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M. He G, Parris VS MUCLEAR REGELATORE
anager of Power T
Tennessee Valley Authority
S0UA Chestaut Street, Tower Il
Chattanooga, Tennessee 3740)

Dear r. Parris:

Subject: Appendix R of 10 CFR Part 5 -~ Fire Protection Rule
(Phipps Pend Huclear Plant, inits 1 and 2)

The Commission published a revised Secticn V) CFR 80,48 and a new Appendix R

to 10 CFR Part % on ltovember 19, 1980 (45 FR 76602). This rule becane effective
on February 17, 1951, and it soectfies certain fire protection features for
operating nuclear power plants licensed tafore January 1979. The technical
reauirenents stated in Aonendix R were adonted after several years experience
witn the fire orotection quidelines of Apsendix A to BTP-A38 8.5-1 in evaluating
fire protection programs. A copy of the Federal Reaister lotice 1s enclosed
(Enclasure 1), R

The technical requirenents of Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50 are now being used
as aquidelines in our evaluation of the fire protection program for plants under
review for operatina licensas.

It has been our recent practice to nerform the fire nrotection reviews for
oL plants using the provisions of Apsendix #. Accordingly, as nart of

your overall fire orotection program submittal, we request that you include

a comparison of your fire protectfon proaran to Anppendix R tao 10 CFP Part 50,
Soecifically identify and justify any deviation from Aopendix R, Loviations
froa Appendix P should be identified as early in the review process as
possible, so that they nay te resolved and all fire protection features be
faplemented by the time the nlant 1s ready for fuel loading.

1¥ you have any questions on this subject, nlease contact the !NNC Project
ianager for your facility.
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The reporting/record keeping requirements associated with Appendix R of
16 CFR 50 have been approved by the Office of Manangeaent and Budget under
approved number 3100-0011 which expires September 30, 1923, Coments on
burden and dupiication may be directed to the Office of Management and

Budget, Reports Management Room 3208, Mew Txecutive Office Building,
Washinaton, D, C. 20503

Sincerely,

pe ( Ll - f ( /“: ?‘;f'ﬁ_.h,\,

[ev Jarral) G, Fisenhut, Director
p Civision of Licensing
f fice of Muclear Reactor Regulatfon

Enclosure:
Notice of Fire Protection
Rule

cc w/enclosure:
See next nage
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. -
Wre he Q. Farris
1'anacer of vower
Tenncssce Volley Authority
&00A [ restnut Street, Tower i
Chattzrooga, Tennessee 37400

cc: 'wr. Jerry E. Wills
Tenncccee Valley Authority
303 Power Duilding
Chattanoc3a, Tennessee 3740)

tr. lierdert S. Sanger, Jr.
rttorney for Applicant
Division of Law

Tennessee Valley Authority
E11833 C-K

400 Cowrerce Avenue
hroxville, Tennessee 37902

¥r. J. F. Coa

Tennessee Valley Authority
~10C131C

400 Commerce Avenue
knoxville, Tennessee 37902

tir. H. N. Culver

Tennessee Valley Authority
248-A Hamilton Bank Building
knoxville, Tennessee 37902
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Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Fire Protection Program for Operating
Nuclear Power Plants
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

10 CFR Part 50

Fire Protection ¥ 'gram for Operating
Nuclear Power Pia its

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
LCommission

ACTION: Final rule

SUMMARY: The Nuclear kegulatory
Commission is amending its regulations
o require certain provisions for fire
protection in operating nuclear power
plants. This action is being taken to
ade fire protection at nuciear power

ants iicensed to operate prior to
famuary 1, 1979, by requinng resolution
of certain contested genenc issues in
fire protection safety evaluation reports.
SFFECTIVE DATE: February 19 1961

Note —The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission has submitted this rule to
the Comptroller General for review as
may be appropnriate under the Federal
Reports Act, as amended (44 USC.
3512} The date on which the reprting
requirement of this rule becomes
effective, unless advised to the contrary.
reflects inclusion of the 45-day period
that statute allows for such review (44
LLS.C. 3512{c)(2)).
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Dawvid P. Notley, Office of Standards
Development, US. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555,
phone 01.443-5921 or Robert L.
Ferguson, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, 11.S. Nucle ar Regulatory
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20055,
phone 301 -492-7096.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Un May
29, 1980, the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission published in the Federal
Register (45 FR 30082) a notice of
proposed rulemaking :nviting s tten
suggestions or comments on the
preposed rule by June 30, 1980 The
notice concerned proposed amendments
to 10 CFR Part 50, “Domestic Licensing
of Production and Utilization Facilities,”
which would require certain minimum
provisions for fire protection in nuclear
power plants operating prior to lanuary
1. 1979, Fifty.one comment letters were
received regarding the proposed
amendments. A number of comments
pertained tc specific requirements in the
proposed Appendix R, and these will be
dealt with below. However, there were
three substantive contentions which
we. e raised by many of the commenters
These three comments are summarized
as follows

1. Most commenters stated that the 30
day comment period was too short to
permit adequate detailed response and

that the com ment period should have
been exten jed.

The Commission does not agree. The
NRC has been developing fire protection
requirements since 1975. The NRC
published comprehensive firé protection
guidelines, Branch Techmcal Position
BTP APCSB 9.5-1, and its Appendix A in
1976. Licensees have compared their fire
protection programs against these
guidelines and have discussed their
deviations from these guidelines with
the NRC staff for the past four years
during the NRC's fire protection reviews
of operating reactors. A Safety
Evaluation Report and. in most cases.
supplements to the Safety "valuation
Report. have been issued for each
operating reactor. These reports
Jescribe [ire protection alternatives that
have been proposed by the licensee and
found acceptable by the staff as well as
unresolved fire protection issues
remaining between the staff and the
licensee. Proposed Appendix R provided
the Commission’'s requirements for
resolving those 1ssues. Thus. it concerns
only a limited number of issues derived
from the use of the earlier grides. The
Commission believes that a 30-day
comment period was adequate under
these circumstances

2. Many licensees questioned the need
for backfitting all the requirements of
Appendix R. They commented that they
had previously complied with siaff fire
protection recommendations in “good
faith” and have committed to or
completed certain modifications. They
contend that the staff has properly
determined that these modifications
provide at least the level of fire
protection described by the guidance
contained in Appendix A to Branch
Technical Position BTP APCSB 951
They also contend that these
modifications provide a level of
protection at least equivalent to that
contained in the proposed rule They
express the concern that the proposed
rule was wnitten in such specific
language that fire protection 1ssues that
were thought closed would be reopened
and new. but not necessanly better,
modifications would be required. These
modifications could be accomplished
only by the expenditure of considerabie
engineering, design, and construction
effort and at great undue expense. The
commenters request that the
regquirements in the proposed rule be
rewritten to specify only the general
requirements of what needs to he
accomplished

These comments raise three related
issues. The first relates to the need for
specific requirements The general
requirements relating to fire protection

are already set forth in General Design
Criterion. 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR
Part 50 and in the NRC guidance
documeats. These general provisions
gave rise to a number of disputes aver
whether specific methods adequately
accomplished th» intended goal The
pﬂ;ro"d rule is intended tc provide
sufficie..t specific guidance 1o ensure
satsfactory resolution of these issues
Thus, reverting to generalized guidance
would not accomplish the intended
purpose ¢l the proposed rule

second issue involved = me
instances in which the specific wording
used resalted in unnecessary and
unintended restrictions For example,
the proposed rule calied for a fresh
water” supply. For firefighting purposes,
brackish water 1s satisfactory and a
“fresh” water supply is unnecessary
Similarly, the proposed rule call-2
an "underground”’ yard fire main loop.
Often portions of a fire maiu locp run
above ground in and as they enter
structures. The Commission had not
intended (o prohibit running portions of
a fire main loop above ground. Other
similar changes are discussed in Section
1 "Specific Requiremenis.” of this
preambie.

The third issue relates to 1miposition of
requirements on plants with presently
installed or with existing commitmer.ts
to wnstall fire protection features
previously determined by the staff to
satisfy the guidance of Appendi~ A to
RTP APCSB 9.5-1. The Commission
generally agrees that. except lor three
sections that wil be back fitted
Appendix R should not be retroact vely
applied to features that have been
previously approved by the NRC si.1f as
satisfying the provisions of Appendix A
to BTP APCSB 9.5-1

The NRC staff had intended. in its
or:ginal proposal for Appendix R, tha'
the requirements be apphceble orly
the resolution of unresolved disp.tea
fire protection features. Thus, the staf(
had not intended the provisions of
Appendix R to require modification of
previously approved features. This was
not clearly descrnibed in the proposed
rule as published for commen! In fact,
the Supplementary Information
published with ihe proposed o u
explicitly indicated that “(a|ll licensees
will be expected fo meet the
requirements of this rule, in its effective
form. including whatever changes re: It
from public comments

In determining whethe: o specific
requirements of Append.x K should be
imposed on licensees with presently
installed or existing commitmen'
install fire protection featu es piev
determined to satisfy Appendix A
Branch Technical Position BTD AL 58
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9.5-1. it is important to recognize that
Appendix R addresses only a portion of
the specific items contained in the more
comprehensive document, Branch
Technical Position BTP APCSH 9 51
and its Appendix A. Appendix A to BTP
APCSB 9 5-1 has been the basic fire
protection gumdance used by the staff in
their fire protection reviews conductes
for all operating plants during the past
several years. For many plants,
licensees proposed systems and features
that satisfactorily achieved the fire
protection criteria set forth in Appendix
A 1o BTP APCSB 9.5-1 and began to
promptly implement such features and
systems

Satisfactory features and svstems are
already in place and in operation in
many plants. There is a reasonable
degree of uniformity among maost of
these approved features for all facihities
since they were reviewed against the
same critera of Appendix A to BTP
APCSB 9.5-1_In general. the features
previously approved by the NRC staff in
its reviews of fire protection using the
criteria of Appendix A 1o BTP APCSB
9.5-1 provide ar equivalent level of fire
protection safety to hat provided under
the specific provision s of Appendix R
Thus, the further bene it that might be
provided by cequiring that previously
approved features be modified to
conform ta the specific language set
forth in Appendix R is outweighed by
the overall benefit of the early
implementation of such previously
approved features, which in many cases
are currently heing installed

Nevertheless, as a result of its
continuing review of fire protection
matters, the NRC staff has indicated to
the Commission that there are
requirements in three sections in which
the protection afforded by Appendix R
over and above that previously
accepted, may be desirable. The
Commisuien has decided that these
require nents should be retroactively
applied to «l facilities. This decision is
not meant ta reflect adversely on
previons licensee or staff evaluations:
rather 1.« purpose is to take fully 1nto
accoun he mcreased knowledge and
exparies feveloped on fire protection
matters over the last several years

The first of these sections is related to
fire protection features for ensuring that
systems and associated circuits used to
achieve vid maintain safe shutdown are
free from fire damage. Appendix A to
DTP APCSB 9.51 permi's a combination
of fire retardant coatings and fire
detection and supression systems
without specifying o physical separation
distance 1o protection redundant
systems [Appendix A. D 1(2)). and such

arrangements were accepte 4 in some
early fire protection revie vs. As a result
of some separate eflecis tests. the staff
changed its position on this
configuration, and subsequent plans
have been required to provide
additional protection in the form of fire
barners or suhistantial physical
separation for safe shutdown systems.
No credit for such coatings as fire
barners is allowed by Section 1.6 of
Appendix R. Appendix A to Branch
Technical Position BTP APCSB 9.5.1 and
the proposed Appendix R recognized
that there were plant-unique
configurations that required fire
protection features that are not identical
to those listed in Section LG of
Appendix R. For these cases, fire
protection features were diveloped by
the licen ee and described in a fire
hazards o alysis. Some of these
darrangemen ' were aceepted by the staff
as providing equivalent protection to the
reguiremeats of Secton N1.G to
Appendix R

Reguirements that account for all of
the parameters that are important to fire
protection and consistent with safety
requirements for all plant-unique
configurations have not been developed
In Light of the experience gained in fire
protection evaluations over the past four
years, the Commission believes that the
heensees should reexamine those
previously approved configurations of
fire protection that do not mee! the
requirer ents as specified in Section
HLG 1o Appendix R. Based on this
reexamination the licensee must either
meet the reguirements of Section LG of
Appendix R or apply for an exemption
that justifies alternatives by a fire
hazard enalysis However, based on
preseat information, the Commission
ioes not expect to be able to approve
exemptions for fire retardant coatings
Jsed as fire barriers

The second relates to emergency
highting. Section lIL] of Appendix R calls
for 8 hour emergency hghting. whereas
in sume cases less than 8-hour
emergency lig. ting has been accepted as
satisfving Appendix A to BTP APCSH
9.5-1. While an adeqguate level of safety
may be provided by less than an 8-hour
supply. an 8-hour system would provide
added protection and would generally
mvalve only a small cost The
Commussion therefore heheves that
licensees should upgrade the previously
approved facilities to satisly the 8-houy
lighting requirement of Appendix R

The third relates to protection agains!
fires in noninerted containments
involving reactor coolant pump
lubricatton oil {Section HLO of
Appendix R}. The propused rule

e e

permitted either an oil collection system
or a fire suppression system. The staff
has also accepted an automatic fire

s i0n system as an acceptable
method of fire protection for this
application. The Commission has
concluded that fire suppression systems
do not give adequate protection for fires
that may be induced by seismic events.
The Co.amizsion therefore believes that
previously approved suppression
systems should be replaced with oi!
collection systems that can withstand
seismic events.

The techmcal basis on which these
three sections are based are further
discussed in Section 11, “Specific
Requirements, * of this preamble.

3. Most commenters stated that the
implementation schedule contained in
the proposed rule is impossible to meet
for any of the operating plants. The
commenters further stated that if the
implementation schedule in the effective
rule is the same as that in the proposed

*, the Comnuission must be prepared
tu either shutdewn each operating
nuclear power plant, or process
exemption requests,

The commenters then concluded that
ti e implementation schedule should be
rewritten to allow an adequate ime
priod for compliance. The proposed rule
stated that “all fire protection and
modifications identified by the staff as
necessary to satisfy Criterion 3 of
Appendix A to this part, whether
contained in Appendix R to this part or
in other staff fire protection guidance
(except for alternate or dedicated
shutdown capability) shall be completed
by November 1. 1980 unless. for good
cause shown, the Commission approves
an extension.” [proposed paragraph
5048 1 (c]) The Commission went on to
state its intention in the Statement of
Consideration to the rule that *. . . no
plant would be allowed to continue to
aperate after November 1, 1980, or
beyond an extended date approved by
the Comission, unless al! modifications
{except for alternate or dedicated
shutdown capability ) have been
implemented ™

The Comnussion has recorsidered the
implementation schedule and has
determined that it should be modified
for the following reasons:

o After reviewing the comments and
the information developed as a result of
completion of fire reviews over the past
6 months. the staff has informed the
Commission that the date of November
1. 1980, 1s not possible because the
effective date of the rule will be after
that date.

* The staff has informed the
Commission that it would expect
virtually all licensees to request
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exemptions if the new implementation
dates do not provide an appropriate
period of time for complying with the
requirements of Appendix R The time
and manpower resources needed by the
licensees to prepare such requests and
by the staff to formulate
recommendations on these requests is
not warranted from the standpoint of
tunely fire protection improvement.

* The revised implementation
schedule pravides a careful balance of
these considerations. calling for the
remain g fire protection modifications
1o be implemented and installed on a
phased schedule that is as prompt as
can he resson . bly achieved.

The revised schedules distinguish
Letween requirements imposed for the
first time on the licensee by Appendix R
and those requirements already imposed
i license conditions or Technical
Speaifications issued prior to the
eflective date of the rule. For
requirements imposed by Appendix R,
including the items “backfit” to all
plants, the schedule provides a
reasonable time after publication of the
rule for completion of required
modifications. For requirements already
imposed by license conditions providing
for implemention after November 1,
1980, the Commission has reviewed
these schedules and has found that in
some instances the allotied time for
completion of the required modifications
may be excessive. Thus, for fire
protection features other than those
covered by Appndix R, although the
Commussion has extended the
comphiance dates bevond the Novembe
1. 1980, date in the proposed rule, the
Commission has added a requiremem
that limits the compliance schedule in
existing licenses if such schedules
extend heyond what we now believe
should have been a reasonable schedule
initially. Relief from such limitation may
be granted by the Director of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation upon a showing that
there is good cause for extending such
date and that public health and safety is
not adversely affected by such
extension

1t should also be noted that for
licensees whose li-ense conditions
imposed a schedule with a compliance
date of November 1, 1980, or other date
prior to the effective date of § 50.48. the
Commission has suspended such
comphance dates by promuligating on
October 29, 1980 s temporary rule
§ 50.48 (45 FR 71569), which will be
superseded by this rule.

To hetter understand the nature of the
public comments received and the staff's
resolution of these comments, the
following section will consider each
section of Appendix R 1o this part. In

Section 11, we provide a summary of the
Technical Basis for each requirement,
followed by a summary of the public
comments and a statement of the stafl's
disposition of those comments.

Section I Introduction atd Scope

This section has been revised as a
result of comments to include a
discussion of the importance of safe
shutdown capability and the distinction
between requirements for “safety-
related” equipmert and equipment
needed for ‘sate shutdown.”

Section Il General Requirements

ThLis section has heen substantially
rewritten as a result of comments to
provide a concise summary of general
requirements. The specific requirements
were consolidated with the appropriate
parts of Section 11, “Specific
Requirements,” excep! that the credit
given for 50-foot separa’ion has beun
dropped.

Section Il Specific Requirements

The requirements in this rule are
based upor. principles long accepted
within that portion of American industry
that has been classified by their
insurance carrers as Improved Risk”
or “Highly Protected Risk"". In each of
these cases, the Commission has
decided that the overall interest of
public safety is best served oy
establishing some conservative level of
fire protection and ensuring that ievel of
compliance exists at all plants. The
following is a list of the specific
technical bases and resolution of pubhie
comments for each of the specific
requirements in Appendix R

A. Water Suppiies for Fire
Suppression Systems Technical Basts
One of the basic fire protection
requirements for a modern industrial
site in the United States is a separate
water distribution system for fire
protection with dual water supplies
Duplicate water supplies are required to
ensure uninterrupied fire suppression
capability allowing for single failures
and periedic maintenance and repair of
vital portions of the systems Duplicate
water supplies may consist of separate
suctions for fire pumps from a large
body of water such as lake, river, or
pond or from two water storage tanks

For nuclear power plants, the
distribution system 1s required to consist
of a loop around the plant with suitable
valves for isolating portions of the
system for maintenance or repair
without interrupting the water supply 1o
the various fire suppression systems in
the plant. Thus. witk dual supplies and a
loop concept, an adequate water supply
can be ensured to each manual or

automatic water supr ression svystem
throughout the plant

An ensured minimum voiume «
is sel aside snd dedicated for fire
protection vses to be available ot o1
times regardless of other simulic . ous
water uses in the plant. This water
volume is dedicated for fire service by
means of separate stora@e 1@ras i
separate pump suctions from a iave
body of water When commen te: ge
18 employed for fire service nevds and
other water services, the fire pn-
suctions must be at the hottom ol (ne
tank and other water suoply suctions
must be located at a hug.er leve!
ensure that the minimum dedics od
waler volure is sel aside for fire
protection needs Adminisirative
controls by themselves, such as locked
valves to ensure udequate water supply
for fire fighting needs, are deemed
unacceptable at nuclear power plants

wale,

Comment Resolution

Many commenters stated thei we
were being too restrictive by stipulating
an underground yard fire main loop and
fresh water suppiies. Our intent was
only that a yard fire main loop be
furnished We have deleted the
specification for an underground losp
since special conditions may dictate that
part of the loop be above ground or
ingide safety-related buildings. Such
arrangements are acceptable.

With regard to the specification for &
fresh water supply. the stafi was
attempting to avoid potential plant
problems that are not associated with
fire protection. From & fire protection
standpoint, salt or brackish water is
acceptable for fire suppression providea
the fire protection system is designe<
and maintained for salt or brackish
water. The requirement for fresh water
supplies is therefore dropped Other
operational problems unrelated to fire
protection that may result from the use
of salt or brackish water for fire
suppression activities are outside the
scope of this regulation

Several commenters took issue with
the requirement for two sep sle
redundant suctions, stating thal some
plants 1se a single large itk ructure
on a lake or a all wat
requirements. The requireiient for
separate intake structure
interded and the rule bag been clarified

Sever: . comments called Hing
the requirements for dedisied vanks or
use oi vertical standpipe for ther waidi
services when storage tanks ace ucod ‘for
combined service-wauler| fire-water uses
on the basis that this 18 overly e
and other ways are availal
a dedicated supply such a5 wals
suction location, ete. Two sep i rate |

ver ;,
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related issues are involved here. The
first is the requirement for dedicated
water storage tanke for fire fighting
purposes. The suggestion that the
requirement for dedicated tanks be
deleted was rejected for the reasons
stated in the preceding Technical Basis.

The other point deals with ensuring
minimum water storage capacity for fire
suppression activities when storage
tanks are used for combined service
water/fire-water uses. The term
“vertical standpipe for other water
service”’ simply means that the suction
for other water uses in common storage
tanks will be located sufficiently high to
ensure the minimum water volume
needs for fire suppression activities. If
the commenters were assuming that
“vertical standpipe” referred cnly to
pipes inside the tank. this is not the
case. In faci a stand' pe extenior to the
storage tank is more desirable since any
leakage would be immediately evident.
On an internal standpipe a leak in the
pipe could actually allow depletion of
the water otherwise o be reserved for
fire uses. The rule has been clanfied to
allow physical alternatives for water
supply dedication but to preclude
exclusive use of administrative controls
for this purpose

Some commenters objected to the
requirement that other water systems
used as a backup water supply for fire
proteciion should be permanently
connected to the fire main system and
suggesied that it would be sufficient tu
provide a water supply capable of being
connected to the fire main system within
ten minutes of the loss of normal water
supplv or pumps. The rule does not
address backup water supphes. The
requirement means that, if another
water system 1s used as one of the
redundant water supplies, it must satisfy
all of the requirements of the fire
protection water supplies. Additional
backup supplies need not meet these
requirements

One commenter asked why only a
two-hour water supply is required when
the P: - vns Ferry Fire lasted well over
two hocrs All of the .nvestigations of
*he Biuwns Ferry Fire clearly show that
if wa' . | ad been used immediately, the
fire would have been extinguished much
earlier Indeed once the manual fire
fighting activities were started with the
use of ~nly one fire hose stream, the fire
was o iinguished within one-half hour.
The «:aff would find unacceptable any
condition in which a postulated fire thot
could threaten safe shutdown capability
could not be conirolled and extinguished
within two hours with any combination
of manual and automatic fire
suppression activities Therefore, a two-

hour water supply is considered
adequate. It should also be noted that
this minimum dedicated water volume is
based on maximum flow rates. Since
most fires are controlled and
extinguished with much smaller flow
rates. this requirement realistically
represents a dedicated water volume far
in excess of two hours.

B. Sectional Isolation Valves.

C. Hydrant Isolation Valves
Techmical Basis. These two
requirements are similar and can be
treuted together Proper valving is
required to 1solate portions of the water
distribution system for maintenance or
repair without ‘nterrupting the water
supply to manual or automatic fire
suppression systems inside the pl nt.
Valves are similarly required to permit
1solation of outside yard hydrants from
the water distribution system for
maintenance or repair without
interrupting water supply to fire
suppression systems inside the piant.
Visually indicating valves such as post
indicator valves are preferred so that
the position of the valve can be readily
determined. However. key-operated
valves (commonly known as curb
valves) are acceptable for these
purposes where plant specific
conditions warran! their use.

B. Section Contro! Valves—Comment
Resolution. Many commenters stated
that the requirement for “aporoved
visually indicating” sectional control
valves was overly restrictive,
unnecessary, and not specific with
respect to who should give the approval.
ihe Commission has accepted this
suggestion. the rule now requires that
sectional control valves shall be
providad ta isolate portions of the fire
main for mantenaace or repair without
shutting off the entire system. Post
indicator or key-operated valves are
mentioned a5 two examples of
acceptable valves

C. Hydrant Block Valves— Comment
Pogsolution. A number of commenters
made suggestions for rewording this
section. This section has been clarified
tu state the requirement for capability to
isolate hydrants from the fire main
without disrupting the water supply to
automatic or manual fire suppression
systems in any ared contaimning or
presenting a fire hazard to safety-related
or safe shutdown equipment.

One commenter suggested that this
requirement be dropped in its entirely
since it “is a new requirement which has
not been subjected to the peer review
process.” This suggestion was rejected
on the hasis that Appendix A to BTP
APCSB 9.5-1 conlains the following
sentence: “The lateral to each hydrant
from the yard mam should be controlled

by a visually ind cating or key-operated
{curb) valve.” and there was an
opportunity to comment on this
document.

D. Manual Fire Suppressic» Tlechnical
Basis Considerable reliance is placed
on automatic fire suppression systems
throughout a nuciear power plant,
However, manual fire fighting activites
often can control and extinguish slowly
developing fires before an automatic fire
suppression system is actuated. In
addition, fires that are cortrolled or
extinguished by sutomatic systems
require a certain amount of manual
response. Also, some areas of the plant
do not warrant the installation of
automatic fire suppression systems.
Manual response is the only fire
suppression available for these areas;
thus. it is important that manual fire
fighting capability be present in all
areas of the plant, and that standpipe
and hose stations be located throughout
the plant. The standpipe and hose
stations are to be located so that at least
one effective kose stream can be
brought to bear at any location in the
plant containing or presenting a hazard
to structures, systems, or components
important to safety. They are to be
supplied from the fire water supply
system except for those inside
containment, which may be connected
to other reliable water supplies if a
separate penetration into containment
cannot be made for fire water service
needs.

Comment Resolution

Several commenters suggested adding
a sentence reading “Standpipe and hose
stations are not required if sufficient
justification can be provided that
adequate fire protection features have
been provided to account for a given fire
area.” This suggestion was rejected. The
staff has taken the position that the
minimum requirements are that at least
one effective hose stream that will be
able to reach any location that contains
or could present an exposure fire hazard
to the safety-related equipment. The
Commssion cencluded that no analyses
can identify hazards so carefully that
this minimum reguirement can be
further reduced.

E. Hydrostatic Hose Test Technical
Basis. Five hoses should be
hydrostatically tested periodically to
ensure that they will not rupture during
use. The requirement for a minimum tes!
pressure of 3 psi comes from NFPA
No. 196 [National Fire P.otection
Asscciation Standard No. 196—
Standard for Fire Hose), a nationally
recogmized consensus standard. This
standard contains other guidance for the
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use and care of fire hose that most
industries find useful

Comment Resolution

Many commenters pointed out the
erroneous usage of the term “service
pressure” rather the v "mram;_.h
prossure” 1 this require went. The
itended meamng for this requirement is
ihal all huses would be tested ot a
pressure greater than the maximum
pressure found in the fire protection
water distrthution systems. The correct
sermunology is “operatiog pressure ' The
rule has been so ckanged. In additioo,
the . ff added a specific minimum est
pressure cequirement of 300 psi to meet
the NFPA standard.

One commenter also pointed out that
suses should be inspected for mildew,
tof. cuts, ar other damage. Although this
n 4 valid comment. 1t is not an

wir solved ssue with any licensee so it
need not be covered by this rule In
sdddhinon, such inspections are already
heing performed in accordance with the
glant s Tecanical Spearficaitons

F. Automatte Fire Detection Technical
Hosis The requirement that automatic
fire. detection systems be instalied m all
nreas that contun safe shutdown or
safety-related systems or components
follows generally accepted fire
protection practice. Instailation of such
firw detection capability is independent
of any requirements for automatic or
manual fire suppression capability in an
aren. The purpose of these detection
systems is 1o give sarly warning of fire
comdifions in an area so that the fire
brigade ¢ imtate prompt actions to
mingmizs fire damage within the plant.

Commeni Resalubon

Many commenters suggested that the
words “automatic lire detaction
capability " be substitited for
“awtomatic fire detection systems” on
the basis that, as worded, the
requirements are too limiting. They
stated that an automatic sprinkler
syitem with appropriate alara check
valves and central alarm features
provides acceptable detection/alarming
capability. Several commenters claimed
that a separate detection system 's not
needed in areas covered by sprinkler
systems equipped with fusibile link
sprinkler heads. A fusible link has a
time delay before it actuates. How iver,
mare importantly, a smoldering
localized “re that conld do damage may
not generate enough heat to melt the
fusible ''nk. While we do not disagree
that the alarm from an automatic fire
SUpPression system serves as
natification that a fire exists, we
concluded that the minimom
requirement for a separate ‘ire detection
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system in all such areas should be
retained. The fire Lazards analysis may
vall for a separale suppression system.
but this would be in addition to the fire
detection system.

G. Protection of Sofe Shutdewn
Capabilic ; Techmical Basis The
objective for the protection of safe
shutdown capability i& to ensure that at
least one means of achieving and
maintaining safe shutdown conditinrs
will remain available during and after
any postuiated fire in the plant. Because
it is not possible to predict the specific
conditions under which fires may oecur
and propagate. the design busmis
protective features are specified rather
than the design basis fire. Three
diffi rent means for protecting the safe
shutdown capability outside of
containment are acceplable. The first
means 18 separation of redundant safe
shi ' sown trains and associated circuits
by means of 3-hour fire rated borriers,
The second means s & comtunation of
soparation of redundant safe shutdown
trains and associated circuits by a 1
hour fire rated burner and automatic fire
suppression and detection capalnlity for
both redundant trains. The third means
which may be used only when
redundant triins and associated circuits
are sepatated by 20 fee! aor mare of clear
space, reguires automatic fire
suppression and detection systems m
the area. \n alternative or dedicated
sale shutdown capability independent of
the fire area 18 required if fire protection
for safe shutdown capability canno! be
provided as outlined ubove For cables
and equipment needed for safe
shutdown located mside of noninerted
containments. a lesser degree of fire
protection s permitted because
tran<.ent exposure fires are less Hkely
mside containment during plant
operation. Section HIM. “Fire Barriers.”
discusses the techmicul basis for the &
hour bartier. and Section HLL.

‘Alternative and Dedicated Shutdown
Capahility.” dise «ses the techmcal
basis for safe shu.down capability

Comment Resolutiisn

Many commenters suggested that the
first paragraph be changed slightly and
the rest of this section deleted. The
basis for oir contention 15 that the rule
should state simply the requirement to
protect cables or equipment of systems
necessary for safe shutdown of the plant
and leave specific implementuion
detuils in some other tvpe of document

W have modified this section by
removing the listing of considerations,
delet ng Table | and revising Lie
warding to praovide clarfication

H. Fire Brivade

L. Fire Brigade Training Technico!
Besis. Most madern industrial plants
with replacement cost vilucs
approaching those of & modern vuclear
powered electric generating stsoon hiave
a full-time fully equipped fire
departm s, inciuding motorized fiee
apparatus. Because of the reduced
severily of fire bazards in a nuclear
gencrating station as compared to @
manufacturing plant, the Commission
believes that il ts not necessary to
mandate a fully staffed fire departmeci
However. mannal fire response
capability i1s required ai a nucle o it ot
and a properly equipped and fully
trained fire brigiude will satisfy this
need. The Commission has determ « |
that a brigade of five persons cons 111 o
the minimum size sufficient to perforn.
the actions that may be required by the
brigade during the fire and to provide
some margin for unanticipated events. *
Similerly, the training reqguirements
listed are considered the minimum
needed to ensure that the fire brigade
will be able to funclion effectively
during a fire emergency

The proposed rule required emergency
breuthing apparatus without specifying
the number of such pieces of apparatus
The rule has been modified to specify
the personnel for whom such apparatus
is 1o be provided and o specify roscrve
air requirenients

H. Fire Brigude—Comment
Resolution. Maty commenters suggested
changing this requiremen? 1o & simple
statement that a trained wnd equip ped.
pomingl size. site fire brigade of f e
persons be provided on each shilt uniess
a lesser number is stifie? This
recommended change was refected Ly
the Commission for the reasons stated
in the Technical Basis

Some commenters obiected to the
exclusion of the shift supervisor fro
the fire bnig ide. The commenters fell
thut the shif! supervisor should go to the
fire and proide the benefit of his
expertise ard authority. The rule would
not prevent this. However the shift
supervisor may have to go elsewhere
during the course of a fire that adveraoly
uffects plant operation. The fire brigade
lcader must stay with the fire brigade
and be agsigned no other
responsibilities during & fire energency,
therefore. the shift supervisor must be
exciuded from memb» “e fire
brgade

I Fire Brigude ~ rnning—Coioment
Resolution Many commenters have
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