time to make oral statements from representatives KMC and the
Edison Electric Institute. These statements have been included
as part of the schedule for this meeting.

You can find copies of the schedule at the doorway. It
has been posted out there, has it not?

Let me remind the subcommittee that the purpose of this
meeting is to discuss the proposed fire protection rule and to
acquire information for the Committee's comments to the Commission
Specific comments will be discussed at the end of this meeting
for the purpose of developing a position that can be presented
to the full committee.

Prior to getting started let me ask if the subcommittee
members want to make comments. I would like to remind you that
we decided not to have consultants to this meeting because of the
restrictions on the NRC budget for ACRS purposes in connection
with travel; and so consultants which would normally be here to
present a more complete view of ACRS concerns and interests is
lacking. However K the subcommittee members have been apprised
of what the consultants are thinking, and hopefully we will be

able to deal with their comments.

I see no reason why the comments of the consultants canngt

be put in the public record.
Jesse, do you have any comments?
MR. EBERSOLE: No comments.

MR. BENDER: Jerry?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. RAY: No.

MR. BENDER: Chet, do you have anything you would like
to introduce?

MR. SIESS: No, thank you.

MR. BENDER: Ir connection with this meeting we have

asked the regulatory staff to update us on what the content of the

rule is intended to do and to draw attention to things in the rule

that are not currently covered by the branch technical position,
9.5-1.

I think it might be useful to just remind the subcom-
mittee of some concerns which the ACRS has had in the past about
the fire protection problem. We have always agreed with the
staff that there was the need for a good fire protection program.
There has never been any question about that.

There has been considerable concern about whether the
branch technical position was suitable for a regulatory guide
because it was not very definitive.

My own experience in recently reviewing that guide has

not led me to change my view that it is a long way from being what |
|

we think belongs in a normal regulatory guide. Some of us I think|

may find ourselves equally concerned about making a law out of
something that would not make a good guide, sO we are anxious to
hear how the staff proposes to use the rule and how it will use

the branch techrical position in connection with the rule to

bring 2bout what is thought to be a more orderly kind of regulator§

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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operation.

I do not read into the rule more than just 2 need to
improve the regulation, but maybe we will hear more on that.

Garry, what is the first thing on the agenda? Do we
hear first from the staff? l

MR. YOUNG: Yes.

MR. BENDER: Bob, are you going to be the spokesman?

We will let you have the first blow then.

|
|
|
|
MR. FERGUSON: I am Robert Ferguson. I am with the i
Chemical Engineering Branch of the Office of Nuclear Reactor '
Regulation. Currently I am responsible for improvising the i

|

|

staff's -~ I am responsible for supervising the staff's evaluation|
of fire protection programs in nuclear plants. l

For the last three years I have been~more associated |
with the operating plants and just since the recent reorganization
associated 1ith the review of upcoming OLs and CPs. i

The Committee has asked for us to agive a brief presenta-‘
tion on the background for the proposed rule, a comparison of

the requirements with those in Appendix A for branch technical

position 9.5-1, and the impact of the rule on current SER .ommit-

ents. :
Back before the Browns Fer:y fire, the regulations

consisted of General Design Criteria 3 in Appendix A to Part 50
which esse) cia.ly said that you cught to look at what fires and

fire protecctiun suppressants can do to safety-related systems

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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and see that neither fires nor the suppressant cause any particulay
problems.

The staff review was not too extensive. Most of it f
relied on all the plants had to be insured and were covered by
fire insurance companies and so forth, and it was thought that 5

that was adequate at that time.

The Browns Ferry fire occurred, and subsequently a
special review group was appointed to study what could be learned
from that fire. The special review group reported that they did
not think too much of the staff's method of evaluation, the fire {
protection programs in the plant, nor the guidelines the staff
had issued with regard tc fire protection programs in the plant. :

There were about 57 recommendations all told coming ;

\
from that report. Those that were pertinent to nuclear power |
facilities were reduced to guidelines and published in branch 1
technical position 9.5-1. The same technical information was put

into Reg Guide 1.20 and subjected to public comment.

It was discussed with this committee, and I'm not sure
that we really discussed it with the full ACRS, but at least this

comm, “tee. After the public comment period it was again discussed

with the committee.

At that time the subcommittee expressed its view that
it did not think it should be published as a regulatory guide. As|
a result, it is still out for comment.

The second comment period has ended, and we are in the

ALCERSON REPORTING COMPAP. ., INC. i
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process of doing something with those comments. Just where we

will go I think is not clear to me right now.

Subsequent to issuing the branch technical position we
issued an Appendix A to that position. The branch technical
position was based on taking the Browns Ferry review group recom=-
mendations and applying them to a new plant, and saying if we ;
had all our desires and a clean piece of paper, this is what we
think should be done.

Appendix A was saying well, we have plants that are ;
operating, that are in late stages of construction. You cannot do!
everything with those plants that you may want to do with a clean ;
sheet of paper. Therefore, there should be some alternatives. i

We tried tc eliminate requirements we did not think were}

necessary. We proposed alternatives and certainly left the Optioni

i
for any alternative that licensee proposed, to be evaluated on a
casa-by~-case basis to establish what we felt was an adeguate
program,

As we asked the licensees to compare their plans to
these guidelines and as they came in, we found we were not getting
analysis on the effects of fires; so we published supplementary
guidance on what we thought was necessary to evaluate the effects
of fires and fire suppressants on the plants, and that was
published in late 1976.

Subsequently we published other things-we felt necessary!

in order to provide additional guidance to resolve these problems.

ALDERSON REPORTING ¢ ODMPANY, INC.
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control, fire brigade training, fire strategies and so forth, man-|

|

|

|

|
One was sample technical specifications, a document on administrat#ve

|

|
power requirements for fire brigades, the use of security and |

fire people for fire brigade and security wcig< and so forth, numer =

ous staff positions wherever we could.

We tried to resolve things on a generic basis or an i

issue in a similar way on all plants where we felt a similar condis

tion existed. And around December of 1978, by that time we had |
i

published an SER on each plant. We had visited the plant. We had|
|

discussed all this guidance with the licensees. A number of them

we had reached the conclusion and an implementation schedule for

i
|
|
|
modifications that were required. In some cases there were dis- ;
agreements between us and licensees on a particular subject. g
|

To sum up all the SERs, there were a number of open }

items, about 530. About half of these were not open items in the
usual sense, being disagreements between us and the licensees. |
There were agreements between the staff and the licensee. The ;
only thing that wasn't provided at that time by the licensee was
a detailed design description. In other words, the licensee may
decide he is going to put a fire barrier in this particular room.
He just had not designed it yet. The only open part was he was
to do the design and send in the design prior to making the
modification. ‘

The other half of the open items, about 250 of them,

were simply items that were incomplete in the original one. Perhaps

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. |
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the licensee did not look at four or five areas where after lookind

at the plant we thought he should, and he would go back and do tha%.

In some areas perhaps we did not think he did as good a job as he ;

should have. It was that sort of thing. In scme places they had |

not analyzed the effects of fires on safe shutdowns, so they were f

doing that all cver. i

They had agreed to do it, and it is still a matter of ;

loocking at the results of those evaluations and deciding what I

modifications, if any, are necessary. The remaining 100 or so werj

involved with about 17 issues, and where there were disagreements |

between the staff and £he licensee -- T mean, we knew what he was i

saying, he knew what we were saying; we just did not agree. f

In order to resolve these issues we had two choices. wei

had to issue an order or prepare a rule. First of all, though, we?
had to decide is the area of disagreement a minimum requirement

to meet General Design Criteria 3. So we had a review group |

! within the Office of NRR which looked at each one of these items |

to decide whether they were or were not in their opinion a minimum
requirement to meet General Design Criteria 3.

We decided they were, and we decided - re going td ;
pursue it further. These then were incorporatec :~ <his rule, |
eventually sent to the Commission and affirmed by the Commission
as being minimum requirements to meet that.

MR. BENDER: I see the fire brigade has arrived.

(Laughter.)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. FERGUSON: That is about where we are. When we i
got the Commission's comment back on the rule to publish the rule, |
they asked us to expeditiously inform the licensees, to obtain ;
the comments of the ACRS on 1it, to get back to them as soon as we E
can with the solution of public and ACRS comments. |

They also added two things in there which are causing
quite a bit of concern. One was that they added a requirement
that all plants, all operating plants -- and this is limited to
operating plants -- that were operating prior to January 1, 1979
would meet the requirements of the rule in its final form, all
requirements of the rule in its final form. The other was it set |
specified dates by which the modifications would have to be modi-
fied. |

Some of these dates contradicted things that were
already made license conditions or agreements between the staff,
and particularly the SEP plants.

Again with regard to the intent of the rule, the intent E
~hen we sent it to the Commission was to establish these particula#
things as minimum requirements to meet GDC-3, which would be used |

r
to resolve the open issues on the plants where there were disaqree+
ments between us and those particular licensees. In some cases
this has already been done. Some licensees have thought about it.j
This is the Commission's statement on the subject, and they want

ahead and did it. In other cases these still remain issues between

us and certain licensees.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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With regard to the differences between the requirements
of the rule and the guidelines of Appendix A, the first three
items -- let me go back again to the rule itself. One way if
we say there are 17 or 18 issues, maybe you say why isn't the rule;
just 17 or 18 sentences which take care of those things? And we ;
found it necessary to put in a few more words to try and make the :
thing coherent and show how these particular requirements fit
into the overall picture.

In Section 3 of the rule we list specific requirements
which are those we feel we need in order to resolve those issues
where there are disagreements between us and certain licensees. j
The first three cf these are almost -- not direct guotes but cer-

tainly they are the same requirements that are in Appendix A.

Those items listed from D, and skipping E, but F throuth
P are requirements that are in Appendix A. However, we have statea
some specific requirements in the rule which go along with puttinq:
a bottom line on the minimum requirements of that intent. i

For instance, on the fire brigade maybe in Appendix A
there is at least an implied requirement for a fire brigade. The
issue between us and the licensee is how many people are going to
compose the fire brigade, and the rule would say that there has to |
be five people. It is that type of specifics that the rule is
attempting to get documented so we can use them to resolve open
issues. :

MR. BENDER: Have you ever stated the rationale for five |

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. :
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| was included in a SECY paper that went to the Commission. That

12

|

{

people? |

MR. FERGUSON: Yes, sir. I think many times each licensde
i
was sent a position. We had many discussions with a number of !

|
licensees. We had discussions with KMC and a group of licensees |

(
they represent. The final staff position or our whole argument l
l
|
particular position I believe was sent to all the licensees, tryinJ

to convince them just on a letter basis that they should be upgrad<

ing their fire brigade to five people.

MR. SIESS: Why do you th:nk so many licensees disagree

with your number of five? i
MR. FERGUSON: In the beginning or now? i
MR. SIESS: Presumably they still disagree or there wouli
be no need for a rule.
MR. FERGUSON: Right now we are down to two licensees. |
MR. SIESS: You have two people who have not agreed to
five or have agreed to provide five? ;
MR. FERGUSON: Right.
MR. SIESS: Whether or not they think five is necessary.
And the rule .s being written for those two people then.
MR. FERGUSON: Essentially in that particular area, yes. |
MR. SIESS: How few would you consider before you would |
not write a rule? One? I am sure at zero you would not.

MR. FERGUSON: I would agree with the zero. With one,

to me it is a management decision. It is the same -- in any job you
|

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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take up you come out with an S-curve where you are slow to start
off, and we are in the last 10 percent. The gquestion is where
you want to cut off.

MR. SIESS: Do you think =--

MR. FERGUSON: What I feel, if there was one utility
that did not agree with it, I think it should be written so you
would get five people there and they say there. I think it is
necessary.

MR. SIESS: You think rulemaking is the way to do this.

MR. FERGUSON: My personal feeling on fire protection
rulemaking, I think rulemaking shculd be used to establish the
fire protection requirements for nuclear plants across the board,
not a regulatory guide, because fire protection is not something
which is site specific. It requires design features in the plants

to reduce the dependence on various guestionable schemes, and I

think rulemaking is the way to do it for the future, for new plant§

coming along so designers know what they have to do and can start
out with a blank piece of paper and do it right.

MR. SIESS: In other words, you would think the rules
should provide essentially the guidance to a designer that normall?
we would expect a code to provide.

MR. FERGUSON: Yes, sir.

MR. SIESS: #Fow far do we extend this now?

MR. FERGUSQO! In what way?

MR. SIESS: Well, right now I can read the rules, and I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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do not find this kind of detailed guidance in every aspect of
design of a nuclear power plant; and if we are going to make the
rules in Part 10 substitute for such things as standards and
codes, I think the ACRS is very interested in hearing from a
fairly high level in the regulatory staff that that is the intent,

somebody behind --

MR. FERGUSON: Let me clarify one thing here. You asked

me a gquestion, and I am answering on a personal basis. I'm not
answering it on the basis that I'm speaking for NRC.

MR. SIESS: You are addressing the NRC as a spokesman
for +ha NRC staff.

MR. FERGUSON: If you are asking me -- I took it as a
personal question, sir.

MR. SIESS: Only in cases of professional disagreements
do I address people as individuals.

MR. BENAROYA: I want to make it pretty clear --

MR: BENDER: Let Mr. Ferguson finish his statement.

MR. SIESS: Let me go back a step.

MR. FERGUSON: Let me go back to the original gquestion.
I believe I got off on personal opinion rather than staff opinion
when you said how many people does it have to be before it goes
that way. From my point of view I cannot answer that, sir.

MR. SIESS: Let me ask you another gquestion. You are
down to tv. utilities or applicants that have not accepted the

staff position on a five-man fire brigade. Do you think that you

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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convinced them that five was the right number, or were they simply |
|

convinced that five was what they had to have in order to get a

license?
I have r~»d quite a bit of the correspondence betwee.
the staff and the applicants, a lot more than I care to read, and

I found very strong, persuasive arguments on both sides. I think

|
l
|
the staff had some good arguments for five, and I saw licensee !
arguments that I thought were pretty good arguments for less than !
five. So there were differences of opinion. [
MR. FERGUSON: Yes, sir. :
MR. SIESS: I am not convinced because there are only ’
two people who still have those differences of opinion or there @
are only two people who have not yet committed to five men in the
fire brigade that there are still not differences of opinion. And?
I'm wondering if you have any feeling as to why there were differ-?
ences of opinion, why were there so many people that thought less
than five was an adequate number? 4
Were they simply worried about hiring people and the cost
of producing power if they had to hire more staff, or was it an j
honest professional disagreement? What was the source of this
argument?
MR. FERGUSON: I would say -- I would like to answer it

myself. I think there was an honest disagreement between some

! people. Some people think three persons are perfectly adeqguate.

MR. SIESS: When you presented the arguments to the .

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. f
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Commissicn in favor of rulemaking, you presented the staff's argu-

. 2 | ments in favor of five in the fire brigade, as you just indicated. |

3 | Did staff undertake to present the Commission with the other side
| |

' 4 | of the argument, since there is no comment period essentially for
erd tpel § | this?
6 Normally in rulemaking the staff presents it arguments.

7 | Then the people on the other side have 90 days. I think some
8 | rulemaking has gone on for 90 months before they have closed it
9 | out. They have had a chance to submit their arguments. But here,

l'
I
|
|
|
|
10 | as I understand it, either the staff or the Commission said this }
11 has been all argued out. We do not need to hear any more argumentﬁ

12 | We will allow 30 days for comment; and of course, 30 days is

|
| |
| |

13 | pretty close to nothing the way the system operates, the publica-

|4§ tion i. the Federal Register and all that business. %
ls; MR. BENDER: While Bob is locking up what he is looking ?
165 up, do you want to make further comments? E
17 MR. BENAROYA: I am Vic Benaroya from NRC staff. The !
‘ \
l&ﬁ comment about having a rule is Bob's own feelings and not manage-
19} ment's. As to the five people, we made very clear again that é

300 TTH STREET, SW. | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554—23‘?

20 | looking at the operating plants we are reviewing that the five i

2|; is a number that we think is fit for “hose plants, not for future
J

22 | plants where we might have dedicated shutdown systems, automatic

23 ' systems, or different situations. The rule is only for the operating

|
{

243‘plants under review.

25;' MR. SIESS: Do you want to address some of the additional

|
|
i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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parts of that question as the argument you have against five?

MR. BENAROYA: From what we understand, the reason for
five -- against five is because of the cost of training and the

number of people -- the turnover that is occurring at that level |
|
of personnel in the plant. We are saying that some of these people
|

can be part -- those that are also part of security. I understand |
the turnover of those people is very high, and the expense of }
training these people in fire protection is getting to be big. ?

MR. SIESS: It seems to me that the probability of a flr4
causing substantial monetary damage to a plant is a great deal %
higher than the probability of a fire that has some bad effect
on the health and safety of the public.

Are you saying that the utilities agree with you that

five is the proper size for a fire brigade, but that they do not
feel like investing the money to protect their property at that
level of manpower?

MR. BENAROYA: No, I did not say that, Dr. Siess. I f
could not say that because I do not know the workings of the utili=—
ties. All I can tell you is what we are told. But looking at |
the requirements for the operating plants we have today, the size
of the plant where the fires could occur, we feel we need five
people to have a safe fire protection group there.

MR. SIESS: And the utilities do not?

MR. BENAROYA: Some do, some don't.

MR. SIESS: Why do they think they can do it with less

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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than five when you and your consultants -- I think some very
arguments, and you arrived at five.

MR. BENAROYA: The same goes for every item we had
fire protection.

MR. SIESS: 1I r .alize that, but I am concentrating
one.

MR. BENAROYA: It is the same reason. It goes for
of these. It is a matter of choice as to what they think is
sary for their own plant based on their own experience, somet
not understandiﬁg the problems we have in other plants.

MR. EBERSOLE: 1Is it possipole that utilities have a
concern with five or even more than that, that the opportunit

train these people in a discretionary sense so that they will

|
do the wrong things -- I am looking at the reverse aspect of having

18

good

in

all
neces

imes

y to

not

too many people aiming hoses all over the place, that they may

present a greater hazard with a larger number of lesser-trained

people regarding their attempts to fight fire with resultant
damage to equipment by flooding and other damage as an end re
of the fire mitigation process.

Is this one of their concerns?

MR. BENAROYA: You may consider that one, too. It

sult

1s

true, because that has come up when we are discussing the user

water. On the one hand we are told don't use -- we are not going

to use watei. We don't want sprinklers, so we won't use water.

I— _'*,_<—_ —

ind then the second one, we have a fire hydrant right outside just|

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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in case there was a fire in that area. At least with a sprinkler

you have some kind of choice as to how many you have and the

selection of areas. With a fire hose the whole thing is going to

be blasted with water.

MR. EBERSOLE: I was bothered recently about the
Sequoyah startup and the statements made ry the applicant there
that there was no training of either the operators or presumably

the plant fire protection crew in respect to having a knowledge

in a discretionary sense of where critical circuitry and apparatus

was located, so that they could be discrete in the application of

fire protection measures to stop fires.

In short, I got the impression -- and I hope you investist

gate this =-- ;hat people will just come in and douse the whole
system and hope it will survive.

MR. BENAROYA: It is sure shocking to hear something
like that, to say the least.

MR. BENDER: Let me pursue your point a minute. I
think I heard you say that among the things yc¢'1 had agreed to in
order to get some understanding between the =nonrli rants and
licensees -- I guess they are all licensees in this particular
case.

MR. BENAROYA: Y=s.

MR. BENDER: And tie regulatory staff was that the

security staff would be part or the fire -brigade.

MR. BENAROYA: As many as twe from security, yes, with

ALDERSCHN REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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proper training. i
MR. BENDER: Without intending to cast aspersions on the!

l

capabilities of people in the security business, I have to argue |

1

that they are not likely to be of the same technical caliber as

the operating staff. And it is all right to say "proper training,

saprispepisadpiamsing

but I think assuming that an operator might likely be a member of
the security staff and they were interchangeable, I could concede
to the fact that they might equally be able to do the same job.
But I have to ask can I really be comfortable with the security
staff being part of the fire protection staff, if I think the
level of training tha: ‘s associated with being a security man

is very much lower than that.

MR. BENAROYA: They still have to meet the minimum
requirements for fire protection training.

MR. SIESS: That is training in how to put ocut fires.

MR. BENAROYA: No, no, no, sir.

MR. SIESS: 1Is it training in where the critical parts
of the system are?

MR. BENAROYA: Hopefully we have a lot of class instruc-
tion. We have gone through a lot of detail, much more so than
details, so that we could clarify those things, and that's where
we have been characterized. We have gone into too much detail
in defining responsibilities and training requirements. On the f
one hand we are told that this is the utility's option as to how

much training they have to have, and you tell us the guidance, which
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{ in this case it is quite clear. When you say fire protection, he

has to know how to get the plant to shutdown. Really that is the
key more than just =--

MR. SIESS: Not necessarily. You want to get the plant
80 it can shut down if it has to.

MR. BENAROYA: From our point of view that is the key.

MR. SIESS: When you open the door to being proscriptive
it .s almost impossible to stop before you have been proscriptive
about everything. If you are going to tell people what to do,
and how to do it, and who to do it with, the more proscriptive

you are, the more proscriptive you have to be.

MR. BENAROYA: Dr. Siess, that is the unfortunate thing. |

We have to find a balance between what you are saying and what
Mr. Eberscle just said.

MR. EBERSOLE: You are driven into being proscriptive
by inadequate performance. You have to find somewhere between.

MR. BENAROYA: First we went through General Design
Criteria 3. We did not go beyond that. When the Browns Ferry fir
occurred, we realized General Criteria 3 was not adequate. We
tried to get a branch technical position. Now we see that is not
enough for some of the plants, so we are going to Appendix R to
delineate a little bit further what is necessary so we can finish
once and for all.

Five years have gone by since the Browns Ferry fire,

E’and we are still arguing what the requirements are. To us on the
|

L'!
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staff it is quite clear the lessons we have learned from that.
We are trying to get this across.

MR. SIESS: You mentioned five years. Considering the !
lessons learned from Browns Ferry, what percent of those do you %
think have been implemented in those five years?

MR. BENAROYA: A great deal, fortunately. |

MR. SIESS: That gives me some comfort. I did not want
to think that five years had passed, and we did not learn anything,

i
MR. BENARQCYA: We have very few utilities where they

could do a lot more, they should have done a lot more, very few.
The others havé done as much as they can. Their best effort is
going on. It takes time to develop the design, the engineering,
the installation. There are very few where we are having problems%

MR. BENDER: If there were not the concern about trainin%
of the fire brigade would the licensees have other concerns about
the size of the brigade?

MR. BENAROYA: We have not heard any comments.

MR. BENDER: That is the only one?

MR. BENAROYA: You can ask industry. Maybe they can |

shed some light on this.

MR. BENDER: Recognizing there are only two licensees
that have not made commitments, I suspect you either have had
concession or it is not worth arguing about, which I am sure ;
some fraction of it happens to be.

The two licensees that have not committed, who are they?|
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VCICE: They are Florida Power and Light with Turkey

|
|
|
|
|

Point 3 and 4, and Northeast Utilities with Millstone 1 and 2, andi

Hadam Neck. The licensee is actually

with the same service orjanization.

MR. BENDER: Do we have :statement from Northeast Utili-

ties today? We will hear from them.
viewpoint is directly.

Go ahead, Bob.

MR. FERCUSON: I would like

Siess' question which essentially was

of what the licensee's arguments were.

went forward, Enclosure D of that was
minimum size of the fire brigade. It
There was an Appendix A to that which

feel it, the most prominent arguments

| made.

Conn Yankee, but we deal

We will find out what their

to respond back to Dr.

did we inform the Commission

In the SECY paper that

our staff position on the

was about a 20-page paper.

summarizes three, as we

that the licensees have

One is historical fires have been small, have usually

|
|
|

|

gone out by themselves, and have not caused too much trouble. They

have been very easy to put out.

Site assistance: most utilities have agreements with

offsite fire departments, plus they also have the off-duty fire

brigade people who live somewhere within the area of the plant

and have a callback system and so forth, and they can get these

ﬁ people back in in 20 minutes or a half hour, sometimes they say

five minutes, 10 minutes, take your choice.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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And then the other is availability of onsite personnel.
Essentially, though, this goes to =-- during the day shift we have |

plenty of people arcund. We don't have to worry about five peoplei
T..2 hard part is the night shift and the weekend shifts. And then!
we say well, there is not as much activity, so we really do not
need as many people there.

Our argument basically is the fire can happen any time.
The worst fires usually happen at the worst time.

MR. BENDER: Bob, could you go on and cover the other
differences, the things that have come up as part of the rule
that were not --

MR. FERGUSON: I got down to section three. There ar-
really three groupings. I mentioned the first two. The third
i grouping is a grouping that is really implied from Appendix A.
; One is associated circuits, and the other is the hydrostatic
hose ducts.

»
We went to the specifications, the technical specificatigns,

and obviously you have to set a test frequency and a pressurs you
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are going to set the testings at on the associated circuits. There
have been a lot of comments that this is a brand-new item, and
nobody ever heard of it before and that sort of thing. It is

j probably true under that particular heading. However, it goes

| back to NUREG-0050, the special review group report where they
:lsaid the review group recommends where there are interactions be-

| tween safety equipment and non-safety circuits such as indicator
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light circuits, the adequacy of isolation should be assured.

In Appendix A in the design basis we said a general
statement again. The overall fire protection program should be
based on an evaluation of potential fire hazard throughout the
plant and the effect of postulated design basis fires relative
to maintaining the ability to perform safety shutdown functions.

It would seem to me that associated circuits have to
be considered when you start talking about what effect fires are
going to have on equipment in the area.

MR. BENDER: Conceding that they are implicitly required

have you established in your mind that all of the plants that have

been licensed up to now comply with the rul»?, or if not, those

that do not comply, do they not comply because you have had a
direct disagreement with the applicants?

MR. FERGUSON: On associated circuits?

MR. BENDER: Yes. I don't know how far I ought to go
with this, but let's ask about associated circuits.

MR. FERGUSON: Just taking that, this is one in which
our position as it is now was not really developed until the late
stages of the review, so there are some plants where perhaps the
question was not raised explicitly. It is not clear whether the
shutdown analysis on those particular plants is all finished yet
or not, but I am sure there are probably one or two where it has

not been raised explicitly, and probably the hazards analysis

writes it off as being all right.
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MR. BENDER: Have you told the Commissioners that you
are planning to go back and after this rule is accepted, if it
is, that you are going to go back and go through each plant and
see whether the plants comply with the rule as opposed to the
branch technical position which you already approved?

MR. FERGUSON: I think this is one area where it has

been the other way around, where the comments from the Commission

told us to do that. This is a disagreement.

MR. BENDER: I guess I do not understand that statement

but go ahead.
Vic, do you have a comment?
MR. BENAROYA:A Our recommendation would be that any

item that meets the Appendix A branch position 9.5-1, if it has

been aprroved, we don't start going back and looking at it again.

By the time we finish that, the implementation dates will be

delayed, which is more important; so we do not think it is worth

looking at this. We will bring this up again with the Commissione#s.

MR. BENDER: Ig that consistent with what Bob just said? |

I am not trying to start a disagreement. I want to see whether

it is. Whether what was said just now is the same as Bob intended.

MR. FERGUSON: They supplement each other. We are not

trying to say the same things in different words, no.

What I started out saying is you asked me are we planning

to go back. Our original intent in going to the Commission, we

felt that most of the utilities, except where these things were

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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open items, met the requirements of the rule. We recognized that
there were some things that were developed at the late stage that
were -- that may not have been. For instance, the gquestion was
posed to us: Does Browns Ferry meet the rule?

We never went after Browns Ferry to see whether it met
Appendix A -- I should not say that. Appendix A was based on
Browns Ferry. We never went back to see whether Browns Ferry met
Appendix R.

We do know that over the last years we've published a
number of supplementary guidance documents that we mentioned. We
have not checked Browns Ferry to see that they agree with every
part of that or not. We do not know that they do not agree, be-
cause there were some things that perhaps were not looked at
during the Browns Ferry evaluation which they already have.

What I was trying to point out when I mentioned the
Commission told us that the Commission gave us comments on what
things they wanted to see in the rule when it was published for
comment, and one paragraph is this.

"There are, however, a few instances where the staff
has accepted certain fire protection alternatives that would not
satisfy some of the requirements of the proposed rule. The
minimum rcquirements contained in this rule were developed over
a three-year period, and in each of these instances the staff
accepted a proposed alternative before these minimum requirements

were established. All licensees will be expected to meet the
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changes result from public comment."

Those are the Commission's words to us. I think what

Mr. Benaroya was presenting was a counterproposal.

MR.

MR.

MR'

SIESS: Do you think you overscld the Commission?
FERGUSON: Do I think we oversold the Commission?

SIESS: So they said look, fellows, this is so good,

you want to make a rule out of it, then everybody has to comply

with it, including you, so that ncw you cannot accept anything

less. That is what they are saying in that paragraph vou just

read.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
necessary for
with Appendix

MR.

FERGUSON: Right.

SIESS: Does Appendix R =--

FERGUSON: I think ==~

SIESS: Does Appendix R contain all the things

fire prctection, or does Appendix R have to be taken
A to branch technical position?

FERGUSON: The latter case. It was not intended

to cover a2verything. It was only intended to cover those things

we needed in order to resolve the problem at hand.

MR.

SIESS: Now we have a set of criteria in Appendix

A of the branch technical position as augmented by a series of

rules which references the branch technical position.

Once you have referenced a branch technical position in

the rule, can you change that branch technical position without

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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staff would be somewhat interested in knowing. Once you have

referenced a branch technical position in a rule ==

question. If you don't have a lawyer here, you might want to ask

him.

a rule, can that position be changed without a rulemaking?

position into the rule. |

29

MR. FERGUSON: I cannot answer that. I do not know, sir

MR. SIESS: Can anybody answer that? I would think the

e e ———————————————

MR. BENAROYA: The rule specifically is for those items

PR L

MR. SIESS: Stop a minute and listen. This is a legal

Once you have referenced a branch technical position in

MR. BENAROYA: I hope so, because as I say, we made the i

MR. SIESS: You have, though. I just read it. I just

borrowed a copy and read it. I was just told that you do.

MR. BENAROYA: The lawyers told us it is not.

MR. SIESS: So you have a non-legally binding branch

technical position suppliemented by a legally binding rule to make

up

is

we

in

| we

the totality of fire protection. That is interesting. That

a mishmasl.. It may even be a first.
MR. KNOTLEY: Dr. Siess, I was told that at the time
were incorporating the changes the Commission asked us to put

that by referencing the BTP and Appendix A in the footnote,

recognized its existence, but it did not become part of the ruld.
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MR. SIESS: That bothers me just about as much.

(Laughter.)

You know, I have fire protection now divided into two
parts. One is the law of the land, which is what a rule is, and
the other is something that could be changed at the whim of the
staff; and I use the word somewhat facetiously because the staff
does not really have whims on that.

But as far as this committee is concerned, the staff
does not change a regulatory guide without asking for the ACRS
concurrence, but the staff changes branch tgchnical positions at
will. They dc not even have tc inform us that they have been
changed. So regulations, you do not have to consult us on that,
but the Commission sort of suggested that w< he consulted.

At the other extreme,-the branch technical position,
nct only do you not have to consult us, you don't even have to
advise us until we happen to get a copy of the braunch technical
position the next time a list comes out.

This is even stranger to me, thiat we now have the

essentlals of fire protection embodied in two quite d .fferent types

of documents, one with the full Commission endorsement and the

other that is simply a branch technical position. And I do not
know how far up in management you have to go to get approval of
a branch technical position. I think you have to go beyond the

branch, don't you?

Do you have to go the office director for approval of a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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branch technical position?

MR. BENAROYA: You have to go to Mattson's organization
also.

MR. SIESS: To the AD level?

MR. BENAROYA: The director has to take it over to
| Mattson's organization.

MR. BENDER: Could I ask =--

MR. BENAROYA: Above the division director level.

MR. SIESS: Division director.

MR. BENDER: Just for a matter of getting an understand- |
ing of how this thing will proceed, do you have in writing the
legal interpretation that you just gave me orally?

MR. KNOTLEY: No.

MR. SIESS: Lawyers don't put things in writing.

(Laughter.)

MR. BENDER: It seems to me that we have seen enough

comment from the regulated industry to make me be less than happy

with the response you are giving me which says you can be flexible

about the branch technical position because it is not a part of

the rule, whereas those who think they have to comply with the

rule do not see that kind of flexibility.

| As a matter of fact, I think I was somewhat surprised by

(what I thought were different viewpoints ex ressed by Mr. Ferguson
uand Mr. Benaroya with respect to how you would deal with parts of

jthe fire protection branch technical position, and probably the

d

|
i
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rule in the future once the rule comes into being.

One of you I thought said what has been agreed to we
will probably accept, and the other one said we are going to
review everything all over again.

MR. BENAROYA: Let me correct that if I can. What we

are saying is that we are going to bring that to the Commissioners

with our recommendation that we do not review over again the items
that have been approved.

MR. BENDER: Is that a condition of you recommending
the rule? Are you going to put the rule down and then write the
letter to them?

MR. BENAROYA: We hope tc do that soon. and the rule

will not be ready until the fall.
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MR. BENDER: Again, I am constrained to --

MR. FERGUSON: I would like to comment on that
last thing. It would have to be done at the time the rule
goes forward. It would have to be resolved no lz'er than
that time, because right now there are contr.dictory
statements in the rule itself on that matter.

There is one that says the rule does not rescind
anything in the SER's. There is another that says Appendix
A as applied by the staff, which ostensibly gives everything
that we have agreed to -- and then we have the other that
says there are some of these thinas where everybody is ﬁoinq
to have to meet thenm.

We will have to resolve that before we go forward,

MR. BENDER: Who is developing theose? As

4

understand it, you are trying t*~ get the rule in place by
some time in, what, October?

MR. FERGUSONs: It will take about that long.

MR. SIESS: November 1, the changes have toc Le
made.

MR. BENDER: Who is developing that position which
you said has to go forward with the rule?

MR. FERGUSON: Dave, Vic, myself, and Tom Womback
and Greg Harrison.

-~ o

MR. BENDEPL * 3*n «will we have access to that?

th

the Commissioners : .(n. to comment on the rule, - think
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looking at the rule is important, particularly with respect
to operatiny plants. When will we have access to that
information?

MR. FERGUSON: Our present plan would be to take
into account all of the public comments, and the comments
made by yourselves, by around the lst of August. And T
would say that when the totality would be done -- if you
want something specific on what we are proposing for this
problem, I do not see why we could not, you know, do it
piecemeal, and get that part of it, and inform the
committee. I don't know of any objections.

MR. BENDER: It does not seem to me it would ke

P

wise for us -- I am just speaking for myself right now --
does not seem wise for us to comment on the rule without
knowing how you are going to apply ite. It seems clear there
will be a number of exceptions to the rule.

MR. "ERGUSON: One possibility is to comment that
here is a problem that should be resolved before it goes
final.

MP. BENDER: I think that is --

MR. FERGUSON: You have the --

MR. BENDER: Don't publish the rule until you se
how it is going to be used. I think that is prctably what
my interpretation of the commentary from the industry has

been. And they are not so much concerned abcut things that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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you have told us you are arguing about, whether there is a
five-man brigade or a four or a three, because most of thenm
already have five available, allowing them to use a couple
of cards as part of the rule, but if other things are going
to come up that are going to reopen the whole fire
protection juestion in every operating plant, then I can see
their concern.

Frankly, I think the Commissioners need tc know in
some detail how much that issue is. It seems to be pretty
big in some people's eyes.

MR. SIESS: .ince the Commissicn mads sore
changes, was the 1 November 1980 implementation date the
original staff recommendation?

MR. FERGUSON: That was an original date, but with

the out of "or for good cause shown at the first refueli

s |

outage thersafter."”

MR. SIESS: 1Is that still in the rule?

MR. FERGUSCN: No.

MR. SIESSs The Commission decided that whatever
needed to b2 done could be done safely in thres months or
four months?

MR. FERGUSCN: Apparently.

MR. SIESS: Clearly a non-technical decisi

a

0
'™
Q
-
.

"

)

b
2

Was the 30-day comment periocd a staff prorpo

MR. FERGUSONs Yes, sir.
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MR. SIESSs You honestly felt that this had been
thoroughly debated and aired, and you would not get the kind
of comment that you are getting now -- I mean, are you
surprised that there has been so much desire for public
comment in this 30-day period?

MR. FERGUSON: No, sir. We expected comments, and
we hoped that we would get the comments, that we could
resolve problems with the rule, and put the problem to bed,
and get this whole thing over with. I think when we saw the
dates, too, we expected those kind of comments.

Obviously, they negated agreements that staff had
with particular licensees that are licensee conditions. Ffor

instance, the dedicated shutdown conditions for SEF plants

~

all the JER's say they will be deferred until the SEP
program is completed, and we know roughly it takes 30 to 3%
months to create a dedicated systenm.

MR. SIESSs The rule says --

MR. FERGUSON: I think it is October, 1982,

¥R. SIESSs That is still not 35 menths.

MR. FERGUSON: No, sir.

MR. BENDER: Getting back to the basic thing you

=1

wvere going to do for us, which was to make =-- tell

. -
anat

[+
0

about the rule might be different from branch technical
positios -- Position 9.5-1. Are there other things?

MR. FERGUSON: I covered them all in general. The

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

n

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

next thing would be more specific about what kind of
specific item is in each one.

MR. BENDERs All right. You have been pretty
general. I guess the introduction of the point that there
are inferences in the branch technical position, that there
are comments that will become specific in the rule might be
an important amplification. 1Is everything added in the rule
an amplification of an implication?

(General laughter.)

MR. FERGUSON: I believe so, yes.

MR. BENDER: We will hear from the industry people
later.

MR. FERGUSONs I could just run through a2 few of
these.

MR. BENDER:¢ Why don't you give us a few exanmplec?

MR. SIESS: Before you start, let me kncw what
question you are answeringe.

It was my understanding that the 17 items in
Appendix R were not necessarily new items, but were thcse
items from the previous positions that you had not :-=2en ap
to get agreement on.

MR. FERGUSON;:; Yes, sir.

MR. SIESS: That is righte.

MR. FERGUSON;: Yes.

MR. SIESSs So those would either te repetiticn or

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 1202) 554-2345



10

"

12

13

14

15

18

17

18

19

21

24

paraphrasing of something that is already in 2ppendi

now putting it in the rule.

MR. FERGUSCON: Right, or there may be some

specific aspect of it. For instance, Appendix A woul

require a fire brigade. The specific requirement is
people. it would be getting agreement on the number

people, not the fire brigade.

MR. SIESSs I have not done my homework bec

1

five

of

auvse

hi. 2 been working on something else, but is it perfactly

clear to anybody that if he looks at a particular time in

Appandix R, that hes knows what item in Appendix A that

relates to, and therefore the item in Appendix A is
longer in force, it has been replaced by the cne in
R?

MR. FERGUSON: No.

MR. SIESS: He cannot tell that by locking

MR. FERGUSON: No.

MR. SIESS:s Are there instances where the

Appendix R is different from and therefore supersedes

A n ~

item in Appendix A -- an item in Appendix A?

both simultaneously, is what I am trying to say, I cu

MR. FERGUSON: Yes.

MRe SIESS: I can satisfy both simultanecus

There would be no conflict?

MR. FERGUSON: Yes.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. SIESSs Okay.

MR. BENDER: Now, could I ask, if you would, le

vy

rigad

see if you can identify something besides the fire

w

that represents amplification of an implication?

MR. FERGUSON: In Item D on manual £fire
suppression, we have included in the rule a regquirement £
hose stations within the containment, whereas Appendix 2
implies that through requiring a hose being able to reach
every point. It says things inside the containment would
subject to an individual fire hazards analysis. The hose
test, for instance, where we specify the pressure and the
frequency for hose tests. That is in Appendix 2.

MR. BENDER: How many -- of the operating plant
which have been licensed and which were alleged to comply
with the branch technical position, how many of them are
likely to have met the requirements of D and E?

MR. FERGUSON: I would say on E I céo not recall

more than two or three people con hose staticns within the

(a4

containment. I 40 not really know, but I would put it a

somewhere between 5 and 10.

(a4

®

or

be

s

MR. BENDER: Why would they have objected to those

things? They do not seem that difficult to do te¢ me, but
that is because I am not =--

MR. FERGUSON: I am not sure of the hose test.,

That seems to be pretty simple in my minde. I really 42 n¢

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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know what the problem is. The hose stations within the
containmert, it would be a utility which did not have it
there. We would like to have hoses outside containment, so
ve don't have any penetrations.

Other utilities have put the hose stations in the
station as part of the original design. In other cases,
they have tapped off other service water systems to provids
the fire system, although it is n~. on the --

MR. BENDER: Whers we have inerted containments,
is there any relaxation of this requirement?

MR. FERGUSON: I believe most of the inerted
containments are BWR's.

MR. SIESS: All of them?

MR. FERGUSON: And I do not think they have the
same requirements.

MR. BENDER: During the time when they are open
for refueling, doces that change the rules?

MR. FERGUSON: When they are open for refueling?
It does not change the rule any then.

MR. BENDER: They are de-inerted, then.

MR. FERGUSONs They are supposed to have special
procedures if they do things that radically change the fire
potential and that sort of thing to make special
arrangements at that particular time, depending orn what is

going on at thi: particular time.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 MR. SIESS: De-inerting radically changes fire
2 protection.
3 MR. FERGUSON: That is true. The problem even

4 with inerted ~-- somewhere, if you have an accident, tha

cr

5 wvould produce a fire in an oxygen atmosphere, usually it

6 requires you to shut down, and eventually you are going to
7 have to de-inert before you do something. If the conditicn
8 still exists for that -- if you have o0il leaking =n hot

9 pipes, when you de-inert, you would have to fire at that

10 time.

n MR. BENDER: JT. I look in the branch technical

12 position, will I find guidance on the subject?

13 ¥R. FERGUSON: Yes.

14 MR. BENDERs What conditions would be imposed cn
15 de-inerting?

16 MR. FERGUSONs No specific requirements.

17 MR. RAYs Excuse me. It seems I read somewhere in
18 your provisions that under any unusual activities, special

19 provisions for firs protection had to be made.

20 MR. FERGUSON: That's right. General terms. No
21 specific guidance o0f what special provisions you shouli make.
2 MR. BENDER: I think I am sort of explerinn

23 something which derives from the idea of interpreting an
24 implication. There is an implication here that if you

25 de-inert, you ought to do something, and since vou are

ALDERSON =EPNRTING COMPANY, INC
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busily interpreting implications in the rule, I think there
vas an implication here.

I would like to know why that is nct in the rule.

MR. FERGUSON: Are you saying when you de-inert -
you have a plant that has been inerted for five years. Now
you de-inert --

MR. BENDER: What is required in the way of fire
protection for that circumstance?

MR. FERGUSON: That is not in the rule. That is
case that is outstanding betvegn us and the licensee.

MR. BENDER: I understand what you are saying.
You are saying, if I have a fight with a licensee, I will
make a rule. If I do not have a fight with a licensee, I
will ignore it.

MR. FERGUSONs No. KNo. The guestion comes to b=
first of all, when we have a fight with a licensee on 1 naw
issue the first step is to get a rational technical argumen
down for both siles, and most things are resclved ty that.
That has been done for 99 percent of it.

MR. BENDER: Are you arguing about secticnal
control *~5 with many applicants today?

ME. FERGUSON: I would put that at less than °

0

also. I would put all of these at less than 5. There i
only 100 -- maybe there were two Oor three pecple.

MR. BENAROYAs A year ago, we had manvy crerating

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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reactors. The lawyers told us that it would be volumino:s
vork for them. The orders that --

MR. BENDER: That is true.

MR. BENAROYA: We were considering the rule and
orders -- we vent to the rulemaking because of conditions
that were beyond our control ia trying to implement these

thigs. I thought that that --

=
®

MR. FERGUSON: Basically, the argument is, th
fire protection requirement you are doing is not the same
safety significance, I guess you would say, of other
things. They are things where you are really establishing
policy. We are not saying Plant X is unsafe recauce they do
not have a five-man fire brigade. They only have a
three-man fire brigade.

What we are saying is, the NRC would like to-adopt
a policy that all stations would have a five-man £fire
brigade.

MR. SIESS: It is not important enough for ar
order, so make a rule.

MK. FERGUSON: I think it is the other way
around. The same importance is there whether it is a rule
Oor an order. However, it is not so plant specific that a
particular plant is unsafe strictly because of this. e are
saying they just 40 not meet the policies that the %2C is

trying to establish.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. SIESSs Are you sure you are not a lawyer?

(General laughter.)

MR. EBERSOLE: I have a lot of trouble determining
wvhether it is all that important as to whether it is three
or five or six or eight, in respect to the critical nature
of how well they are trained in exercising critical

discretion in putting out fires.

"
Q
3
(33}
"
O
=
s |

I think the lesson ©to be learned £
Ferry vas, there was fear as the operators stcod and look
at the fire along two lines. One was if the fire persists,
has there or has there not been adequate s2parative aspects
built into the design? That is one.

Second is, if I aim the hose up there, will I in
fact get those circuits which have not yet been damaged

because I am going to wet them down?

r
)]

s

(=
[

Ail this led to the fact that it was +<hen rea

(o N
o
L ]
P.
9]
)

that operators were2 ignorant of where circuil

r
"

S an c

-+
.

"
m
4]

[
w

ot
’.4.

operating functions existed in the plant in particul

ty
D

they were distributed throughout the circuitry and cabl
trays and so forth. They simply did not know where the
Division A, Division B, et cetera, were.

14
¢ out

S ]

It is a little depressing to me to fi
Sequoyah comes along and there is now no reguirement either
that they know abouat the distribution pattecrns --

MR. SIESS: They know how to hecld a hose.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. EBERSOLE: But they don't know where to point
it. This is a particular problem here that we address the
matter of discretionary actions on the part of fire
pro“ection people, whether there bte three or five or ten
people. I have the disturbing notion that fire protecticn
people are going to go in wholesale, and if the thing has
not burned out, that performs the shutdown functions, and
they will wet it down so it won't work anyway.

I understand that the automotive fire protection
systems have been designed along discretionary lines, so
cable tray or Division A will be discretely s;rinkled or
treated, and B will be treated, and the range of the
sprinkler systems is limited.

On the other hand, when people run in excited, a
fire brigade, and start putting the fire out, they may ke
anxious to put out the possibility the fire will spread to
redundant system which does not have physical separation
because it is not reguired by Reg. Guide 175, and they will
proceed to wet down the whole region, with the end result
that they are going to disable egquipment by a mcisture fix
rather than b, fire.

I don't see that this has really been fixed uc
here.

MR. FERGUSON: We were trying to ge

ct
A4
-
[
r

having fire protection strategies and plans thought out

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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ahead of time, and the fire brigade trained in that, and mot
of the utilities are doing that sort of thing.

MR. EBERSOLE: 1Isn't a necessary basis for that,
Job, that you require that operators know where critical
shitdown circuitry and equipment is physically located so
that they can be discretionary?

MR. FERGUSON: Right, and we feel they should be
part of a plan, every area of the room, what should be kept
cool, what can cause additional problems.

MR. EBERSOLEs Why do I hear then that the
Sequoyah operators don't know what the distribution ratterns
ace?

MR. FERGUSON: Well, I really cannot answer that.

MR. SIESSs: At what level of knowledge would you

expect -- an SRO should know that, right?

4

MR. FERGUSON: Not by virtue of being an SRO.
think it has to be done by -- under the people who arce
setting up the program, to look at each one of thege areas
and decide What are the problems in each area, and get then
down --

MR. SIESS: An SBO does not know where Train A and
Train B is, and what switches are in that cabinet, and what
bre: .rs are over here?

MR. FERGUSON: I cannot answer that guestion.

t? I th

e

MR. SIESS: Can anybody answer

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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is what a sanior reactor operator knew.

MR. WOMBACH: I am Tor Wombach from NRR. I an
sure the senior operators know where the eguipment 1is for
the various trains. They do not know the cable routing,
which is some of the aspects that Bob was talking about.

MR. SIESS: Who would?

MR. WOMBACH: This is what he is explaining, that
ve want it in the pre-fire plans. What is in a particular
fire area --

MR. SIESS: I do not like the plans. You have to

-

think everything out in advance. I would much rather have

L3
[N
rt

somebody who knows his business go in there, so 1
happens to occur over in this corner that nobody thought
there would ever be, or there were two fires at one tine,
there would be a knowledgeable person.

MR. WOMBACHs: We would hope that the £fire hricade
leader would have studied the pre-fire plans that have leen
prepared by the engineering staff that tell him what ics
critical in each of the critical fire areas. H2 dces noct
carcry this along with him. He uses them in the traininaz
program to be able to identify which areas he would have
problems with, redundant shutdown eguipment.

MR. BENDERs If the SRO does not necessarily
Know =--

MR. WOMBACH: The SRC --

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. BENDER: -- would the secur:ty guard bre
expected to understand them?

MR. WOMBACH: The SRO who is th: fire brigade
leader would be expected to know them, and the security
people on the fire brigade ar2 under his direction. He
would be telling them where to go and what to do.

MR. BENDER: Is that an implication that was
amplified?

MR. WOMBACH: It is spelled out specifically in
the rule. And industry comments come down upon us for that.

MR. BENDER: It comes under the heading of
implication being amplified.

MR. FERGUSON: I think it is much more specific
than that in the guidance.

MR. BENDER: You understand what I am saying.
Evidently, this was always in the branch technical

position. People just did not understand it. So now

-
O
[ 1

3
r
~

spell it out in the rule. And now they do understand

-

and they object. That is what I understand toc *»2 the go

poae

MR. FERGUSON: I think that interpretaticn cculsd

D
-
o
‘“
ot

be -- or it could be well that we saw you say it there
we have flexibility. Now you are saying it is part of the
rule, so it takes a ~hole new =-- you mean, you really are
going to make us do it. Then, that is a problen.

BR. BENDER: Let me ask about the fire barrier

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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question. That has been around for a long, long time. How

many people object to the requirement right now?

MR. FERGUSON: I do0 not really know. Yost of the

-=- There ar2 two objections to the thing. One is, there may
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be some licensee which really has not gualified the seals

which he has
anybody like
differential
because most

In

differential

kinds of seals,

combustible materials.

resistant on

inside.

in the plant. I am not sure whether there is

that or note The other major objection is the

pressure requirement that we had put in there,
seals are tested with a negative pressure.
other words, the ccal site is hot. We put the
pressure on there mainly to eliminate those

which may be made up of different

You would have maybe something fire
the outside, something combustibls on the
If the outside shell broke or something, then you

would get a3 whole different performance.

Most of the seals that we

today do not
questionable
to be maintai

MR.

plants which

see being installe’
have those kinds of limitations, and i+ is

ient neels

about whether that particular regui.re

penetration seals?

MR.

question has

ned.

BENDER: Are there a number of operating
have not been evaluated with rescect to these
FERGUSONs No. I would say all of them, the
been raised, and I would say at the time ue¢

ALDERSON REPOR1ING COMPANY. INC.
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started on the rule, they were somewhere =-- we di
the gqualification data in house yet. 3Some places
utilities did not have it at that time.

They committed to make tests.

waiting the six month for them to send the test results in.

A

’

no<T

some

I would say the majority of them have submitted test

One or two have been tested with the pressure differential.

Others have referenced those tests.

tested that aspect of it, and we are looking for ways

Jastifying those seals based on the design of seals

themselves.

I think we leave it out in the rule from the

standpoint 2f either test with this or justify th
differential pressure does not make it.

MR. BENDER: It is not our general prac

-
at

(g

0

invite the audience to comment, but inasmuch as this

have

a0

It was a matter

C“

data.

Some 2t them have

~
~

th‘e

e

1

information gathering session, anybody in the audience

vants to comment on this or any of these points,
happy to hear commentary, if it can be brief.
There was somebody that had his hand urp
thare. Would you identify yourself, please?
VOICE: When Boston Edison met with the

penetration seals way bpack two years ago, we were

pressured into doing any pressure diffesrential.,

aska2d to qualify the penetraticn seals, and Je 4id
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penetration seals for a duration of six months, sent the
reports bhack in, and after six months, they came back and
told us that we should test them for tne pressure
differential, and at no time in the past were we ever told
to do the tast for the pressure differential. They just
asked us to go back 2nd gualify, and the amount of time and
engineering we took to do the test, and also the Appendix ?®
specifically says that the maximum differential of pressure
that your seal will experience -- we don't even know what it
is, and ve did go back to the NRC after we came to know and
we were told that they do not have a feel for what type of
pressure differential they wanted to use, and that is about
it. Thank you.

MR. BENDER: Thank you.

I am not proposing to ask you to comment on the
validity of the complaint, but I think I would have to say

-

that this is one of the guestions I think has Leen evolvings

0
' -
i
W
La
ot

J
W
r

over a period of several years. I am not at all

you have set the same regquirem2nt on evaybody at the sane

t

point in time. What are you going to do about that?

MR. FERGUSON: This particular one is one where we
adopted a staff position early on, two years agoc, ani the
usual case was that staff position would be sent to the
licensees, which had that differential pressure reguirsnrent

in it, and in some cases the responses came >ack +hat thev

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPAN: INC.
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were tested with it.

In some cases, they explicitly said that they were
not tested with it, but they do not think it causes a
problem. In some cases, the responses were silent on it.
Usually when we went back, we should be going back with
saying -- to address the point, either to justify that the
seal can take the iifferential pressure or --

MR. BENDERs Could I be legalistic for a minute
now and say, if I vere contesting this license and wanted to
challenge the validity of the license, once this rule has
been stated and the time limits set, could I challenge it on
the basis of this test not being done?

MR. FERGUSON: Not on the test not being done, if
there were some justification for why pressure differential
did not make any difference to the particular seal desian.

MR. BENDER:s If they did not know they had £o make
it, and it took X months to do it, would you regquire them to
shut it down until the test was made?

MR. FERGUSONs I cannot answer that, not from the
point of NRC. You are as.ing me under what conditicns would
the NRC shut down a plant, and I am not qualified to answer
that gqguestion.

MR. BENDER: We are trying tc understand how t.e
rule is going to be used.

MR. FERGUSON; I understand that. You are talking

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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to me. I dn not shut down plants.

MR. SIESS: Are you from
Development?

MR. FERGUSCN: No, sir.

MR. SIESS: Only IEE can
that right?

(General laughter.)

MR. FERGUSON: I believe
plants. I am not knowledgeable in

and how this fits into it, whether

the Office of

93

Standards

shut down plantse.

NRR can shut

what the NER criteria

a plant would

not be shut down. I would be happy to answer it

personal basis.
MR. STEARNE: My name is

Public Service Corporation.

WHe are dealing with a proposal of a

in the case of our plant, we have a

full sign-off on everything for fire protectioc

that rule is instituted, the first

and sees that we 40 not comply with

Mike Stearne,

n agreement -

o
~

inspector tha

a specific as

down

or

(o)

=2

w

a

o1

-~
4S8

g

-

1A
-

-~

Aisconsin

rule is duly bound to try to enforce the rule, and we

no choice but to try .o comply with
et an exemption.

I do not see anything in
exemptions on the basis of previous

provided. And IEE has no choice.

the new rule

the rule that

analysis. I

That is a simg

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

e
’ “ il

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 1202) 554-2345

S



10

n

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

the matter. It is a simple legal point.

MR. BENDER: Thank youe.

MR. RAY: I am confused in one area. Several
times this afternoon the statement was made that this rule
will apply to plants in operation. Is that the restriction?

MR. FERGUSON:; Prior to January 1, 1579.

MR. RAY:s What applies to plants in the future?
How does the industry know what to provide in a new plant?

MR. FERGUSON: Appendix A and the branch technical
position are the only two documents.

MR. SIESSs Appendix A was for operating rplants,
was it not?

MR. FERGUSON: For those plants where it was
docketed after July 1lst of 1976, I believe.

MR. SIESSs It was also for construction permits.

MR. BENAROYA: It is for the new rplants.

MR. SIESS: Now, I would like to go back to that
question about revising the BT3. You made a rule tec clarify
Appendix A amplification of implications.

MR. BENAROYA: I hate to put it down exactly that
way, Dr. Siess.

MR. SIESS: Try it approximately that wav.

MR. BENAROYAs It does -- Let me explain that.
What we are trying to do is for specific plants where u=

have had a disagreement with the licensee ag tc how to
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implement that item. In another plant, the same lavel of
safety can be achieved by different methods, but we figursid
for that particular plant, looking at the reviews, w2 have
done what we have in Appendix R is the most appropriate and
acceptable method.

Appendix R is very specific.

MBR. SIESSs It goes with the branch technical
position itself.

MR. BENAROYA: There is very little difference
betwveen the two, and it is really splitting hairs trying to
see how they differ.

s T
and I

MR. SIESS: I am talking about a new

Ls
[
. J
o

a ’

want to design it to satisfy the staff on fire preoctection.

"

What do I look at? Branch technical position 9.5-1 plus
Appendix A plus Appendix R? Or do I just stcp with the
branch technical position plus Appendix R, or where? I have
three documents.

MR. BENAROYA: Let me explain that. The branch

technical position is for new plants. Appendix A takes the
position, gives you some more options, trying to be morse
flexible for plants that have already been built. I can't

very wvell change the layout. So it gives you mcre crticnse.
So, now what do you do? That is what Appendix A covers.
For new plants, you have to use cables that have pzassed the

test.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Reg. Guide 1.120 is really the ravision of the
branch technical position, making it clear, and taking into
consideration the comments we received from the industry.

MR. SIESS: Which Reg. Guide 1.120?

MR. BENAROYAs The one on the =--

MR. SIESS: The one we have not seen yet, not the
one we did not like?

MR. BENAROYA: That is right, because we did not
. ve a dedicated shutdown system.

MR. SIESS: That is not why we didn't like it.
You are still wvorking on 1.120.

¥R. BENAROYA: No. Yes.

(General laughter.)

MR. SIESS: I thought it was dead. GCive me the
simple answer to my simple guestion. I am designing a new
plant, not building it, designing it. What do I look at?

M¥R. BENAROYAs: Special position 9.5-1.

MR. SIESSs That is all? And it is perfectly
clear?

MR. BENAROYA: Hopefully, like any cther cuiie,
Dr. Siess.

MR. SIESS: Do ycu know what it means?

MR. BENAROYA: We know what it means.

MR. SIESSs Okay.

(5 ]
ct
y
"

MR. BENDER: Do we want to continue any fu

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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vith Mr. Ferguson? I think we have had a chance tc hear
pretty much what the staff's viewpoint is.

My own view still is that the branch technical
position has a lot of vaguery in it. It has been
interpreted in such a way now so that most plants are
thought to comply with it because the staff has reached sonme
kind of agreement with them. I am still uncertain what the
nev ruling might 10 to those understandings. And without
meaning to puat words in the committee's mouth, I suspect I
vould have to pose that guestion to the Commission as being
a consideration which they should take ihto account before
adopting any rule.

Would that be a wrong assumption?

MR. FERGUSONs: I think that is a fair comment.

MR. BENAROYA: I would go a bit further and try to
say, I would like to hear or would like to see your

recommendations, because we have, as I expressed them, wha+

sure your views will weigh in also.

MR. BENDER: We hope so. Otherwise, we don't want
to comment.

MR. SIESS: If you had not had any access to
lavyers for any purpose, would you have chosen to 5o the
rulemaking route to resclve this?

MR. BENAROYA: You are putting m2 in an awiward

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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situation, because I am on record to objecting strenuously

to that rule.

MR. SIESS: Okay, I will accept your personal

cbjection.

(General laughter.)

MR. RAY: I would like to compliment Chairman

Bender's last comment by observing that 1if branch technical

position as applied in the past has so confused the

industry

that it has been necessary to write an Appendix A and an

Appendix R and now a set of rules so you can understani --

you can expect the BTP to be understcod for the design of

future plants.

MR. BENAROYA: I think there is confusicn here.

-m

Appendix A is not a clarification of BTP. Appendix A

additional alternatives for plants that have already

built around the constructione. It is the same ETP.

look at the columns, it is the same column. It savs,

cives
been
I€ you

the

construction -- you can take the following alternatives.

So, it is not a notification or a change.
MR. RAY: The plants were in existence pri
possibly or under constru~tion prior to the ET

MR. BENAROYA: Yes.

MR RAY: That is where Appendix A is useful.

MR. BENAROYA: Appendix A is only good fo

limited period of time. It is going to expire pret

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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We will not have any plants left to review under Appendix
A. That will be the end of Appendix A, hopefully.

MR. REAY: Thank you.

MR. BENDERs: Maybe it would be a good idea tc take
a ten-minut2 break. We can come back and hear the industry
comments.

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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MR. BENDER: I think we will ncw reconvene.
I think it is time to hear from the those who

vanted to make public statements. I believe the first

person was Mr. John Roncaioli of Northeast Utilities. Is he

here?

Did I pronounce your name right.

MR. RONCAIOLI: That is close enoughe.

MR. BENDERs Thank you.

PRESENTATION OF JOHN RONCAIOLI, NORTHEAST UTILITIES
KMC REPRESENTATIVE

MR. BRONCAIOLI: My name is John Roncaioli and I
am with Northeast Utilities Service Company.

My presentation starts with good afternoon and I
vas a little worried that I might have to change that to
good evening. It looks like we did all right.

I have been designated to present tne views and
opinions of an owners utility group with respect to the
ptoposed rule on fire protection, Appendix R to 10 CFR £0.
I would lika to distribute a copy of the attachments ani
references which will be used during the course of this
presentation.

I would also like ‘o suggest if possible, and
again I say if possible, if we can holl all guestions unti
following the presentation and maybe following even the EET

-~

presentation. So therefore we can address all th

w

at that time and take care of 2ll of the concerns.

¥R. BENDER: We will operate on the ground rule

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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that ve will ask questions for clarification but for no
other reason.

(First slide.)

MR. BOnCAIOLI¢ This owners utility group was
organized through KMC and represents 13 utilities ar noted
on your attachment A.

Our presentation today will summarize the group's
joint review of Appendix R and will document the major
concerns and precblems with the propecsed rule.

(Next slides)

I would like to begin by presenting a short
chronological history of the development of fire protection
for nuclear powver plants., Attachment B will provide a cuide
for this history.

Some of the dates listed are specific to
Northeast Utilitiass, but for discussion purposes the
sequence or time frame is representative for the industry as
a whole.

March 1975, the Browns Ferry firs.

May and August of 1976, NRC issued guidzlines on
fire protection for nuclear power plants (Branch
Position 9.5-1 and its Appendix A).

(Next slide.)

The Branch Technical Position states, Attachment

C, "The purpose 5f this document is to describe the

ALDERSGON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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guidelines acceptable for implementing General Pesign
Criteria 3 of Appendix A to 50 CFR 50."

Your attention is called to the foctnote,
"Designs or methods different from the guidelines set out in
this document may be acceptable if they provide fire
protection comparable to that recommended in the guidelines."

Appendix A to the Branch Technical Position
reinforces this by stating, Attachment D, "This Aprendix A
provides guidance on the preferred and, where applicable,
acceptable alternatives to fire protection design.”

Please note both documents provide flexib.lity by
allowing acceptable alternatives.

February 1977, Northeast Utilities issued fire
hazard analysis reports on each unit. The fire hazard
analysis reports represent an extensive effort by the
utility to review all of NRC's requirements ¢£ the Eranch
Technical position and proposed modifications 10r compliance.

February and June vf 1978, NEC perfoimed site
fire protection inspections. These site inspecticns involve
physical inspections by a team of NRC perscnnel and their
fire protection consultants. Professional Zudsgment was used
during the site inspections to evaluate hazards and
requirements on a case-by-case basis so that the test
possible protection c¢ould be recommended.

The staff generated literally hundreds of

ALCERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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involved extensive communications, meetings, reinspections

and negotiations to agree on specific philosophies and in

some cases exact design parameters to satisfy the intent of

the requirement.

September and October of 1978, NRC issued the

safety evaluation reports, the SER's for each unit

Safety Evaluation reports document the exact modif

The

ications

that were agreed upon to satisfy all the hazards or concerns

based on plant specific c¢r unigue situatir »

Please allow me to emphasize or highlight this

point. The significance of the SER's must be realized

because they document in the staff's cown words the

ajreed upon modifi-ation based on plant specific or

situations.

final

unique

May 29th, 1980, Appendix R was issued for

with the threat of becoming law. ©Cn May 2Sth, 188

proposed rule was officially issued for a 30-day c

cycle. Allow me to regress for just a secondi. Attachment

MR. BENDERs One clarification if I could.

said with tt2 threat of becoming lawe. It may lbe the

of becoming law, but never mind which word it is.

was issued as a proposed rule-making it is not clear

just what you are saying when you are making 2a geci

may become law. What is the peint you are trying

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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it?

MR. RONCAIOLI: This is documenting just a
chronological history on how we got to where we are todavy.
That wvas the last of the dates in that history.

MR. BENDERs All right.

MR. RONCAIOLI: Maybe I shouldn't have said a
threat of becoming lawe I probably should have said a
potential of becoming law.

MR. BENDERs Never mind. Go ahead. I thought
you were making a point.

MR. RONCAIOLI: No.

MR. BENDER:s Probably not.

(Next slide.)

MR. RONCAIOLI: Appendix R was initiated by a
request from the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulaticns on
October 9th, 1979. Working paper "B" was discussed with
this subcommittee on December 5th, 1976. The proposed rul
vas sent to the Commission on February 13th, 19£0, and
finally issued on May 2Sth, 1980.

Please note it took the NRC seven months just t

relaase Appendix R, but the public comment cycle wac limited

to only 30 days. The Commission limited the comment perio
to 30 days because we was led to believe thats (1)
Sufficient opportunity for public comments had not heen

provided; and (2) that all the issues were well kncwn. It

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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simply is not the case on both counts.

l'he first position fails to recognize a
distinction between industry commenting on guidance
documents such as Branch Technical Positions and ragulatory
guides and the public commenting on proposed Commission
regulations. A guide offers guidance in meeting
requirements and allows flexibility for alternative measures
but a rule is absolutely rigid and must be met to the letter
of the law. No flexibility to optimize fire protection is
allowed because a law does not discriminate. We believe
that there is a definite difference in the type and amount
of comments provided for either situation.

With respect to the belief that the issues are
vell known please note the statement of consideration of the
proposed rule indicates new requirements had evolved during
the course of fire protection revievws. New requirements,
all me to support that by offering one example, Attachment t.

(Next slide.)

Attachment F is a copy of a requirement list=4 in

the Safety Evaluation Report of Connecticut Yankee Hadd

W

m

Neck plant. The ra2quirement states: "An 2il collec

ot

b
3]
3

system wil be provided for each reactor coslant pump or a
fire retardant synthetic oil will be used.™ This
requirement was documented in the SER in Octoter 1373.

(Next slide.)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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Attachment G is a letter from the staff date

e

February 1980. The staff summarized what they concidered
open items in this attachment. Your attention is directed
to the asterisks. It states: "The licensee has not k- .n
notified of this position previously."”

(Next slide.)

Attachment H, upper section, shows what the staff
referred to as the newv position. The lube 0il systenm
components whose failures could result in lea.age should be
designed to withstand SSE or the ©0il collection systenm
should be designed to withstand SSE or the 0il collection
system should be designed to withstand SSE.

The lower section of this Attachment H documents
the requirement as presented in Appendix R. Please note the
requirements are identical. This clearly demonstratas in
the staff's own words that there are definitely new
requirements in the proposed rule.

(Next slide.)

Now that we have pretty much covered the history
and development of fire protection in Appendix ? I would
like to discuss the intent, the purpose of Appendix R.

From your subcommittee meeting of Cecember Sth,
1979, I offer the following gquotes, Attachment I.

Page 7, Mr. Ferguson from the staff =stated:

"There are about S30 open items on the SERs that we have

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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issued. Some of these come about because of some of the
analysis wve originally requested in September of '76 that
vasn't done at the time we issued an SERs. Other come about
because ve feel some changes should be made and the utility
hsa not agreed with us and wvanted more time to evaluate it.
Other chana2s and other open items are simply getting
documentation, things like gualification tests for seals and
presenting the information, that sort of thing.”

In this quotation the staff has indicated that
not all 530 items were necessarily disagreements. Since
some safety 2valuation rep. rtts are on the order of two years
old and not all 530 issues are differences of opinion it
appears likely that many of these issues have been resolved
at this late date.

The staff should advise this subcommittee and the
Commission as to the exact number cf differences of opinion
vhich presently or actually exist. Mr. Ferguson has done
this during his presentation earlier. Since this number of
530 was used during the thinking in the development stace of
Appendix R I think the record should be set straiaht.

(Next slide.)

With respect to the intent of the rule allow me
to present the following .nformation. In the statement of
consideration of the proposed rule, Attachment J, it

statess: *“17 generic issues exist in the fire protection

ALDERSON REPORYING COMPANY, INC
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1 safety analysis reprts for 32 plants where agreement has not
2 been reached between the staff and some licensees."”

3 (Next slide.)

4 Again in your subcommittee meeting of December

5 Sth, 1979, Attachment J, on page 9 Mr. Ferguson stated: "In
6 summary, I guess, the base line is to resolve these

7 differences."

8 (Next slide.)

9 On page 16 Mr. Bender stateds "If I understand
1° correctly, almost all of it has already been implemented in
n the plants to which the rules apply. So what is the rule

12 accomplishing?"”

13 Mr. Notleys: *"For those plants where we 40 have
14 the difference cf opinion.”™

15 From this cdocumentation it certainly agpears that
16 the base line was to resolve the differences c¢f opinion in
17 the safety evaluation reports. If Appendix F is truly the
18 vehicle to close out differences of opinion as the staff has
19 led everyone to believe, then why are all licensees expected
20 to meet its requirements regardless of the s+tatus of their
21 safety evaluation reports?

2 With respeci to the rule itself we belisve that
23 if a ru’e is issued it should only set the reguirements and

+gnes

24 should not endorse or support specific concepts or de

n

25 by presenting an infinite amount of detail. License

®
n

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S.W., WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 1202) 554-2345



10

n

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

69

should have the responsibility for proposing acceptablsa
designs or programs to fulfill the specific regquirement.

In the conference report to the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974 the Congressional view was
expressed that the NRC should avoid generating design data
of its own or from developing design. It appears that the
staff has developed a :trend toward less flexibility and a
tendency to insisting on prescriptive solutions. Althcugh
earlier NRC reviews resulted in an accaptable of alternative
methods and designs in accordance with Appendix A of the
Branch Technical Position Appendix R as now proposed would
require licensees to meet one specific method preferred by
the staff.

As an example of this, approximately seven pages
of the rule are devoted to detailed reguirements concerning

riate

fire LUrigades and another five to establis.ing agpro

‘0

administrative controls.

We strongly urge the subccamittee to review in
particular the 17 specific reguirements of secticn 3 with
this viewpoint in mind.

Another area of concern is 3due to the

W
=3
o
L3
4
1]
=
ct

- -

3
r
[
(8]
Ww
[

of the rule of the proposed rule with respect to ¢

"

technical requirements the opportunity tec provide
constructive comments has been precluded. Until such

language is clarified licensees will remain unable to
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effectively present their views, let alone intelligently

implement the reguirements.

Another matter of concern is the reguirement to

consider fire simultaneously with other accidents. Previous

guidance was

clear that fires need not be postulated to be

concurrent with non-fire related failures in other systenms,

other plant accidents with the most severe natural phenomena.

=

In the proposed rule the reguirements for fire

protection extend beyond that necessary for safe shutdown

an?® related to systems important to safety which would mean

most every area o2f the plant.

With respect to the cost benefit of the proposed

rule we believe that licensees have already spent gzenerous’y

in terms of manpower and money to upgrade fire protection t:o

an acceptable level thus assuring the health and safety of

the public.
R appears to

cost-benefit

The infinite incremental benefit which Appendix
offer cannot be justified by 3 realistic

appraisal. In fact, some utilties have already

provided tentative estimates to implement the propcsed ruls

as written,

These estimates range up to $50 million per

operating plant. Let me add, this estimate doces not incluie

the cost ¢f replacement power.

As a final point we believe that the in-service

-4

states mandated in the proposed rule are totally

unrealistic.

Significant new reguirements have been

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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proposed which were not identifiel in the previous

documents. To engineer, design and install the new
requirements of Ap-~endix ® per the rigid schedules specified
is physically impossible.

Implementation schedules should be reasonably
related to the abiiity of the licensees to implement changes
on a timely orderly basis.

The separate comments c. Commissioners Hendrie
and Kennedy suggest an awareness by some of the
Commissioners that the implementatior schedules proposed are
totally unr2asonable. Should the schedule remain as
documented the results would be that most operating plants
would not be allowed to operate after November 1, 1%80. The
impact of such a situation on power availability and thus
the economy of this nation needs no further explanatiocon.

In summary, licensees have not been delinguent or
evasive as suggested or as the Commissioners have keen led

radi

to believe. Licensees have actually expended consid

L

]

energy in terms of time and resources to carefully evaluats

n
o
y
i

every requirement and hazard on a case-by-case basis
assuring an acceptable level of fire protection for ths
specific situation.

The Commissioners must recognize their licencees

have been responsive and have acted in good £faith in a

[
ot

sincere effort to upgrade fire protection and assure the

ALDERSON REPORTING © NC.
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continuing health and safety of the public.

I and members of this KMC group would like to
extend our appreciation to the subcommittee for providing
the opportunity to present factual information which
hopefully can be itsed if Appendix R is issued to revise and
str_....""en Appendix R to a practical, reasonakle and most
important a useful regulation.

Thank you, gentlemen.

MR. BENDER: Mr. Roncaioli, a couple of guestions
even though you asked that we defer ;uestions until the EEI
presentation had been made. It seems to me it will B
fresher in people s minds if some of these gquestions were
asked now.

You have talked about the combination of events
that are being considered in setting the fire prctection
provisions. As a matter of fact, you alluded tc the
recuireaent to be able to accept the SSE and still parform
certain fires protection functions in the lube 0il leak
collection system.

Do you have your own views about what esvents
should be combined with fires?

MR. RONCAIOLI: With respect to that c¢il

collection system?

¥R. BEYDER:

o
n
ot
o
mn
v
b
t
¥
w
r

Just in general. I 3

)
O
o |
Q
[
"
"
4y
3
ot
[

as an example. Should a fire be considered

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

n

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

vith an SSE?

MR. RONCAIOLI: No, I don't think so.

¥R. EBERSOLE: May I comment?

MR. BENDERs You can comment, but please let the
man answver the guestion.

MR. EBERSOLE: I know, but it is going to
influence what he says.

¥R. BENDER: You can influence him later.

(Laughter.)

¥MR. BENDERs Go ahead.

MR. RONCAIOLI: Yocur question is what are my
thoughts with respect to postulating a f.re concurrent
vith an SSE?

JR. BENDERs The presumption is that ths industry
participants must have gone through some kind of rational
process to decide which events should be combined with which
events, and I just selected one pair to> illustrate. Should
an SSE and a fire be a common event? ZSomehow 2r cother
have sume trouble being very comfortable with your criticicn
of the requirements.

MR. RONCAIOLI: Well, some utilities have
installed an oil collection system and that hzzard was
evaluated at their power facility. A lot of factors go into
such a decision. You really have to see what the laycut is

of your pumps so if an SSE event does occur then you would
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have to see if a fire could result from that occurrence.
The design 2f the plant, where your steam lines, whers your
ignition source is and where your safety-related cables are,
those are all factors to consider. In Northeast Utilities
this was evaluated based on that. We didn't believe such a
dual event could occur at our facility.

I am suce most utilitia2s have had to lock at
their power plant in that light, in that vein. I know all
the fire protection considerations that we have looked at we
have alwvays looked at safety first; NRC reguirements
secondary and safety first. That is the way we handle every
fire area zone per se that we looked at.

MR. BENDER: Go ahead, Jessie.

MR. EBERSOLE: I was going to say before you
ansvered that to consider the following. In the heavy

electrical power systems the trip functions which causs

P

circuits to be cleared in the svent that they are urset

some way by the seismic event such as pumps bindinz ani

0]
Q

forth which are not seismic in character, those trip
functions are ordinarily piloted by a non-seisnmically
competent battery system and associated DC circuitry. Ycu
therefore have the combination of a non-1-E and cuite vast
system network which is incapable of tripping under
overloads of a great variety of kinds ncw in the presence o

earthquakes. Such overloads without the tripping functiors
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tend to generate firest en masse. Do you follow m=2?

¥R. RONCAIOLI: Yes.

MR. EBERSOLE: Therefore I have never found it
really reasonable to say that you can disscciate fires fronm
seismic events and non-1-E circuitry.

MR. RONCAIOLI: I think one of the assumptions
was Jjust total loss of offsite power and then you postulated
fire. That is the way we have lnoked at some of our areas.
I think that is the point we really object to.

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, I am talking about

rt
- o
D

persistence of circuits unable to disconnect themcelves.
You understand you cannot disconnrect offsite power unlecs
you have trip functions.

¥R. SUMMA:s Can I answer that?

¥R. EBERSOLE: Yes.

MR. BENDER: Would you identify yoursel?f, pleacse.

MR. SUMMAs My name is Joseph Summa

L3 )

rom
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company. Cur trip functicns 2n
breakers :r.~ large pumps is provided through D2C frem our
battery system which is redundant. We have an AELPF Lattervy.

MR. EBERSOLEs Is that for the non-l-f aguipment
lik2 main coolant pumps and ac.essory appartus in the
turbine hall?

MR. SUMMA: We are BWR, non-1-E e, uipment.

¥R. BENAROYA: +hat about Conn Yankee?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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MR. BENDERs We may as well hear a little bit of

this logic, Vice Don't corfuse it by too iuche.

what it is for RWRs.

of these utilities that has just twec batteries and

them are 1

there is,

MR. EBERSOLE: You may be tsllinj me ycu are

-E; is that right?

Y .
Let’'s

MR. SUMMA;: Our batteries are 1-F, ves.

MR. EBERSOLEs All of trem?
MR. SUMMA: Both.
¥R. ERERSOLE: Bot» of them, and that

right? You have two battery systems an

both 1-E and that is all you have got on battery

that correct?

MR. SUMMA: On bactteries pruviding pow

i all

d they

76

near

one

are

systems;

T+

MR. EBERSOLE: You have ancther protlem which

the fact that you have got just twd batteries on

current study is being performed by NRC.

MR. BENDER¢ I was trying to develop a

not to go into detail about *he designs. I am no

the regula

tory staff requires either. They have

postulations about when a seisn ¢ esvent should te

with a fire and when not. In a way they have showr

the first time in some of these leasing reguiremen

think that

is a point that is being made.

-

Can I ask the regulatory staff to say

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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establishing a basis for deciding what events are combined
with fire?

¥R. FERGUSON: I will speak just to the cperatina
plants, Appendix A. There are no seismic reguirements in
Appendix A for the operating plants. When we got into the
rule situation and finally getting a final position on this
reactor coolant system that is the first place we introduced

the seismic reguirements for the reactor cozslant sy

U]
(a4

em, ©

"

for the 0il collection system. We did it on the basi £

n

L)
O

here you have a system which contains a coabustible liguid

above an ignition source. The guestion is, is it going to
leak under a seismic event and, if it dces, does it 3o on to
the hot point and initiate a fire. If that happens in
general PWRs you have got foir such pumps so you have four
simultaneous fires.

We felt this was one place where cembustibles
were close to inition sources =z .t should be tarzen into
consideration. We eiamined with some licensees the oil
system on the pumps whether or ncot they were seismically
designed and it varied. On some purps they are ans on soms
pumps they are not.

The raquirement really is either the o0il systen

is designed to withstand the SSE, that is the system that is
circulating the o0il in it, and you would not expect that to
leak, or you design the 0il collection system 0 collect

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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vhatever leakage does occur at that time. That is our leogic
on it. So you have the choice of either. Most reople who
have done it haven't had too much problem in meeting the
requirement.

MR. EBERSOLE: Bob, what did you do about the ¥-C
sets wvhich have a fluid coupling on certain variable sgeeds?

MR. FERGUSON: We didn't look at it.

MR. EBERSOLE:s Aren't they in the same lizht?
They are non-1-E.

MR, FERGUSON: I am not that familiar with it.

MR. EBERSOLE: You know, they are in oil pick=-up
systenms.

MR. FERGUSON: Right. It sounds like it fronm
what you are saying, but to my Fnowledge we didn't even look
at them.

ER. BENDER: This is not a bad place to Jjust storp
this particular part of the discussion. When yocu writs
something into the rule and <ay it say it needs to te
seismically qualified and you don't put anything else in,
guess if I were looking at the rule I would say, well, the

staff has now established what is seismically gualified th

t

[

is of importance because it wrote down that one thing anid
there must not be a.uything else. Is that a correct
inference?

MR, FERSUSON: No. I think that is a lcgical

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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conclusion from the standpoint of the way most rules are
written. You study something for two or three yearsz with a
goal of putting out a rule and you would expect whan the
rule would be out it would cover the whole situaticn. That
is not the case with this particular thing. Again, the rule
was developed specifically to take care of isclated
instances ari disajreements that we presently have and Just
simply set policy for those particular arrangements.

Originally wnen we sent it forward to the
Commission we did not even reference Appendix A the way it
is nows The Commission reguested that to more, I guess,

indicate that these were not the only requirements for fire

ol
v
e
[
(=
1

protection systems in the plant. Once you put out
then people identify it as this is the rule, this is all th
requirements. I don't have “¢o do anything else in Appendix
A and that is fallacious or wrong I should say.

MR. BENDER: Any other guestions at Lhis point?

MR. EBERSOLE: I am fearful that that rule that
pertains to the main cooclant pump o0il systems impliss that
is the only one like that. As a case in point it Aidn‘'t
accommodate the problem of the fluid coupling problem on the
frequency changes where you would have a similar probdlenr in
respect to loss 2f 0il and the spraying of it 2nd fires,

MR. BENDER: Well, I couldn't read into the

Branch Technical Position how those things would :e

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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combined. I can infer that they ougr to be loocked at, but
I can't £find the Branch Technical Position is very expiicit
on it.

MR. FERGUSON: Appendix A is very explicit. It
just leaves out the seismic reguirements that are in the
Branch Technical Position for new plants. The only
reqnuirement in newv plants I believe is the host station's
stand-pipe system is seismically designed. You have the
other requirement from the standpoint of Reg I-129% that any
system in a safety area is supposed to have some sort of
seismic design so it doesn't fall apart and create problems
and that sort of thing, but there is no reguirement to
remain functional.

MR. BENDER: Why don't we go on to 4r. Sawyer,

PRESENTATION OF EDWARD A. SAWYER, YANKEZ ATCYIC
EEI REPRESENTATIVE

MR. SAWYER: My name is Edward A. Sawyer. I zm
the Fire Protection Coordinator for Yankee Atomic Zlectric
Company.

In this position I am responsible for the fire
protection programs at three operating plants and one which

is under construction.

L7
O
h

I am a member of the Atomic Energy Conmaitte
the NFPA, the National Fire Protection Asscociation, and alsc

a member of the Nuclear Fire Protection Conamittee for the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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American Nuclear Society.

I am here as a member of the Fire Protection
Committee for the Edison Electric Institute and my comments
today are being made for the Institute on behalf cf its
member companies. The Institute has submitted £forrmal
comments to the NRC's staff on the proposed rules. A copy
of those formal comments is attached to my testimony which
you all have in front of you.

My testimony will highlight many of the general
ptob;ens ve have with the NRC's proposed rule and I refer
you to the formal comments for a recital of EEI's chjections
to any specific rejuirements that have been proposed.

At the end of my presentation I would te happy to
discuss any of these objections with you.

EEI and its members support sound fire rpro

t

ection
measures of nuclear power plants. In fact, member companies
have worked cooperatively with the NRC stzff and have
implemented many improvements in plant fire protection
during the past several years.

The working relationship with the staf

Hh
3
w
0
Ly
D
P
4]

such that sound fire protection, taking into account site
specific factors at existing nuclear units, is irn fact now
being implemented.

At this point I would like to take issues with an

NPC statement that fire protection is not site srecific. ie

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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feel that there are certainly many areas of fire protection
that are not site specific, but there are just as many that

are in fact very site specific.

rh
O
2}

The NRC's decision to pursue decisicn-making
17 fire protection issues is a departure from the
Commission's past practice in specifying standards for
nuclear units through regultory guidelines.

In pursuing this approach we feel that the
vorthwvhile attributes of the prior approach will be lost.
Particularly, ve are worried that the flexibility to
accommodate particular requirements to the site §;eclfic
constraints at existing plants will not be maintained.

Furthermore, we are fearful chat regulations
vhich arbitrarily abrogate those standards agreed to in
staff safety evaluation reports or SERs will shatter the
reliance which utilities have felt justified in placing uacecn
prior staff determinations in the fire protection area and
in other areas.

While wve endorse and encourage sound fire
protection standards, we do not think the NEC has propesed
regulations that are sound procedurally or in terms of their
content.

Jur general objections include:

First, the inajequacy of the technizcal data arnd

justification supporting the proposed rules;

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Second, the abbreviated 30-day comment period;

Third, the abrogation of existing SERs;

Fourth, the arbitrary November 1st, 1820,
implementation deailine; and

Five, the need for more flexibility in adoption
of regulations.

EEI believes the preamble tc the proposed rule i
deficient for its failure to provide the technical basis or
rationale for the proposed regulations including certain nsw
requirements not previously subject to public debate. These
include, among others, the requirement for 50-foot
separation,; for the maintenance of a pressure differentisl
across a fire barrier penetration during gualification
testing, for consideration of asscciated circuits and for
the general application of the provisions 2f the rule to
safety related areas and those areas important to safety as
vell as safe shutdown structures, systems and componante,

As was previously stated, the comment "important

% -~ &
- -

to safety"™ is something that is subsiect toc a great de

“w

interpretation by wvhoever comes in with the rule in thoir
hand to make any kind of an inspection of the plant and to
make some kind of a decision on whether yocur fire protaction

is adegquate or not.

n

The NRC's failure to disclose a technical bdasi

for the standards it proposes to adopt prevent those who

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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vill be dirscted by them from offering meaningful comment.
You can imagine the results.

Licensees will be forced to undertake extreme.ly
costly and difficult retrofitting of existing facilities
with associated unit shutdowns in order to comply with the
requirements that may have no technical justification.

Complex engineering considerations are at issue
in nany of the proposed requirements. Whether a technical
basis exists for them and whether they can be implemented at
existing facilities are gquestions that need to ke
addressed. Wheth2r existing nuclear units can be
retrofitted in accordance with these standards without
Jeopardizing other safety features incorporated in the
plants as presently designed is of serious concern to this
industry.

We do not feel that the NRU has addressed this

r

not adop

O
e
[
LA

issue. That being the case we feel the NREC sh
those regulations before setting forth their teschnical basic
and reviewving meaningful responses from industry and other
expertse.

T'he Commission has chosen to restrict the ccmrent
period severely on this document based on what we feel are

two basically false premises.

L

First, the position of the staff and th

licensees regardiny the provisions of this rule is

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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documented and well known; ano

Second, the public has been afforded several

opportunities to comment on the provision of the

-
-~

ule.

While 1t is true that many of the issues involved

are well known and have been under discussion for several

years, many of the particular solutions in the proposed

regulations and some of the issues are in fact being

proffered for the first time and without supporting

tachnical justification and rationale.

The only previous comment period relied on

NRC as a basis for shortening this comment pericd on t

ky the

ha

rule involved Draft Regulatory Guide 1.120 and occurred

approximately three years ago.

Considering the technological changas in

the

interim, the substantially different requirements being

proposed and the change in status from a guidelin
rule, the proposed regulation should be accorded

longer comment period.

Meaningful comments containing reasoned

alternatives and technical bases for all the issues are

e

A

i

-

Q

:3'-

difficult to develop in this time frame. The short c2

period aggravates the problem created by NRC's fa

Justify its proposed regulation.

We hope you agree that more time is needed

full public airing of the technical justification

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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fire protection standards that take into account the
constraints imposed by site-specific factors at existing
units.

The Commission bases its decision to propose fire
protection regulations on the inability of the NEC staff and
the utilities to resolve only 17 generic issues, some or all
of which arise at only 32 units. However, in its eagerness
to resolve the few remaining issues we feel the NFC is

guilty of a case of regulatory overkill. The effect of its

O

regulation would be to abrogate the tecrms of all SEEs
negotiated in good faith by NRC staff and operators.

Many of the previously approved modifications
have been or are in the process of being implemented at this
time. To now discard all SERs which only weeks ago were
considered by all interested parties to compel
implementation of sound fire ;:dtection standards we feel
wvould be arbitrary and ineguitable and unnecessarily costly.

As a minimum, requirements of SERs which have
been or are being implemented should not be superseded Dy
the propose” regulations unless NRC publishes findings that
these requ.rements do not fulfill the objectives and intent
of the new regulations in the site-specific context of
existing units.

Across-the-bo2ard application of the reculation a=s

proposed will result in significant expenditures.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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Preliminary estimates vary from $2 million to §50 millien
per unit, depending upon the specific plant design. This
does not include replacement energy costs for the regquired
dovn time. This would be done with little or not
commensurate improvement in plant fire protection over that
which has been achieved already by the design approaches
taken in virious accepted SERs.

You can understand our dismay at the thought of
incurring such expenditures over and above those already
occurred to come into compliance with the SERs. Utilities
should be compelled to incur them only if NEC provides
convincing justification that the proposed regulatory
standards will provide a commensurate degree of additional
protection.

We are also concerned, as are Commissicners
Hendrie and Kennedy, with the proposed implementatic
schedule. A partial survey of our member companies
operating nuclear facilities, 15 in all, as well as 2
partial informal survey conducted by the NEC with 22
companies responding indicated that none of those gueried
could comply with the regulations as proposed by Novenmber
1st, 1980,

We have already heard that the rule its=lf will
not be coming out until sometime in Octcocber. That really

doesn't leave very much time for us to look at the rule ani

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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get implementation made by November 1st.

It is generally agree that if the present
schedule is maintained all of our affected member companies,
51 companies operating 58 nuclear plants, will be subject to
shutdown orders on November 2nd, 1980, unless the Commission
grants exceptions for good cause shown.

The Commission has stated it anticipates
approving few, if any, extensions. As you can imazine, aven
if all necessary design and analyses were completed today,
equipment to be installed would not be available prior to
that implementation date.

In light of the impact upon consumers and the2
national economy of shutting down of nearly all of the
nuclear reactors in the country we have recommence and we
ucrge you to support the replacement of an arbitrariiy
selected iaplementation date with a3 realistically achievabla

schedule based on the extent of the reguir=2d4 retrofit

e

the individual plants affected.

When developing revised implementation schedules
the NRC should consider permitting refueling or other rlant
outage periods to be used to make any of the modifications
wvhich can only be performed when the units are out of
sarvice.

As you know from reading the proposed

regulations, they are specific and restrictive. I think

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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industry testimony prior to this has come up with the c=znme
problems. In most cases they don't recognize acceptiable
alternate solutions. Instead they dictate a particular
design approach without consideration of site-specific

factors.

0
n

We recognize such an approach mz2y be possible for
plants in the design and even the construction stage, but it
is totally unacceptable and impractical for existing units.
We respectively suggest that the NRC staff could not tiaken
into account all the site-specific variables at existing
units when it developed these detailed design recguiremsnts.
Recognizing that the staff has had difficulty
with t::. interpretation of the staff's guidelines by
utiities we feel that a more effective approach would te to
restate the r wulatory guide to clarify the ambpiguities
which have resulted in disacreement or to accept existing
industry standards rather than to propose regulations which
dictate a specific design approach. The latter prccedure is

not only unnecessary but it may very wa2ll te

4y

counterproductive. In these regulations the staff may be
dictating a design that will have a detrimental effect on
other safety considerations at some plants.

If a clarification of the existing regulatcery

at a minimum the regulation should only establish

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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performance standards. Licensees should be permitted to
rlect the most appropriate designs to achieve those

standards based upon the constraints imposed by

site-specific ccnsiderations at their units.

If the Commission feels compelled to sgecify
designs in certain contexts, ther the regulation should
include a variance procedure applicable when a licenses
demonstrates that the specified design is not appiopriate

a site-specific zontext. In those rare cases where the

"

o
only one acceptable solution we feel it is incumbent on the
staff to provide justification for that position,

In summation, my remarks have brought to vour
attention our major concerns which are:

We feel the NRC's proposed regulatiocns are an
overreaction to good faith disagreements that have arisen
under existing regulatory guidelines.

We question the lack of technical data and
Justification supporting the new issues contained in the
proposed regulations.

For the reasons we have given, the progosed

regulation should be revised and reproposed for an
additional comment period more appropriate to the complexity
of the issues raised during which all interessted parties can
openly debate the merits of the proposed regulations; and

After a full debate on the reproposed reqgulatiors

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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if the Commission still feel compelled to issue a
regulation, a more realistic compliance date must ue
@stablished. In addition, the regulations revised in
response to such public debate should be applied only to the

32 plants with existing open items and only to those is

0]

ues
that remain unresolved.

The Edison Electric Institute wishes tc thank the
Subcommittee on Fire Protection for this opportunity to
discuss on behalf of our member companies our objec.ions and
recommended alternatives to the proposa2d significant fire
protection regulations.

MR. BENDER: Thank you, Mr. Sawyer.

We may have a couple of guestions for you, but
let me first ask the staff a guestion that seems toc be
recurring hsre.

Apparently the schedule is unrealistic.
anybody on the staff reconsidering the schedule?

¥R. BENAROYA: Yes, this is one of the itams that
we are going to bring to the Commissioners' attenticn zzain.

MR. BENDER: I am sure the committee coulid
comment on the unrealism in the schedule and no ons would
debate it.

MR. BENAROYA: We are looking at this truthfully
from our point of view. With the dates that are now in the

rule we are going to be flooded with exemptiocons. e will

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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have to evaluate those exemptions and tell the Commissioner

n

wvhich ones to accept and which ones to reject. That alone
will take a lot of time which we think is
counterproductive. That is the reason we don't like it.

MR. BENDER: I see.

Mr. Sawyer, there were a couple of points I
vanted to ask you about. Evidently there are some 32 plants
that have provisions thati don't meet the new rule. How many
of those plants conform to Branch Technical Positicn 2.5.1
and are operating because the staff has granted then
exception or accepted their alternatives or whatever?

MR. SAWYER: The number 32 comes from information
that the NRC has given to us. It is not a figure that we
have looked at throughout the industry.

¥R. BENDER: So you really don't know how many of
those companies that you represent really comply with the
Branch Technical Position as it exists now nor how many of
them will comply with the new rule?

MR. SAWYER: I can tell you that based ypon ou
o¥n survey cf the companies that cperate nuclear
plants there is possibly TVA that does comply.
companies we have asked we have gotten nobody tha+t has

they do comply in fact with Arpendix R. Now, we have nnt

contacted everybody, all members of EE

=
]
[+
= |
0
e
H
M
.

For my own three operating plants we 40 not
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comply with Appendix R. We have at all plants one to three
open items which are addressed in Appendix R. We know they
are open items. We feel that we have good engineering
judgment for leaving them open, or let's say for opposing
the NRC's position.

For items other than the known open items in my
three operating plants I feel there are perhapg between
seven and ten areas where we do not comply with the Appendix
R. However, we 40 have agreement with the NRC that what we
have proposed as alternatives to the BTP are acceptable.

MR. BENDEER: In the plants that you are concerned
with and actually have responsibility 40 you know whether
the things that are open items or debatable or whatever way
you want to express them are open tecause ycu think it is an
unnecessary expenditure of money or because thsy are adverse
to what you might consider either safety or operational
reliability interests?

MR, SAWYER: In the three plants that I represent
thece are not items that remain open because we feel +hat to
go along with what the staff asks for would damage the
potential for a safe shutdown of the plant. 211 cur ocen
items are based either on cost considerations or on ths face
that we have an engineering evaluation which says that it
does not have to be done; the concern that the NEC has conme

up with does rnt exist.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. BENDER: Are those documented scmewhere?

MB. SAWYER: Yes.

MR. BENDER: Actually it would be useful if every
utility could provide that kind of listing of things so that
at least when we were talking to the Commissioners we had
more concrete evidence of where the issues were. It 1is not
too easy for me as an individual to go down and find out
where each plants takes exception to the proposed criteria
and so on. I have to take on faith what you are telling me,
but I also heard Mc. Ferguson say that thers are only two

plants that don't comply with the things that are in these

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

criteria. Somehow those two numbers just don't zdd up.

Something is funny somewhere.

MR. FERGUSON: I don't think I said that
are only twd> plants that Zon't comply with these cri
When we started out I would say every plant that dce
comply maybs there was one or twWo items.

MR. BENDER: I apologize, Bob. I misinte

YOu. Sorrcy.

"

¥R. FERGUSON: There is a gqguandary on cu
I think one thing that you have heard in the various
discussions between the utilities and ocurselves and
have said to the Commission and what the Commission
back to us, there are a few instances where people 4

comply with rules because of changes we are making.
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think that is small.

emen

[

Let's 3ay some plant, as a lot of these zent

ot
[N

represent, where there has been a cooperative effort an
are down to one or two open items, and in some cases it is
vhether we are going to have three or five men, whether tha
shift supervisor is going to be on the thing or whether we
are going to have four drills a year or three drills a vyear,
that type of thing, where these numbers of $°C million and
so forth comes from. The only way I can sce those plants
are those people who really haven't mude many
modifications. Their plants today are not much different
than they wa2re before and you are doing it now.

I think there are a few cases where there are
basic disagreements, technical disagreements between certain
licensees and the staff. I wouldn't say it is a fight or
they are stonewalling it, that sort of thing. There are
different professional opinions on what is enouch. 4e zare
in a gray arca here. The purpose of the rule from the
Commission is to put a bottom line on it, and this is where
the area is going to stop. That is all.
MR. BENDER:

Well, one of the ways in which cns

could make 2 judgment on some of these t ‘ngs, since nany of

O
b

these plants have parallel designs, is to be atble t
what has be2n done in one case and compare it what would

have to be done in another. I think that is what n

(&)
0
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engineering people do when they are trying to determine
whether the arguments are valid or not. If there is a
precedent for doiny sometnhing and somebocdy has already shown
it is practical to do it, even though I may nct agree with
the desirabilty of doing it, I can accept the practicality
of something if it has already been demonstrated.

I can't tell right now whether in some cases
those that are objecting to detailed refinements are
objecting because they just disagree even though scme other
plant has done it or whether there is 2 real reason why it
is impractical for that specific case. In some cases I anm
sure it is site dependent becase cf individualized desiaons,
but the message doesn't come out Very -lear up tC nNOWe

MR. SAWYER: I think if you lock at the specific
comments that came in from EEI, and I feel also frem the (¥C
group, you will find that there are in fact not many that
could be classed as major items.

The main proplem that I feel the industry has is,

as you suggested before, what happens to this rule cncs it
0es in. Do we go back and start from time zero and ds a
whole new fire hazard evaluation at our plants on the itens

that we agreed to and reached agreement upon in previgsus
licensing battles, if you will, discussions perhars is mcre
appropriate? Will those be opened up again ani will w= have

to go back?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-.345



10
n

12

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

e~ 97

Jur position { think is perhaps pessimistic in
that ve say somebody, an INE inspector, anybody that wants
to really can take the rule, the proposed rule or regulatio
and say, look, it says nere in black and white that you have
to do that. So don't tell me that you did something that is
just as good because you don't say that. It is not allowed
any more. That I think is one of the major points that we
wish to get across to you we would like to see changed.

MR. BENDER: That is certainly a valid point and
it is one which I think many members of the committee have
an equivalent interest in. When you start making the

arguments on the basis of engineering details then you a

rn
w

not making the same argument. I think the argument was made
a couple of time that the rule itself has some legal asrects
-'l'

bility to

that are of serious concern with respect ts the

W

b

keep the plants operating. I am sure we want to bring that
to the attention of the committee. The engineering details
are something else again and I am not clear yet whather
those things are big issues or small issues.

MR. SAWYER: I think if you pick, for instance,
the engineering detail requiring retests on all
penetrations, penetrations through fire barriers with a
pressure differential across and look at the schedule, «e

know that there is one test lab in the country that can dec

i

that. There probably would be a lot more in

everybody
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was required but nonetheless the proceiure of getting that
test done for all the plants in the country could run to two
or three years and could be extremely costly.

¥BR. BENDERs You know, a few illustrations like
that would help carry the message a lot better than the kind
of arm waving that we are getting right now. We do need
some eaplicit examples.

MR. SAWYER: Many of these things have come in
and specific comments have been sent to the Commissiocners
themselves. They did not come out in this particular
meeting due to time constraints and due to the fact that my
position is as a spokesman for EEI and I can't begin
dragging site-specific particular items out.

MR. BENDER: I am sympathetic to your view and
even to the need for time, but I do think that you are
expecting a lot from the Commissioners in expectina that
they will be able to digest individual comments a2nd add then
all up and deal with them in some way. Somsboly hais to take
the initiative to collectively judge how these things
stand. I am really very much concerned that the stafs
hasn't done it either.

MR. BENAROYA: Yay I interrupt you?

¥R. BENDER: Sure.

MR. BENAROYA: We have issued those regu

(=

ar

Right now we have undertaken exactly what you are sayina.
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don't know if it will come in time for you, by the time you
need to make the ra2commendations, but we are looking at each
licensee on open items that are there, why they are open and
have sent a letter to each licensee explaining that these
are the open items.

I want to make it again clear that the staff also
understands this problem and we concur with the industry
that we don't want to leave you all the items that they have
been closed and they have been accepted by us. dWe don't
want to do that over again either.

MR. BENDER: Vic, I hope that is more of a
personal opinione.

MR. BENAROYA: I am giving you the staff's
opinion. I am giving you, you know, the management's
opinion.

MR. BENDER: OJkaye.

MR. BTNAROYA: We still have tu live with what
the Commissioners tell us to do.

MR. BENDERs Well, I think tiat their ability to
address the problem is very much dependent upon getting that
information in advance.

I will repeat what I said before. Civing thanm
individual descriptions of each plant is awfully hard tc
digest. As a matter of fact, it looks like just hodjepecigs,

you know, that there is no way to put the informaticn in a
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form where you can see collectively what exists. It is very

hard for anybody toc make a judgment about whether it is more

than a miscellaneous mess of complaints that

to def$ Uith.
MR. FERGUSON:
mention here,

one statement he made.

requirement for a 50-foot separation and

thate.

That puts a top line on it.
S0-foot or better you don't have to worry about it.
there is a lot of that kind of thing in some of

that we are getting in and it make it very

MR. EBERSOLE:

50 feet.

they

One other thing I would like to

and it goes in with the example Ed gave and

He made a statement there is a

who can provide

Ther2 is no requirement for a 50-foot separation.

That said if you have got

Now,
the ceorments
difficult.

Ior

I don't see the physical basis

It doesn't say whether it is 50-foot vertical or

50-foot horizontal or whether it is a distance in feet which

can be breached by ductwork or whatever. 2As

fact,

matter provides for fire

MR. BENAROYA:
¥R. EBERSOLE:
MR. BENAROYA:
EBERSOLE:

YR. BENAROYA:

of that and ve would like to send it to

I fail to see where 50 feet or "x"

w

feet for that

separation.

Mr. Ebersole?
Yes.

I hate to disagree with you.
I don't mind.

We do have an evaluation

- T -~
~ - LR

yOu.
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our consultants. It is 20 feet b the way.

MR. EBERSOLE: Say that again?
MR. BENAROYA: Twenty feet.
MR. EBERSOLE: Twenty feet?

MR. BENAROYA: Twenty.

1014

MR. BENDER: I thought it was 20 and you said,

well, wve will allow something so we will go to 35.

(Laughter)

MR. BENDER: Now you have gotten %o 50

is a big difference.

(Laughter)

MR. BENAROYA: In this case the analysi

=y

on 20 feet. It doesn't come out as a hundred percent sa

MR. EBERSOLE: Fifty feet tc me scunds

extremely weak 2nd arbitrary -nd inconclusive way

separate things as contrasted to, say, a two-foct

concrete wall. Do you follow me?

MR. BENAROYA: Yes, of courze. I will

send you th2 analysis that wWwe have fcr 20 feet exp

the reason for that.

MR. SANWYER: EEI's comment is not that

feet is Jnrealistic. Our comment is that iiere ha

justification provided for that 50 feet. There is

we can comment on. There is a statement that sayc

50 feet,

that is fine. I1f it is less, it 1is not.
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MR. BENDER: Are you aware of the c2nsulting

report? Babcock did that study?

MR. BENAROCYA: Yes.

MR. BENDER: Are you aware of that study?

¥MR. SAWYER: No.

Mk. EBERSOLE: Is that SO feet an open

in a confined room?

MR. SAWYER: The other thing we would

even if these reports are available, the 30 days

have to get the reports and comment on them is no

MR. BENDERs I didn't have to have “r.

tell me that

report existed. I have had it for nm

year. It was in the public document room £for at

length of time. For some reason or other these k

reports which the industry ought to be just as in:

as the ragulatory staff don't seem to be of any i

the industry.

Why is that?

MR. SARYER: I cannot speak for the in

can speak for me and say that, yes, that would be

interest to me if I knew it existed.

MR. BENDER: Well, have you been dcwn

Mr. Benaroya

or whomever it is about what kind cof

information they have been developing that is the

these rules?
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MR. SAWNYER: Bob and I have talked considerabdly
would say over the past three or four years.

MR. EBERSOLE: This room is about 50 feet long.
I can have a big switchboard fire here. This is a confined
space. The ambient temperature develcped as a result of
that can easily shutdown the switchboard aiL the cther end
even though it is on another train. That to me illustrates
the ambiguity of a 50 foot separation.

¥R SAWYER: If the fire went long encugh.

MR. EBERSOLE¢ There are lots of qualifiers.

MR. SAWYERs: That is right.,

MR. BENAROYA: I am sorry, but I have to cbiect
again here. There is a basic philosophy problem here. We
are saying that S50 feet is safe. Anything under it

justifies it. I thought that that is really the w

W
L

do business, because if we said 20 feet or 30 feet

O
8]
w

T
-~

specific number then we are telling them again how to desian
the plant which is the big thing that we have. I thought
the justification 2f all of these numbers should ccre fronm
industry and not from NRC.

¥R. BENDER: Nobody has a quarrel on
justifications. YOou are right. You do give ther sonme
latitude to justify things that are less. In scme casss you

do and in some cases you don't.

The point I am trying to make is sven though I =
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very sympathetic and I am sure the committee is tc the way

in which this rule is being promulgated, it does make senss

-

too, to suggest that the industry ought to be tryinc to £ind
out what the bases are as well as complaining about the fact
that the rule exists and some of it could have been done a
long time ago because these arguments have been going on for
at least a year 2nd maybe longer. I guess I am a little
surprised in spite of the reaction to the rule that tre resal

substance that you could base the debate on still is in the

O

verbal stage. There is nothing very well written down s
you can see whether the answers have engineering substance
to them.

MR. SAWYER: I think that perhaps one ¢f the
problems that has existed, as I recall this S0-foot

separation, is that it was something that was developed ¢

(8]
"

new plants and not necessarily for old plants. Those of us

L]

who are concerned with operating plants could have, ancd
can't say that we did, could have just said that is a new

plant criteria and has nothing to do with us so we won't

(]
r

even worry about it. We will make do witn what we have 2
and design with what we have.
¥R. BENDER: There was a ccmment back there.
MR. PATRISSI: My name is Greg Patrissi. I ar
with Florida Power and Light.

There has been a tremendous amount of
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documentation between our utility and the NRR and INE on
fire protection since I have been with FPEL which has only
been two years. We have five volumes of correspondencs2
between us and the NRC.

We have also demonstrated a fire hazard analysis

0

for which we use sound engineering principles, fire
protection, and we have demonstrated that we could
effectively shut down a plant in postulated unrealistic type
fires. We have demonstrated this from an engineering
standpoint.

We have been asked by the Commissicon tc upgrade
our facilities. We have spent millions to do it. =We are in
the process of upgrading these facilities and now we may
have to go buack because of this rule and rip cut things that
we have already installed in order to meet these new dessign
requirements such as SRCs and RCPs.

I am one of the utilities that igc fighting a
thr2e-man fire brigade. We have established in our response
to the Commission on the proposed Appendix X cur stanc2 on
the five-man versus three-man fire brigade. We £f2el that
wvhen you look at NUREG guide 0050 which says that in
analyzing your fire brigade rejuirements the offsits fire
protecton agency must be considered when you postulzte
unrealistic, large type fires in defending the £ive-man

versus three-man fire brigade.
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highly trained fire departments in the United

o 166

At our Turkey Point facility we have two of the

n

tate

n

is Homestead Air Force Base made up of precfessionally

vne

highly

trained aircraft firefighters who are trained in flammable

liquid fire fighting. They are eight to ten minutes

the plant.

fire department where the average firefighter

We have Metro Fire Department which is a p

300 hours of hands-on training before he gualifies as

firefighter. They are ten to twelve minutes awaye.

He feel that the offsite fire department,

guide 0050, is adc¢ Jate to provide fire protecticn fo
unrealistic type fires. We were asked under NUEREG gu
0050 to postulate fighting fires, small type fires, a

provide the necessary manpower and training to do +thi

were

fire

came
SER,

that

h

£
-

asked to hold in check large fires until the ©

department could arrive within 30 minutes.

Wiien the INE people, fire prctection revis:

to our St. Lucy facility, and this is stated in
they mandated a five-man fire brigade baced on 2

when they went by the fire house the fire encine

out of the fire house. That was their technical basi

ratching us into a five-man fire brigade.

at a

Gentlemen, we feel that three men can £ish

nuclear pcwer plant. I base this on my profecsi
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expelrLience as a paid professional firefighter and my many
years of firefighting experience. We did commit te the NBC
that we would provide two additional personnel that we
classify as gophers, people that could pick up additional
fire brigade equipment such as Scott air bottles, fire
extinguishers, additional hoses so we could postulate cr
have added suppcert if we had a fire, depending now on in
what area of the plant that we had the fire.

The NRC says based on your finding a fire brigade
we have to assume a vast number of things, and I would iike

to read these to you.

W

= J
"t
= o

This was a response submitted on June
concerning the Appendix R in which we addressed the five-man
fire brigads issue. In developing the five-man fire brigaie
scenario for nuclear power plants the NRC has postulated the
folloving saquence of events.

Assume a fire starts. That means failu.e t
housekeeping and innition sources and our prccedures have
failed. Assume a fire is not extinguished in its incicient
stage. That means failure in existing fire detecticn systen
and failure in fire suppression systems. Assum2 alditionzl
fire extinguishers and hose lines and ladders must Lo
obtained. We have fire extinguishers a2n the w2ll 2f cver
140 in the plant. We have 20 to 30 standpipes. We have a

fire house fully eguipped.
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Assume heavy conditions require a portable smoke
ejectors. In an open air plant this is not a realistic tyce
of assumption. Assume energized equipment must be
deenergized and we require the use of a protective water
shield. That is a good postulation. Assume a second hose
line for back-up must be laid. Assume a flammable ligquid
fire requires portable fcam equipment. In a safety related
area flammable liquids are minimized.

Assume fire confined spaces and its exact
locations cannot readily be determined. Assume a fire
brigade member becomes trapped or incapacitated in any way.
Assume off-site people must be broken into teams havias a
firs brigads member assigned as a lead=sr.

Assume inclement weather prevents off-csite
assistance from responding in 30 minutes. Fcrtunately in
Florida we don‘'t have to postulate snowmobiles.

Jdkay, FPL agrees that in the most severe and
unusual situation a combination of these assumptions could
be postulated. But to assume that all can occur
sirultaneously is totally unrealistic.

We based our Jjustification on the three-man firs
brigade based on the factors that we have analvzed,
realistic type fires in our facility and we fesl that we can
support then with three men.

Thank you, gentlemen.
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MR. BENDER: You do have these very gocd

v
"
’AA
ry
T

supporting resources. How well trained are they in the
fighting problems of nuclear power plants?

MR. PATRISSI: Basically you have to analyze what
you are fighting in a nuclear power plant. 1Is that
different from fighting a fire in an industrial facility or

n

fighr 1 1g an aircraft fire or fighting a structural fire.
safety-related areas I feel very comfortable in the fac*
that there is a minimal amount of combustible material and
the minimum amount of transients. In FPELL we have covered
our cables with flamastic. We have adequatzs fire stops. ae
have designed to preclude rapid propagation ¢f fires in a
realistic manner.

So when you look at an off-site fire department's
availability to fight fires in a nuclear power glant,
basically what you train an off-site fire department cr ycu
instruct them is, one, not to worry to heavily about
radiation type protection and whether or not your personal
gear is adequate or that you are gecing to go intc the
containment at full power and find an HECP 21l collection
fire, but that the type of fires you are going to be
fighting or that we are going to call you for are geing to
be the ones that we cannot extinguish in the incipient
stages such as a turbine lube o0il {ire, a hydrogen fire, a

transformer fire, a fire that occurs in common inductrial
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sites or the secondary site of the plant.

Nuclear fire protection and the £fire bricade
requirements that the NRC is trying to postulate upon us, I
feel it very unrealistic for fire brigades. What they
asking us to have on site is a highly trained professicnal
fire fighting organization or a fire department.

We have asked the NRC in our reviews and our
conversations, especially with the INE people that inspect
at St. Lucy, what would happen if we had a paii professional
fire department located off-site? What is the fire
department is relocating their fire house 200 feet from ocur
gate? Sorry, fellows, you still need five men. This is
wvhat they base their five-man fire brigade on.

We have had tremendous correspondence. You takea
just Florida Power and Light's correspondence with us angd
the Commission, our fire hazardi analysis, which we far

exceeded what their requirements were, and you ccmpare the

massive amoun: of documentation that we have had when we

es

[

bave laid out sound techncial engineering princi

'Q

0

tic type

|

We have developed and postulated real
fires in our plant and we have successfully shown that w2
don't need detection, we don't need suppression, we don't =3
fire brigads, we don't need any extinguishers and that ue
can still shut the plant down and sustain fires in many

areas of our plant based on the combustible loading in that
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area.

MR. BENDER: I think we would all agree that the
kind of analysis you are performing ought to show that.

MR. PATRISSI: It does, sir.

¥R. BENDER: There is the guestion that always
lurks in people's minds that the analysis may not account
for some circumstance that arises, and if that were the case
what would wve do about it.

MR. PATRISSI: Sir, when you opened a guesticn to
Mr. Ed Savyer that brought me up here was the fact that
uﬁether Or not we as an industry have demonstrated
technically with solid fire protection engineering

principles that we could sustain a fire in our facility.
Has this been documented? Have we had discussions with the
NRC? Gentlemen, we have had discussions :ith the Y&C.

MR. BENDERs Well, I believe you. Fach utility
has done it. The point I was trying to make to Yr. Sawyer,

and I will make it again to you, is each group has done it

individually. We haven't seen the kind of collective

b= o
7]
r
.

presentation that compares one installation with znot
know of a lot of nuclear power plants that I wouldn't give
you a nickel fcr the fire department within a hundred miles
of it.

Now, yours may be a lot better. 1 Chink ‘A% 418 .48

a metropolitan area and probably it is better. Fut it very
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1 hard right now to dis_ern those differences and it is also

difficult to know whether the people that you can draw on

[ ]

3 are making the commitment you say they are making. Are they

4 so0 scared of nuclear plants that they are unwilling to go in

5 there if there is a threat? How do you know that, whether

6 they would or would not respond to that kind of a fire?

7 MR. PATRISSI: We maintain communication with our

8 off-site fire departments. We invite them on our

9 facilities. We go to their fire houses. We talkx to thenm.

10 We set up communications. We establish procedures for

n calling them. We discuss openly with their people. I

12 personally go into the fire houses and give talks. We trina

13 our health paysicists people to give talks. We tell thenm
. 14 how they are going to access the plant, where they

15 to pick up HP people if they go intc the radiatior

16 proper TLT and dosimeter. We basically wock with

17 try to provide a sense of respect for radiation bu

18 fear for it, to be able to ccme in an work undesr

19 direction to extinguish a fire that may be without

20 of estinguishment such as on a secondary site.

21 You cannot postulate a fire on a sec:

Q

nda
22 a large one such as 30,000 gallons worth of lube
23 we might have a fire under pressure that w2 would
24 call the off-site fire department in.

25 I agreement with you that there are f3a
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the United States which I do not represent that, and we have
some of them in Florida, our fossile facilities, for
example, but let's stick with my company, that are out in
the sticks, doondocks, whatever you want tOo call it, totally
isclated from a paid professional fire department, that if
they did have a fire that they would have to fight a fire on
site with the available manpower because it is going toc take
two hours td> get an off-site fire department.

MR. EBERSOLE: Let me ask you this zuestion. If
I go intec a room which is generally called a spreading roonm
or a cable terminal or distribution area and I see an array
of cable trays which I know contain circuits that affect
shutdown systems, d0 you and your fire pecople have the

knovwledge to be discretionary with respect to performin

.

fice protective functions, spraying those cables in a
selective way based on the fact that yosu know where a
redundant configuration of circuitry is or ancther one is in
there so that you do not inundate them both, cor do
go in wholesale?

MR. PATRISSI: Well, first of all, if we had

[V

ot
- g
vy
'l

fire in our cable spreading rcom the only thing we have
can burn is the cable and mavbe some switch gear or one roll
of computer type printout paper. That is the total

inventory of combustibility. We feel with flamastic we have

effectively eliminated the combustible cabling znd ther=£fors
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we will not have the large propagated type fire that we have
been asked tc postulate.

If we have a fire in our cable spreading reconm,
you are looking at a quasi-electrical type fire. Therefors=
we feel that we can adeguately extinguish it with our
three-man fire brigade by (1) grabbing the portable £fire
extinguishers in that area because we do have adequate fire
detection, and (2) if we have to u:e a hose steam, we have
been asked by the NXC and we have committed to reduce our
inch and a half hose stream which approximately pulls cut 75
to 100 gallons of water a minute down to 30 gallons of water
per minute which means that we would have low flow volumes

of water. Our nozzles are E-rated which means we will hav

)

a fire pattern and we could effectively go in there and we
feel knock 4down a fire in the vary early stages of
propagation.

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, but I am savying =~--

b

¥R. PATRISSI: I know what you are saviang. Do
our people know that train "A"™ is over here and trsin "Z" i=
here and this cable runs here and this cable runs th=aree. Te
have shown in our fire hazard analysis the location of our
cabling in regards to safe shutdown capability through 2
facility. This analysis has been made available tc all our
NPS's, nuclear plant supervisors, our watch engineers, who

are our fire brigade leaders and to the three-mzn fire
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brigade, two men on the operational team. But for an
individvual to go into that room and look at a tray and say,
hey, cables X, Y and Z flow through here, I don't think they
have that capability to do that.

We can say this, that in a cable spreading roonm
we have the necessary cables flowing through and therefore
if ve have a1 firs cable spreading room that totally ourns
the room up we can vacate that area and still successfull;
shut the plant down in other areas of the plant such as by
the Ox building and our switchboard rooms by taking over the

necessary equipment.

(e
tr
s
[
[
ot
e

We demonstrate this in our inaccess
procedure. We also demonstrate this in a response to the
Comaiséion which they asked us to do a task manpower
analysis postulating the burn up of the cable spreadins
room, postulating the burn up of the contral room and
postulating the burn-up of the Ox building and still shut

the plant down. We have done this and it is docunmer

]
b J
r
{[V
(9
.

¥R. EBERSOLE: I see. Then you have a
conservative interpretation of GDC-19 I take it, and you
have remove shutdown capability which is independent of the
condition of the control room spreading out?

MR. PATRISSI: We have an alternate shut-down

method to being the plant to shutdown.

MR. EBERSOLE: Then it dces not emanate fron

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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terminal boards in the spreading -oom or the control roon.

MR. BENDER: I think we have your messadge.

(Laughter.)

MR. BENDER: ¥r. Sawyer, do you have one ccmmant?

MR. SAWYER: I was gcing to respond to the same
Juestion.

MR. BENDER: Go ahead.

MR. SAWYER: Basically I can say yes for our
three operating plants we know and ocur fire brigade xnows i
a specific piece of equipment has to be protected or theay
know that tr in "A"™ runs through one side ¢f the room and
train "B"™ runs through the other side.

MR. EBERSOLE: So they discriminate.

MR. SAWYER: So they know that, yes, if there is
a bad fire and you spray there you are give us a2 groblen
with both trains. So you had better decide that you are
going to use your alternate method cof shutdcwn and call tre
control room and say get going and 40 it while we take care
of the fire.

MR. BENDER: Thank youe.

Sentlemen, you have been very helpful. What we

have been trying to> do of course in asking questions is to

1

rselvss and

see if we could develop more understanding for o

“
r

at the same time give people an opportunity tc say what thev

were concerna2d about.
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We are planning to have a short discussion here
just to see what ve should discuss to the full committec.,
As most people know, the Commissioners have asked through
the staff of the ACRS tc express an copinion about the fire
protection rule. We are not making the rule and we do not
have the final say about what happens. The Commissioners
are going to decide.

It is the interest of the full committee to te
sure that when the Regulatory Commission puts out a rule it
is for the purpose of improving public safety. We are not
all that concarnad about putting out yrules to keep the
lavyers working. I think some of you are concern2d about
wvhether the lawvyers would plan their mission in 1life as one

of shuting 4dovwn pvlants that don't comply with the rule. I

o

doubt very seriously that the Commissioners are all tha

interested in putting out the rule, but I am sure we will

try to take account of those concerns about the rule itself,
Let n2e ask, if I can, whether the subccmaittee

members have any further guesticns of the p2ople tha

or

a ™
- e

W

h2re in the room.
Jerry, 40 you have any?
MR. RAY: I have no further guestions.

MR. BENDER: Then let me make a cou;

le of p

L #]

if I can. Prior to this meeting I made available %to the

subcommittee members some thoughts that I had about ths=

ALLERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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1 approach to this rule. As you know, I have never been 1
2 strong supporter of even the regulatory guides, not because
3 I am opposed to regulatory guides but because I think when
4 you put something out it ought to be deiinitive enoush so
5 somebody could read it and understand exactly what was
6 intended. If the guide could do that I would withdraw mny
7 objection.
8 This rule has some of the same precblems with it.
9 In many cases it is a fairly arbitrary judgement and seens
10 to be being put out to cut off the date. I think that we
n have some obligation to try and express to the committee
12 vhether ve think that is a good idea .: not.
13 Jessie.
. 14 MR. EBERSOLE: I look upon the rule really as
15 just an impasse breaker. I don't think that I could
16 subscribe to the rule in the absence of a detailed
17 consideration of the real important issues on which we are
18 trying to break an impasse. I don't have that in front c¢f
19 ne.
20 ¥R. BENDER: Do I interpret that as sayina
21 without it you wouldn't recommend it?
2 MR. EBERSOLE: I would not. I would like to ses
23 these crucial issues, just in fact what they aras, ar .
. 24 that basis then determine whether the impasse should >

25 broken by the rule.
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MR. BENDERs Jerry.

MR. RAY: My reaction is that rather than a ruls
a change in the BTP or, if you will, a second position that
would apply to a restricted group of plans since the 3TP is
definitely going to apply to future plans. As it exists now
a change or a revision in the ETP or a new second position
applying to the existing plans might very well be enoush.
It won't have the impact perhaps. It is not a legal club
that is going to force the utilities to their knees and
require they explicitly conform with what the staff

-
-
&

regquires. In that sense the rule does apply whereas the B

-*

may not. You still have some discussion. But I concur with

18

ot

Jessie that avidently the need here is for something tha
going to break an impasse and I can't understand why
something equivalent to a Branch Technical Position wouldn'®
do that.

MR. EBERSOLE: Beyond that the rule contains
elements of the specification cf auxiliary shutdown sysienms
or dedicated shutdown systems. I think these are in short
inadequate. For instance, they permit single-channel
shutdown and a variety of other things which are less than
complete if one were considering a dedicated shutdown systan

I would like to see industry be released to
improve emergency shutdown capability by dedicated or remots

shutdovwn systems and be relieved from adherence to scome of
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»
-

these complex fire protection criteria in so d4oing, but
don't see any rocom for that in the rule.

MR. RAY: I have two more comments I would like
to make. One, I think I, myself, and I would recommend that
the committee take the position that would support the
staff's expressions to the Commission, the concurring
expression tn the Commission that this rule, if it is
decided ultimately that there be a rule, will not rescind
previous agreements that will force the utilities into
scraping heavy investments and making additional investments
on top of those. I think that definitely would not be
right. For that reason and for the fact that it would
definitely reduce the future confidence on the part of the
industry in any agreements that are made with the staff.

Secondly, I don't think that the rsview period
has been ziaquate at all and that it should be extended.

MR. BENDER: Well, I will have the last word 3just

8]
-+

I am the subcommittee chairman and not for any her

&

reason. What I will try to do is take this initial 4r

ot

w

and restructure it somewhat.
MR. RAY: I will be glad to dig into it nmyself.
MR. BENDER: I would appreciate it if you would,
and if both of you would do the same.
As you know, I attached to this scme suggested

criteria that might be useful as part o2f a rule. I don't
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even believe those things necessarily belong in a rule,

it is convenient to have criteria somewhers, and at the

ty
(=
ct

moment the Branch Technical Position has criteria in it

they are not set forth so much as critesria but as sort of

w

little gquote here and there from the study of the Browns
Ferry fire and what you learned from it and things like
that.

I guess my own view has been for a long time that
people ought to sit down and put those requirements in one
place and say these are the requirements for fire protection
and then develop some kind of a technical document that
shows are those fire protection criteria are nmet,

I think what we have right aow is some fairly

n tn

or
’-‘.
(o}

considered judgments in the Branch Technical Posi

i
Y

4

by and large are good but they may not fit every cace. an

L

sympathetic to using ocutside fire protaction agencies 23

part of the fire protection team if I know they are there,

L]

They are far better than relying on a couple of gzuaris,
don't care how well you train them, i1if they are well-trained
people.

So far the Regulatory staff has not chosen t¢
deal with the total resource. It is fairly clear from T¥I
that there is a need to deal with total resources in sone

events and firecs may be one of them. The difference

Yy
l
*
D
v
3

a three-man team and a five-man team is not a big number in
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terms of their capability. If some of the people can't
because of the kind of johs that they have be of ligh
caliber or whether you can trust them or not to fight fires
or be more than gophers as somebody has suggested that had
been offered to you is a matter for some concern also.

So my own inclination is to want to make a point
vf how we make sure we have got a jood gualifi=d fire
protection team. I don't feel like writing that into a
rule, but it could be written in some form. My inclination
right now is to put some emphasis on some of those points as
being maybe more pertinent than getting a rule on fire
protection out on the street. Whether we will Ao that or
not I think depends on the committee's own viewpoints.

Are there other thoughts to be expressed hers?

(No response.)

If not, I apologize for letting this meetinc run
a half an hour over. That is not bad for the ACES.

Thank you, gentlemen.

This meeting is adjourned.

(¥hereupon, at 4335 p.ms, the subcommittee

adjourned.)
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