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SUBJECT: RECENT DISCL.. ..»3 WITH COMMISSION STAFF RELATED TO
PROPOSED APPEHIX R TO 10 CFR 50, FIRE PROTECTION
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We mat with the Commission staff on April 3, 1980 to discuss the status
and implication of Appendix R. ps a result of this meeting, we were
requested to get some idea on the jmpact of requiring all fire protection
features to be installed by November 1.

On April 8, 1980, the ORPM's conducted a telephone survey of' all licensees

to determine what the impact of a November 1, 1980 completion date for

a1l fire protection medifications except Alternate Safe Shutdown Capability
wwould be. In order to determine this, the licensees were asked the
“following questions:

1. Will you complete all the fire protection modifications required
by both Section 3.1 Modifications and Section 3.2 Open Items
of the 7ira protectfon safety evaluation report that the NRC
issued for your plant by November 1, 1980, and if not, when?

2. Have you compared the requirements of . the draft Appendix'R
which we sent to you in November 1379 with the requirements : « ©
of the fire protection safety evaluation report for your
plant and if so, can you meet the requirements for Appendix
? except for alternate safe shutdown capability by November 1,
$807

In response to the first question, th2 licensees of all but 11 plants
stated that they would complete those modifications by November 1, 1980.
Two of those eleven would be completed by December 31, 1980 and five
more would be completed by June 1981,  One stated they would need 12°
months after our approval of their modifications which they have not
yet rezcived. One liconsee with three plants has made no commiltient -
until they see Appendix R as {ssued. Finally, one of the SEP plants

has had some of their fire protzction modifications in addition 1o
a%;ernate safe shutdown capability defercad until complation of the
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In resporse to the second question, 20 licensees had looked at the draft = -

Appendix R sufficiently to compare the requiresments and all of %hose :;»53-,[f7

licensees indicated that Appendix R requirements would require chaiges
or additions to the modificatfons approved by the fire protection safety
evaluation report.

+ .
On this basis, we in“:..e. “~orge Sauter that the impact of Appendix R
with a November 1, 1347 comPlaticn date was difficult to get by telephone
and that the staff wewsd a¥imate that at least 20 plants would not
able to meet the Apremdsy . requiremants by November 1, 1980, excluding
the alternate safe shui..an requirement. We also to'd him that the
licensees that had looked at the first draft of Appencix R had {ndicated
big problems with meeting it. We suspect that the reason is efther
misinterpretation of the Appendix R requirements or some new require-
ments that might be different from those given over the past three years
in the fire protection SERs. We, thersfore, recommended that Appendix R
be published for commant. . .. - s ? AT =z
On April 9, 1380, Tom Wambach called Tom Gibbon to correct an answer
that he had given at the briefing for the Commissioners® staff memders
on April 3, 1980. HKe had told them that we had not approved any fire
protection modification complietion dates except for alternate Safe
Shutdown Capability beyond October 1380. He called Tom Gibbon to
inform him that the following completion dates were approved by the
fire protection safety evaluation reports for the plants indicated:

. R.E. Ginna - six items to complete by 6/81.

. Turkey Point 3/4 - completion required 12/80.

. Nine Mile Point - completion'1981 refueling outage (~5/81).

. S:n gnofre,Unit 1 - a number of jtems deferred to compIet{oq
of SEP.

1
2
3
4
Tom Gibbon asked that we nctify George Sauter and folluw with a memorandum,

iom Wambach and I cailed George Sauter and repeated the above information

to him. Fe stated that a memorandum was not necessary. However, he did

request the following:

1. the docuwentation which establishes the completion dates fof
the above four plants; and . . - e -
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2. the documentation that establishes the commitients for the -
plants that we indfcated in the "Fire Protection Review "
Program Status™ would complete alternate safe shutdown
capability modifications by the end of December 1980
(category 2 plants). '
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f We answand that we

could givc Mu thesc two responses vithin a
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