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Dear Mr. Chairman:
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Nuclear Power 7
canuarsy 1, 1979
anéd Agpendix R

*he Ediscn Electric Instictute (EZI) would Like to take
tais ocppertunisy to summarize the iIndustry pesiticn oz these
ncst impertant sropoesed Fire Protecticn Regulaticons, ZEI,

«=e nazicna. asscciation ¢f the investcr-owned electic
ceilizy inlastsv, sesves 39 percent of all custcmers cf the
isves=ar-cwned secment ¢f che industry anéd 77.5 percent of all
ssers cf electricity in the United States. Many ¢ cur member
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enersy neecs witl IucC.ear pCOwerl o CiaailS.

ms dzte =he ITnstizute has previde. ccocrmments and testimony
on mehalf of cur members =2 the NRC szaif, tc the Adviscey
Cammic=ae on 2eactcr Safecuarzds' (ACRS) Subccmmittee Cn Filre
Sra=ec=ica and =2 the full ACRS.

We are heac=ened v the siallf's respinse 1N 2CST respects
== Au- ccmments ané theose ©f cther par<icizants, as rellected In
SECY~-80-438A. Iz particularz, if che Commissicn Zeels compelled
== issue 2 regulaticn, we suppcert the staii's reccomencation
in the fcllcwing areas: .

(1) The acseptance cf existizg SIR agreements;

(2) The more realistic ixzplementaticn deadllizes

with =he excepticz ¢ the deadline Invelving
zanpcewer changes and traliniag:
2] Twe rgmeval from the rule cf recuirements thact
were unclear or net suppersed -y acdecuate techniical
‘ustificstion. -
Zewever, a ‘undamental concern Temalnls Ielating o tle use -3+ .
a ceneric rulemaking iIn this context anc the azsexnc el tioe 20
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which to comment on certair technical provisions which now
appear in the staff's propc:sd final rule.

2ET and its members have anéd continue %o suppert sound
fire Protectisn measures at nuclear power plants. In fact,
member ccmpa. .es have worked cocperatively with NRC S=taff and
have implemented many improvements in plant 2ire protection
during =Thi past several years. An abbreviated survey ¢f our
member c.mpanies has indicated that an average £ §2,500,000
per plant has already been eym:nced to improve nuclear plant
fire protecticn systems folliwiag the Br.wn's Ferry fire.

Tn licht of this effort, we feel that pursuing these regu-~
isns is not merited. Little justification has been given

industry wida regulaticns. The apparent m tivation fer
approach has been individual dlsagreements oOn a few issues
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a number cf plants. These disacreements Zocus on site~-
specific enginerring ané ecconeomic issues. The differences
-ela=e =0 interpretatzicn and application cf enly 17 issues
(€ appreximately €0 separately identifiakle topics contained
in Appendix A tec Branch Technical Peositicn 9.5-1). Currently
2% units have appreoved Ilre protectlion grogranms, adéressinc
211 af =he issues. At the remaining 45 units scme issues may
be cpen items at only cne Cr twe slants. Scme clants may have
cnly cne or twec unresclved Issues I their tctal fire protecticn
procram anéd ncne has 2]11 17 Iissues rem ining unresolved. Thi
ig nazdlv indicative cf ceneral industIy glecs in the firze
srotecticn area.

In summary, the issues that vemain unrescived 4dc net
rerresest sroblems generic to tne inédustry. we feel a mcTe
apprepriate approach weuld be th igssuance of individual orcecs
e~ limenmsees whece acreement cannct re reached cn inmplemertaticn
cf existing reculatcry Tuides. This apeIo ch allows fez
imdividual considerazticn ¢f site-sgpeciiic Zfacteors anéd taileriag
~% =ne sréer appreopriatelv. In fussuing the ¢ nezic rulenaking
apprcach we fear that the flexibility inherent in ¢t individual
crier agproach will be lcst. S cifically, the ccurse we
vecormend =2s the fcllowing advantages:

(1) Issuing imdividual orders allows Zor site-

specific evaluation o the individual Zire
grctecticn programs.

(2] >Proceeding on a case-by-case basis permit

an appeal process incerperatin sundanent
cacepts cf fazi-mess and due process wis Rk
sh.1ul2 be acccoried licensees pricr to belng
cmpelleéd to make major, costly and ti:
consuming medificaticns tC existing slants.

(3) Implementaticn of accegtaile regqulirements

enrsuch this agproach should nct De delaved
significantly beyenc th implementaticn
schedule in the s=2fi's revisec prcposed
reculaticns when ultimately effectlive.
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- In our comments on the original proposed rule we cxprcs:ed
dismay at the short 30-day comment period for rules of such
technical detail. We felt the asserted justification for such
a shcrt comment period was unfcunded. We did not move
specifically for additional time because cf the unequivocal
pesisicn takea by the Commission on this peint in the preamble.
1/ Our position eon this matter has not changed. The stn“'
Tespense to somments on this subject now in the proposed £
rule is unpersuasive. Significant chances have been made in
=he current revision tc the precpesed rule. While these changes
resclved some of our p*cv.a.s concerns, they have nct resclved
cthers. In fact, several new requ;:emen.s have been p*oposod
While time has nct permitted an in cdepth technical review of the
revised secticns since public release c¢f this document ¢n
October 2, 1980, several key issues appear t0 require further
-evis;cn or cla:ificat;on prior to issvance of the regulation:

"asscciated circuis the definiticn and apc ication o2 which
ig unclear ané is cpen to varied in.e-p'e tions; definitions
anéd use ¢f terms "safety related", "safe-s: "~ccw= anéd "important
to safesy” as well as a2 new striement including the undelined
cesn "safety Suncticns”; ané the unexplained relerence o
"adverse valve actions due to fire damacge”. With respect tC
ass ciated circuits”", the revised proposec Appendix R

expressly states, "The V?C StaZf plans ¢c lock into the natur
:f the preotection actually p**"Ae- to such circuits as a
result ¢f previcus f;:e protection reviews ané into the nature
cf pc:e::ial inter-actions %o determine whether the explicit
reguirements cf x e:c.x R shoulé be made applicable to previcusly
apsroved systems” 2/ We dec not Xnow what the $teff is
::::e:;la:;:;. Th;s entire subiect area is is need cf additicnal
clarification.

An adéditional comment period ¢f 10-15 dayvs wculd pesmit
the industry £o assess the cesirability and impact ¢f these few
remaining issues in the prepesed revisions as they apply t°o
iadividual glants. Rescluticn ¢f them would then de possilbie
befcre Zinal Commission actien.

The Ediscn Electyic Institute wishes t¢ thank vou Zor
the cppertunity tc present, con behall of cur member companies,
cur obiecticns, recommencded altesnatives to, and position on sShis
propesed sicnificant 2ire protection regulation,
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1. 45 Fed. Regc. 26082, May 29, 1980: "For these reasons no

extensiocn c¢f the comment pericd will be granted”
2. SECY-80-438A, Enclcesure A, pace 6.




