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I!pection Summary

Inspection on April 23-27, May 21-24, June 1, July 6, and August 16, 1990
{Report No, 50-346/90007(DRS))

Areas Inspected: Special, announced inspection of licensee action on previous
inspection Tindings which included Sections 111.G, J, and L of 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix R. In addition, an enforcement review was made of Ticense amendment
changes or deficiencies described in the licensee's March 22, 1990 submittal; a
roview was made of additional changes to the licensee's post-fire safe shutdown
capability approach; and a review was made of the technical basis of granted
and pending exemption requests. The inspection was performed in accordance
with NRC Manual Chapter Procedures 30703, 64100, 64704, 92701 and 92702.
Results: Of the areas inspected, one apparent violation was identified
(failure to adhere to fire protection/industrial safety procedures -

Paragraph 11), Additionally, five other violations were also identified;
however, in accordance with 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C, Sections V.A and V.G,

a Notice of Violation was not issued. The first two of these violations
regarded the lack of the committed number of portable fire extinguishers
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(Paragraph 15); the next two violations regarded the lack of quick response
type sprinklers in nine plant areas (Paragraph 15); and the fifth violation
regarded the failure to instal)l an B-hour emergency lighting unit in the
Makeup Pump Room (Paragraph 15). Strengths observed in the licensee's program
included the engineering effort put forth in the fire damper upgrade program
and the installation of a more durable fire barrier wrap material., A

weakness identified during the inspection regarded examples of significant
changes and isolated errors within individual post-fire sefe shutdown areas
that were four the Appendix R analyses.




DETAILS

-

Persons Contacted

Toledo Edison Ccmpany (TE)

*C. Ashworth, Quality Assurance Senior Auditor
**R. Brandt, Manager, Plant Operations (Acting)

**R. Gaston, Licensing Technician

*G, Gibbs, Director, Quality Pssurance

**C. Hengge, Fire Protection, Coordination Supervisor
*P, Jacobsen, Design Engineer, Supervisor Electrical
**S. Jain, Director, Engineering

+J, Mnyers, Manager, Quality Verification

**T. Myers, Director, Technical Services

**M. Murthe, Fire Protection Engineer

**K. Prasad, Nuclear Engineering Manager (Acting)

*B. Rachel, Quality Assurance Surveillance Supervisor
*R. Rishel, Quality Assurance Supervisor, Quality Verification
#+K. Roys, Licensing

**R, Schraude-, Manager, Nuclear Licensing

*V. Sodd, vperations Shift Supervisor
. Spencer, Licensing

+D. Shelton, Vice-President, Nuclear

*D. Staudt, Operations Shift Superviso~

*.. Storz, Plant Manager

*J. Strausser, Senior Fire Protection Engineer

+J. Syrowski, Nuclear Training

+D. Timms, Systems Engineering

*V. Watson, Design Engineer Manager
**L. Young, Fire Protection

Gasser Associates

**M, Gasser, Auditor

Tenera Corporation

*H, George, Senior Vice President, Engineering Services
**D. Wood, Nuclear Licensing

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

*P, Byron, Senior Resident Inspector
*R. Gardner, Chief, Plant Systems Section, DRS
°J. Hannon, Director, Project Directorate 111-3, NRR
*N. Jackiw, Chief, Projects Section 3A, DRP
*D. Xosloff, Resident Inspector
**M. Lynch, Senior Project Manager, NRR
*K. Walton, Resident Inspector
°*T, Wambach, Project Manager, Davis-Besse, NRR



Cleveland Electric 11luminating Company (CEl)

*A, Caplinger, Fire Protection System Engineer
*J. George, Licensing
*M, Makar, Fire Protection Engineer

American Electric Power Service Corporation (AEP)

*B, McLean, Nuclear Safety and Licensing Engineer
*E. Taylor, Electrical Engineer

*Denotes those persons in attendance * the exit interview on
April 27, 1990,

+Denotes those persons in attendance at the exit interview on
Mav 24, 1990,

“Denotes those persons participating at the exit interview on
May 24, 1990, by telecon.

**Denotes those persons in attendance at both exit interviews on
April 27 and May 24, 1990,

#Denotes those persons participating at the exit interview on
July 6, 1990, by telecon,

The inspectors also contacted other licensee personnel during this
inspection.

2. Background Information

In July 1983, the NRC conducted an inspection to ascertain whether the
licensee was in conformance with the applicable post-fire safe shutdown
requirements (10 CFR Part 50, Appendix R, Sections I11.G, J, 0 and L),
including exemptions and other requirements approved by the Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation /NRR). During that July 1983 inspection, it
was determined that numerous deficiencies in meeting the post-fire

safe shutdown requirements and other fire protection requirements existed.
As @ result of the seriousness with which the NRC viewed these deficiencies,
the licensee was required to submi. to NRR for review, the short-term and
long-term programs for addressing these deficiencies. By letters dated
December 2, 1988, and July 31, 1989, the licensee indicated that the
installation of additional fire protection capability used %v proteci safe
shutdown equipment (10 CFR Part 50, Appendix R) would be completed by the
end of the sixth refueling outage. However, by letters dated February 16,
20 and March 22, 1990, the licensee identified changes from previous
submittals in the fire protection compliance approacres and provided
comments on the draft fire protection program safety evaluation report,
Subsequently, NRR conducted a meeting at NRC Headquarters on April 5,
1990, with the licensee and Region 111 personnel to discuss the Fire Area
Optimization Report (FAOR) (fo*merly the T-mpliance Assessment Report
(CAR)), high impedance fault analysis, & . c*her Appendix R issues including
the three letters. Consequentiy, prior t. following the April 5, 1990
meeiing, NRR and Region IIl dispositioned iew responsibility for the




individua) issues described in the specified submittals. Those issues
tasked for regional review are addressed in this inspection report, The
purpuse of this inspecti. . (April 23-27, May 21-24, and June 1, 1990),
was, in part, to assess the licensee's completion of those long-term
actions remaining open, including an audit of certain exemptions. During
the April 23-27, 1990 inspection visit, new information thet affected the
review process was found to exist., As @ result, by letter dated May 10,
1990, the licensee submitted a summary of differences between the CAR
(Revision 5) and the FAOR (Revision 1). Prior to this letter being
docketed, a meeting was held at NRC Heedquarters on May 9, 1990, to
discuss the differences between the CAR and FAOR so as to facilitate a

more .mely NRR and Regional review of the FAOR, The NRR review of this
submittal is still pending.

Consequently, a followup post-fire safe shutdown review was conducted
May 21-24, 1990, This report documents both the April 23-27 and

May 21-24, 1990 site visits and the June 1, 1990 telecon meetings which
finalized resolution of two stertup issues that remained outstanding.

Action on Previous Inspection Findings and Licensee Event Reports (LER)

a. (Closed) Violation (346/83-16-01A): Only those portions of this
item that remained open are addressed below:

(Item (1)) As indicated in Inspection Report No. 50-346/83-16,
the licensee developed procedure AB 1203.26, "Serious
Control Room Fire," to address the necessary actions
to achieve hot standby and subsequent cold shutdown in
the event of a fire resulting in total loss of the
control room or c2'le spreading room accompanied with
loss of offsite power, The procvedure was considered
“interim" since it contained a number of repair
activities required to achieve hot standby, pending
satisfactory completion of the moditications required
to meet Appendix R,

During this inspection, the inspectors reviewed the
current “Serious Control Room Fire" procedure, and
determined that as a result of completed modifications,
hot standby repairs were not necessary. Therefore,
this portion of the item is considered closed.

The licensee identified that, in a majority of the fire
areas, the pressurizer heaters remain available for
pressure control; however, in five specific areas

where both trains of pressurizer heaters are present,
the heaters could have been lost as a result of a fire,
requiring the plant to proceed to cold shutdown as
directed by procedure AB 1023.02, "Serious Station
Fire." As a recsult, the licensee did not consider the
pressurizer neaters as a required safe shutdowr
component,
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During this inspection, the inspectors reviewed the
licensee's changes to procedure DB-OP-0250, Revision
01. Based on this review, this portion of the item is
considered closed,

(1tem (4) This i1tem pertained . the missiug process variables
necessary tc perform and control reactor shutdown
from outside the control room, The licornsce planned
to provide source range flux and reactor coolant
temperature (Th and Tc¢ for both loops) indication
outside the control room,

During this inspection, the inspectors determined
thet the necessary modifications and procedure
(DB«OP-02519, Revision 01) were completed satisfac-
torily. Therefore, this portion of the 1tem 1%
considered closed,

(Closed) Unresolved Item (346/83-16-04): A fire at the auxiliary
shutdown pane)l could have caused the loss of pressurizer heater

banks 1 and 2. 1f & loss occurred, a repair would have been necessa*y
to regain function. Repairs are not allowed for hot standby
conditions. The licensee had not addressed the issue of pressure
control while maintaining hot standby. This issue was considered
unresolved for both a fire in the control room and a fire in the
auxiliary shutdown panel and transfer switch room.

During this inspection, the irspector reviewed the licensee's revised
methodology which specified a 1imited cooldown rate of no more

than 1.5°F/hour in the event pressurizer heaters were not available,
The inspector determined that this revised methodology was acceptable,
Therefore, this item s considered closed.

(Closed) Violation (346/83-16-05): During a review of Section I11.J
of Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50, “Emergency Ligr*ing," the following
was determined: (1) six areas of the facility aid not have installed
emergency lighting units; (2) three areas of the faciiity had
iradequate 1ighting; end (3) two of six emergency lighting units
“ailed the & hour discharge test,

On April 23, 1990, the inspectors conducted a walkdown of draft
Abnorimal Procedure DB-0P-02516, "Serious Control Room Fire,'
Revision 01, As part of this walkdown, the inspectors considered
the adequacy of the facility's emergency lighting. The inspectors
reviewed the licensee's emergency lighting evaluation contained in
the CAR, Revision %, and the FAOR, Revision 1, for a fire in the
control room or cable spreading room utilizing the above procedure,
Numerous emergency lighting modifications were proposed in Table 6-3
of the CAP so as to satisfy the Rule, including the installation of
additional battery-powered €-hour uniis, and tne redirection relocation
of certain existing lighting units and lamps. Ouring the walkdowr

of Abnormal Procedure DB-0P-02519, the inspectors made routine checCks
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be in place. For several plant areas the adequacy of emergency
lighting was questioned. Consequently, the licensee conducted

loss of AU power tests in those questionable areas during off-normal
hours, The NRR team representative witnessed these tests., The
inspectors concluded that, in certain of the areas tested, the
lighting wes marginally acceptable and requested the licensee to
evaluate the need for additional lighting units. The licensee
acknowledged this request and indicated that additional lighting
units would be added as necessary. Also, during the walkdown,

the inspectors noted that certain lighting unit lemps appeared to

be misdirected. This was believed due, in part, to outage related
activities. The licensee indicated that Pertodzc Test Procedure
DB-ME-04100 would be conducted to verify the groper positioning

of the 'uuye and that this test would be completed prior to re-start
from the sixth refueling outage.

The inspectors identified an ncurrect assumption and basis of
evaluation for the emergency 11ght1n? area in Section 6.2.2 of the
FARR. Credit was incorrectly taken for hand-held lighting units in
the confines of fire areas/rooms of the plant and inside containment
to satisfy Section 111.J of Appendix R, without an approved exemption,
for 1ighting needed within the first eight hours of the fire event,
However, hand-held 1ights can be used for those areas expected to be
entered after 8 hours into the event and as an interim compensatory
measure. The licensee acknowledged the inspectors' concern and
indicated further procedural wording changes would be compleed to
resolve this concern, MWith the above exceptions, which the licensee
was responsive in committing to resolve, no other emergency lighting
concerns were raised,

By letter dated Januwy 12, 1987, the licensee requested an exemption
from certain aspects of the technical requirements of Section 111.J
of Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50. This exemption requested that the
licensee be allowed to utilize existing "h dewired" AC/DC essential
1ighting in portions ui the auxiliary and w.rbine buildings, and to
utilize hand-held portabi. liahting units in gutside plant areas,

Regarding the firsy d6sue, the NRC was initially concerned that a
five could damege the carciits and components associated with the
AC/DC system such that eme “osncy 1ijhting cssentia)l for operator
access and manual actions would not be avaiioble. The licensee
respanded that the veselts of an internal evaluation confirmed that
the AC/UC 119ht1ng system sould not be 4isabled by a fire in those
locations {gontrg) room and cable spreading room) where reliance on
the ~sstem s credited. During this inspection, an inspector
reviewed the licensee's internal evaluation,

The vrimary sbiective of this sveluation, titlee "Vevised Task 4 -
Emergency Lighting Survey « Circuir Review,” wes to tdentify all
encrgency lights outside the control or cabio spreading room which
are nowered from the penels located inside the control oy cable
spresding reom, or share the same circuits with thke Tights ‘uside
these rooms, The inspector's review ¢f thy  evaluation found it to
adequately oddress the NRC's concern, In so.ition, the 'icensee's
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eveluation noted thet & modification would be required to remove
certain circuits from the cable spreading room, Specifically, the
incoming power feeder .ble to Emergency DC Lighting Pane) L5781 from
DC MCC1 would be rerouted from the cable spreading room. This work
wos eerformod under Modification 85-046. On this basis, the use of
the "hard wired" AC/DC emergency lighting system was determined to be
acceptable,

The CAR required the use of the "hard wired" AC/DC lightin systems
to achieve compliance. The Ticensee's revised analysis (FAOR,
Revision 1) no longer takes credit for these systews being required
to achieve alternate safe shutdown from outside the control room,
Specifically, Section 6.2 of the FAOR, Revision 1, states:

"Credit is not being taken for the AC/DC incandescent pendant
emergency light, . . . The AC/DC ncandescent pendant
emergency lighting will be available as stated in the letter
to the NRC requesting an exemption regarding emergency
lighting, . . . However, no credit is being taken for these
lights for this evaluation,

In eddition, the "hard wired" 11ghtin? systems were not observed to
be used during the inspection team walkdown of the serious contro)
room fire procedure. Therefore, the inspectors questioned the need
for this exemption. At the time of the inspection, representatives
of the licensee noted that the exemption is still being requested
s0 that the AC/DC “hard wired” systems way be used as & backup, if
needed, Lo the existing battery powered emergency lighting.

Regar- ing the second issue, th2 NRC had two concerns with this
exemption request, First, mar /al operator actions necessary to
achieve safe shutdown would b made more difficult by carrying
portable lighting units. Sec.nd, the route of travel for operators
in outside plant areas woule de potentially hazardous to someone
equipped with just a portable lighting unit, According to a
February 2, 1990 meeting summary, the licensee confirmed that no
manual actions requi~ing the use of both hands would be necessary
in these locations and that the subject outside areas are free from
potentially nazardous conditions, ODuring this inspection, an
inspector evaluated those concerns during the Abnormal Procedure
walkdown and found the licensee's position to be valid. Therefore,
these concerns were considered resolved.

(Closed) Open Item (346/83-16-09): The licersee had not performed
an analysis to determine the level of Gaitronics communication
operability that would remain after a control room/cable spreading
room fire, This item remained open pending the completion of a
formal test to verify that adequate communications systems were
available to implement the alternate shutdown procedures.

It was Jdetermined during this inspection that the licensee relies
on the use of portable, hand-held radios as the primary means of

providing communications during the implementation of the serious
station fire procedures. In addition, the licensee had performed



6 formal test of the communications capability using the portable
radio system. The results of this test, documented in & licensee
memorandum dated May 30, 1990, indicated that satisfactory radio
communications were established in all rooms except for AFW Rooms
¢%7 and 238, The memorendum specified the need for additional
antennas to correct the identified communicitions def (iencies. The
memorandum indicated that the Station seriois fire procedures have
been modified to only require radio communication from the entrance
at the top o1 the stairs to Rooms 237 and 238 and that radio
communications from this locetion wer satisfactory. Although the
procedure revisions satisfy the requirements of Appendix R, the
memorandum also indicated that additional corrective actions (i.e.,
installation of additiona) antenna coverage) were planned but will
not be completed until after the sixth refueling outege. On June 27,
1990, inspector discussions with members of the licensee's stafr
indicated that the installation of the additional antenna coverage
was no lorger planrad to be performed. Based on the review of the
Ticensee's alternate shutdown communications cepability performed
at the time of the audit and the licensee's corrective actions in
response t0 t' ¢ results of its communications capability test, this
item iy consilered closed.

‘Closed) Unresolved Item (346/83-16-10): In Room 315, the equipment
(e.9., junction boxes, conduits) believed to be in need of fire
wrapping to satisfy the Appendix R requirements were frund lacking
this protection,

According to the licensee's September 3, 1985 Fice Protection
Activities Summary, a walkdown was performed te ensure that all
conduit and/or trays identified as requiring wraps per Field Change
Request (FCR) 79-032 were, in fact, wrapped. This document also
indicated that all discrepancies were corrected prior to restart
from the 1983 refueling outage and that quality control measures
were in place during the walkdoas., Subsequently, a re-identification
effort was performed to ascerta.n the circuits requiring one-hour
protection to meet Section 111.G.2 separation requirements, The
licensee documented this effort and all conduits and cable trays
requiring wraps were identified by fire area. According to the
September 3, 1985 Summary letter, following the above evaluation,

a cross check of wraps required per the revised analyses to tiose
identified in FCR 79-032 was performed which showed that the number
of conduits and/or cable trays was greatly reduced. Consequently,
a FCR was initiated to revise the listing of reaquired wraps on
controlled drawing E-899A, The licensee performed walkdowns to
further determine whether Appendix R compliance would be achieved
by either wrapping or re-routing.

During this inspection, the inspectors utilized drawing E-899A,
Revision 5, "General Notes for the Installation of TSI Therm-Lag
Fire Barrier System," to verify that adeguate separation as required
by Appendix R was achieved.

In addition, the licensee provided a list of Appendix R fire wraps
needed by plant fire areas. The inspectors' review included a



selective review of previously identified unprotected equipment,
in additien to equipment now requ.‘ed by the FAOR, Revision 0, to
be fire wirap protected (see Paragraph 3.f for further circuit and
safe shutdown analysis specific review). Ten circuits having
one-hour fire barrier wrap separation as required in the component
e oling water (CCW) pump room were verified to be satisfactory by
fie'd walkdewn,

One circuit wes also verified by field walkdown as having a required
three: hour fire barrier wrap, Three additional circuits were confirmed
through drawing review, In addition, eighteen fire area boundary
barriers or penetrations wilhin those barriers were inspected by field
walkdown with the exception ot those features that were inaccessible
and, therefore, cou'd not be vieved.

In addition, a numter of circuits were verified to have radiant
energy shield fire wrap protection including the use of the 3M
Interam material ‘nstalled inside containment and related areas.

Based on the above, this issue 1s considered closed,

(Closed) Violation (346/83-16-11): Lack of & one-hour fire barrier
on equipment required to be fire wrapped to sati = \g endix R
requirements. In Room 328, CCW pump room (Fire Miwe g. conduits
36010C, 37452A, 374508, 473428, 37474A and 37035A were provided with
a wrappiny material which protected only partial lengths of the
conduit, A'so, temperature and flow monitoring instrumentation was
installed at various locations and was not protected by the fire
barrier, Addi.ionally, junction boxes for the pump power cables,
including JB3716, JB3715, and JB3718 were not protected. Further,
conduits 36011A, 36203A, and 36111A, the power cables for the CCW
pumps, were also not protected. In Room 53, service water intake
valve room, the Kaowool wrappings for the conduit needed for
operation of valves SW-2929, SW-2930, SW-2931, and SW-2932 were
found to be worn in places 0 as to expose bare conduit. In one
case (conduit 30526), the wrapping was found incomplete.

Based on the fire barrier review described in Paragraph 3.e, certain
of the identified conduits and junction boxes remaining were
verified to now Le fire wrap protected, as required. The remaining
circuits and instrumentation equipment were reviewed by the
inspectors to confirm that the Appendix R requirements were met,

tach of the above noted deficiencies were reviewed as follows:

(1) By letter dated September 30, 1988, the licensee stated that
conduit 473428 does not contain circuits required to satisfy
Apperidix R, Circuits contained in conduit 473428 were reviewed
at the time of this inspection. As indicated in Section 4 of
the FAOR, Revision 1, conduit 473428 contains c¢ircuit No. 2PBF1119A,
This circuit is the power cable for Train 2, Motor-Operated CCW
Return Isolation Valve CC5098, This valve is located in the RCP
seal return flow line, In the event of fire in Fire Area T, the
ability of this valve to operate remotely is assumed to be lost,
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(2)

(3)

(4)

(6)

(6)

The Yicensee has implemented procedural actions (Serious Station
Fire Procedure DB-OP-02501) which specify the manual operation
of this valve, locelly at the valve, It should also be noted
that the licensee's evaluation concluded that valve CC5098

would not need to be operated prior to 8 hours. The licensee's
evaluation and method of control for conduit 47342B was ‘ound

to be acceptable.

Conduit 37035A contains control circuit 1CV1424G for solenoid
operated lsolation Valve .. 1424 and conduit 37452A contains
control circuit 2CV14? « for solenoid operated l1solation Valve

Sk 1429, The purpose of these valves is to isolate service water
from Component Cooling Heat Exchengers 1 and 3, respectively.

To prevent fire induced circuit failures from causing the valves
to spuriously close, the licensee has implemented modification
B87-1315. This modification was scheduled to be completed prior
to startup from the refuel outa?e currently in progress. Tiis
modification will permit the valves to "modulate" when their
solenoid is energized and cause the valves to fail to the fully
open pusition when their solenoid is de-energized, The licensee's
evaluation and method of protection for circuits enclosed in
conduits 37035A and 37452A were found to be acceptable.

Conduit 37450B is associated with CC5096, CCW Line 2 Discharge
Isolation Valve. FAOR, Section 4.1, Note 16, requires procedural
action after 8 hours., Procedure DB-OP-2501, Attachments 41 and
42, Step 7.0.b.1, directs restoring RCP seal cooiﬁn? using
Attachments 49 and 50, Time 1s available for manual operation

of CC509%5 and CC5096 as specified in Procedure DB-0P-2501,
Attachments 49 and 50, The licensee's manual actions were

found to be acceptable.

Conduit 36010C was verified to be protected with the newly
installed TSI fire wrap material,

Conduit 37474A 1is associated with CCW ventilation. The
licensee's letter dated March 25, 1989, Serial No. 1642,
Attachment 1, Page 9, discusses the licensee's analysis
demonstrating that, in the event of fire, the CCW pump room
temperature will remain &0 degrees F below the maximum allowed
ambient operating temperature for the CCW pumps. Since tho
licensee's analysis demonstrates that the CCW pumps will
remain operable without ventilation, an alternative shutdown
capability for ventilation is not required for the CCW pumps.

The numerous monitoring instruments considered as safe shutdown
components were listed in Appendix A of the CAR. Section 4 DJ

of the CAR states that HP1 flow indication will be installed &t
the alternate shutdown pane)l and a backup means of steam generator
putlet pressure indication will be established in the control

room to resolve deficiencies in Fire Area DJ. Section 4.7 of

the CAR indicates that no modifications were required for
monitoring instruments in Fire Area T,
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Fire Area DJ of the CAR is part of the new Fire Area A in the
FAOR, The FAOR (Page 4.A-27) specifies that HPI flow will be
determined by monitoring pressurizer level. The pressurizer
leve)l instrument is located in annulus room 314, Review of the
FAOR Fire Area Evaluation for Fire Area T determined that FACR
(Page 4.7-19) specifies that flow indicators MU3]1 and MU34 and
MUP Train 2 Flow Indicators were being repowered from Train 2 by
modification 88-0145, Modification B8-0145 was a non Appendix R
modification.

L4

Since the alternate shutdown panel HPIl flow indication was
provided for and no Appendix R modifications were . ;uired for
monitoring instruments in Fire Ares T, this portion of the item
is considered closed.

Junction boxes JB3715 and JB3718 were verified to be protected
with the newly installed TSI fire wrap material, Junction

box JB3716 was determined by the licensee to not need fire wrap
proteciion, This was confirmed by the inspectors.

Bused on the the licensee's exemption evaluation submittal,
dated April 29, 1982, related discussions during this
inspection, and a tour of the area, 1t was determined that
the CCW power cables need not be fire wrapped,

During & previous NRC inspection documented in Inspection
Report No, 34€/86006, local manual action for Service Water

System Motor Operating Valve Nos, SW.2929, SW-2930, SW-293

LS

and SW-2932 was confirmed and found acceptable,
Based on the above, this issue is considered closed.

(Closed) Unresolved ltem (346/83-16-12): The fire barrier material
had not been qualified by an acceptable test as a one-hour fire
berrier for the configuration being used and the fire barrier may
not have been installed properly to achieve a one-hour rating based
on the manufacturer's own tttl”lg (one test out of Yvuﬁ.

By letter dated September 3, 1985, the licensee indicated that a
decision was made to install new one-hour fire barriers and to

replace existing wraps required to provide protection to the
requirements of Appendix R utilizing a wrap material and acceptable
installation configur n., Consequently, according to the February 2,
1990 Meeting Summary licensee committed (reference licensee

letter dated May 27, 1 to replace the existing wrap materiai

with & type that has met al)l of the acceptance criteria of the

standard fire test method of ASTM £-119,

The Yicensee affirmed that TS1 fire barrier wrap, which replaced the
previous material, meets the acceptance criteria of the above stated
standard,

During this inspection, an in

. 3
pector utl 121nQ selective, applicabie
fire wrap manufacturer installation instructions contirmed that




certain fire barrier wrap materials have been installed as required
(see Paragraphs 3.e and 3.f for further details),

RBased on the above, this issue i1s considered closed.

(Closed) Open Item (346/86006-02(DRS)): Due to design deficiencies,
saf:ty-rclotod and safe shutdown fire dampers were in need of being
replaced.

During this inspection, twenty-six fire dampers were chosen to be
walked down to determine whether the previously identified deficiencies
have been corrected. The fire dampers chosen included Appendix R,
Appendix A and other categorized dampers. Certain of these dampers
could not be viewed due to accessbility difficulties or the physical
location of the damper. The remaining fire dampers that were inspected
included boeth Pullman and Ruskin manufactured dampers that were
positioned vertically and horizontally, single and ganged, or two
single dampers in series. The inspector reviewed the fire damper
procedure data sheets to confirm that steps were incorporated for
setting a thermal expansion space, caulking of retaining angles,
and proper damper assembly orientation and that es-installed drop
tests were conducted as part of the modified dampers acceptance
criteria. Additionally, the licensee presented surveillance test
procedures showing that fire dampers were scheduled to receive a
geriodic inspection. No discrepancies were noted during this review,
ased on the above, this issue 1s considered closed.

At the exit interview of May 24, 1990, this area was now considered
by the inspectors to be a strength in the licensee's fire protection
program,

Closure of this item also resolves those issues raised in Special
Report 346/86010-LL.

(Closed) Special Report (346/86030-LL): As a result of on-going
design document reviews, discrepancies were found i1n the areas of
Kaowool wraps, emergency lighting and fire detection,

These 1ssues were previously addressed in Inspection Report

No. 346/87027. In addition, certain of these issues were reviewed
during this ‘inspection. Based on this review, this item is
considered closed.

(Closed) Licensee Event Report (LER) (346/86034-LL): This event
report regarded deficiencies identified during & re-evaluation of
acceptance criteria on barrier seals to ensure suitability for fire
rating, flood sealing and high energy line break (HELB) pressure
sealing. In part, this review was believed to be initiated due

to NRC identified penetration seal deficiencies (refer to NRC
Inspection Report No., 346/85028).

According to Revision 2 of this LER, the flood and HELB seals

were repaired prior to entering Mode 4 from the spring 1987 outage.
In addition, certain fire barrier seals were found inoperable due
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to inadequate design control, inadequate installation instructions,
and inadequate surveillance procedures. According to the LER,
these seals were scheduled to be repaired by December 31, 1987,
with the licensee having an overall improved fire and seal progran
H%-;“‘o(c‘.

During this inspection, the NRR inspector performed a field walkdown
of examples of penetration fire barrier seal detail types identified
on the seal detail drawings (M-43A through E). The following plent
locations, seal type and penetration numbers were inspecCted:

Penetration
Room Number ) 'yD Number Comments

Auxiliacy Feed- Non-Rated 38t Boot Seal with non-tested

vater Pusp Room) Opening gasket material (Calc #
C~FP-013.06-30)

LOF-]

GFS-2 235-E-44

uAan
4
vii

(Passage)

319A DF -2 319A-N-1
(Upper Level Diesel

Generator Roon GFS 319A«N-53

HOE 1 J19A<F -¢

Based on the above review, tris item i1s considered closed. In
addition, as part of this review, the inspector confirmed that

acceptability of the licensee's program for bus ducts, seismic gaps

’

%
a i |

spare conduit sleeves was satistvactory.

Open) Open Item (3 8702702 ): is issue regards fire brigade
drill deficiencies d the NRC during unannounced fire drill
activities. These ions were documented in Inspection Reports
No. 346/87027 and ¢




During this inspection, the licensee provided Management Corrective
Action Report (MCAR) No. 90-0001 rcgcrding sdditiona) deficiencies
observed by quality verification personnel in the performance of
fire brigade personnel during fire drill activities,

Based on previous inspector discussions with lic.nsee personnel, the
licensee has taken actions to improve the fire b igade readiness and
according to the above MCAR have in-progress a cerrective action plan
scheduied to be completed by December 31, 1990, 'his item will remain
open pending additioral reviews of licensee fire brigede performence,

(Open) Unresolved Item (346/87027-03): During a critique following
a fire drill, several plant operators voiced a need to reduce the
number of nuisance and/or inadvertent type fire alarms believed at
the time to be caused primarily by maintenance work activities. The
inspector requested the licensee's staff to perform « review to
determine the cause of the nuisance and/or inadvertent fire alarm
actuations and take the necessary corrective actions,

By letter dated July 31, 1989, the Ticensee concluded that the root
cause 0V the nuisance alarms was due to the lack of preventative
maintenance (PM) on the computer multiplexer system associated with
the fire detection system. During this inspection, a licensee staff
merber provided a 1ist of fire alarms occurring on a daily besis
(certain dates were blank) from May 26, 1989 through May 21, 1990,
Based on these 1ists, the frequency of fire elarms has decreased in
recent months. The licensee attributes this decrease to the
performance of the PM program on the computer multiplexer system,

The inspector concurred that this determination was most likely
based on the information provided. However, the 1ist showed that
for certain days a lesser number of nuisance and/or inadvertent fire
alarm actuations were still occurring. To further reduce nuisance
and/or inadvertent fire alarm actuations, the licensee was adding
additional PM steps to the fire detector surveillance test procedure.
Since no mention of periodic testing of the fire detector sensitivity
adjustment was identified in the menufacturer's literature (Technical
Bulletin DI1-3 lonization Detector) provided the inspector by the
licensee, licensee personne)l were pursuing appropriate manufacturer
detector PM recommendations. The inspector requested the licensee
to provide the detector PM results following the test completion,
This 1tem will remain open pending continuing discussions with the
licensee personnel regarding this issue,

(Closed) Licensee Event Report (34€/88017-LL): This event report
was issued August 18, 1988, regarding a licensee review of rovin
fire watch tour documentation that identified four occurrences o
roving fire watch patrols that had exceeded the 1 hour patrol
interval due to personnel error. Prior to and following these
occurrences, the licensee identified similar examples of this type

of occurrence. The evaluations of these other occurrences were
documented in NRC Inspection Reports No. 346/88028 and No. 346/89012.
Since this event occurred between each of the other occurrences and
was of a similar nature to those which have already been addressed
by the NRC, this LER is considered closed,
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(Closed) Open ltem (346/88031-01): The licensec discovered that the
safe shutdown cables for trains one and two of the <ervice water
system were located in & common menhole (MH 3001) encicevre that did
not provide adequate Appendix R cable separation., The manhole was
provided for cable pulling operations during initial plant
construction, The cables were run in separate conduits prior to
entering and when exiting the manhole, The cables were routed in
sepsrate enclosed metal raceways within the manhole. The cable
routings and raceways were designed to meet the requirements of
Regulatory Guide 1.75, "Physical Independence of Electric Systems.”

The probable cause for a fire in MH 3001 would be from an
electrically induced cable insulation fire. The manhole is not
easily accessible, It is protected by a bolted metal cover provided
with missile protection, and by & metal door. A permanent)y
installed sump pump was used to remove water seepage. The inspector
requested the licensee to identify all safety and non safety cables
running through the manhole; determine the maximum short Circuit
current and over current protective device capebility; and determine
the alloweble short circuit capability of each cable. The licensee
supplied the inspector the information that wes requested. In all
cases, the maximum short circuit current available was less than the
allowable short circuit capability of the cabe, n addition, the
sump pump was provided with adequate short circuit protection,

Consequently, by letter dated July 31, 1989, the licensee requested
approval of an exemption from the requirements of Section 111.G.2

of Appendix R regarding separation and protection of redundant safe
shutdown systems, Although this exemption is still pending, 1t has
been reviewed as described in the draft SER attached to an NRC Meeting
Summary, dated February 2, 1990, The review concluded that redundant
shutdown circuits are located less than 6 feet from one another in a
manhole in the yard erea. The manhole features no active or passive
fire protection, The physical arrangement of the manhole is as
described in the above referenced letter., The licensee justifies

the exemption based on the limited fire hazard and the absence of
sources ot ignition,

The NRC was concerned with the perceived vulnerability of redundant
trains of safe shutdown cabling within the manhole. The only
observable threat to the cables is from a cable induced fire

within the manhole itself. Because the manhole is constructed with

a concrete raised 111 and features an opening on the top with a
bolted-in-place steel cap, external fire sources were udt considered
credible. The licensee affirmed that the cables within the manhole
are qualified to the criteria of 1EEE Standard 383-1974 or its
equivalent and will not sustain combustion unless an external heat
source 1s present, This, coupled with the fact that reduncant

cables are separated in accordance with the criteria delineated ir
Regulatory Guide 1.75 provides assurance that the existing configura-
tion of cables within the manhole is acceptabie, Based on the above,
this i1ssue 15 considered closed,
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(Closed) Violation (346/89012-02): Failure to assemble the fire
brigade immediately vpon receipt of any unplanned fire alarm

received in the control room. By letter dated June 5, 1989, the
licensee committe” <o submit a rejuest for deviation *rom the NRC
guidelines COVering this subject by September 30, 1989, In a letter
dated July 18, 1989, the NRC accepted the fact that no further actiens
were necessary regarding this issue pending NRC review of the planned
devietion -<quest, By letter dated September 30, 1989, the licensee
submitted & deviation requesting relief from the NRC guidelines
contained in an August 29, 1977 document, “Nuclear Plant Fire
Protection Functional Responsibilities, Administrative Controls

and Quality Assurance." In this letter, the licensee described
criteria by which individual plant fire areas were evaluated for
potential vulnerability, The result was that three locations were
identified as requiring the immediate assembly of the fire brigade.
This issue has been reviewed, and although still pending, is

discussed in .n NRC Meeting Summary dated February 2, 1990, As
discussed in this document, the NRC initially expressed concern that
the criteria would not require the dispatch of the brigade if multiple
alarms of a certain type were received such as multiple alarms from
the fire detection system. The draft SER attached to the meeting summary
indicated that the licensee affirmed that multiple fire detector
alarms would be considered "diverse" alarms and, therefore, implied
fire brigade assembly for those conditions. However, on February 13,
1990, the licensee submitted a voluntary report for failing to
immediately assemble the fire brigede after receiving multiple fire
alarms, The decision not to assemble the fire brigade was based on a
prompt verification that no smoke or fire detector alarms accompanied
the sqrinkler alarm and the confirmation of normal bearing temperature
on all service water pumps. Each operating shift has since discussed
the proper response to take in accordance with the fire procedure.

In conclusion, this review of the licensee's approach to this issue
concluded :hat it provides reasonable assurance that future fire
brigade response will be timely in areas which contain petentially
vulnerable redundant shutdown systems. Therefore, this issue is
considered closed., Any further examples of failing to assemble the
fire brigade upon receipt of redundant, diverse fire indications may
result in additional enforcement action being taken,

(Closed) Violation (346/89012-06(DRS)): Recurring examples of
personnel error in failing to properly follow the fire watch
procedure,

According to a letter dated June 5, 1989, the licensee attributes
these recurring examples to the significant changes that have been
on-going in the area of fire ¢ otection including the significant
procedural revisions and subscantial number of fire protection
components being declared inoperable, primarily related to fire
barriers,

The licensee performed a review of LERs that have occurred from 1989
to date regarding the above subject matter. This review demonstrated
that a reduction in LERs has occurred since 1988, The inspector




conferred with the plant Resident Inspection Steff who agreed that
corrective action improvements in this area appear to have been
successful., It was also noted that the improvement in this area was
due, in part, to the licensee's efforts in placing back in service
“ianificant numbers of inoperabie fire protection equipment. Based
v W above, this issue 1s considered resolved.

Post Fire Safe Shutdown Submittals

Following the NRC's July 1983 pust fire safe shutdown inspection, the licensee
submitted & letter (August 23, 1983) describing a corrective action plan to

aciress the NRC identified issues. This letter specifically stated thet a
qrogram of long-term actions haed been initiated. This letter specified the
ong-term actions Ly task numbers. The task review process had varyin
completion dates, the longest scheduled for completion by April 30, 1984. By
letter dated Apri’ 16, 1984, the licensee informed the NRC that the post fire
safe shutdown capebility long-term tasks would not be completed as scheduled
(April 30, 1984) bit were rescheduled for completion by September 1, 1984,

Subsequentiy, on Svptember 6, 1984, the licensee submitted the completed safe
shutdown reassessmeit in a CAR document, In addition, licensee management
commissioned edditional reviews of the CAR, According to a licensee letter

dated March 27, 1986, these reviews consisted of internal as well as an
independent external review of the CAR, The objective of these reviews were
to ensure that the commitments identified in the two-volume CAR were accurate,
clearly defined, adequately planned, and that statements made within the CAR

accurately reflected plant analysis conditions., As a result, Revision 1 of the

CAR was submitted on June 3, 1986. Consequently, the NRC requested the licensee

to document a1l outstanding Change Notices to the licensee's Fire Hazards

Analysis Report (FHAR) and CAR as formal revisions (reference licensee

letter dated May 27, 1987). In preparing for this inspection, Revision 11

of the FHAR and Revision 5 of the “AR were the most current (December 18,
1989) licensee analysis submittals, Yowever, by letter dated February 16,
1990, th- licensee submitted three sat. shutdown approaches not previously
submitted and seventeen changet to safe shutdown implementation approaches

which had been previously submitted for review. Durin? the April 23-27,

1990 inspection, modification information not previously reviewed was

determined to exist. Consequently, on April 25, 1990, the licensee

docketed a document which superseded the current CAR (Revision 5) referred

to as the FAOR, This document was intended to represent the Appendix R

plant confiauration at startup from the sixth refueling outage. As a

result of an electrical error having been identified by the electrical
inspector, the Plant Manager directed a re-review of the FAOR to be
completed. On May 9, 1990, & meeting was held at NRC Headquarters to
identify differences between the CAR and FAOR, Following this meeting,

the licensee formally docketed Revision 1 to the FAOR and a "Summary of

Jifferences Between (the) Compliance Assessment Report Analysis and the

Fire Arca Optimization Report." In part, this information was reviewed

during the May 21-24, 1990 inspection visit, while other remaining analyses

are pending NRR technical review. Exampies of significant changes or

errors found in the submitted Appendix R analyses that were identified

during this inspection are addressed in Paragraphs 7, 8, and 15 of the
report, The length of time the licensee has spent reanalyzing the post

fire safe shutdown capability and the continuing significant changes

raised concerns as to the thoroughness of the licensee's Appendix R
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re-analysis. The examples were considered to be indicative of a weakness
in the licensee's Appendix R engineering/design pro¢ram,

Cold Shutdown

The licensee requested an exemption from the requirement that the plant
be capable of achieving cold shutdown within 72 hours without the use of
offsite power. According to an NRC Meeting Summary dated February 2,
1900, this exemption was reviewed but 1s still pending formal issuance.
During this inspection, this issue's methodology was reviewed further.
Without offsite power the Reactor Coolant Pumps (RCPs) cannot be operated
and, therefore, pressurizer spra¥ is unavailable, The licensee's cocldown
method 1s natural circulation, To preclude formation of steam in the
upper reactor vesse)l head, natural circulation cooldown is limited to &
1.5 degrees F per hour cooldown rate. This cooldown rate limitation
extends the cooldown time to approximately 193 hours. The 193 hour
cooldown time was considered to be acceptable because the licensee's
procedures, systems and resources will accommodate an extended cooldown
time.

Alternat . ve Shutdown

The following fire areas at Duvis-Besse have been identified as requiring
alternative shutdown capebility:

a. Fire Area BF - Service Water Pump Area

For a fire in this area resulting in a loss of service water; the
backup service water pump (P180) is used instead of service water
pump P3-1, or P3.3.

The required alternative shutdown actions specified in Abnormal
Procedure DB-0P-02501, "Serious Station Fire," Attachment 9, “"Fire
in Area BF," were found to be acceptable,

b. Firc Areas DD/FF - Control/Cable Spreading Rooms

For a fire in these areas requiring control room evacuation, the
plant ;s shutdown from the Alternate Shutdown Panel C3630 (Fire
Area R).

Abnvrmal Procedure DB-0P-02519, "Serious Control Room Fire,"
specifies the alternative actions required to be taken for a fire
in arecs DD/FF that require control room evacuation. Review and
walkdown of this procedure identified procedural deficiencies and
required coricrtive action by the licensee, For details see
Paragraph 7 of the report,

¢. Fire Area EE - Radwaste and Fuel Handling Area, Radwaste Exhaust
Fan Room, Duct Chase and Purge Exhaust Room

For a fire in this area resulting in the loss of turbine driven
AFW, the motor-driven feedwater pump taking suction from the
condensate storage tank is used.
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The required alternative shutdown actions specified in Abnorma)
Procedure DB-OP-025031, “Serious Station F re,' Attachment 21, for
a fire in area EE, were found acceptable.

d. Fire Area HH - AC Equipment Room, Records and Storage Area,
Vestibule

For a fire in this area requiring control room evacuation, the
alternate shutdown panel wil)l be used. Abnorma) Procedure
DB-0P-02501, Attachment 24, for a fire in area HH, specifies

using Abnorme1 Procedure DB-0P-02519 if the control room becomes
uninhabitable as & consequence of the fire in Area HH, The
inspectors' review determined that a fire in Area HH could cause

a loss of the portable radio safe shutdown communication system,
Control room evacuation without safe shutdown communications were
found to be unacceptable. Subsequently, the licensee took
corrective action to resolve this concern. This corrective action
was found acceptable., For details see Paragraph 3.d of the report,

e. Fire Area Q - High Voltage Switch Sear Room B
For a fire in this area damaging circuit 1FYE104A and disebling the
low voltage switchgear room damper (HV5305), portable ventilation
1§ required,
The required alternative shutdown actions specified in Abnorma)
Procedure DE-OP-02501, Attachment 38, for a fire in area Q, were
found to be acceptable.

7.  Abnormel Procedura) Review

a. Abnormal Procedure DP-0P-02519, Revision 01, "Serious Control Roon
re

In the event of a fire in the main control room, the cable spreading
room, or fire area HH (AC equipment room, records and storage area,
vestibule) serious enough to require control room evacuation, the
licensee has developed Procedure DB-OP-02519 for shutdown from
outside of the control room. The procedure consists of 12 attachments
with the first seven assigned to individual members of the shutdown
complement.,

Attachment 1  Shift Supervisor Actions Outside the Control Room

Attachment 2 Assistant Shift Supervisor Actions Outside the
Control Room

Attachment 3  Primary Side Reactor Operator Actions Qutside t'e
Control Room

Attachment & Seccndary Side Reactor Operator Actions Outside
the Control Room
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Attachment 5 gquipntnt Operator 1 Actions Qutside the Ceuutro)
oom

Attachment 6 gqutpment Operator 2 Actions Outside the Contro)
vom

Assistant Actions Outside the Control Room

Once the decision to evacuate the control room is made, the reactor
is tr1gpcd from the control roum, driving the control rods in for
initie] reactivity control, Several other immediate actions will

be attempted from the main control room prior to evacvation, If
unsuccessful, the remaining immediate actions can be performed from
outside the control room. The operating personnel then proceed to
implement their assigned actions, with the shift supervisor directing
and coordinating the shutdown from the alternate shutdown panel.

Attachment 7  Shift Manager and Shift Supervisor's Administrative 1
|

During the review of post fire safe shutdown procedures, the
inspection team reviewed the licensee's "time-1ine" for performing
the post fire safe shutdown procedure as well es the actual
procedure steps. The "time-line" 1s used to demonstrate that the
time sensitive procedural steps or actions can be completed or
accomplished within required time limits. The required time limits
for specific procedural steps are established by the licensee;
typically the time 1imits are determined during the licensee's post
fire safe shutdown analysis process.

At Davis Besse the inspection team's review of the time-line for
Abnormal Procedure DB-0P-02519, Revision 1, Serious Centrol Room
Fire, found that the licensee had identified the following time

sensitive actions and their associated required completion times:

REQUIRED ACTION REQUIRED COMPLETION TIME
CCW Restored 5 Minutes
ESS Restored 10 Minutes
CS Stopped 12 Minutes
Avert S$/G Overfill 20 Minutes
MU Restored 24 Mirutes
SW Restored 17 Minutes

Having identified the above time sensitive actions the inspection
team conducted a partie)l walkdown of the procedure,

In analyzing time sensitive actions, satisfactory performance is
demonstrated if the verified time to perform manual actions is:

* Equal to or less than the time-line allowed time, or
" If the verified time exceeds the time-line allowed time, then

associated subrequent *  sensitive actions must be at or
before the tim <line specified completion time,
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During the 1usg¢ction. the inspection team found thaet the )icensee
verified time-line failed to demonstrate restoration of CCW within §
minutes. This failure had the operational impact of precipitating a
station blackout. The following sequence of events would have
initiated ¢ station blackout:

(1) Since the Secondary Reactor Operator (RO) required 6 minutes 14
seconds to complete the manual actions in Room 325, the
Secondary RO would not have ve-ified power to Component Cooling
Water within 5 minutes,

(2) A conservative analysis requires that CCW flow be considered
not verified until the secondary RO verifies power to the CCW
pumps. Since power to the CCW gumps was not verified within &
minutes, CCW flow to Emergency Diesel Generator Number 1 can
not be¢ verified by the Assistant Shift Supervisor. Abnormal
Procedure DB-OP-02519, Serious Contro)l Room Fire directs the
Assistant Shift Supervisor to trip the Number 1 Emergency
Diese)l Generator 1f CCW flow 1s not verified,

(3) After the Assistent Shift Supervisor trips the Number 1
tmergency Diese] Generator, additional menual actions are
erformed and then the procedure directs the Assistant Shift
upervisor to trip the Number 2 Emergency Diese) Generator,

(4) Since the licensee's procedures direct the operators to
inftiate a loss of off-site pover, a station blackout would be
initiated when Assistant Shift Supervisor tripped Diesel
Generator Number 2.

Since the information provided to the inspection team squorts the
above analysig¢, the inspection team determined that the licensee's
Abnormel Procedure DB-0OP-02519, Revision 1, Serious Control Room
Fire, would cause & station blackout whenever the procedure was
implemented.

The inspectors held discussions with the licensee on May 23, 1990
1dentify1ng the self-induced station blackout concern as bein
unacceptable and contradicting the Davis-Besse October 11, 1987
response to the NRC., Consequently, on May 24, 1990, the licensee
committed to revising Abnorma)l Procedure DB-0P-02519 prior to
startup. The revised procedure was reviewed and found to not
initiate a station blackout. The discrepancy between the licensee
commitment not to induce & station blackout as was describes in

the October 11, 1989 letter, and the Abnormal Procedure DL-0P-02516,
Revision 1, contradiction of causing a station blacko" . whenever the
procedure would have been implemented is being consiagered an
unresolved item (346/90007-01(DRS)). On August 16, 1990, an
inspector informed a member of the licensing staff as to the
categorization of this issue following regional management review,
This issue is pending further review by the NRC. No further licensee
action on this issue is necessary at this time. The inspectors
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considered this methodology change to be an example of an FAQR
approach change that was different than the CAR approach. This was
not described in the licensee's "Summary of Differences Between the
FAOR end CAR" document dated May 10, 1990, Therefore, it appeared
that the licensee's post-fire sefe shutdown capability approach was
sti11 undergoing significant change. This s considered to be a
weakness in the licensee's engineering analysis/design of Appendix R
systems,

An additional action by the licensee to intentionally induce a loss
of off-site power as a basic safe shutdown methodology was
previously identified during the NRR review to be unscceptable,
During the May, 1990 inspection visit, discussions held with the
licensee were unable to produce & satisfactory resolution of this
issue. Consequently, on May 31, 1990, & meeting was held betwe.n
the licensee and NRR technical personnel., As & resuit, the Yicensee
agreed to revise the applicable procedure which was determi‘ed to be
acceptable by the NRR technical reviewer,

Abnormal Procedure DB-0P-02501, Revision 1, "Serious S.ation Fire"

This procedure provides guidance for safe shutdown in the event of
o fire in any area other than those covered by DB-0P-02519, The
inspectors reviewed sample fire arees in this voluminous (170 page)
rocedure and identified @ manval action missing in Attachment 3
fire in Fire Area A), Listed under Note 52 in .he Fire Area A,
Table 1 notes (Fire Area Optimization - Volume 1) was a requirement
to manually close valve DH2733 and trip breaker BE1121 at MCELLA,
DH2733 1s the BWST suction valve for decay heat pump 1. FAOR Fire
Area A, Table 1, Note 52, specifies the requirement to fail DH2733
closed, however, the procedure specified a manual closure of DH 2733,
The licensee corrected this deficiency in the draft procedure.

The draft SER attached to the Meeting Summary, dated February 2,
1990, addressed a concern that plant operators may experience
confasion in implementing post-fire safe shutdown procedures for
a 7ire in Fire Area A, The use of either Train 1 or Train 2
<components was the besis for the concern. Abnormal Procedure
DB-0P~02501, “Serious Station Fire," Attachments ¢ and 3, "Fire
in Area A," Pert 1 and Part 2, provide specific directions for
use of either Train 1 or Train 2 components. Walkdown of the
procedure in Fire Area A did not identify any procedure
implementation problems, See Peragraph 7.c.(2§ further procedure
wa lkdown details,

Procedure Walkdown

(1) The “"Serious Control Room Fire" procedure (DB-0P-02519) walkdown
was initiated at 1300 hours on April 23, 1990, using six people
from the licensee's operating steff with the proper training and
qualifications to fi)l the required positions. A member of the
inspection team accompanied each operator performing the required
actions, The walkdown was terminated after stable hot standby
was achieved.



The inspectirn team noted the follcwing items as a result of
the walkdown:

(a) The operators displayed a good understanding of the
actions, and the safe shutdown equipment required.

(b) At one time during the walkdown the secondary side
reactor operator assigned to Attachment 4 had difficulty
in contacting the shift supervisor (stationed at the
alternate shutdown panel) with the hand-held radio., It
took 5 or 6 attempts for the operator to contact the
shift supervisor., This was considered to be an isolated
incident

(¢) Equipment Operator No. 1, implementing Attachment 5, had
to manually operate some valves for which access was
difficult. These are valves located in the makeup pump
room and the No. 1 Mechanical Penetration Room, The
licensee agreed to review the problem.

(4) The emergency lighting appeared to be marginal to
perform menual valve actions in the No. 1 ECCS Room
catwalk, See Paragraph 3.c. for the results of the
emergency lighting review,

(2) During the May 21-24, 1950 inspection visit, the “Serious
Station Fire" proced e (DB-OP-02501) was walked down by
an inspector. This w.lkdown included those actions with
time restraints less than two hours for the following:

Attachment 2, Fire in Area A, Part 1
Attachment 20, Fire in Acea £
Attachment 21, Fire in Area EE
Attachment 22, Fire in Area F
Attachment 26, Fire in Area J
Attachment 27, Fire in Area K
Attachment 41, Fire in Area T, Part 1
Attachment 42, Fire in Area T, Part 2

The procedure walkdown was conducted to verify that manual
actions were not required to be performed in the fire area of
concern or were not required to be performed until atter the
fire was extinguished. Component accessibility was aiso
checked, No unacceptable conditions were identified,

Operator Training on Safe Shutdown Procedures

In addition to observing the operator's performance during the
walkdown of the DB-0P-02519 "Serious Control Room Fire" procedure,
operator training personnel were interviewed concerning operator
training on the DB-OP-02519 procedure. The training program includes
¢lassroom instruction, walkdowns, and hands-on operating experience.

A two year requalification cycle is maintained. Lesson plans provided
for inspection and training records for operating shift personnel

were reviewed. The areas reviewed were found to be adequate.
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Protection for Associated Circuits

As discussed in Attachment No. 1, "Clarification of Generic Letter," to
Generic Letter Bi-12, circuits located within a fire area may receive
fire damage that can affect shutdown capability and thereby prevent
post-fire safe shutdown., Associated circuits of concern are defined as
those cables (safety-related, non safety-related, Class 1€, and non
Class 1E) that have & physical separation less than that required by
Section 111.6.2 of Appendix R, and have one of the following:

» A common power source with shutdown equipment (redundant or
alternative) and the ~ower source is not electrically protected
from the circuit of concern by coordinated breakers, fuses or
similar devices,

A connection to ¢'reuits of equipment whose spurious operation
would adversely aftoct the shutdown capability (e.g., RHR/RCS
isolation valves, POk s, steam generator atmospheric dump valves,
instrumentation, stean .vpass, etc.).

A common enclosure (e.g., raceway, panel, or junction box) with the
shutdown cables (redundant or alternative) and,
(1) are not electrically protected by circuit breakers, fuses,
or similar devices, or
(2) will allow propagation of the fire into the common enclosure.

The review of the protection provided for z3sociated circuits of concern
at Davis-Besse wes intended to be ba<cd on a detailed evaluation of a
previously selected sample of <ircuits for each of the following concerns:

Common Bus \power source) Concern
el Spurious Signals Concern
. Common Enclosure Concern

The sanwnle of circuits selected for review during the inspection was based
on pre-inspection, in-office review of the licensee's analysis of asscciated
¢ircuit concerns documented in Revision 1 of its FAO report. This analysis
was formerly documented in the licensee's CAR, Revisions 3 and 5, and formed
the basis of a previous inspection performed during the week of April 23-27,
1990, At the time of the April site visit, however, it was learned that

the licensee had revised its analysis documented in its CAR and incorporated
this new information in i1ts FAOR, Subsequently, the inspectors requested
that the licensee provide a 1isting which describes the specific differences
between the original evaluation contained in the CAR and the revised
analysis documented in the FAOR., The following table provides a summary

of these changes:

Deleted Added
4.k Transfer SWGR CD 328 Power Circuits required for SSD
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ECCS Pump Room Vent. Fans 62 Cabinets

€31 and C32
8 Relay Cabinet Circuits
CCW Pump Koom Vent, Fans Evaluation of Breaker/Fuse Coordination
C75-1 and C75-2
CCW Pump Room Dampers 120VAC distribution panels Y1A and Y2A
Hv5443 A, B & C and
HVbd44 A, B & C Fuse/Breaker Type and Reference
Drawings to support feeder load
SG Drain Valves coordination calcs,

MS4531 and MS4532
SG Drain lsolation Valves
MS603 and MS611

RCP CCW Out. lso. Valves
CC4100, CC4200, CC4300, and
CC4400

18 entries related to 4,16KV
SWGR C2 and D2 (9 ea.)

During the inspector's review of information contained in Pevision 0
of the FAOR report regarding associated circuit concerns, it became

apparent that the report incorporated several significan’ changes to the

analysis originally presented 3. the CAR, In addition, his review

identified several errors of both a technical and editor al nature, For
example, during the review of the protection provided for 480V MCC F11B,
an error was identified in the information contained in Section 4 of the
FAOR report. Specifically, the Safe Shutdown Analysis for Fire Area V was

found to indicate that the breaker coordination of F11B was adequate

when, in fact, the coordination of this power sup,ly was deficient, As

vesult of this finding, the licensee committed to perform a thorough

-evaluation of the FAOR, Revision 0. The results of this review were

orporated into Revision 1 of the FAOR and form the basis for this
inspection. This is considered a further example of a weakness in the
licensee's engineering analysis/design of Appendix R systems.

a. Common Rus Concern

The common bus associated circuit concern is found in circuits,

either safety-related or non safety-related, where there is a common

power source with shutdown equipment and the power source is not
adequately protected from the circuit(s) of concern,

The common bus concern 1s made up of two items:

» Circuit Coordination (Reference Generic Letter 81-12)
’ High Impedance Faults (Reference Generic Letter 86-10)




(1) Circuit Coordination

In the context of Appendix R, circuit breaker coordination is
defined as the selectivity between the individual load breakers
and the upstream feeder breaker of a power supply required to
achieve post-fire safe shutdown. The existence of such
coordination between electrice) protective devices ensures that
in the event of a faulted circuit the grotectivc device located
nearest the fault will isolate the feult prior to the fault
current initiating e trip of the upstream feeder breaker

to the supply.

Circuit coordination 1s evaluated through a review of
time/current characteristic curves contained in the licensee's
analysis of this concern, On & sample basis the following
circuits were selected for review during the April 23.27, 1990
inspection visit:

Circuics Comment

4160V AC C1 Coordination Satisfectory
4160V AC C2 Coordination Satisfactory
480V AC E11A Coordination Satisfactory
480V AC E11D Coordination Satisfactory
480V AC F11C Coordination Satisfactory
480V AC F11B Unsatisfactory 2500 below)
480V AC E11B Unsatisfactory (see below
480V AC E12C Unsatisfactory (see below
480V AC F11E Unsatisfactory (see below)
125V D1P Coordinacion Satisfactory
125V D2p Coordination Satisfactory
125V DC DINA Coordination Satisfactory

Additional circuit coordination was reviewed during the May 21-24,
1990 inspection visit, For those power sources which are not
provided with a sufficient level of coordination, the licensee's
alternative measures of protection/contro) were evaluated.

Based on & review of the FAOR, Revision 1, the following additicnal
circuits were selected for review,

Power Supply Comment

480V AC MCC E12D This power supply was found to have
unsatisfactory coordination, However,
a review of the licensee's analysis found
all circuits powered from tnis supply to be
routed within Fire Areas BD and BE. In the
event of fire in either of these areas, the
redundant train (Train 2) is relied on to
achieve safe shutdown. Therefore, fire
induced damage to circuits powered from
this supply will not affect the post-fire,
safe shutdown capability, and the
licensee's analysis was found to be
acceptable,

27



480V AC MCC F16A Satisfactory Coordination

480V AC MCC F7 Satisfactory Coordination
Cogégo) Power Prl. Satisfactory Coordiration
Y3

Control Power Pnl. Satisfactory Coordination
106451

Contro) Power Pnl, Satisfactory Coordiration
106459

The FAOR was found to take credit for the coordination of
electrical protective devices where it currently exists, For
power supplies, such as those indicated above, that were found
to lack a sufficient level of protective coordination, the FAOR
documents an evaluation of the potential effect of fire on the
safe shutdown capability for each fire area of concern,
Appendix C-3 of the FAOR summarizes the resu’'s of the licensee's
breaker coordination study end 1ists all loads associated with
8 required power supply In addition, this appendix identifies
each power supply thet .  .rs on the safe shutdown component
11st but was found to lack an acceptable level of coordination.
Appendix C-1 of the analysis identifies the specific cable
routing, by fire area, of each potentially affected circuit.
This 1ist includes both required and associated circuits,
Section 4 of the FAOR presents an analysis of each fire area
and provides a description of each circuit routed through that
area. Additionally, this section presents a justification
and/or corrective actions to be taken to mitigate the loss

of & required supply due to the occurrence of fire induced
faults. Where applicable, the corrective actions typically
required the incorporation of additional manual actions into
post-fire operational procedures (e.g., manual operation of
motor-operated valves).

A review of the licensee's FAOR analysis and method of control
for power supplies relied on to achieve safe shutdown did not
identify any significant items of concern and was found to be
acceptable.

(2) High Impedance Faults

The licensee's anaiysis of the high impedance fault (HiF)
concern 1s based on & maximum HIF fault current of 5 amps per
¢ircuit, This analysis was under review by an NRR electrical
reviewer,

Spurious Signals Concern

The spurious signals concern is made up of two items:

" False motor, control, and instrument readings which could be
caused by fire initiated grounded, shorted or open circuits.

o Spurious operation of safety-related or non safety-related
components that would adversely affect safe shutdown capability.
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(1) High/Low Pressure Interfaces

The licensee had identified the following high/low pressure
interfaces and methods for controliing the interfaces:

Interface Method of Contro)

High Point Vent Valves The design flow cepacity is less
RC4608A, RCA608B, RCAE)I0A than the definition of & LOCA

& RCA610B

Pressurizer Pilot Operated Modification 88-0145, currently
Relief Valve (PORV) & scheduled for completion prior to
Pressurizer Pilot Relief restart, provides fire protection
(Block) Shutoff Valve features in accordance wivh

Section 111.6.2 of Appendir R
for the PORV and its block valve

DH Normal Suction Valves The 2 valves are in series and
DH11 & DH12 are administratively contrelled
(normally closed & depowered)
Letdown Cooler lsolation Manual actions were governed by
Valves MVO2A, MVO2B, MVO1B written procedure to isolate
and MVO3 the 1ine. In the event either

MVOZA or MVOZ2B cannot be closed,
MVO1A and MVOIB (2 valves in
parallel) or MVO3 is used to
isolate the ‘etdown path,

The review of this issue was based on information obtained by
the inspector during the pre-inspection review of the licensee's
analysis contained in Revision & of the CAR,

During the May 1990 inspection visit, differences between the
information presented in the CAR and FAOR documents were
reviewed, This review did not identify any items of concern
and the licensee's protection for fire induced spurious
operation of high/low pressure interfaces was found to be
acceptable,

(2) Isolation of Fire Induced Spurious Signals

The licensee provided isclation of fire instigated spurious
signals by various methods, including:

y Administrative Controls

" Rerouting of Cables

. Wrapping of Cables

" Isolation/Transfer Switches (redundant fuses used)

During the inspection, all torms of isolation listed above

were observed. The licensee's methods of fire instigated
spurious signal isolation were found to be acceptable.
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C.

Common Enclosure

The common enclosure associated circuit is found when redundant
circuits are routed together in a raceway or enclosure and they are
not electrically protected, or fire can destroy both circuits due to
inadequate fire protection means,

Licensee representatives specified that:

1) Redundant safe shutdown cables are never routed within a
common closure,

2) Non safety-related cables routed within a common enclosure
with redundant safety-related cables are never routed between
redundant trains,

3) A1l circuits are electrically protected.

During the inspection, the licensee was requested to provide the
cabie number, function, component served, size, and type as well

as the size, type and location of the electrical protection provided
for each cable routed within a samp.> of enclosures/raceways.

Based on & review of the electrical protection provided for all
circuits located within each enclosure selected for review, the
Ticensee's protection for the common enclosure associated circuit
concern was found to be acceptable,

Cable Routing

The routing of power and control cables associated with a number

of components was evaluated during the April 23-27, 1990 inspection,
This evaluation was based on a review of color coded, marked-up
cable tray and raceway drawings provided by the licensee. These
drawings depicted the power and control cable routings of .ach

of the cables,

Cable Routing Review Comments:

(1) Cables within Fire Area R associated with the AFW turbine
?overnor control valves (1CS038B and 1CSO38A) were found to
ack a level of protection equivalent to that required by
Section 111.6.2. The licensee's analysis for a fire in this
area determined that since the Train 2 turbine governor
control valve 1s normally open on the high speed stop and
will fail as is (i.e., openg. the AFW pump turbine will continue
to operate at normal high speed. In the event of a fire within
this area, AFW flow will be controlled using the Train 2 AFW

flow control valve (AF6451). The licensee's method of controlling

AFW flow in the event of fire in Fire Area R was found to be
acceptable,

(2) Cables associated with the AFW flow control valves (AF6452 and
AF6451) were found to Tack a level of protection equivalent to
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that required by Section 111.6.2 within Fire Area A. A review
of the Ticensee's analysis for a fire in this area fcund these
valves to be normally open. These valves are required to be
throttled for safe snutdown, 1In the event of fire within this
area, control of these valves may be lost. To mitigate the
Qotent1a!1y adverse effect of fire in this area on steam generator
evel control, the licensee has developed written procedures
(Serious Station Fire 0P-02501) which direct operator actions
to establish AFW control via the AFW turbine governor control
valves (1CS0388 for SG-1 level control or ICSO38BA for SG-2 level
contrul). The licensee's method of controlling auxiliary
feedwater flow in the event of fire in Fire Area A was found
to be acceptable,

The review of power and control cable routing for components

required to achieve post-fire safe shutdown did not identify 2nv

items of concern. Based on the results of this review, the licensee's
method of protection for cables of components required to achieve

safe shutdown was found to be acceptable.

Communications

The 1icensee has identified three communication systems that would be
available for safe shutdown:

» Portahle Hand-Held Radios
- Sound Powered Phones
" Gaitronics System

The primary means of communications durin? alternate shutdown are the
portable hand-held radios. During the walkdown of the alternate shutdown
procedure, hand-held radios were used for communications and appea ed to
be adequate,

Dur1n$ this inspection, the licensee's evaluation of radio communications
capability was reviewed. This evaluation was documented in the
“Davis-Besse Appendix R Radio Communications Study," Revision 1, dated
April 20, 1990, Attachment 5 of this evaluation states: “For a fire in
Fire Area HH, the entire communication system could be lost along with
the ability to communicate throughout the plant,”

Fire Area HH has been designated as ar alternate shutdown fire area
(111.6.3). 1In the event of fire in Fire Area HH, coincident with a
loss of offsite power, the normal control room ventilation system would
automatically shut down as it is powered solely from normal offsite
power., Fire Area HH also contains unprotected circuits of the control
room emergency ventilation system. Therefore, a fire in this area may
result in a total loss of control rocm ventilation ~apability. Such an
event would ultimately require control room evacua on with performance
of the necessary shutdown actions locally and at the emergency control
stations,




10,

Section 4 of the FAOR is divided inte subsections which contain an
evaluation of each specific fire avea. In addition, each subsection
includes & 1isting of those cafe shutdown system components located
within the area. Subsection HH for FAOR Section 4 contains the
Tcensee's evaluation of Fire Area HH, A review of this subsection
resesled that it did not consider the results of the radio communications
study to the extent that it did not address the potentially adverse impact
of fire in this area on the plant radio communications capability, A
subsequent review of Serious Statien Fire Procedure DB-0P-02501 (procedure
for fire outside the control room/cable sprecdin? room) found this
procedure to indicete that in the event of fire in Fire Area HH, control
room evacuation may be necessary and directs operators into Serious
Control Roum Fire Procedure DB-0P-02519 (Control Room/Cable Spreading
Room Fire procedure). As noted previously, this procedure specifies

the use of portable, hand-held redios. However, the procedure did not
advise the operators that radio communications may be Tost in the event

of fire in Fire Aree HH, 1n addition, the procedure did not specify an
alternstive communications system (1.e., Sound Powered Phone or Gaitronics)
that would remain available in the event of fire in this area. Therefore,
at the time of the inspection, a fire in Fire Area HH had the potential

of requiring the performance of manual shutdown actions from outside the
control room without & communications capability known to be free of fire
damage,

Subsequent to the inspection, the licensee revised Serious Statira

Fire Procedure DB-0P-02501, A draft version of procedure DP-OP-02501,
Revision 1, was received on May 31, 1990, Attachment 24 of this procedure
was found to provide additional operator guidance in the event of a fire
in Fire Area HH. Specifically, the attachment wes found to indicate
that a fire in this area may dama_ e the radio communication system, and
specifies the use of the plant sound powered communications system. In
addition, the licensee had performed an evaluation of the sound powered
phone communications cansability in the event of fire in this area. This
evaluation was documented in the Davis-Besse Appendix R sound powered
phone system evaluation for Fire Area HH, Revision 0O, dated May 31, 1990.
This evaluation was found to be accentable,

The review of the licensee's procedura)l revisions end its evaluation of
the effect of fire on alternate shutdown cormunications capability for a
fire in Fire Area HH did not identify any items of concern. For further
details, refer to Paragraph 3.d of this report.

The inspectors requested the licensee to incorporate the Appendix R radio
communications study into the FAOR, The licensee ecknowledged this request,

Exemption Review

a. Auxiliary Feedwater Pump Rooms

The licensee requested and was granted an exemption, by NRC
letter dated August 20, 1984, from the technical requirements

of Subsection 111.G.2 of Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50,

Subsection 111.G.2 of Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50 requires

thet redundant trains of equipment necessary for safe shutdown be
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separated by one o, three specific methods to ensure that one of the
redundent trains of equipment will be free of fire damage. Cne of
the methods specified is separation by a fire barrier having a
3 hour rating including any penetrations. Tne licensee r.quested
an exemption from the requirement for a 3 hour rated barrier with
respect to a door which separates rooms cortaining equipment
necessary for safe shutdown. This door (No. 215) is located in a
designated 3-hour fire barrier between Room 237 in Fire Area E,
Firy Zone No, E-1 and Room 238 in Fire Area F. Fire Zone No. F-1,
Each of these areas contains an AFW pump, According to the licensee,
Door 215 locateu in the fire wall separating the AFW pump rooms
was designed to serve as a pressure rated door. Therefore, an
Underwriters Laboratories (UL) reted fire door could not be insta)led.
Instead, the licensee performed an engineering evaluation to determine
the fire resistance of Door 215, simulating the fire test requirements
of NFPA 251, The exemption was ?ranted on the basis of the licensee's
determination that the combustible material in either pump room is
of low fuel load, and that a smoke detection system is installed in
each room, According tc the Safety Evalvation, there is reasonabie
assurance that en incipient fire would be detected promptly and that
;20 response of the fire brigade would be expected in less than

5 minutes,

Subsequently by letter dated July 31, 1989, the licensee informed
the NRC that Door 2195 was replaced with another door chat was
evaluated as being equivalent to @ 3 hour rated door, although not
labeled. This letter specified that the construction of the current
door is different from the criginal, but was considered by the
licensee to be addressed by the prev.ous exemption request. This
issue was discussed at the April 5, 1990 meeting held at NRC
Headquarters,

During this inspection, the licensee provided a Factory Mutual analysis
for the presently installed fire door which was determined to meet

the criteria described in Generic Letter 86-10. As part of this
review, an inspector confirmed that Rooms 237 and 238 have installed
fire detectors. Due to outage related activities, scaffolding with
wooden planking and other miscellanecus amounts of ordinary combustible
material were observed in Rooms 237 and 238, However, during the
inspector's walkthrough of these arces, licensee personnel reiterated
that these materials would be removed prior to startup from this
outege. On this basis, it was determined that the sbove features

used as » technical basis for acceptance of the exemption were being

or would be maintained as described by the licensee.

Varied Plant Areas

By letter dated January 12, 1987, the licensee requested exemptions
discussed in an NRC Meeting Summary dated February 2, 1990. The
exemptions regarded the technical requirements of Subsection 111.6.3
of Appendix R to 10 CFR rart 50 to the extent that the licensee was
not providing a fixed fire suppression system for certain fire areas.
These exemption requests regarded the following fire areas: (1) Fire
Area R - auxiliary shutdown panel and Transfer Switch Room No., 324;
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11.

(2) Fire Area EE - Purge Exhaust Equipment Room No. 51v, radwasto
exhaust equipment and Main Steam Exhauct Fan Room Nu. 501, and
radwaste fuel “endling areas and Air Supply Equipment Area Room
No. 500, ==y (3 Fire Area AB - Decay Heat Coolers Room No, 113,
Hatch Area Room No. 113A, and Emergency Core Cooling System Pump
Room No. 106, The licensee justified these exemptions primarily
on the basis of low amounts of combustibles, early warning fire
detection capability, und the fact that alternate shutdown capability
was provided. Due to outage related activities,

miscellaneous amounts of ordinary combustible materials were
observed in Fire Area AE, As discussed with licensee personnel,
vnese materials were scheduled to be removed prior to plant
restart, On this basis, the inspector verified that the above
features used as a basis for acceptance of the exemptions were
veing or would be maintained as described by the licensee.

However, cnother observation made during the walkthrough of Room 113A
(Fire Are. AB) and Room 115 (Fire Area A) regarded an extension cord
hung over and through Appendix k fire barrier door 119A, This door
is note-"ly meintained open by a hold open device. Due to the
extens - cord, the door may not have latched under a fire condition.
This cunc ition rendered the door technically inoperable.

In accor¢ nce with Technical Specification 3.7.10. all fire barriers
seperatir ) portions of redundant safe shutdown syscems required in
the event of a fire shall be operable at all times. The Technica)
Specifications require when one or more of these fire barriers are
inoperable that within one hour, either: establish a continuous
fire watch on at least one side of the affected fire barrier, or
verify the operability of the fire detectors on at least one side of
the affected fire barrier and establish en hourly fire watch patrol.

According to the licensee's staff, the extension cord was incorrectly
put in-place by workmen performing outage related activities. These
individuals were later counseled about this condition. Although this
door was iechnically rendered inoperable, the licensee's staff provided
@ fire watch log that showed door 119A was being fire watch patrolled,
thereby satisfying the Technical Specification Action Statement and
ensuring that a fire condition would have been discovered in a timely
manner,

Fire Protection Administrative Controls

During a tour of the cable spreading room on April 23, 1890, an inspector

observed various minor amounts of individual accumulations of ordinary

combustible materials including miscel’aneous combustible trash, extension

cords, wooden broom stick(s), polyethylene ropes, and rags while nc work
activity was evident for more than one hour, nor were these ccmbustibles

removed at what appeared to be the end of the job., No transien. combustible
permit had been issued. In addition, a four gallun sized container (had
o small amount of liguid in the contaiver) labeled as a "flammable" liquid

was found unattended for more than an hour in an area that appeared to

have had cable pulling work activity performed., Cousequently, the licensee's
scaft determined that the container did not contain a flammable liquid but
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12.

13.

instead contained a non-flammable product known as "Yellow 77 Wire Pulling
Lubricant.” The licensee's staff provided the applicable material safety
data sheet for this product specifying it to be non-flammable. The
1icensee's staff was unable to determine any specific information as to
when or who brought the container into the cable spreading room. During
discussions with the licensee regarding these findings, the licensee's
response was that a major clean-up effort conducted on approximately

April 20-22, 1990, failed to identify and take the appropriate action to
correct these deficiencies.

At the exit meeting of April 27, 1990, the inspector emphasized that the
above concern illustrated a lack of control of flammable liquid containers
and combustible materials. The licensee scknowledged the inspector's
concern,

These findings are considered examples of a violation of fire protection
requirements (346/90007-02(DRS)) as described in the Notice of Violation,
For the individual findings, the licensee took corrsctive action prior to
the inspectors departing the site.

Pre-Fire Strategy Procedures

During the NRC review of the licensee's revised five protection program,
the NRC reviewer expressed concern that the licensee may not have
adequately planned how to deal with the smoke produced by a fire. The
specific concern centered o1 the venting of products of combustion to
avoid damage to redundant shutdown equipment. The licensee respondcd

t» this concern in tine May 27, 1987, letter by committing to revise cthe
fire protection (pre-fire) strategy procedures to prioritize the methods
of smoke venting so as to minimize the potential impact of smoke on
sensitive electrical equipment. The NRC reviewer reviewed the licensee's
proposals and concluded that this was an acceptable approach to this “sia

During this inspection, an inspector reviewed the cable spreading rocm

and component cooling water heat exchanger and pump room pre-fire strategy
procedures (both Revision 0) and confirmed that these procedures do include
ventilation/smoke removal consideration information. According to the
licensee, other plant area pre-fire strategy procedures have had this
information incorporated.

Turbine “ilding Roof Vent

During the NRC review of the licensee's NFPA code conformance to Standard
No. 204, which pertained to the design, insta’‘ation and maintenance of
the turbine building roof venting, a maintenance concern was raised.

This concern regarded the lack of a program for testing the roof vents

to confirm tr=ir operation. Subsequently, by letter dated July 31, 1989,
the licensee committed to develop and implement a comprehensive program
for periodic testing and verification of the vent operation,

Curing this inspection, an inspector was provided documentation showing

that maintenance Work Order No, 1-88-2225-00 was completed on August 29,
1989, This work activity repaired and made operabie each of the turbine
building roof vents. In addition, the licensee provided documentation
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15,

showing that Preventive Maintenance Ko, 4331, scheduled to be initiated by
October 1990, will perform an annual maintenance on these roof vents. On
the above basis, this issue is considered resolved.

Inadvertent Fire Suppression System Actuation Analysis

By letter dated November 22, 1989, the licensee described the protection
of plant equipment from the c¥fects of inadvertent fire suppression
system actuations. At present, the licensee has analyzed

systems categorized as safe shutdown systems in regards to the effects of
inadvertent fire suppression system actuations. Discussions were held
during the May 9, 1990 mceting as to the need for the licensee to broaden
the anelysis of systems to those categorized as “safety related" and
“important to safety." Since it was concluded that the resolution to
Generic Issue No. 57 will incorporate the NRC position on this issue, no
further actions were deemed necessary at this time. This issue can be reviewed
further following resolution of the generic issue.

Review of Licensee Changes from Previous Submittals in Fire Protection
Compiiance Approaches

By letters dated February 16 (issues not addressed in report being

reviewed by NRR), 20 (being reviewed by NRR) and March 22, 1990 (technical
licensing actions being reviewed by NRR as specified), the licensee

submitted changes from previous submittals in fire protection compliance
approaches. The licensee's submittals included the following: (1) compliance
approaches not previously submitted; (2) changes to Appendix R implementation
approaches previoucly submitted; and (3) changes to License Amendment

No. 18 Safety Evaluation compliance approach. At the request of NRR, the
regional inspection team reviewed certain of thy above submitted changes

and approaches for acceptability.

a. February 16, 1990 Submittal - Attachment 2 (Changes <0 rreviously
Submitted CompTi

omp l1ance Approaches)

(1) Change Ne ! in the submittal - Ccmritment: It the notes in
Section » ot the CAR, Toledo Edison sveted tnac Containment
Emergency Sump Isolation Valves DHOS/ ard DHO9B could spuriously
open with unacceptable results. An isolatyon switch in the
c¢ircuit scheme for valves DHOSA and DRD9B was to be installed
such tha® fire damage cannot spuriously upes the valves.

Revised Commitment: Toledo Ediscn hac determined that the
original modiTication is no longer reouired to resolve the
spurious operation concern. Instead of the wodification, the
breakers (BF1142 and BE1112) for valves DHU9A and DHOSB will
be left normally open to prevent spurious vaive opening as a
result of a fire, This action to open the breakers will be
completed by the end of the sixth refueling outage. A more
detailed discussion of the modification and the procedure
changes was provided in a Toledo Edison letter to the NRC
(Ser1al 1744, dated January 9, 1990).

Review of Revised Commitment:
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(2)

(3)

DHOYA (Train 2) and DHO9B (Train 1) provide suction from the
containment sump in the event of a LOCA when BWST inventory is
depleted. The valves are normally closed motor-operated valves
(MOVs) and are reouired to be in the closed position to achieve
post-fire safe shutdown so that BWST inventory is not diverted
to the containment sump in the evert of spurious opening of the
valves, If this weie to occur, the containment emergency sump
could fi11 with water to the point that water could come in
contact with the reactor vessel and thereby cause thermal shock.

Since MOVs fail “as 1s" upon the loss of electromstive power
and both valves are normally closed, the review of this item
concentrated on verification of administrative procecures to
maintain circuit breakers BF1142 and BE1112 in the open
position during normal operations., This verification was
acceptably resolved based on the inspectors' review of change
No. 5 to the licensee's decay heat and low pressure injection
operating procedure dated May 5, 1990,

Change No. 8 in the submittal - Commitment: In Note 10 of
Section 10 of the CAR for Fire Area 11 (Room 53), Toledo Edison
stated that the circuits for Service Water Pumps 1 and 3 are
currently protected with a one-hour fire barrier. Since
detection and automatic suppression systems presently exist

in Room 53, these circuits are currently in compliance with
Appendix R, Section 111,G.2. On May 23, 1988, Toledo Edison
committed to upgrade the sprinkler system in Room 53.

Revised Commitment: Toledo Edison has re-evaluated the method
of Appendix R compliance in Room 53 and determined the need

to provide a three-hour fire barrier without requiring the
detection system and the upgrades to the sprinkler system.

The upgrade for the circuits for Service Water Pumps 1 and 3
will be completed by the end of the sixth refueling outage.

Review of Revised Commitment: As part of the inspectors'
review to determinz 1T the Ticensee was or would be satisfying
the Appendix R Rule prior to startup from the sixth refueling
outage, the inspectors reviewed the licensee's revised methud
of compliance. This review selectively verified that a 3-hour
fire barrier was installed between Appendix R designated
redundant equipment, In addition, a selective review of
Appendix R designated circuits was also performed and confirmed
that adequate separetion requirements were satisfied. Based on
the above review, this revised commicment was considered
acceptable,

Chang+ No. 9 in the submittal - Commitiment: Toledo Edison
committed to install and/or modiTy the emergency lighting
system as described in CAR Table 6-3, "Emergency Lighting
System Modifications I[dentified," and CAR Table 6-6, "Summary
of Recommendations for a Serious Station Fire." Also, a note
te Teble 6-6 stated that twu rooms required further evaluation.



Revised Commitment: Emergency lighting has been or will be
installed in the areas as described in CAR Tables 6-3 and 6-6,
except for 3 rooms (250, 705 and 706). Rooms 250, 705 and 706
no longer require emergency lighting based on the latest
walkdown of the safe shutdown procedure., 1he two rooms
containing the diesel air compressor system listed in the Note
to CAR Table 6-6 have been evaluated for manual action. No
manual actions are required in these two areas; therefore, no
additiona)l emergency lighting is required. The emergency
lighting required to support the safe shutdown procedures will
be completed by the end of the sixth refueling outage.

Review of Revised Commitment: During the inspectors' review

of the Ticensee's post-Tire safe shutdown procedure(s), the
inspectors confirmed that operator action(s) for an Appendix R
scenario do not need to occur in Rooms 250, 705, or 706,
According to the licensee, these rooms are not pathways for the
operators to traverse, Therefore, it was concluded that
emergency lighting for the specified rooms was no longer
necessary., Based on the above review, this revised commitment
was considered acceptable,

Change No., 10 in submittal - Ccomitment: In CAR

Table 6-2, "Emerge cy Lighting EvaTuation Tor a Fire in the
Contro) Room or Cable Spreading Room," Toledo Edison committed
to relocate the diesel a.r compressor and associated valves to
resolved lighting concerns,

Revised Commitment: Toledo Edison has determined that the air
system 15 not necessary to achieve safe shutdown. Therefore,
there 1s no need to relocate the diesel air compressor and
associated valves to resolve lighting concerns.

Review of Revised Commitment: The inspectors reviewed the
function of the diesel air compressor and associated valves
in achieving a post-fire safe shutdown and found that ti
licensee's safe shutdown procedures are performed by manual
operations without instrument air,

Based on this review, it was concluded that the air system
was not necessary to achieve post-fire safe shutdown.
Therefore, this revised commitment was considered acceptable.

fhuﬂﬂc NoO.

1 in the submittal - Commitment: In the notes in
Section 4 ¢

the CAR (for various fire areas), Toledo Edison
stated that the associated circuits of concern would be resolved
by installation of ground fault protection at the breakers.

1
i
$
|

Revised Commitment: Toledo Edison has re-evaluated the method
of providing ground fault protection at the breakers and

determined that the most effective method 1s to change the
solidly grounded 480V Class 1E bus to 4 nign resistance

grounding system to preclude a ground from tripping ¢ breaker,
Based on the anaiysis of the buses and loads which

u

are required
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for safe shutdown, severa) breakers to cascaded MCCs will be
removed to achieve the desired breaker coordination, This
modification will be completed by the end of the sixth
refueling outage.

Review of Revised Commitment: Circuit breaker coordination

of those 48OV power sources identified by the licensee as
required to achieve post-fire safe shutdown was reviewed as
part of the overall Davis-Tesse Appendix R associated circuit
compliance assessment and found to be acceptable, Therefore,
a review was conducted to verify that the high resistance
grounding scheme for the 480V Class 1E system was in. ¢+ V2d as
required or was planned to be installed prior to start » from
the sixth refueling outage. At the time of the inspection,
*“is work was found to be included in the scope of Davis-Besse
“fication No. 85-0063., The level of completeness of this
‘cation was determined from a review of the then current
~f related maintenance work orders. This review found

tr_ .. or act ities required to complete this project to be
either closed or in tk: ‘nal process of completion. Based
on the above, the licer: s revised commitment was found to

be acceptadble,

Change No, 12 in the submittal - Commitment: In Note 4 of
Section 4 of the CAR (for Fire Area 1), toledo Edison stated that
isolation devices will be installed for both trains of 125V DC
circuits to preciude the loss of 125V DC control power to the
flow switches for the three component cooling water pumps.

Revised Commitment: Toledo Edison has re-evaluated the method
of Appendix R compliance for the 125V DC circuits and determined
that the most effzctive method is to wrap the circuits as well
as the switche: themselves with one-hour fire barriers. The
fire ares contayns area wide suppression and detection and with
the one-hour fire wrap satisfies the 10 CFR 50, Appendix R
requirements. The one-hour fire wrap of the circuits and
switches will be completed by the end of the sixth refueling
outage,

Review of Revised Commitments: The review of this item was
performed jointly by both the electrical systems inspector

and the fire protection inspector. This review verified that a
one-hour fire barrier was planned to be installed between
Appendix R designated redundant ecuipment prior to startup from
the sixth refueiing outage. In addition, a selective review of
Appenuix R designated redundant circuits was also performed and
did confirm that adequate separation requirements were satisfied.
Based on the above review, this revised commitment was considered
acceptable,

Change No. 13 in the subm1tta1 - Commitment: 1In Note 73 of
Section 4 of the CAR (for Firl Areas UU"F’ the licensee stated

that a Source Range Flur Mon1tor will be 1nstd11ed at the
Auxiliary Shutdown Pa<el,
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Revised Commitment: The licensee has re-evaluated the method
of providing source range flux monitoring and determined that
an acceptable method is to provide source range flux monitors
in the two electrical penetration rooms (402 and 427 where

the circuits exit the containment. The reading of a source
range flux monitor in either electricel penetration room has
been evaluated us part of the time 1ine for manual actions and
is accepteble from @ time and manpower standpoint, These
source range flux moritors will be installed and the procedure
revised for their use by the end of the sixth refueling outage.

keview of Revisecd Commitment: The inspectors found that
Rbnormal Procedure DB-0P-02519, "Serious Control Room Fire,"
Attachment 3, "Primary Side Reactor Operator Actions Outside
the Control Room," includes the actions to "Proceed to #1
Electrica)l Penetration Room via the Emergency entrance to RCA"
and "Check that power is dropping in the source range at C4808,
Gamma Metrics Cabinet, using neutron flux monitor NY-5874C."
Review of the licensee's time line for performing DB-0P-02519
verified that adequate time existed for using the source range
monitor in the No. 1 Electrical Penetration Room. 1s0, the
operators were observed monitoring the source range monitor in
the No, 1 Electrical Penetration Room during the procedure
walkdown, The licensee's revised commitment on source range
mon’ t¢ 's was found to be acceptable,

Change No. 14 in the submittal - Commitment: In Note 38 of
Section 38 of the CAR (for Fire Area DD/FF), Toledo Edison
stated that the power supply circuit to the ammeter will be
isolated by de-energizing the circuit by means of a shorting
bar at 4,16KV AC Switchgear Bus C1.

Revised Commitment: The licensee has re-evaluated the circuit
of concern and determined that the power supply to the ammeter
on the 13,8KV bus will be de-energized by a manual action
following a serious fire in Fire Area DD/FF. Thus, the loss
of this circuit would not pose a concern and the manual action
as described in the CAR 1s no longer required.

Review of Revised Commitment: The inspectors reviewed Abnormal
Procedure DB-0P-02519, "Serious Control Room Fire," and found
that Attachment 4, " 2condary Side " :actor Operator Actions
OQutside the Control noom," includes a step to verify that breaker
ABDC1 at C1 Bus (Cubicle 2) is open. Opening Breaker ABDC1 at
the C1 Bus will de-energize the ammeter on the 13.8KV bus. The
licensee's revised commitment for de-energizing the 13.8KV bus
ammeter was found to be acceptable.

Change No. 15 in the submittal - Commitment: In Note 2 of
Section 4 of the CAR (for Fire Areas D and DA) and in Note 3
(for Fire Area DF), the licensee specified that the circuits
for Containment Air Cooler (CAC) Fans 1, 2 and 3 will be
eparated with radiant energy shields. The licensee specified
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that the circuits for CAC Fan 3 (i.e., the swing train of
equipment) will be protected with a one-hour barrier.

Revised Commitment: The Ticensee has determined that the
protection of only one train of CAC fans is required to satisfy
Appendix R requirements. Therefore, only one train of CAC fans
will be protected in a particular fire area. As required by
Appendix R, this protection will be provided by a radiant
energy shield in the containment and annulus and with a
one-hour barvier and suppression and detection or a three-hour
barrier in the auxiliary building.

This approach of protecting only one train of a system to
satisfy Appendix R requirements will be applied to other
systems with swing components.

Review of Revised Commitment: The inspectors reviewed the
iicensee’'s analysis, Calculation C<Mc-60,05-004, dated
December 17, 1987, and found that the maximum allowed
temperature for the limiting component inside containment
was 200 degrees F. The licensee's analysis, RFA 90-0311,
dated February 28, 1990, demonstrated that the maximum
temperature inside containment with 1 CAC on slow is

150 degrees F. Since one CAC on slow will maintain the
temperature inside containment to less than the maximum
allowed for the Timiting component, the licensee's revised
commitmeni was found to be acceptable.

Change No. 16 in the submittal - Commitment: In Note 33 of
Section 4 of the CAR (for Fire Area DJ), loledo Edison stated
that the circuits for Service Water Valves SW 1367 and SW 1368
would be provided with isolation switches to resclve the
spurious action concern,

Revised Commitment: Toledo Edison has determined that the
modification 1s no longer required to resolve the spurious
action concern, There is sufficient time available to manually
operate these valves for a fire in the area. As stated in
Attachment 2, Item 4 of this letter, SW 1367 and SW 1368 will
remain available for menual repositioning following the
extinguishing of the fire. Thus, the isolation switches are

no longer required.

Review of Revised Conmitment: The inspectors reviewed the
Ticensee's procedure time 1ine for a fire in Area A (formerly
Fire Area DJ) and determined that manual operation of SW 1367

and SW 1368 1s not required until after the fire is extinguished,
Inspection of Fire Area A revealed that SW 1367 and SW 1368 valve
operators wii1l experience limited fire exposure. Since adequate
time 1s available to perform required manual operations and the
valves will receive limited fi e exposure, the licensee's revised
commitment was found to be acceptable,
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(11) Change No., 17 in the submittal - Commitmant: 1In Section 4 of
the CAR, Notes » and 8 (for Fire Area J), Note €& (for Fire
Area ), and Note 46 (for Fire Area DD) specify that the demage
to HVAC electrical circuits results in the malfunction of dampers
and will require a three-hour wrap or manual action to provide
ventilation in Rooms 429 and 4298,

Revised Comnitment: The licensee has re-evaluated the
commitment and has performed a calculation that determined

that the temperature transients following a fire will not be
detrimenta)l to plant equipment in Rooms 429 and 4298 (Low
Voltage Switchgear and Battery Rooms). Therefore, the HVAC
electrical circuits are not required to be wrapped. The manual
action is to provide ventilation in Room 429, The manual
actions will be proceduralized by the end of the sixth refueling
outage, Attachment & provides an overview of the calculation

to support the conclusions,

Review of Revised Commitment: The inspectors reviewed Abnorma’
Procedure DB-0P-02501, Serious Station Fire, Attachment 38,
Fire in Area Q, and Attachment 54, Establishina Temporary
Ventilation. Attachment 38 specifies establi ing, within

60 minutes, temporary ventilation in accordan.e with

Attachment 54, Since the licensee has implemented procedures
to establish tempor=ry ventilation within the required analyzed
time and prepositioned the necessary equipment to provide the

temporary ventilation, the revised commitment was found to be
acceptable,

larch 22, 1990 Submittal - License Amendment Request to Change

License Condition 2.C(4) (Formerly Attachment 3 of the February 16,
1980 SubmittaT)

(1) License Amendment Request: License Amendment 18 required
additioral hand-heTd portable fire extinguishers be provided
in the No. 3 Mechanical Penetration Reom (Room 303)., The
licensee failed to install the required exting:ishers and
subsequently submitted a proposed amendment change., The licensee's
proposed change to Amendment 18 takes the position that one
hand-held dry chemical portable fire extinguisher in Roow 303 is
sufficient. The licensee's basis for this amendment change, in
part, was the FHAR, Section 5 and Appendix 2 of the FHAR
describe the manual suppression capabilities in Room 303 as one
dry chemical portable fire extinguisher and a hose station
located in the room. The FHAR further describes additional
manual suppression capabilities available from adjacent areas,
Additionally, Toledo Edison has performed a National Fire
Protection Association (NFPA) 10, “Standard for Portable Fire
Extinguishers," review for Room 303. The review considered the
size of the room, the type and size of the existing hand-held
portable fire extinguisher, the type of combustibles present,
and the fire loading in the room. The review determined that
the currently installed extinguisher in this room 1s sufficient,




Review of License Amendment Request: The failure te install

the required extinguishers was 1dentified by the licensee in
Revision 1 to Special keport 86-030., The overall issue of
portable fire extinguisher adequacy was an area generically

unver review by the NRC. During this and previous inspections,
the NRC conducted walkdowns of certain facility areas to determine
whether sufficient numbers and types of fire extinguishers were

in place. Based on these waikdowns and the licensee's code
review, it was determined that the adequacy of portable fire

extinguishing equipment in certain facility locations including
Room 303 were satisfactory.

However, Section B.1 of Table 1 of the Safety Evaluaticn to
License Condition Paragraph 2.C(4) required the installation

of additional hard-held portable fire extinguishers. Therefore,
this issue i1s considere an example of a violation
(346/90007-03(DRS)) of License Amendment No, 18. Based

on the above evaluation, this violation meets the tests of

10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C, Section V.A; consequently, no

Notice of Viola.ion will be issued and this matter is

considered closed.

License Amendment Request: License Amendment 18 required
additional hand-held portable fire extinguishers to be added in
Maintenance Room 320, The licensee failed to install the
required extinguishers and subsequently submitted a proposed
amendment change. The proposed change states that one hand-held
dry chemical portable fire extinguisher in Room 320 is sufficient,
The licensee's bases for this amendment change was, in part, the
FHAR., Section 5 and Appendix 2 of the FHAR describe the manual
suppression capabilities in Room 320 as one dry chemical portable
fire extinguisher and a hose line from an adjacent hose station,
This FHAR section also describes additional manual suppression
capabilities available from adjacent areas. Additionally, a

NFPA 10 standard review was performed for Room 320. The review
considered the size of the room, the type and size of the
existing hand-held portable fire extinguisher, the type of
combustibles present, and the fire loading in the room. The

review determined the currently instailed extinguisher is
sufficient.

Review of License Amendment Request: The failure to install

the required extinguishers was i1dentified by the licensee in
Revision 1 to Special Report 86-030, Based on walkdowns and the
licensee's code review. it was determined that the adequacy of
portable fire extinguiuning equipment in certain facility
locations including Room 320 was satisfactory. Hhowever,

Section B.1 of Table 1 of the Safety Evaluation to License
Condition Paragraph 2.C(4), re uired the installation of additional
hand-held portable fire extinguishers, Therefore, this issue 1is
considered an example of a violation (346/90007-04(DRS)) of
License Amendment No, 18,




(3 and 4)

(5)

Based on the above evaluation, this violation meets the tests
of 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C, Section V.A; consequently, no
Notice of Violation will be issued and this matter is
considered closed.

License Amendment Request:

Amendment 18 required the licensee to install wet pipe sprinkler
systems equipped with quick response type heads in ten different
fire areas. The licensee failed 10 install nine of the ten
required quick response sprinkler systems. The proposed change
includes a commitment to install a three hour fire barrier and
to install sprinkler heads which comply with NFPA-13,

Peview of License Amendment 2cquest: The failure to install

the required sprinkler heads wa:. identified by the licensee. A
review of this license amendment request determined that nine of
the ten required wet pipe sprinkler systems were not equipped
with quick response type heads. However, each of the nine rooms
did have wet pipe sprinkler systems with normal operating
temperature sprinkler heads installed.

Discussions with NRR staff did not identify any further
licensing basis to have fast acting sprinkler heads insteled.
These sprinkler system design features were reviewed agai -

the Appeadix A Branch Technical Position (BTP) guidelines,

No speci.ic mention vas given to specific sprinkier head
preference. The licensee believed that the reference to
"quick response type sprinklers" was intending only to refer
to ordinary sprinklers (as installed) that would respond in

a relatively quick manner. Regardless, it was determined that
the time delay which may have occurred due to the lack of
installed fast acting sprinkler heads had minimum significance,
However, the licensee's letter of January 10, 1979, and
Section B.2(a) of Table 1 of the Safety Evaluation to License
“ondition Paragraph 2.C(4) required the installation of wet
pipe sprinkler systems equipped with quick response type
sprinklers. Therefore, tnese issues are considered two examples
of a violation (346/90007-05(DRS) and 346/90007-06(DRS)) of
License Amendment No. 18, Based on the above evaluation, this
violation meets the tests of 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C, Section V.G;
consequently, no Notice of Violation will be issued and this
matter is considered closed.

Additionally, an ianspector discussed sprinkler system code
conformance that included walkthroughs and a drawing review
with licensee staff. No discrepancies were identified.

License Amendment Request: Amendment 18 required the licensee
to install & wet pipe sprinkler system equipped with thermel
actuated type water spray nozzles in the ceble spreading room.
The instaliation was completed as required. The sprinkler
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system was evaluated by the licensee for compliance with NFPA-13,
"Standard for the Installation of Sprinkler Systems." The
proposed amendment change was to upgrade the sprinkler system to
resolve the code deficiencies identified in the Toledo Edison
letter to the NRC, dated May 23, 1988 (Serial No. 1497),.

Review of License Amendment Request: As specified above, the
Ticensee met the specific license condition requirement(s)
required at the time of the 1979 amendment. With regard to
this license amendment change, this issue is pending NRR
technical review. Other sprinkler system design questions
raised by the reviewer during the April 5, 1990 licensee/NRC
meeting were believed resolved during the April 17, 1990
licensee/NRR telecon.

License Amendment Request: The SER requirement was for

Door 508 to have a 12 hour fire rating since it was part of

the fire rated boundary for the control room complex. The
original requirement was satisfied. The proposed change

deletr, the requirement for Door 508 to have & 14 hour fire
rating. Section 5 of the FHAR (for Fire Area FF) was revised to
redefine the fire rated boundary such that the wall containing
Door 508 i1s no longer part of the control room complex fire
boundary. Thus, Door 508 does not require a 14 hour fire rating.
The proposed revision reflecting the revised boundary is described
in the FHAR, It has been concluded that there is no adverse
impact on providing the required fire boundary for the Control
Room Complex.

Review of License Amendment Request: As specified above,

Door H08 (actually Door 503) was rated as required for a 14 hour
fire rating. Therefore, the license condition was satisfied as
required. With regard to this license amendment change, this
issue 1s pending NRR technical review,

License Amendment Request: The SER requirement was to apply a
spray-on type fire proofing on the supports for four horizontal
cable trays penetrating the 3-hour fire parrier at column

line Q-F on elevation 602'0", In lieu of using a spray-on fire
proofing, additional sprinklers have been installed to protect
the supports and to prevent the potential associated degradation
of the fire barrier between the turbine building and the cable
spreading room, The additional sprinklers provide adequate
cooling to ensure the integrity of the cable tray supports in
the event of a fire in the area., The additional sprinklers were
installed in accordance with NFPA 13 requirements to assure that
the associated fire barrier will not be breached.

Special Report No. 86-030. The failure to satisfy
Section B.9 of Table 1 of the Safety Cvaluation to License
Condition Paragraph 2.C(4) was previously described in Inspection
Report No. 346/87027 as a violation,

icense Amendment Request: This issue was identified
n




It was determined that the existing conditi. . represents an
acceptable level of protection.

License Amendment Request: Amendment 18 required the applicatizy

of a spray-on Tire proofing on the supporting structural steel
in mechanical and electrical penetration rooms (Rooms 208, 220,
303, 314, 402 and 427). 1In lieu of using a spray-on fire
proofing, sprinklers have been installed in these rooms,
Subsequently, the NRC accepted the use of the sprinklers in lieu
of & spray-on fire proofing. Although FHAR Revision 6 provides
justification for use of suppression systems as tiie meins of
tecting against an exposure fire for each of the rooms listed
above, the NRC approval did not include Room 314 in the list of
those rooms for which structural steel fireproofing was not
required. The proposed change reflects the use of sprinklers to
protect the supporting structural stee’ in Rooms 208, 236, 303,
314, 402 and 427, These systems will be upgraded to satisfy
NFPA-13 requirements and these upgrades will be completed prior
to power ascension from the sixth refueling outage. Thus, the
proposed revision provides adequate assurance that the supporting
structural steel capabilities will not be compromised.

Review of License Amendment Request: This issue was identified
to the NRC in at Teast two previous known correspondence and

was discussed in NRC Inspection Report No. 346/87027. Based on
the inspector's previous review, the documented information and
the licensee's justification, 1t was determined that the existing
condition represents an acceptable level of protection.

License Amendment Request: Amendment 18 required the application
of a spray-on fire proofing on the supporting structural steel
in the turbine building as determined by the turbine building
thermal expansion analysis. The proposed revision provides an
equivalent level of structural steel fire protection using
sprinklers, Toledo Edison concluded that sprinklers would
provide an acceptable means of controlling a postulated fire and
therefore reduce the potential for fire damage. The sprinkler
systems were to be upgraded to satisfy NFPA-13 requirements.
Based on the review of the required fire protection, Toledo
Edison has concluded that three plant areas do not require
either sprinklers or spray-on fireproofina as described below:

(a) Turbine Building Roof Train Bay

The sprinklers in the Turbine Building Roof Train Bay

are at the 692 ft, elevation and provide coverage for
2400 sq. ft. of the Railroad Bay which is at the 585 ft,
elevation, The Train Bay is ir the northeast corner of
the Turbine Building and two walls of the 'rain Bay are
exterior walls with the remainder open to the Turbine
Building Operating Floor (elevation 623 ft.). Due to the
vpen construction of the Train Bay and the height of the
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Turbine Building roof over the Train Bay, the sprinklers
provide very limited fire suppression capebility. The
sprinkler system protects the roof steel and does not
protect the Turbine Building structural steel., Thus, the
proposed revision does not alter the conclusion that
thermal expansion in the Turbine Building is limited to
an acceptable level.

Turbine Building Meteorological Laboratory (Met Lab)

The Met Lab includes a calibration lab and fire brigade
locker room that is located at the 623 ft, elevation on the
turbine building operating floor, The lab is approximately
10 ft. in height. Originally the area was & lunch room and
an instrumentation and control shop, but has been converted
to a calibration lab and fire brigade locker room with &
significant reduction in the combustible lcading. The
minor amount of combustibles contained in this small
enclosure on the turbine building operating floor would not
produce enough heat to cause unacceptable expansion of the
supporting structural steel members considering the large
volume and area of the turbine operating floor and the
installed smoke and heat vents in the turbine building
ceiling. The proposed change deletes the sprinkler system
in the Met Lab as part of the requirement for protecting
structural supporting steel in the turbine building. Based
on the above discussion, this revision does not alter the
conclusion that the thermal expansion in the turbine
building is 1imited to an acceptable level,

Turbine Building Heater Bay Roof Truss

Two sprinkler systems were installed at the 692' elevation
in the turbine building heater bay area and cover the same
area with one set of nozzles aimed upward and one set
aimed downward. These sprinkler systems were evaluated
for ccmpliance with NFPA-13, "Standard for Installation of
Sprinkler Systems." The sprinkler systems were to be
upgraded to one system that resolves the code deficiencies
as identified in the Toledo Edison letter to the NRC,
dated May 23, 1988 (Serial No. 1497). These upgrades were
to be completed prior to power ascension from the sixth
refueling outage as stated in the Toledo Edison letter to
the NRC, dated December 2, 1988 (Serial No, 1595). The
proposed change deletes the sprinklers in the turbine
building heater bay roof truss (FSA-7502) and retains the
sprinklers in the turbine building heater bay (FSA-7501),
This sprinkler system (FSA-7501) will be in compliance
with NFPA-13. Thus, the proposed revision does not alter
the conclusion that thermal expansion in the turbine
building is limited to an acceptable level.
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Review of License Amenument Request: For purposes of this
inspection, 1t was determined that the alternative protection
represented an acceptable level of protection to satisfy the
license condition, However, with regard to this license amendment
change, this issue is pending NRR technical review.

License Amendment Request: Amendment 18 required the installation
of @ Tire detector in Room 233, The proposed revision deletes

the requirement for this detector. A review of Fire Zone G-8

was performed by the licensee which determined that a detectZ,

is not required due to minimal fire loading (400 BTU/Ft2, and

that no safe shutdown cables were being routed in the room, The
room is inaccessible except through concrete shield plugs from

the room above which are normally in place. The lack of room
openings and low fire loading ensure containment of any postulated
fire. The proposed revision has been evaluated and there 1s no
aiverse impact on the fire detection capability for Fire Area G.

feview of License Amendment Request: This issue was identified
10 the NRC in Special Report No, BE-030. The failure to
satisfy Section B,10 of Table 1 of the Safety Evaluation to
License Condition Paragraph 2.C(4) was previously described in
li spection Report No. 346/87027 as a violation., With regard to
this license amendment change, this 1ssue 1s pending NRR
techinical review,

License Amendment Request: Amendment 18 required the installation
of additional area type detection in the fuel handiing area

(Room 300). Local detection is provided in Room 300, The
proposed revision requires the detector installation by the

end of the seventh refueling outage.

Review of License Amendment Request: This issue was identified
to the NRT in Special Report No. 96-030. The failure to satisfy
Section B.10 of Table 1 of the Safety Evaluation to License
Condition Paragraph 2.C(4) was previously described in Inspection
Report No., 346/87027 as a violation, With regard to this

license amendment scheduler change, this issue is pending NRR
review,

License Amendment Request: Amendment 18 required the installation
of in-tray linear type, thermal sensing fire detectors inside

all the cable trays in the cable spreading room (Room 422A). In
addition to these detectors, the cable spreading room contains
area ionization type smoke detectors which were to be upgraded

to resolve the NFPA-72E, "Standard of Automatic Fire Detectors,”
code deficiencies, Based on cable spreacing room constructior
utilizang & smooth ceiling approximately 3 ft. high and the
upgrade to resolve the NFPA 72E deviatiors, the area 1onization
type smoke detectors provide adequate adet:Ction Capabi lity and

the in-tray detectors are no longer requi‘ed. The pruposed
revision deiletes the requirement Tor the n-tray

, linear type,
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thermal sensing fire detectors. The upgrade of the area
ionizetion type smoke detectors will provide an adequate level
of detection capability in the cable spreading room,

Review of License Amendment Request: During review of this
1ssue, 1t vas determined that the original installation was
completed tierefore the license condition was met as required,
With regard to this license amendment change, this issue is
pending NRR tuchnical review.

License Amendment equest: Amendment 18 required the installatinn
of 8-hour emergency battery pack lights in Passage 241. In

1987, a lighting unit in Passage 241 was installed with the

power supplied from a battery unit in Passage 227. The proposed
revision clarifies that Passage 241 is illuminated without the
8-hour emergency battery pack being in the room. The proposed
revision, which reflects the existing plant configuration, has
pbeen reviewed by the licensee. The review concluded that there

is sufficient illumination in Passage 241,

Review of Licence Amendment Request: This issue was identified

to the NRT 1n Special Report No. 86-030. The failure to satisfy
Section B,12 of Table 1 of the Safety Evaluation to License
Condition 2.C(4) was previously described in Inspection Report

No, 346/87027 ¢s a violation. Based on a walkthrough of the

area and on the licensee's Jjustification, it was determined that
the existing condition represents an acceptable level of protection,

License Amendment Request: Amendment 18 required the installation
of 8-hour emergency battery pack lights in Makeup Pump Room 225.
Instead of installing the lights in Room 225, the emergency
battery pack lights were installed in the vestibule (Room 226A)
with 1ight directed into Room 225 to provide illumination for
access and egress in Room 225. The lighting from Room 226A is
continuous because there is no door or other intervening obiects
which could block the light. Thus, the emergency light is
situated such that its light beam provides adequate 11luminition
to Room 225 for access and egress. In addition, an emergency
lighting unit has recently been installed in Room 225 for
Appendix R required manual actions. This unit was insta’led
after the date required by Amendment 18. The proposed revision,
which reflects the existing plant configuration, has been
reviewed by the licensee. The review concluded that there is
sufficient illumination in Room 225 for access and egress.

Review of License Amendment Request: Based on the above
intormatior.,, a walkthrough of the area and discussions with
Ticensee staff, it was concluded that adequate emergency lighting
does exist, However, Section B.12 of Table 1 of the Safety
Evaluation to License Condition Paragraph 2.C(4) required the
installation of B-hour emergency battery pack lights in Room 225
(makeup pump room). Therefore, this issue is considered an
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example of & violation (346/90007-07(DRS)) of License Amendment
No. 18. The inspectors, however, concluded that the illumination
from the vestibule (Room 226A) may have been adequate., Based on
the above evaluation, this violation meets the tests of 10 CFR
Part 2, Appendix C, Section V.G; consequently, no Notice of
Violatior will be issued and this matter is considered closed.

License Amendment Request: Amendment 18 required the installation
of a 1/2 hour Tire rated barrier (Kaowool) around the power

and control circuits for the service water valves (SW 2930,

SW 2931) located in the service water discharge heager. The
original installation was completed but later removed. The
affected valve was depowered which negated the need for the

fire barrier wrap. The proposed change deletes the requirement
for the 1/2 nour fire rated barrier (Kaowool). The licensee's
CAR stated that one of the four service water discharge valves
‘5 normally open and depowered (controlled administratively) to
ensure a SW return flow peth is available following a fire in
the area. The proposed revision has been analyzed in the CAR.
The analysis concluded that there is ne adverse impact on the
ability of the system to function as required for safe shutdown,

Review of License Amendment Request: According to the
Ticensee's staff, this 1ssue was i1dentified to the NRC in
Specia) Report No, 86-030, Consequently, the failure to
satisfy Section B.13 of Table 1 of the Safety Evaluation to
License Condition Paragraph 2,C(4) was previously described
in Inspection Report No. 346/87027 as a violation,

During this inspectioun, the inspectors reviewed the licensee's
analysis and note in the "Compliance Assessment Report" (CAR),
Revision 5 and found the alternative approach acceptable,

Service Water System Operating Procedure, DB-OP-06261, Revision O,
dated April 7, 1990, Attachment 1, specifies that one (1)

Service Water discharge valve be open with its associated

circuit breaker tagged open. These administrative controls were
found to be acceptable.

This 1ssue 1s pending NRR technical reviel | however, based on
the inspector's review and the licensee's Justification, it was
determined that the change represents an acceptable level of
protection and was recommended Tor acCeptance,

License Amendment Request: Amendment 18 required the installation
of @ 1/2 hour fire rated barrier (Kaowoul) in Passage 227 around
the circuits for the Train 1 Auxiliary Feedwater Pump Suction
Valve FW 786 and the interlock to Train 1 Service Water Valve

SW 1382. The original reyuirement was met by installing Kaowool
barriers on conduit 27572A (cabling for the interlock to SW 1382)
and on conduit 27708A (cabling for Auxiliary Feedwater Pump
Suction Valve FW 786), Subsequently, the

licensee determined
that the Kaowool had been removed. The proposed revision
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deletes the requirement for the 1/2 hour rated barrier (Kaowool),
The proposed revision has been analyzed in the CAR, The analysis
concluded that there is nc adverse impact on the safe shutdown
capabilities.

Review of License Amendment Request: According to the licensee's
staft, tnis 1ssue was identified by inference to the NRC in
Special Report No. 86-030, Consequently, the failure to satisfy
Section B,13 of Table 1 of the Safety Evaluation to License
Condition Paragraph 2.C(4) was previously described in Inspection
Report No. 346/87027 as a violation,

The inspectors found the availability of Train 2 equipment to be
satisfactory to ensure safe shutdown., Passage 227 is located in
Fire Area G. Abnormal Procedure DB-OP-02501, "Serious Station
Fire", Fire Area G, specifies use of Train 2 systems to achieve
safe shutdown in the event of fires in Area G. The licensee's
procedure was in compliance with the proposed revision.

This issue is pending NRR technical review; however, based on
the inspector's review and the licensee's justification, it was
determined that the availability of Train 2 equipment was an
acceptable method to ensure a safe shutdown and was recommended
for acceptance.

License Amendment Request: Amendment 18 required the installation
of a 1/2 hour Tire rated barrier (Kaowool) in Passage 209 around
the circuit for the borated water storage tank (BWST) level
instrumentation, Makeup Pump No. 2, and Train 2 BWST outlet
valve. The original requirement was met by installing Kaowool
barriers on conduit 28222A (cabling for Makeup Pump No. 2),
conduit 27670C (cabling for BWST Outlet Valve DH 07A), and on
the four conduits containing the four trains of BWST level
instrumentation. Subsequently, the licensee determined that

the Kaowoo! had been removed, The proposed revision deletes the
requirement for the 1/2 hour rated barrier (Kaowool).

The proposed revision, which deletes the requirement for the
half-hour wraps, has been analyzed in the CAR., The analysis
concluded that there is no adverse impact on the safe shutdown
capabilities.

Review of License Amendment Request: According to the licensee's
staft, this issue was identified by inference to the NRC in
Special Report No. 86-030. Consequently, the failure to satisfy
Section B,13 of Table 1 of the Safety Evaluation to License
Condition Paragraph 2.C(4) was previously described in Inspection
Report No. 346/87027 as a violation.

The inspectors reviewed the licensee's methodology and time
1ines end agree with the licensee's conclusion that there is no
adverse impact on the safe shutdown capabilities. Passage 209

.
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is located in Fire Area G. Abnormal Procedure DB-OP-02501
Serious Station Fire, Attachment 23, Fire in Area G, specifies
that BWST outlet valve (C.07A) must be opened within 44 minutes,
The licensee's procedure walkdown has velidated the ability to
open the BWST outlet valve (DHO7A) within 23 minuves. The
licencee's safe shutdown metnodology was in compliance with the
proposed change.

This issue is pending NRR technical review; however, based

on the inspector's review an¢ the licensee's justification, it
was determined that the change represents an acceptable level of
protection and was recommended for acceptance,

License Amendment Request: Amendment 18 required the installation
of 172 hour Tire rated barriers (Kaowool) in Fire Area U around
conduits 460888 and 47342A, which contain Trains 1 and 2 power
cabling, respectively, for valves CC5095, CC5096, CC5097 and
CC5098, Originally, these valves were protected as required.
Subsequently, the licensee determined that the Kaowool had been
removed. The original basis for the protection of the valves
was to ensure cooling for the makeup pumps and the immediate
reestablishment of reactor coolant pump seal cooling and seal
return. The proposed revision deletes the requirement for the
1/2 hour fire rated barrier for the subject conduits.

In Section 4, Note 4 of the CAR for Fire Area U, the licensee
states that HPI is the system that is assured for RCS injection
(inventory and reactivity control) for safe shutdown in this
fire earea. Therefore, the makeup pumps are not required. The
existing RCP seals are being replaced with a newly desij ed RCP
seal., Based on test data, integrity of the new seal is maintained
without seal cooling for eight hours. After eight hours, RCP
seal cooling and seal return will be re-established. As part of
the process of providing RCP seal cooling and seal return, some
fire areas contain motor or air cperated valves which could be
exposed to a fire in the area and require manual repositioning.

These motor or air driven valve operators would not be mechanically
impaired by a fire in such a manner to prevent subsequent manual
handwheel operation of the valves. The seal changeout and

the procedure revision to reesteblish RCP seal cooling and seal
return was to be completed by the end of the sixth refueling
outage. Since the valves are not immediately required to

achieve hot shutdown and adequate time is available for required
manual actions, the fire barrier wraps are not required., Thus,

the proposed revision has been analyzed and there is no adverse
impact on the safe shutdown capabilities.

Review of License Amendment Request: According to the licensee's
staff, this issue was identified by inference to the NRC in
Special Report No, 86-030. Consequently, the failure to satisfy
Section B.13 of Table 1 of the Safety Evaluation to License
Condition Paragraph 2.C(4) was previously described in Inspection
Report No. 346/87027 as a violation,
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Abrormal Procedure DB-0P-02501, "Serious Station Fire,
Attachment 43, Fire in Aree U", specifies use of Train 2 HPI/PORV:
for RCS makeup and pressure control; therefore, the makeup pumps
are not required for o fire in Area U, Since the eight (8) hour
RCP seals are an NRR generic issue, the licensee's use of the
seals was not evaluated during the inspection. Upon

inspection, the motor and air driven valve operators were found
to be capable of operation by manual handwheels., These manual
operations will not be required until after the fire is
extinguished. This issue 1s pending NRR technical review;
however, based on the inspector's review and the licensee's
Justification, it was determined that the change represents an
acceptable leve)l of protection and was recommended for
acceptance,

License Amendment Request: Amendment 18 required the installation
of @ 172 hour fire rated barrier (kaowool) for the circuits
associated with the service water pumps (1, 2 and 3) and for the
service water valves on the return line to the forebay (SW 2930)
and the cooling tower makeup (SW 2931). The service water valve
motors (SW 2930, SW 2931) located in Room 53 were also enclosed
with a 1/2 hour fire rated barrier. The original installation
was completed as required. Subsequently, the licensee deternined
that the barrier had been removed. The proposed revision

deletes the requirement for the 1/2 hour fire rated barrier
(Kaowool). The proposed revision has been analyzed in the

CAR. The analysis concluded that there is no adverse impact on
the ability of the system to function as required for safe
shutdown,

Review of License Amendment Request: According to the
Ticensee's staff, This Tssue was Tdentified by inference to the
NRC in Special Report No, 86-030. Consequently, the failure to
seatisfy Section B.13 of Table 1 of the Safety Evaluation to
License Condition Paragraph 2.C(4) was previously described in
Inspection Report No. 346/87027 as a violation,

During this inspection, the inspectors reviewed the licensee's
analysis and note in the CAR, Revision 5, and found the alternative
approach acceptable. SWS Operating Procedure, DB-OP-06261,
Revision 0, dated April 7, 1990, Attachment 1, specifies that

one (1) service water discharge valve be open with its associated
circuit breaker tagged open., These administrative controls were
found to be acceptable, The backup service water pump was
confirmed to be in Fire Area BD. Since Fire Area BD is separated
from Fire Area BF by a three-hour barrier, the backup service

water pump will not be affected by a fire in Fire Area BF,

This issue is pending NRR review; hofver, based on the inspector's
review and the licensee'sgustification, it was determined that

the change represents an ®cceptable level of protection and was
recommended for acceptance,
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(20) License Amendment Request: Amendment 18 required the installation
of a 172 hour Tire rated barrier (Kaowool) .round the circuits
for the component cooling water pumps (', 2 and 3) and the power
and control circuits for the CCW cros-over valves (CC 5095,

CC 5096)., Tne underside of the va)l.e motors were also required
to be protected with a 1/2 hour #ire rated barrier, The original
installation was completed as *equired. Subsequently, the
licensee determined that the oarriers had been removed., The
proposed revision deletes the requirement for the 1/2 hour

fire rated barrier for the CCW crossover valves (CC 5095,

CC 5096), but retains the fire barrier wrap requirement for

the CCW pumps circuits.

In Section 4, Note 1 of the CAR for Fire Area T, the licensee
states that HPl is the system that is assured for RCS injection
(inventory and reactivity control) for safe shutdown. CC 5095
and CC 5096 are required when the makeup system 15 being utilized
to provide RCS injection. As discussed in Item 18 above,
procedural actions to open/verify valves CC 5095 and CC 5096 are
required to restore RCP seal cooling and time is avaiiable for
manual actions, Therefore, the fire barrier wraps are not
required. The Kaowool wrap required for the CCW pump circuits
was to be replaced during the sixth refueling outage with a
one-hour fire rated wrap which is more durable than the Kaowool
wrap, Thus, the proposed revision has been analyzed in the CAR
and there is no adverse impact on the safe shutdown capabilities.

Review of License Amendment Recuest: According to the licensee's
staff, this issue was identified to the NRC in Special Report

No. 86-C30. Consequently, the failure to satisfy Section B.13

of Table 1 of the Safety Evaluation to License Condition
Paragraph 2.C(4) was previously described in Inspection Report
No. 346/87027 as a violation,

During this inspection, the inspectors found that the FAOR and
Abnormal Procedure DB-0P-02501, "Serious Station Fire," Attachments
41 and 42, "Fire in Area 7 Part 1 and 2", specifies the makeup
system is assured for RCS injection (inventery and reactivity
control) instead of HPI. FAOR, Section 4.7, Note 10, requires
procedural action after 8 hours. Attachment 41 and 42, Step 7.0.b.1
direct restouring RCP seal cooling using Attachments 49 and 50,

Time 1s available for manual operation of CC5095 and CC5096 as
specified in Attachments 49 and 50. The inspectors found the
change request to be acceptable. However tne request should

be modified to correctly reflect that t.  makeup system is

required for RCS injection instead of HPI. This difference in

the l1icensee's safe shutdown approach was not addressed in the
Ticensee's “Summary of Differences Between the FAOR and CAR"
document dated May 10, 1990, This was another example in which

the licensee's safe shutdown approach appeared to be continuing

to change causing NRC concern with regard to the thoroughness of
the licensee's analysis at this time in the Appendix R modification
schedule.
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During this inspection, an inspector confirmed that the one-hour
fire wrap was in place,

During the inspection and at the exit interview of May 24,

1990, the inspectors edvised the licensee that the above license
condition requirements must remain in effect until NRR approval
is granted. However, it was the inspectors' understanding that
the NRR representatives participating in the exit interview cf
May 24, 1990, considered the 1icensee compliance approach
changes to be sufficient for the interim until the formal NRR
review is completed. This was based on those NRC reviews
performed to date,

The inspectors emphasized that if any of those issues that are
pending NRR technical review are subsequently deemed unacceptable,
further NRC action may need to occur,

Violations for Which A “"Notice of Violation" Will Not be lssued

The NRC uses the Notice of Violation as ¢ standard method for formalizing
the existence of a violation of ¢ legally binding requirement. However,
because the NRC wants to encourage and support licensee's initiatives for
self-identification and correction of problems, the NRC will not generally
issue ¢ Notice of Violation for a violation that meets the tests of

10 CFR 2, Appendix C, Section V.G. These tests are: (1) the violation
was identified by the licensee; (2) the violation would be categorized as
Severity Level IV or V; (3) the violation was reported to the NRC, if
required; (4) the violation will be corrected, including measures to
prevent recurrence, within a reasonable time period; and (5) it was not a
violation that could reasonably be expected to have been prevented by the
licensee's corrective action for a previous violation,

In addition, 10 CFR 2, Appendix C, Section V.A has been changec to
provide the staff with the flexibility not to issue a Notice of Violation
for inspection findings which involve isolated violations at & Severity
Level V. Such violations are by definition of minor regulatory

concerns.

Five violations of regulatory requirements being addressed as & result of
this inspection for which a Notice of Violation will not be issued are
discussed in Paragraph 15,

Exit Interview

The inspector met with licensee representatives (denoted in Paragraph 1)

at the conclusion of the inspection on April 27, 1990, May 24, June 1,

July 6, and August 16, 1990, and summarized the scope dand findings of the
inspection. The inspector alsu discussed the l1ikely informational content
of the inspection report with regard to documents reviewed by the inspectors
during the inspection. The licensee did not identify any of the documents
as proprietary.




