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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

AFFIRNATION, DISCUSSION AND VOTE: 81-16
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21 S. CHILK
Je AUSTIN

23

25

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

R o e e L i L e o ashii dhesi Sl B L R o mhammt e o oo b JERSEE o N Lo S



o g {owd s x4

—=is iz = wmodfioiyl Tramge=iIt 22 4 zae
Stasax Juclaas an:_azz-r Commissisn 2ald o= - .
T2 e Commissisn's ofliies az U717 T Stomec, N. W., A& sz,
. 3¢ G e zsersizg was sten 3 ublis ar.ndncaadcum;a.
s TUamIoTEoT 133 23t heen Tzviaved, ::-u:adr. ==~d.:a&, =t -

S =y comzais nacsmmacias. e

-~ D& TaviesigeT i3 izctanded solaly far gemaral isfampe<ongt -
FESPasas. 3 YUsSvidad Yy 10 &R 3.102, Lz i3 ST zamm 3 et

_I3T=al or afswmal recori of dacision af the zafTews iiscmssed: -

m:tﬂ::.z"*_:.s'—::ac'.;:.ax':nuur;r ---
TallscT ozl datammicaTices or teliafs. To lasding v gcses T

32V a7 te Iad Tizh the Comrissiom "cr;'::cad:-.z is-ethg -—

Tasuls of oT adiTassed I3 iy scaitamenT 3T a::zur' .:n:z_‘aé
ZATAIZ, aXSeT i3 the Commissiom 237 aushcTecs. -



10

11

12

13

14

18

16

17

18

19

20

21

24

25

RPREQCZZR211X3¢3

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Will you come to order on the
affirmation session.

Those of ycu who look at the affirmation schedule
vith interest, you may strike Items A an¢ B. I will talk
about Item C in 2 minute.

I will introduce an Item E by asking my colleagues
to join in voting to hold on less than one week's notice an
affirmation session for SECY 81-191A, Affirmation of
Leithauser Moticn for Official Notice of Intervenor Status.

Those in £favor?

(Chorus of Ayes.)

COMMISSICUNER BRADFCRD: Wwhat are we doing with
that one? We are affirming that one?

COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: Are we are all in
agreement on that cne?

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: VYes, we are unanimous.

Okay. ®e can now have a sncrt notice meeting on
SECY 81-191A.

Sam, let us go ahead with that item.

¥R. CHILK: SECY 81-191A, Leithauser Motion for
Official Notice of Intervenor Status. The Commission has
unanimously approved the rropcsed order with modifications
by Commissioner Silinsky which refers the motion of

Nr. Leithauser to the liceasing board f£fo

"

apprepriate action.
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Would yosu please affirm your vote?

(Chorus of Ayes.)

CHAIRNAS HENDRIE: So ordered.

Let us turn then to 81-174, Fire Protection Rule
for Future Plants.

I think we may need a little discussion on this to
see if ve are stil] of an affirmation mind.

Sam, vhy don't you outline this.

MR. CHILK: The Commission has approved the
adoption unanimously of an Alternative 3 of a subject paper
vhich is a proposed fire protection rule, a hybdrid of
Alternatives 1 and 2.

But in connection with the votes the question has
come up as to what happens to pew licenses. Commission
Gilinsky has indicated that until a rule is in place the new
licenses should contain a condition requiring coubliancc
with tha commitments made by the applicant and agreed to by
the staff.

Chairman Hendrie has indicated that he understands
new licenses to mean those from the date of the Commissior
action on this matter and nct retrospectively.

Your assistants have indicated that you wvanted to
discuss this matter of how you want to treat the .icenses
from January '79 to the present.

COMMISSICYNER AHEARNE: And I gather it would

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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essentially end up being Sequoyah and North Anna.

CHAIEMAN HENDRIE: What about Farley?

COENISSIONER GILINSKY: I think that in Farley and
in Salem they are in the tech specs I understand. So they
are in the license. So it just comes down to Sequoyah and
ﬁorth Anna.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Well, I will tell you vant ay
concern is.

COMNISSICNER GILINSKY: I understand they are in
compliance and have agreed to all the regquirements. 5So
there is no problem of that sort.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: There is not a safety problenm.
There is sort of an administrative and paper type gquestion.

Let me tell you what my concern is. If you go and
amend the licenses to include that condition, is that an
amendment of no siqnificance hazard consideraticn, or not,
and vhat are the hearing liabilities?

You know, for myself, since it is being done, I
would simply avoid creating liability to yet another hearing
vhere I would see not much point in one.

COMMISSICNER BRADFORD: What actually is the
ansver to that question, if there is no significant hazards
consideration?

¥R. BICXWIT: If there is no significant harzards

consideration then there is no hearing reguirement under the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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current stay of the Sholly Mandate.

COMMISSICNER AHEARNE: It doesn't mean there is no

hearing.
MR.

hearing.

RICKXWIT: That is right, no before-the-Tact

CHAIZMAN HENDRIE: The custom on that kind of

amendment is,

you know, you issue the zmendment and you

issue a notice savying you have issued the amendment and here

is why and hers is the safety report anc you also say and if

anybody, you know, wants to argue about it, why they can

request a hearing, but it is post the action.

¥R.

BICK®KIT: That is right.

CHAIRMAN FENDRIE: And the amendment is 1 place

while the hearing goes on. So that is less burdensome. I

vas about to say that I don't think anybody would request a

hearing on a post basis.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Bux even if it vere before

the fact what would happen? We have got the requirements in

place.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEZ: I don't knowe. It woculd be very

confusing. If it were before the fact, why I weculd think

the licensee would have tc stop implementation until the

hearing were completed and he were ordered by the board to

either do it :

X3,

s planned or do it as modified.

BYCKWIT: That is correct.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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For him to be going ahead and

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE:

doing it while the hearing was going on is precisely
contrary to a hearing before the action.
4 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: That doesn't sound to me

§ 1like the common ---

6 MR. BICKWIT: That suggests if he does it

7 voluntarily that e needs an amendaent which does not

8 involve ===

9 CUMMISSIONER GILINSKY: It seems to me in this

10 case there is no difference wh:ther it is before the fact or
11 after the fact. The only difference is an administrative

12 gne whether something becomes attached to a license or

3 doesn't beccme attached to a license and they go on as they
14 yere.

15 If there were a ..earing befsre the fact, they Jjust
16 would not be part of the license.

17 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE:; What dc you mean if there wvas a
18 hearing before the fact?

19 COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: Well, we are talking about
20 a license amendment.

21 COMMISSICNER AHEARNE: Except I would imagine if
22 there were to be a hearing, and I would agree with you that
23 I don't see how it couli be before, but if for some odd

24 reason the system ended up saving, yes, you have to have a

25 hearing before that can be put into the license amendment,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, NC,
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then I would imagine the licensee could very vell say, hey,
wait, if I am going down this path and implementing this, if
there are any things that aren't reversible and if th~ board
might decide I have to do more, I just won't do this either
and I will just wait and s2e what the board says.

COFMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, the staff is alwvays
free to issue ocdars if it thinks that safety is not being
adequately taken .ccount of. It is conceivable, although
pretty unlikely, that the licensee himself may come 2nd say,
yes, I have agreei to do these things but I don't want it in
the license. 2ut in the meantime it would be part of the
regulatory framework under which he lives.

COMMISSICNER BRADFORD: Am I wrong in thinking
that the doctrine of which I am not very fond, but may vork
to an advantage in this case, namely the Point Beach
business, would restrict the scope of the heaving in any
case as to whether or not the prcocposed changes vere a
detriment to safety?

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: I have no idea.

MR. BICKXWL.: It would restrict standing to those
vho contested the implementation of this acticn.

COMMISSIONER BRADFOED: On the basis that it did
decrease safety?

MR. BICKWIT: Yes. That if somebody were

complaining about the action not taken, that he would not be

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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COMMISSIONER AHEASNE: Wait a minute. This is a
license amendment.

MR. BICKXWIT: I am not clear that you need a
license amendment here. That is the point I am trying to
make. If it is acceptable for this licensee to do it
voluntarily without amending his license, then he can be
ordered to 40 it without 1t3

. H gﬁf’{he point is whether it is a
good idea to have these things in the licenses because then
IEE inspects against them and they become enforcible and
have to be maintained out into the  future.

YR. BICKWIT: That is right. If you want it in
the license you are going t~ have '> amend the license.

COMMISSIONER AHEA3RNE: My only guesticn, Len, wvas
your ansver on Narble %ill I 24idn‘'t think vas consistent
vith the pecsition that your cffice is taking on license
amendments.

MR. BICKWIT: No, it is. If the complaint is with
respect to the action not taken, the Marble Hill rationale
vould apply.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Except that the scope of
what that hearing encompasses is nct strictly the amendment
described.

MR, BICKRIT: No, it would re. It would he.

ALOERSCN REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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COMMISSICNER AHEARNE: Your Dresden cpinion
doesn't track that.

MR, BICKWIT: If the complaint is that the
amendment does not go far enocugh, the Marble Hill rationale
applies.

COMMISSICNER AHEARNE: That is not what Dresden
says. That is not what your Dresden paper said.

¥R. EICKBIT: I just don't read it that wvay.

COMMISSICNER AHEARNE: 3GC has a license amendment
paper up at Dresden.

YR, BICKWIT: I just don't read it as you do.

CHATRMAN HENCRIE: It seems to me what ycu are
saying, fic, is that you want to amend the license to these
tvo plants.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Yes. And I guess the
teason I would like to go back is simply that I find it odd
to have 70 plants covered in one way or ancther by rules and
tvo not. It seems like an odd situation.

Now, it doesn't seem to me 2s if there is a legal
problenm.

THATRMAN HENDRIE: Why are the 7C covered?

-

R

mw

COMMISSICN R

1)

DFORD: Well, they are not covered
by this rule btut they are covered by =--
COMFISSIONER AEEARNE: The crder.

¥R, BICKXWIT: The previous rule.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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CHAIREAN HENDRIE: The previous rule covered
plants up through '79, right?

MR. BICKWIT: That is right.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: We are in the process of
devising a rule which will cover plants from then on.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Right.

COMNMISSIONER GILINSKY: I should have said by a
rule or a license condition.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: OCnce that rule is in place, it
is necessary for all this stuff to be in the licenses?

AR, BICKWIT: No, it is not necessaryY.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Furthermcre, once this rule 1is
in place, you know, we won't put it in nev licenses and it
becomes in effect obsolete although probably still operable
in the licenses that it was put into, right?

¥R. BICKXWIT: Right.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Fow will that apply to
Sequoyah and North Anna?

MR. BICKWIT: 1If they are covered by the rule,
then the rule will apply. If they are not and ycu want .0
amend those licenses, then yocu will have to go through .he
amendment procedure. If a finding of no significant hazards
consideratiosn can bde made, then there is an after-the-fact
hearing.

CONMISSIONER BRADFORD: The point is they aren't

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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in fact covered by the rule.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: BEecause the rule would Jjust
cover from its effective date forward.

MR, BICKWIT: This is your proposal.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: I see. So for all time you
would have a group of 70 plants covered by Rule A, a little
group of three or four in the middle ---

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Two I hope.

CHAISMAN HENDRIE: =-=-- and then a whole batch
covered by Rule 2.

COMMISSICNER AHZAESNE: Whose proposal was it that
the rule would only c.ver from now on?

MR. BICXWIT: Isn't that your proposal that the
rule covers from now on and you want to amend the licenses
for the excluded middle here?

COMMISSIONER BRADCFORD: Isn't that?

COMMISSICNER

e

d

()

COEMISSIONER IN

t
n

v o
-

(3]

from nov on the licenses include the conditicns on fire

protection which this staff has imposed.

¥YR. BICKXWIT: And how dec you want to impose that ,

regquirement?
CHAIIMAN HENDRIE: In licenses frem now on?
MR, BICKWIT:s VYes.

COMYISSICNER GILINSXY: Tntil ve come to a point

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,

ASNE: We Acon't even have the rule.

KY: It is the reguirement that
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vhere there is a rule and the rule will apply to all
subsequent plants.

MR. BICKWIT: If you want to do that by a legally
enforcible mechanism you either have to do it by rule or
amend the license or by order.

COEMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, you are not amending
prospectiva licenses because they haven't been issued. Seo
this only becomes part cf a license. So the only place
vhere you are talking about amending a license is in those
two cases becavse the other two have already been covered.

I+t just doesn't seem to me that there is a legal
problem. What could happen is that someocne2 could ask for a
hearing and there may be a hearing, although it seems tc me
unlikely, but nevarthelass that could happen.

Now, I don't think that hearing would have an:
effect on the plant during the conduct of thie hearing.

MR. BICKXWIT: It wouldn't if it is an
after-the-fact hearing.

COMNISSIONER GILINSKY. Well, it seems to me that
it wouldn't either if it is a before-the-fact hearing
because the fact is really =---

¥R. BICKWIT: It would if it is a befcre-the-fact
hearing if the fact is the implementaticn of the amendaent,
but I don't envision that happening.

COMMISSIONER AHEAZRNE: I would support Vic's

JERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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proposal.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEZ: You would goc ahead and take the
hearing liability?

COMMISSIONER AHEASNE: I would ran the risk of
that.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: It doesn't seem to me that
the liability is aore than the possiltility of a hearing.
Now, I am 3iving you free legal advice.

(Laughter.)

CCMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Our legal adviser is saying
that that is not necessarily clear.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: It is clear that it is of not
significant harzards consideration?

¥R. BICKWIT: It strikes me as clear.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Have you ever made that
determination bdefore?

(Laughter.)

COMMISSIONER BRADFORP: I will support Vic's
proposal.

COMMISSIONER AHEARN!Z: Let's put it this wvay. If
it were t2 lead t> a prehearing, then we really know our
BYStan Lg =o-

CCHSISSfONER BRADFORD: I owe you a vote on the
scope of that hearing.

(Laughters)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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MR. BICKWIT: It were to lead tc a prehearing,
then probably as 1 matter of lav it should lead to one even
if you don't insist on amendment.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: But a matter of lav and a
matter of right are two different issues.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Certainly the wvay no
significant hazards has been interpreted in the past, it
should leald to a finding of no significant hazards because
the question is whether the action increases the safety of
the plant and obviously it does not. But then that is up to
Ed case and not me.

(Laughter.)

MR, BICKWIT: When would it be proposed that these
changes would be made?

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: You mean the physical
changes in the plant?

MR, BEICKWIT: Yes. How quickly would they be made?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Well, some of them wvere
being made.

COMMISSICNER BRADFORD: That is right.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: There are comnitments the
licensee has made that he can do these things.

MR. BICKWITs Right. I guess my point is if the
amendment to the license takes place heyond denial of

certiorari then ysu conceivably have no problem.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Are you talking about the
Sholly Mandate?

MR. BICKWIT: Yes.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: It is better amended
sooner than later.

MR. BICKWIT: Yes.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: It would be very hard to
find significant hazards consideration in an amendment that
simply confirmed what a board had done, but I think you are
right it makes more sense to do it sooner.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE:; Did the staff ever indicate,
Vic, any opinion?

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Well, I think the staff
opinion is that they see no difficulty in that.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I am not sure that ve
asked them.

CCEMISSIONER BRADFORD: We did.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Did wve, John?

“R, AUSTIN: Yes. I talked to several members of
the staff asking them if they had a problem backfitting.
The response was that they prefer to go with the proposal
and there would be nc major problem if it wvere backfitted.
No major problem was the way they characterized it.
COMMISSIONES GILINSKY: Was ther2 any problem?

MR. AUSTIN: It is going back and finding what the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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commitaents were and writing up tech specs.

COMMISSIONER BRADFCRD: =2ut it is not a problem in
the plant then but it is a paperwvork problem.

COMNISSIONER AHEARNE: An administrative problem.

MR. AUSTIN: They have already agreed. I mean it
is a fait accompli.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: S» it is really the dother
of doing it.

Well, it just seemed odd to have this funny little
axception.

CH-~.L{RNAN HENDRIE: Let's do it. 1If it turns out
that this thing heads 4own a hearing line ticugh, vhy ===

COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: We uw.ll know who is *o
blame.

(Laaghter.)

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: =--- we will march right back in
here and ask for a reversal on the thing.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I would like to talk to
you, Len, later about Dresden because we really do disagree.

¥R. CHILK: The Commission has unanimously
approved adcption of Alternative 3 of §2f22/81-17u vith a
modification proposed by Commissioner Gilinsky.

Would you please affirm your votes.

(Chrcocus of Ayes.)

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: So ordered.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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Thank you very much.

(Whereupon, at 4350 p.m., the affirmation session

concluded.)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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February 19, 1381 SECY-81-114

RULEMAKING ISSUE

For: The c“"““s“"?Affirmation)
From: Executive Director for Operations
Subject: FIRE PROTECTION RULE FOR FUTURE PLANTS

Discussion: SECY-80-546 was developed in response to the Commission's re-
quest for staff discussion on the "development of requirements
and the level of detail to be included in the Rule for Future
Plants" (see memorandum from Chilk to Dircks, dated November 3,
1980). The staff recommended in SECY-80-546 that the Commission
adopt Alternative 3 which would 1) result in a fire protection
rule containing well defined requirements in those areas which
are generic and applicable to most plants, while leaving plant
dependent features to staff evaluation under more general
requirements, and 2) direct the staff to issue such a fire
protection rule for public comment by July 1, 1982.

Enclosure 2 to SECY-80-546 contained a sample rule typifying
the option recommended. The sample rule stated that it would
be applicable to nuclear power electric generating stations
whose construction permit applications were docketed after
January 1, 1982, Left silent in the sample rule and in the
staff written and oral discussion with the Commission was the
treatment of plants between Appendix R to 10 L"« Part 50 and
the new rule, since in previous discussions with the Comnission
the staff had indicated it would apply the BTP and Appendix R
to such plants, starting with the NTOL's.

A differing prcfessional opinion relating to the development,
timing, and application of the new fire protection rule was
received by memoranda dated January 5 and January 26, 1981.

This matter, handled in accordance with the Commission pro-
cedure for differing professional opinions, has been resolved

in a manner which requires amendment of SECY-80-546. Correspon-
dence related to this resolution is included as Enclosure 1.

The elements of the resolution, which include a partial re-
iteration of the staff position in SECY-80-546, are as follows:

1. The staff will require licensees to identify and describe
differences between the BTP and Appendix R and the design
and procedural methods proposed for the plant for those
CL's scheduled to be issued after September 30, 1981.

Contact: R. !ollmer TECY NOTE: This paper supplements SECY-80-546. Inasmuch
X27207 as it contains an amendment to the original recommendation,
Commissioners who have previously voted are requesied to
submit new response sheets.

adsepe NPLICATE
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2. The staff will take the necessary time to develop a new
rule which would implement both generic and plant-specific
fire protection requirements as discussed SECY-80-546,
with a target date of July 1982.

3. The new rule will be applied to both future CP's and OL's
on a reasonable schedule, and consideration be given to
backfitting some or all of the new rule on all plants
when its provisions are developed.

As a result, the following should be added to the staff recommenda-
tion on page 5 of SECY-80-546:

“In the interim, licensees will be required to identify and
describe differences between the BTP and Appendix R and the

design and procedural methods proposed for the plant for those
OL's scheduled to be issued after September 30, 1981. The

new rule will be applied to CP's and OL's on a reasonable schedule,
and_consideration will be given to backfitting some or all its
provisions on all plants,"

In addition, the first page of Enclosure 2 of SECY-80-546

DISTRIBUTION should be replaced by Enclosure 2.

Commissioners

Commission Staff Offices ,

Exec Dir for Operations | g

ACRS lar ' :f:

L 4 William. J. Dircks

Shcreteriat Executive.Director
for Operations

Enclosures:

1. Memo to H. Denton from R, Vollmer, dated February 12, 1981

2. Sample Rule on Fire Protection for Future Plants

Commissioners' comments or consent should be provided directly to the Office of the Se
by c.0.b. Friday, March 6, 1981. . Secretary

Commission Staff Office comments, if any, should be submitted to the Commissioners NLT
Eebruary 27, 1981, with an information copy to the Office of the Secretary. [f the paper
is of such a nature that it requires additional time for analytical review and comment, the
Commissioners and the Secretariat should be apprised of when comments may be expected.

This paper is tentatively scheduled for affirmation at an Open Meeting during the Week of
March 16, 1981. Please refer to the appropriate Weekly Commission Schedule, when published,
for a specific date and time.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Harold R. Denton, Director
O0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

FROM: Richard H. Vollmer, Director
Division of Engineering
SUBJECT: RECOMMENCED RESOLUTION OF DIFFERING PROFESSIONAL OPINION ON

FIRE PROTECTION RULE

Reference: 1) Memorandum to V. Benaroya, Chief, Chemical Engineering
Branch, DE from Robert L. Ferguson, Section Leader,
Chemical Engineering Branch dtd January 5, 1981

2) Memorandum to V. Benaroya, Chief, Chemical Engineering
Branch, DE from R. Ferguson, Chemical Enginearing Branch,
DE dated January 26, 1981

3) Memorandum to R. Ferguson, Chemical Erngineering Branch, DE
from V. Benaroya, Chief, Chemical Engineering Branch, DE
dated January 26, 1981

4) Memorandum to R. H. Vollmer, Director, Division of Engineeiing
from Vincent S. Nconan, Assistant Director, Materials &
Qualifications Engineering, DE dated February 2, 1981

5) Memorandum to R. Ferguson, Chemical Engineering Branch, DE
from Richard H. Vollmer, Director, Division of Engineer1ng
dated February 4, 1581

5) Memorandum to Richard Vollmer, Director, Divison of Engineering
from R. Ferguson, Chemical Engineer1ng Branch, DE dated
February 6, 1981

Robert L. Ferguscn, Section Leader of the Fire Protection Section, Division of
Engineering tendered a differing professional opinion by his memoranda of January 5
and 26, 1981 (references 1 and 2). These memoranda were answered by memoranda from
the Branch Chief, Assistant Director, and Director in Mr. Ferguson's immediate chain
of command dated January 26, February 2, and February 4, 1981 respectively (references
3, 4, and 5). Finally, by a memorandum dated February 6 1981, Mr. Ferguson restated
his proposed course of action.

I have completed my evaluation of this differing professional opinion and the purpose
of this memo is to give you my recommendation for resolution. The differing opinion
is not of a technical nature. It concerns policy, specifically, the development,

aezpes  DUPLIGATE
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timing, and application of a new fire protection rule which would contain the
elements of the Branch Technical Postion (BTP) and Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50
(Appendix R).

During its consideration of Appendix R, the Commission decided not to apply
Appendix R to future plants pending development of a new fire protection rule

and reguested the staff's timely proposal or a fire protection rule for future
plants. The staff responded with SECY 80-546. The staff recommended alternative
in this Commission paper concerning the technical content was prepared and strongly
endorsed by Mr. Ferguson throughout its development. Mr. Ferguson did not partici-
pate in preparing the recommended schedule for development and implementation of
the proposed rule however.

In the course of the Commission's consideration of Appendix R, the staff informed

the Commission that current and future OL's would meet the backfit items contained

in Appendix R. This, along with the previous practice of conducting the staff review
in accordance with the BTP criteria, assures that the OL review is already in accord-
ance with the recently published rule. The staff has been implementing this commit-
ment on current OL's.

Mr. Ferguson would, based on his latest memo:

1. Require all plants licensed to operate after January 1, 1979, to meet
Appendix R on the same basis as those licensed before that date.

2. Require all plants licensed to operate to meet a new rule which would
be issued for public comment on or about culy 1981. This would be
applied to new CP applications and OL applications on a reasonable
schedule. The new rule would consist of the present BTP and Appendix
R criteria.

3. Add other requirements to the new rule annually or as they are developed,
whichever is longer.

In attempting to resolve this differing opinion, I have considered the objectives
of the fire protection review, the criteria currently being applied, an’ available
staff resources. [ also had a discussion with Mr. Ferguson on this matter. As a

result, [ proposed in reference 5 that:

1. The staff require licensees to identify and describe differences from the
BTP and Appendix R for those OL's scheduled to be issued beyond September 30,

1981.

2. The staff take the necessary time to develop a new rule which would implement
both generic and plant-specific fire portaction requirements as discussed in
SECY 80-546 with a target date of July 198&2.
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3. The new rule be applied to future CP's and OL's on a reasonable schedule
and consideration be given to backfitting on all plants.

I believe that this would assure that no oversight of important deviations from
staff fire protection criteria would occur for future OL's and that appropriate
backfitting consideratiorn would be given to any new important features of a new
fire protection rule. It would also allow that deliberate consideration be given
to the development of a new rule. Based on the current level of, and criteria
for, the staff's fire protection review on OL's, I do not believe that it would

be productive or an enhancement of plant safety to alter the methods of conducting
our review except as icentified in item 1 immediately above.

Therefore, 1 recommend that the steps 1-3 above be adopted as a suitable resolution

of the differing professional opinion. If you concur with this resolution, we need

to so inform Mr. Ferguson. In addition, I will prepare an addendum to SECY 80-546

to inform the Commission of our intent to apply the forthcoming rule to OL applications
on a reasonable schedule in addition to all CP applications and that consideration will
be given to backfitting selected issues on all plants.

I will also forward Mr. Ferguson's dissent and resolution thereo® to the Commission
for their informaticn.

If you wish additional information or discussion on this matter, I would be happy to
set up a meeting between you and any or all of the participants.

o7/ —

Richard H. Vollmer, Director
Division of Engineering

Enclosures:
1. Memo to V. Benaroya

fr R. Ferguson dtd 1/5/81
Memo to V. Benaroya

from R. Ferguson dtd 1/26/81
Memo to R. Ferguson

fr V. Benaroya dtd 1/26/81
Memo to R. Vollmer

fr V. Noonan dtd 2/2/81
Memo to R. Ferguson

fr R. Vollimer dtd 2/4/81
Memo to R. Vollmer

fr R. Ferguson dtd 2/6/81

(= I

cc: E. Case
V. Noonan
V. Benaroya
R. Ferguson
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RULEMAKING ISSUE

(Affirmation)

The Commissioners

Executive Director for Operations

FIRE PROTECTION RULE FOR FUTURE PLANTS

Discussion on alternative levels of detail to be icluded
in a fire protection rule for future plants.

This paper covers minor policy questions.

The desirable level of detail for an NRC fire
protection rule for future plants

1.

2.

3.

4,

].

I

V. Benaroya

X28057

Will application of the alternative result in & fire
protection rule which will assure a level of fire
protection for ne« nuclear plants adequate to protect
the public health and safcty?

Will application of the alternative furnish an appli-
cant sufficient criteria to permit adequate design
and installation of fire protection features and
permit efficient staff reviews?

Is it necessary or desirahle to permit different
solutions for specific fire protection problens at
any given nuclear plant? If yes, then does the
alternative provide the proper balance of specific
requirements and freedom to develop innovative
solutions for plant specific probiems?

[s the expenditure of NRC resources commensurate
with che benefit?

Publish for comment a proposed fire protection rule
for future plants which specifies the minimum ¥ire
protection requirements, in performance-goal
oriented language.

. Publish for comment a proposed fire protection rule
that contains very precise and specific fire pro-
tection criteria that, taken as a whole, completely
define a total fire protection program of design,
material, procedural, and administrative requirements.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Victor Benaroya, Chief
Chemical Engineering Branch

Division of Engineering

FROM: Robert L. Ferguson, Section Leader
Fire Protection Section
Chemical Engineering Branch
Division of Engineering

SUBJECT: DIFFERING PROFESSIONAL OPINION - FIRE PROTECTION RULE

1. resent Management Positicn

Fire protection requirements for plants licensed to operate after
January 1, 1979 should not be specified by regulation other than
Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50. Guidelines for the
impiementation of Criterion 3 are provided in other staff docurants.

2. Originator's Opinion

Fire protection requiremencs for plants licensed to operate after
January 1, 1979 should be specified by regulation.

This position differs from the present management position in that
it places mst of the burden of providing an adequate fire protection
program on the licensee rather than on the staff reviewer.

At present, the licensee describes his fire protection program to meet

NRC guidelines, and the staff reviewer reviews this description and

visits the plant to determine whether NRC guidelines will be met and
whether the features provided to meet the guidelines provide an adequate
fire protection program. Our site visit is after the plant is 80-90%
complete so that the actual configurations of protection can be exam-

ined. Usually our multi-discipline review teams finC that the licensees
have not established adequate programs in spite of all the guidance given
in Branch Technical Positions, Regulatory Guides and Staff Positions for-
warded by letter. In those instances if the staff reviewer is not thorough
and persuasive, the fire protection for systems i.uportant to safety may not

meet NRC requirerents.

The fire protection features that protect public health and safety, and the
safety margin in such protection, are determined by NRC policy decisions.
These decisions determine the systems important to safety that must survive
a fire and the fire protection features are necessary to assure that such

n
|
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systems survive. These features include post-fire capability for
reactor coolant injection, reactivity and inventory cuntrol, decay

heat removal, and prucess monitoring as well as the fire barriers or
physical separation which assures this post-fire capability. These
features will not pe determined by the designers using general criteria.
Requlations are required to assure that appropriate design features are
installed to assure post-fire shutdown capability in a timely manner.

The requirements which implement NRC policy on fire protection must be

stated in the Regulations so that the designers and operators are aware

of the requirements early in the design and throughout the life of the

plant. If new information dictates a change in requirements, such a

change could he implemented at all operating plants in a timely, efficient
manner by an amendment to the Regulations. All concerned parties: Licensees,
Applicants, Designers, Reviewers, Inspectors and the public would have a clear
understanding of our requirements. It is important to have an efficient
method for determining if modifications are necessary in operating plants

and, if so, to implement them within a reasonable time.

The statement of the requirement in the Regulations must be specific encugh
to preclude inadequate fire protection without restricting the range of

acceptable alternatives.

For example, the level of specification such as "It shall be possible to
safely shutdown the reactor" does not assure that adequate reactor coolant
makeup capability survives fire. One licensee may provide only 20 gpm to
accommodate normal leakage, another may provide 150 gpm to accommodate
leakage of a power operated relief valve that fails to reclose completely,
and another may provide a complete train of high and low preisure injection
to accommodate open relief valves. Obviously, the margin of protection to
the public afforded by these alternatives are very different. One or more
of these alternatives may not be acceptable to the Commission; and must be
precluded by specific language of the requirement.

This opinion does not take issue with NRC technical requirements. It only
recommends that such requiresments cover all plants licensed to operate after
January 1, 1979, be specified by Regulations,and be made effective as soon
as possible after the SRP Section 9.5-1 is revised.

3. Originators Assessment of Non-Adoption

Fire protection programs in operating plants will vary significantly
because of the strong dependence on the staff review and the audit nature

of such review.

Plant modifications will continue to be required late in the licensing
process. Such modifications will provide acceptable configurations but will
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not have tie same margin of safety of designs which have 3 hour fire
barrier separation between all safety systems in all areas of the plant.

Considerable industry and staff resources will be wasted on repetitive
discussions of generic issues that should be resolved by NRC policy

decisions. Considerable industry and staff resources will be consumzc
in developing criteria which do not define NRC fire protection policy

sufficiently to improve the licensing process.

The NRC policy for fire protection programs will not be defined by an
appropriate level of specification to assure adequate fire protectiin

programs in operating plants.

The ultimate consequence of an inadeguate fire protection in an operatir:
plant could be sufficient fire induced damage to systems important to
safety such that significant core damage occurs and fission products are
released from the containment.

Status of Related Efforts

At preseat the Commission is considering: (1) the need for a fire
protection rule, (2) the plants to be covered by the rule, (3) the level
of specification in the rule, and (4) the schedule for completing suc.

o

Robert L. Fergusoy, Section Leader
Fire Protection Section

Chemical Engineering Branch
Division of Engineering




Enclosure &

crUORALDUM FGR: V. Benaroya, Chief
' Chemical Engincering branch
Division of Cuyinering

FaOi: R. Fercusen, Section Leader
Firc Jrotecticn Section
Chenical Enoincering Cranch
Divicion of Engincering

SUBJECT: OIFFERING PR(FESSIONAL OPIRION - EIRE PROTECTION
RULE SUPPLEMENT 1

This merorandum is in response to the request of V. loonan on January 12,
1981 that I indicate how the EDU's recommendations stated in SECY-80-573
dated December 23, 1980 affect the subject differing professional opinian.
Two reccr iendations are contained in SECY-00-546. Iy commants on thew are

as follows:

9

00 ?rgg_'fngpsjpn %l:

o

A {ire ;cotection rule,with weil defined require :nts for generic iis
- plic le to most plants, end general requircments for plant depende

Siures, should be issued for public comment by ¢.ly 1, 1982.

Originztor's Lpinion

I agree with the EDO recommencations regarding technical content and ‘:.é&d
of specification (as reflectec by Enclosure 2 to SICY-80-£%6); houever
not aurce with the schedule fcr inplencntation, ZSzcause SD has assis:is
in draftling a revision to SRP ¢.5-1 in tihe formzt of a proposed appencir
10 CFR Part 50, I belicve SO c-u1d have a propoczZ rule issued for p.t ic¢
coimient within 2 - 4 months if the Conmission dirzcted the issuance of tn
proposcd rule on such a schedule,

: X
—

At the present time, we are ¢.1lualing secveral To :=plications per ye
The pro- ot issuance of a preposced rule which stetss current compreher
requircrznts will be helpful to bolh the applicerts :nd the staff in
p]et%ng these evaluations expeditiously and with 2 rinirum of backfit
problems,

Cr 1w
.
4]

EDO Recc——cndation £2:

1he fire protection rule for ‘uture plants shouil z7ply to nuclear g2 7

slectric generating stations . .ose constructicn ;.c.its were docketel 5 e

January 1, 1982, (See Enclos.re 2 SECY-C0-546).

DUPLICATE pooR ORIGINAL
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Robert Ferguson, Section Leader
Fire Protection Section
Chemical Engineering Branch
Division of Engineering

FROY: Victor Benaroya, Chief
Chemical Engineering branch
Divisicn of Engineering

SUBJECT: DIFFERING PROFESSIONAL OPINION - FIRE PROTECTIO!N RULE

&y memorandum from you to me of January 5, 1981, you commented on 2) you
disagreed with the management position on the amount of detail 2 rule for
fire protection requirements for plants licensed to operate after January | =
1879 should contain; and b) the specified regula.ions be made effective as
soon as possible after the SRP Section 9.5-1 is revised.

The present management recommendation on the new rule is enuncizzel in
<ECY-80-546, "Fire Protection Rule for Future Plants" dated Dece-zer 23,
1620. In my opinion, the position you reccmmend on the arount cf detail

and the one in SECY-80-546 are consistent, therefore, it should rot be
considered a differing professional opinion.

ks to the date the fire protection rule should be made applicable, I cannot
agree that the revised SRP Section §.5-1 will not require consicsrable WOrk
before it can be issued as a new rule. Let me guote fror SECY-EC-546:

Recommendation: It is recormended that the Commission adott
Alternative 3 and direct the staff to issue 2

fire protection rule for public corrent Dy July 1,
1982. This date is consistent with the avzilahle
staff resources, considering that the limited

staff fire proteciion expertise can be betler

used in expeditiously upgrading existing facilities.
It should be noted that new applications are not
expected to be numerous in the near future.

ks you well know, the Commissioners have not acted on the rule co fire pro-
tection for new plants. The Cormissioners have been infcrmed tra2t there are
¢iffering staff opinions. You will be inforrasd on the dezisions taken by

the Commissioners.

For the record, I receiVed your mero on January 19, 1981.

ﬁ?m

4 7 \yictor Benaroya, Chief
Chemical Engineering Eranch
Division of Engineering

cc: Next page F?WﬂgDﬂjﬂﬂ“ﬂQifﬁs
WYl J
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cc: H. Denton
R. Vollmer
V. Noonan
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Richard H. Vollmer, Director
Division of Engineering

FROM: Vincent S. Noonan, Assistant Director
Materials & Qualifications Engineering

SUBJECT: DIFFERING PROFESSIONAL OPINION ON FIRE PROTECTION R..Z

By this memorandum I am forwarding to you three enclosures on the abo.s
subject. Enclosures 1 and 2, dated January 5 and January 26, are Rober:
Ferguson's differing professional opinion on fire protection rule anc
Enclosure 3, dated January 26, is Victor Benaroya's response to

Mr. Ferguson as required by the NRC policy on differing professional
opinions. Mr. Benaroya is Mr. Ferguson's immediate supervisor.

I personally met with Mr. Ferguson and Mr. Benaroya on this subject t: nelp
me better understand the exact nature of Mr. Ferguson's concerns anc 5 cffer
a proposal addressing his concerns which I felt would satisfy his obj:ctions.

At the present time all safety evaluations on fire protection are rez.iring
the licensee tc be in full compliance with the General Criterion 3 of
Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50, the Branch Technical Position (BTP) an:
Appendix R. In addition, I would also propose that we request from t-=
licensee, in writing, any deviations from the BTP and Appendix R for ireir
particular plant. This list of deviations could also be made as a cc-zition
that, prior to full power operation, the licensee would state that rn: cevi-
ations exist or submit to the staff the list of deviations for the $23%1"s
review and concurrence.

In summary, I do not believe Mr. Ferguson or myself are really in dis:ires-
ment but we probably do not fully agree on the method of implementat::- cf
the new fire protection rule wrich is scheduled for completion July 1, 1832.
Until the rule is drafted and rublished 1 believe my proposal on harz inz
the plants that we license pricr to issuance of the rule would give 1=

staff reasonable assurance rezarding the licensee's pliance to trs “ire
protection issue.

. P _

g Noonan, Assistant Dirzcticr

Materials & Qualifications Enginz2ring
Division of Engineering

Enclosures:

As stated

cc: H. Denton
E. Case

A DUPLICATE
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Robert Ferguson, Section Leacer
Fire Protection Section
Chemical Engineering Branch, MQE, LE

FRCM: Richard H. Vollmer, Director
Division of Engineering

SUBJECT: DIFFERING PROFESSIONAL OPINION ON FIRE PROTECTION RULE

As a result of our recent meeting and a review of your January 5th and

January 26th memoranda on the same subject, and Mr. Benaroya's response also
dated January 26, I would like to propose a resolution of your differing
professional opinion. This resolution is based on my belief that we 2re all
trying to accomplish the same objectives but our approaches, although some-
what different, are sufficiently close to allow compromise. Where differences
currently exist they appear to be on the level or arsunt of required staff
review, the time required to get & new fire protection rule out for public
comment, and the effective date for application of that rule to OLs and CPs.

Speaking first to the level of staff review required, our regulatory practice
is one of audit rather than detailed analysis of all acpects of the licensee
design. As such, you point out that a burden is put on the staff of knowing
whether or not the licensee intends to meet all aspects of the Branch Tech-
nical Position and Appendix R and to what extent. You also state that if
these "requirements” were part of a regulation that their impact on the
licensee and his response to them would be different than if these "require-
ments” are only regulatory guidarze. While it could be argued that both of
these methods of approach should result in the same end product, I sugces®
that we could accomplish the same objectives if the licensees were requestec
to identify in writing deviations from the BTP and Appendix R for those plants
currently being licensed. The staff could then review these deviations an<
make judgments on their acceptability. You will recall that the Commissicn
plans to implement a similar procedure some time in the future such that all
licensees will be required to address deviations fro- current Standard Review
Plans. However, as an interir position for fire protection, I would reco—er:
that this identification be required for all OLs scheduled to be issued beyor:
September 30, 1981, I do not believe that it is necessary or an effective

use of NPP resources to re-review fire protection for plants currently beins
licensed as long as the staff can conclude that the BTP and Appendix R are rct.

Concerning the amount of time needed for getting the fire protection rule cut

for co—ent, you have stated thai SD could have a proposed rule issued withir
2.4 months if the Commission so directed. In our discussionc, wherein I state:

UPLcATE
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my belief that the new rule should not just be an assemblage of current
practices but one where the staff thinks in more detzil about both the
generic and piant-specific items to be considered in the rule, we agreed
that a much longer time would be required to develop such a rule. In fact,
I think we agreed that July of '82 was not unreasonable, I feel this is
indeed appropriate and in consideration of the total context of this mem-
orandum would request you concur in this view.

Lastly, you believe that the implementation of the new rule should include
those plants licensed for operation after January 1st, 1979, This is based
on your belief that there may have been fire protection requirements included
in the new rule which could significantly affect plants which fit between the
implementation dates of Appendix R and the new rule. 1 concur with this
possibility and point out that perhaps plants licensed prior to January 1st,
1979, might also be in this position, Therefore, I propose that when the
new rule is issued for comment that specific consideration be given to back-
fitting for all plants. Further, I propose that this new rule not only be
applicable to future construction permits but also be applied to licensing
actions on OLs on a reasonable schedule yet to be determined,

In summary, I propose that we require licensees to identify deviations from
the BTP and Appendix R for staff review for those OLs scheduled to be issued
beyond September 30, 1981, In additien, I propose we take the necessary

time to develop a new rule which wiil implement the generic and plant-
specific fire protection requirements as discussed in SECY-80-546 with a
target date of July 1982, Finmally, I propose that when the new rule is
developed it be applied not only to future plants and future OLs on a reason-
able schedule and consideration be given to backfitting on all plants. I
would appreciate your concurrence or further discucsion of these proposals

by February 5th,
7}
g / /I/‘ / : /':

Richard H. Vollmer, Director
Division of Engineering

cc: H. Denton
E. Case
Y. Noonan
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Richard H. Vollmer, Director
Division of Engineering

FROM: Robert Ferguson, Section Leader
Fire Protection Section
Chemical Engineering Branch
Division Engineering

SUBJECT: DIFFERING PROFESSIONAL OPINION - FIRE PROTECTION RULE
SUPPLEMENT 2

Your memorandum to me, dated February 4, 1981, on this subject requested my
concurrence or comments on the following proposals:

1. A1l plants now scheduled to be 19:°nsed tc operate after September 30,
1981 would be required to ideotify deviations from NRC fire protection
acceptance criteria. Such deviations would be specifically evaluated

in the staff SER prior to licensing.

2. A1) nlants licensed to operate between January. 1, 1979 and September 30,
1821 ..ould not be required to identify such deviations as long as the
staff an conclude that the acceptance criteria have been met.

3. A1l plants licensed to operat: would be required to meet a new rule which
we plan tu issue for comment on or about July 1982. This rule would
contain the assemblage of present acceptance criteria in the form of
requirements. The requirements would be applied to new CP applications
and to OL applications on a reasonable schedule. Consideration would
be given to backfitting on all operating plants.

To identify the issues, I propose 2 course of action to achieve the same goal,
i.e., a rule which states NRC fire protection requirements for 21) operating

plants, as follows:

A. 411 plants licensed to operate after January 1, 1979 would be required to
reet the requirements of Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50 on the same basis

2s those licensed before that date.

B. A1) plants licensed to operate would be required to meet a new rule
(Fppendix #) which we plan to issue for comment on or about July 1981.
This rule would contain the asserblage of present acceptance criteria in
the form of requirements. The reguirements would be applied to new CP
2pplications and to OL applications on 2 reasonable schedule. Further
tackfitting would not be necessary because it has already been accomp-

lished under A above.

DUPLIGATE
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C.

If the NRC determines that other requirements are necessary, they
would be added to Appendix R to 10 CFR 50 annually or as they are
developed, whichever is longer,

From the abo@e. it appears that there is coocurrence on the end goal.
The issue concerns the method used to achieve the goal. I recommand my

method because:

cc:

A1l licensees and applicants are given early notice of our requirements
with a minimum of staff effort,

This early notice allows applicants to mecet the reguirements with 2
minimum of effort because they kaow the requirements early in the cesign.
By providing better scparation at this time,they can reduce the need for
some automatic suppression systems and extra barriers and aiso assure the
survival of more shutdown systems for any fire.

Fewer modifications will be required late in construction when they are
more costly and usually do not provide as much margin as original design

features.

The burden of providing adequate fire protection is placed on the licensces
and can be readily checked and assured by the LRC Inspectors with a mimirum

of efrort.

It is easier for the staff to accomplish since we still have the personnel
that are familiar with our fire protection reguirements and the rulemakirg
procedures. If we wait until July 1982, we may have new personnel. Usirg
new personnel with little or.no experience in dealing with the prcblenms
encountered over the past several years, 1 doubt that the proposed schedile

of July 1982 could be met.

Chemical Engirfeering Branch
Division of Engineering

. Denton
Case /

. Noonan /

. Benaroya
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ENCLOSURE 2
SAMPLE RULE ON FIRE PROTZCTION FOR FUTL=Z PLANTS )

1. INTRODUCTION AND SCOPZ

all CP and OL applications for
This Appendix applies tqanuCIear power electric generating

stations on a schedule yet to be determined.

With respect to certain generic issues fecr such
facilities, it sets forth fire protection features required to
satisfy Criterion 3 of Appendix A to this part.

Critericn 3 of Appendix A to this part spezifies that “Scructilres,
systems, and ccaponents important to safety sha'l te cesigned and jccated
to minimize, consistent with other safety requirerents, the prosazility
and effect of fires and explesions.”

When considering the effects of fire, those syste=s asscciatel with
achieving and maintaining safe shutdewn con2iticns ass.=e majsr “ris-~tance
to safety beczause cdamage to them can lead t2 cc-e c2-23e res.itir; frem
loss of coolant through boiloff.

The phrases “important to safety,” or "sa‘es,~-e72%ed,” wi'l -e used
throughout this Appendix R as applying to all sa“ety f.nctiens. 7T-e phrase
“safe shutdown™ will be used throughout this Aczzersix @ 2s azslyirs %0

both hot and coid shutdcwn functions.
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“vi.inator's Cpinion

he fire protection rule should apply tc plants licensed to cperate after
“nuary 1, 1979, These plants are of p.ceent cencern to the staff, hl.stry
4 public. The present Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50 zppli-s to plints
licensed to cperate prior to Januzry 1, 1879, The [20's roor~andation
‘..e an Apperaix to 10 CFR Part S0 for pients licensed to c..rate aiter Jinuiry
1032 (assuming a 10 year censtructicn chiccdule). Therefore, the wany piunis

to be licenscd to operate betucen 1279 ond 1992 ;ould rot b2 covered by tic
re=ulations. This gap would pretcbly give rise to 2 host cf backfit predle s,
© Ih preblens can be avoided by hiiving 211 plants cc.cied by the regulaticon
from January 1, 1979.

14

-

SECY-20-546 states that:

The main purpose of issuing 2 fire orotection rule for rew
plants at this time is to arplify in the regulaticns those
fire protcction features neccssary for plant .zfety and to
codify the NRC policy for the level of fire pretzction,
Further, <uch a rule would sizndercise the raguirz-2nts, :id
applicants early in the desi.n stave, juprove tne efficisncy
of royul:tory review and ral iiin « neistency. ncse ractors
would 1921y enhance that lc.cl of «<:fety proviZzd by fire
nrotection features.

Tiis purpose is best acccmplished Ty pic otly issuing a fire protecticn ruie
t+at applies to plants licensed to opercie after Jen.izry 1, 1979,

’1Ei:\“’T}i/”c"—*’;,Lﬂvﬂrs«.-_

2. L. Ferguson, S=tiion Lczder
fire frotecticn Section
Chemiczl Engireering Eranch
Tivisizn of Erginczring
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