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The items identified in the subject memorandum and those in the attached
remorandum to R. Voll=mer and E. Jordan, dated January 28, 'G587, were
discussed during an * gust 24, 1982 meeting attended by '. S

and F. Ashe of your (ffice and the following from NRR: .. Johnston,
V. Benaroya, R. Ferg..on, J. Stang and F. Nolan.
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A a result of our review and this meeting, we have the “cllowing comments
relative to the issucs you have raised. First, with rec;=ct to the
four items identified in your July 28, 1982 memorandum:

1. Recognizing the force developed in the Grand Gulf c¢.=nt, was missile
generation considered during the reviews of (O, use in areas con-
taining equipment required to prevent or mitigdte reactor accidents
or in areas adjacent to such locations?

NRR Branch Technical Position (BTP) CMEB 9.5.1, Item C.5.3 states that
consideration shoyld be given to the "conflicting requircmerts for
venting during CO. irjecting to prevent overpressurizaticor versus sealing
to prevent loss ¢* z 'nt." Applicants and licensees ar: zware of BTP
CMEE 9.5.1 and shoul- therefore consider this potential r.oblem during
the design of such s “tems. However, we do not requirc or receive

the level of detail the design information submitted the applicant
to allow a meaningfu review of the potential of missilc :eneration
during CO2 injection

The Grand Gulf event 5 the first incident of this type - :t we became
aware of . As part of our review of Grand Gulf, we did nit zudit whether
the applicant had considered overpressurization in the ar x5 where
CO2 was used as a fire suppressant.
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2. Hes the degradation in the perforaance of solid state devices
resulting from exposure to the cooling «fiect of CO L&cnoreviewed?
{(Many soiid state devices are rated fo- scrvice onlf to 0°C. The

melting point of C02 is -£6.6C.)

Item C.5.e of BTP (MEB 9.5.1 alsr states thst concideration should be
given to the “possibility of se dary thermal shock (cooling) damage"

in conjunctlion with the planned .se of CO, supprecsion systems. The
impingement of cold (0, on solid state deficos and cther instrumentation

in some tests has gurelated spurious signals but we are not aware of any
component failures. This potential problem n2s been brought to applicants’
attenticon verbally on several occasions, ho.. cer, it has not been part of
our official audit review.

s Has the effect of rapid abandonment of the control room in the event
of 0, actuation been reviewed? Can accidents resuiting from the
neet for (O, operation (or perhaps caus:d by it) be adequately
corirolled gn such cases?

NRR has -ot, as yet, approved CO, fire suppretsion systems for use in

the general control room area. aur current suidelines prohibit such use
in the future. However, the use of a CO, fire suppression system is

under ccnsideration at the Perry facility for application in enclosed
instrument cabinets, panels and cable chases located in the control room
floor and walls (PGCC system). In these apzlications, some limited
leckage of CO, into the control room is exp:cted to occur. For us to
approve this Eystem, the applicant has to de-onstrate that the concentra-
tion of CO, will meet the guideline of Regulatory Guide 1.78, "Assumptions
for E»aluaZing the Habitability of Nuclear Power Plant Control Rocm During
Postulated Hazardous Chemical Release,” and ocur guidelines delineated in
BTP CMEB 9.5.1, paragraph C.5.3.

4. Has the possibility of CO, entry into the ventilation system and its
effect on personnel in otﬁer plant areac been considered?

€O, suppression systems may be approved for :pplication in many areas,

Su?h as, diesel generator rooms, MG room, t=:tery rcoms or computer room.
In these applications, the licensee needs t Jemonstrate that leakage

from suc rooms will not affect the habitab 'ty of those adjacent areas

of the f. -ility. With regard to personnel ¢~:ry into confined rooms that
employ a. omatic CO, suppression systems, Bii 9.5.1, Item C.5.e, recommends
a predisc arge alarﬁ system and a CO, dischar ¢ delay to permit -persannel
egress. These features are a part of our re. <« process for approval of
C02 systems,
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In summary, items 1 and 2 have not been a part °f our review of fire
protection features. In the future, however, .: will determine if these
potential hazards have been considered in the fire protection design
process. Items 3 and 4 are part of our review where coz systems are used.
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Finally, in your January &, wworandum you identified corcern
r the potential iradverten: vvation of liquid fire suppression

svetems end subsequent loss of o danage to safety related equipment.
We have reviewed licensee event reports relating to system interaction
rences that were experienced cver the nast several ycars. Based

on this review, it appears that som Iiu4r«cea have not implemented
our guidelines properly, and tius have designs ‘hat have ihe p:tertaal
for such interactions. We are doveloping @ document appropriete for
use 2s an IE bulletin or circelar which will ﬂln'uss the e events and
recommend steps to prevent f such occurrences, Thit effort is

t

pected to be completed in the near future. We will sc d you a copy

*i‘nat time.
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Harold R. Denton, Director
O0ff ice of Nuclear Rez-tor Regulation
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Enclosure:
Memo to R. Vol'rer #nd E. Jordan
Dated Jan. 2%, 1982



