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AEE Impell also performed our Expanded NFPA Code Compliance Report.
Their review focused on the significant deficiencies previously
identif.ed under the original NFPA Code Compliance Report, No, 09-
0120~0123., The significant deficiencies were defined as those that
would impact system effectiveness (i.e., nozzle spacing, obetructions,
e/,8tem materials inetalled, etc.), supervision (i.e., method of
vonnection to plant fire alarm system) and maintenance (i.e.,
surveillance performance and procedures). The results of their review
are contained in Report No. 09-0120-0381 dated January. 1991.

These reports are a "snapshot in time" of tha Cock Nuclear Plant
compliance status with the NFPA codes. Future additions, deletions,
and modifications to these systems will occur as the plant
configuration changes. Engineering supplements to the NFPA Code
Compliance Evaluation reporte will be prepared to document and justify

any further deviations from compliance with <+ @ codes which occur as
a result of these ccafiguration changes.
Scope of Work

Each code compliance evaluation reviews the ildentified fire protection
systems and determines compliance with or noncompliance with specific
NFPR Code requirements. The code requirements upon which the fire
protection systems were reviewed were based on the editinn years which
were in effect at the time the systens were dosigned ancd/or installed
or against the most current odition at the time of the evaluation.

The systems were evaluated agrinat the code requirementn for each NFPA
Code edition to determine compliance, noncompliance and open items.
Deviations (noncompliances; were reevaluated to determpine whether each
item could be deemed ucueptable “"ap installed" based upon credited
plant prrredures oL pawt practices at the plant. Deviations and open
items which could not be sustified on these bases or on changes to the
specific code requirement in later editions, were then evaluated based
on engineering judgements, calculations, analysis of plant design
features, field reviews, etc. In instances where the deviation could
not be justified, modifications are to ba made to the aystems.

The previous evaluations have concluded that the fire protection
systems at oonald C. Cook Power Plant are generally in compliance with
the NFPA Ccdes reviewed, These previous evaluations have also
followed the above methodclogy.

The NFPA Codes reviewed in the above evalualion Reports are:

10 = Portable Fire Extinguishers

12 ~ Carbon Dioxide Extinguishing Systems

12A~ Halon 1301 Fire Extinguishing Systems

13 = Installation of Sprinkler Systems

14 ~ lastallation ©of Standpipe and Hose Systems

15 = Water Spray Fixed Systems

20 - Installation of Cent~ifugal Fire Pumpe

30 - Flammable and Combustible Liguids Code

72D~ Installation, Maintenance and Use of Proprietary Protective
Signaling Systems

72E- Automatic Fire Detectors
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The areas of the plant that have besen reviewed include:

[+] m‘-ll '\llldinq (". 10 u"" J‘ " 5. 6.' “o 6" 12; 221
31, 32, 33, 33A-B, 34, 34A-B, 35, 36, 37, 43, 44A~-H, 44N, 448,
48-52, 6., 62A~C, 63A~C, 64A-B, 65A-B, 69-73, 108-117, 127,
136, 137, 138A~C, 146)

o Unit 1 Reactor Cable Tunnels Quadrants 1 through 4 (F2Zs 7-11,
38)

-] Unit 2 Reactor Cable Tunnels Quadrants 1 through 4 (FZs 23-27
and 39)

o Ug:t 1 Power Systems Complex (FZe 13, 14, 185, 16, 40A-B, 41,
42A-D)

o Unit 2 Power Systems Complex (FZs 18, 19, 20, 21, 45, 46A-D,
47A-8)

o Units 1 and 2 Auxiliary Feedwater Pump Rooms in tha Turbine
Building (FZs 17A-G)

o Units 1 and 2 Esesential Service Water Pump Rooms in the
Screenhouse (FZs 29A-G)

o Units 1 and 2 Diesel Fire Pump Rooms in the Screenhouse (Fis
28, 30) and Turbine Building Pump Bay (FZ 2).

° Unlit 1 Control Room (FZ 53)
] Unit 2 Contreol Room (¥FZ 54)
[ Unit 1 Cable Vaults (FZs 55, 56, 57, 144)
() Unit 2 Cable Vaults (PIs 58, 59, 60, 14%:

o Unit 1 Containment (P28 66, 67, 68, 101, 103, 11A, 120, 122,
132, 134

- Unit 2 Containment (F2e 74, 785, 76, 102, 104, 119, 121, 123,
133, 13§)

o Unit i1 Turbine Building (F2Zs 79, 80, 90, 91)

[} Unit 2 Turbine Building (FZs 84, 85, 96, 97)

o Unit 2 Turbine Building Miscellaneous OLl Storage Room (FZ 89).
o Service Building Flammable Ligquid Storage Room (FZ 131).

o Auxiliary Buildi: Hz Tube Racks (yard)

] Units 1 and 2 Main Transformers and Turbine Building wall
(yard)

1.4 Eire Protection Svstems Reviewed

The fire protection systems which have been reviewed are identified in
the various code compliance reports. Further details on the
individual systems are given in the applicable reports. The reports
include assumptions, accese limitations, edition year and code
sections that were not applicable and, therefore., were not avaluated.



1.5 Results of the Reviews

The results of each of these reviews are given in their respective
Code Compliance Evaluation reports. These reports include information
concerning scope, methodology, assumptions, conclusions, deviations,
recommendations, justificatiins and references. Due to the size of
the original reports, certain backup information has not been included
in this submittal. Thi# backup material includees copies of the NFPA
Codes to which the systems were reviewed, walkdown notes and
checkliscts, miscellaneous cosrespondence, etc. The information
provided in this submittal contains sufficient de.ail to demonstrate
Cook Nuclear Plant compliance with the NFPA Codes, justifications for
deviationg to specific code sectione and recommended corrective
actions for returning to compllilance where angineering justifications
were not warranted.

Each of the reports alpo includes a Code Compliance Verification
Checklist for «ych NFPA Code. This checklist provides a section-by=-
section review of the Code. The checklist states the specific code
requirements, identifiea the method of verification used (walkdown,
document review or both) and gives a summary of the results, Thie
checklist is the final compilation of data obtained from the other
walkdown and documant review checklists that were performed during the
review. The summary of results can list any of several possible code
compliance categories; information only, not appiicable, complies,
does not compiy or open item. It also ligre the refersaces used to
make this conclusion. A listing of the references is vrovided prior
to the code section-by-section review,

For the Contractor prepared reports 09-0120-0123 and 09-0120-0381, the
"open lLtems" and "does not comply" categories were then listed in the
"Deviation and Recommendations/Justifications" Tables provided for
each NFPA Code. Bach table pulls together all the deviations for that
particular Code and provides a recommendation for corrective action or
provides a justification for acceptance of the deviation. The
justifications that appear ‘n the tables ars aimple in nature,
straight forwarded in their reasoning and did not require extensive
analyeis or evaluation. However, for each of the NFPA Code Compliance
reports, more detailed or supplemental justifications were also
necessary in order to remove other reccmmendations given in the
tables. In the case of the NFPA Code Compliance Evaluation report 09-
0120-0123, the supplemental juscifications are containe in Section
4.0. This Section was added by AEPSC in order to keep the entire
report and its final justifications and recommendations together.
These supplemental justifications were prepared by both the Contractor
and AEPSC. For the Extended Code Compli. e Evaluation report 09-
0120-0381, the supplemental justifications are contained in Appendix
Bl, Deviation Evaluation Calculaticna No. 0120-164~007, These
supplemental juetifications were performed by the Contractor. A new
appendix, Appendix 32, has also been added by AEPSC in order to keep
the entire r ‘wt and the AEPSC prepared final justifications and
recommendations together.

For the AEPS. prepared NFPA 20 and 30 Code Compliance Evaluations, the
justifications for the "open items" and "does not comply" categories
appear directly in the Code Compliance Verification Checklist. A
deviations and recommendation/ justification table is not used. A
final listing of the conclusions and recommendations appears in
Section 4.0 cf the report.

The following provides a brief status of the various NFI\ Code
Compliance reports and the actions being taken to bring the plant inte
compliance with the code requirements.
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1.5.1 NEPA Code Compliance Evaluation Report 09-0120-0123

The A\FPA Code Compliance Evaluation reviewed only certain fire
detection and su s#ilon syscems located in safety related
areas of Cook Nuclear Plant. The exact areas of review are
given in the report, but generally included the Auxiliary
Building, the Unit 1 and 2 Auxiliary Feedwater Pump Rooms in
the Turbine Buildinge, the Unit 1 and 2 Essential Service Water
Pump Roome in the Screen House and the Unit 1 and 2 Control
Room#. The NFPA Codee included in this review were NFPA 10,
12, 13A, 13, 14, 15, 72D and 72B.

This evalustion also includes engineering ‘justifications along
with recommended corrective actions for the noted deficiencies.
The noted deficiencies requiring corrective actions are
described in the "Deviation and R. ummendations/
Justifications” Tablee for each NFPA Code. The llet of
recommendations was reduced even further by the development of
supplemental justifications. These justifications appear in
Section 4.0 of the report. The AEPSC prepared justifications
were also independently revidwed by a cunsultant (ARB Impell).
The consultant's concerns were addressed and did not result in
additional design or procedural changes or the generation of
new maintenance items.

Plant design changes, maintenance items and procedural changee
which were necessary for the reviewed systems to maintain
compliance with the various NFPA Codes are ldentified below.
Many of the maintenance items were corrected under the plant's
ongoing maintenance and surveillance program., A lieting of Lhe
maintenance items is given in Section 4.0 of the report in a
July 18, 1988 memo cfrom 8.J, Jerwe to P.H. Jacques.
Supplemental justifications were alsc prepared for some of the
maintenance items.

Note: During the course of implementing the plant design
changes, additional engineering walkdowns and design reviews
were performed, Some of these design change activities lead to
the formation of additional rsupplemental justifications which
removed various recommendati.cons. These supplemental
justifications were tnen filed with both the design change
package and in Section 4.0 of the NFPA Code Compliance
Evaluation report.

schedule for Completion

The maintenance items and procedural changes required by this
Report 09-0120-0123 have been completed except as noted below.

As stated in the November, 1990 NRC Appendix R Inspection
Report 50-315/90018 and 50-316/90018, we committed to complete
che tw.» design change rackages resulting from Report 09-0120~-
0123 by December 31, 1991, Work activities associated with
certain portions of thase design change packages are
continuing. Jhese two design change packages were RFC 12-3003
for sprinkler system modifications and RFC 12-3004 for
detection system modifications.

NFPA 10 - Portable Fire Extinguishers
Justifications have been provided for closecut of some code

deviations identified in the report. No design changes were
required.
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specific code compliance deviation identified in the report,
the valve has been provided to strengthen the ability to
isolate the east hose stations from the west in order to ensure
backup fire protection is aveilable.

No maintenance items were required.

No procedural changes were required.
NEPA LS - Water Spray Fixed Systems

Justifications have been provided for closeout of some code
daeviations identified in the report. No design changes or
maintenance items were required.

Procedural Changes: Procedures need to be revised to varify
operability of a charcmal filter unit. The applicable
procedures will be revised by the end f 1992.

KEEA 2D - ne of
Brotective Signaling Systems

Justifications have been provided for closecut of some code
deviations identified in the report. No design changes were
required.

Maintenance Items: Remounted three manual pull stations.
Repaired or replaced improperly mounted valve tampevr switch.
Actions needed to prevent damage to circuit - ‘nductors were
completed.

Procedural Changes: Revised procedures to confirm
operability of sprinkler system water flow and low air
suparvisory alarm initiating devices and circuits.
Revised prccedures to verify reset of these signals
received in control room.

Procedures need to be revised to confirm operability of a) hose
station manual actuation station devices and circuits and high
demand fire pump supervisory devices and circuits, b) to verify
reaget of these eignals received in the control room, ¢) air
flow testing of CFT containment charcoal filter piping and d)
loop reeistance testing of the RCP line type detectors. The
applicable procedures will be revised by the end of 1992.

(FPA 72 - 2 tire Dot

Justifications have been provided for closecut of some code
deviations identified in the rejport.

Design Change RFPC 12~3004: Added new ionization smoke detectors
to supplement existing area coverage in several locations
within the Auxiliary Building. Redesigned the ionization smoke
detection systems in the switchgear cable spreading rooms of
each unit, Installed a new smoks detection system in the
Service Building laydown area and chemical storage room.

Maintenance Items: Cleaning of several detectors were reguired,
Several detectors were misging their locking shells.

Procedural Changes: Procedures need to be revised to verify
operability of RCP thermistors by a loop resistance test. The
applicable procedure~ will be revised by the end of 1992.
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Procedural Changes: Revised the surveillance procedures to
include additional surveillance criteria to ensure
extinguishers are unobstructed. Procedures need to be revised
to include the remaining surveillance criteria identiflied by
the report.

NEPA 13 - Installation of Sprinkler Svstems

Design Changee: Install additional hangers. Install missing
sprinklers and new sprinklers under obstructione, Relocate
existing sprinklers to within proper distance from ceiling.

Maintenance Items: Provide a valve operator to a sectionalizing
valve. Rerlign sprinkler nozzles. Replace several improperly
installed sprinklers,

Maintenance Item: Replace painted eprinklers and remove any
covers (plastic bags) which were not removed after painting.
Work is to be completed by the end of 1993. Although
gprinklers +ill be replaced, a review of the issue ls provided
in the report that indicates that this is not a significant

problem.,
No procedural changes are required.

NEFA 24 - Installation of Standpipe and Hose Systems

No design changes, maintenance items or procedural changes are
required.

Calculations: Provide hydraulic calculations for the standpipe
and hose systems to demonstrate compliance with the code deaign
requirements when supplied from the new water supply and fire
pump systam being installed under RFC 12-3065 and from the
existing diesel fire pumps only. Work ie to be completed by
the end of 1992,

NFPA 15 - Water Sprav Fixed Systems

No design changes, maintenance items or procedural changes are
required,

Calculations: Provide hydraulic calculations for the water
gpray suppression gystems to demonstrate compliance with the
code design requirements when supplied from the new fire pumps
and existing diesel fire pumps and accounting for systen
modifications being performed uvnder RFC 12-3065. Work is to be
completed by the end of 1992.

NFPA 72D - Installation, Majntenance and Use of Proprietary
Protective Signaling Svstems

No design change or maintenance items are required.

Procedure Change: Revise the containment charcoal fllter (CFT)
unit surveillance procedure to verify piping integrity.
Procedure change tc be completed by the end of 1992,

Procedure Change: Revise the reactor cooclant pump thermistor
detection system surveillance procedure to perform loop
resistance testing. Procedur® change to be completed by the
end of 1992.
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This evaluation also includes engineering justificatione along
with recommended corrective actions for the noted deficiencies.
These justifications appear in the section-by-section review of
the NFPA 30 code. The note! deficiencies requiring corrective
actions are described in Section 4.0 of the Code Compliunce
Evaluation. The correspondence section of the report
(Attachment 6.1) provides a chronclogy of the actions taken to
resolve the noted deficiencies identified in Section 4.0.
Supplemental justifications which have resulted from the
corrective actions are alsco contained in Attachment 6.1,

Plant design changes, maintenance items and procedural changes
are required as identified below,

Design Change: Provide a second exit in the Miscellanecus 04l
Storage Room, Fire Zone 89 (02-PM-836)., This design change is
scheduled for completion by the end of 1993,

Design Change: Provide a crainage gsystem for the Miscellaneous
0il Storage Room and the Flammable Ligquid Storage Room, Fire
Zone 131, meeting both NFPFA 30 and environmental requirsments
(12-PM=-819). This change is scheduled for completion by the
end of 1993,

Design Change: Modify existing HVAC system ductwork in the
Flammable Liquid Stcrage Room (12-PM-819). This change is
scheduled for completion by the end of 1993,

Maintenance Item: Repaired or replaced ] flammable liquid
gnorage cabinete. Thig maintenance item has been completed.

Maintenance Item: Removal of excess flammable liquid storage
cabinets from Fire Zones 51 and 43. A justification has been
prepared for this item and the issue is considered closed,

Procedure Change: Prepare a fire pre-plan for the Flammable
Liquid Storage Room. This fire pre-plan will be completed by
the end of 1991,
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2.0 FIRE PROTECTION ON NFPA CODE COMPLIANCE REVIEWS

The following documents AEPSC Fire Protection's positio. on the need not to
perform NFPA Code Compliance Reviews on NFPA 17, 80, 90A and 232.

2.1

2.2

NEPA .7 = Dry Chemical Extinguishing Systeme
Position: A code comp.lance review ia not required.

Comsitment Issue: The applicable fire suppression systems have been
designed and installed in accordance with NFPA 17. (Thie commitment
was made in AEPSC's Response to Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1, Section
IT1.A.5, dated January 31, 1977.)

Reasons: The fire suppresgion gystems referred to in this commitment
are the dry chemical extinguishing systeme for the turbine bearings of
the Units 1 and 2 turbine generators. These systems are located in
the Turbine Building at elevation 633'. They are not technical
specification sysetems, and the equipment they protect is not safety
related. There are no other dry chemical extinguishing systems
installed at the plant. For these reasons, a review of these systems
against the regquirements of NFPA 17 is not considered necesesary.

NFPA 80 - Fire Doors and Windows
Position: A code compliance re iew is not required.

Commitment Issue: NRC inspection (50~315 & 50-316/82-08~1§)
identified that Iire door assemblies for the Units 1 and I West Motor
Driven Auxiliary Feedwater Pump Rooms were not rated fire door
assemblies and had not been fire tested to demonstrate their fire
resistance capabilities. In addition, the doors were not designed and
installed in accordance with NFPA 80,

Reasons: The unrated doors referred to in the commitment were
provided for missile and jet impingement protection from the Turbine
Building. Since the time of the commitment, manual rolling fire doors
having a three-hour rating have also been installed in order to
achieve the required three-hour rating for the enclosures.

Engineering cvaluations for cother non-rated fire door assemblies in
fire ares boundaries have been prepared and have found them to be
acceptable. They are presently contained in Chapters 7 and 9 of the
Safe Shutdown Capability Assessment (SSCA) report which demonstrates
our Appendix R compliance. These fire doors are also identifled .n
the Fire Hazards Analysis (FHA).

The NRC reviewed the fire door placements and ratings during their
raview for compliance with Appendix A to 8TP 9.5-1. In addition to
field reviews by the NRC, AEPSC reeponded to gquestions concerning the
fire door installations and ratings (refer toc the NRC Appendix A 53
Questions/Positicns, Question No. 9). The NRC concluded in thair
July, 1979 SER that with the installation and upgrade of ce-tain fire
doors, the fire doors are provided or committed, where necessary, in
accordance with the provisions of Appendix A and, therefore,
acceptable.

Commitment Issue: NRC inspection (50-315 & 50-316/82-08-17)
identified two concerns over the qualification of safety related fire
door assemblies. First is the use of non-listed fire door frames.
Second is the degrading of the door's fire resistance rating due to
modifications made to the door.

2=1



Reasons: While this commitment does not specifically ldertify NFPA
80, it does reference basic regquirements of a fire door. This issue
has already been addressed through plant-wide reviews performed hy UL
and NUTECH engineers. These reviews centered around Tech f&pec
reguired fire doors and frames and their compliance with NFPA 80, The
noted deficiancies were corrected or appropriate justificationa have
been prepared. AEPSC's response to these inspection items and the UL
and NUTECH reportt provides complete documentation of the issue and
closecuts., This documentation is maintained by Architectural Design.

The above reasons show that the Tech Spec related fire doors have
already been reviewed: 1) by the NRC for placement and rating, 2) by
two consultants for compliance with NFPA 80, and 3) for evaluating the
impact that non-rated fire doors have on safe shutdown whan installed
in fire area boundaries. Therefore, another review of NFPA 80 doee
not appear to be justified in providing any beneficial gain above the
previous reviews or code related items which may not have been
specifically addressed.

NFPA SOA - Installation of Air Conditioning and Ventilating Svstems
Position: A code compliance review i= 0ot required.

Commitment Issue: Several fire dampers were found without their
required fire rating label even though they were purchased as Clase
"A" fire rated drmpers and that the frames were designed to NFPA 50A.
(This commitment was made in a letter from W.G. Smith (IMPC) to
Keppler (NRC) dated September 1, 1982.)

Reasons: Engincering evalustions for non-rated fire dampers in the
fire area oundaries have been prepared and have found them to be
acceptable. They are presencly contained in Chapters 7 and 9 of the
SSCA. These tire dampers are also identified in the FREA. The NRC's
acceptance of our deviation request for deviations to providing fire
dampers is given in their letter of August 17, 1983, from S.A. Varga
(NRC) to J.E. Dolan (AEPSC).

During review of NFPA 72E under Report No. 09-0120-01213, t.ae code
requirements for the installation of smoke detectors in the Auxiliary
Building HVAC units have been addressed.

Additionally, the NRC reviewed the HVAC system design and fire damper
installations during their review for compliance with Appendix A to
BTP 9.5~1. 1In addition to field reviews by the NRC, AEPSC responaed
to several questions concerning the HVAC system (refer to the NRC
Appendix A 53 Questiuns/Positions, Question Nos. 2, 14 and 27). The
NRC concluded :n their uly, 1979 SER that with the addition and
upgrade of cartain fire dampers, the dampers are provided or
committed, where necessary, in accordance with the provisions of
Appendix A and, therefore, acceptable.

AEPSC's review of NRC I.E. Information Notice 831-6% conclude. that all
of the firm dampers have a fire rating egual to or better than
speciiied. Additionally, the dampers were inspected for inetallation
and found to be acceptable following the completion of ongoing RFCs.

Based on the above, it is shown that technical specification related
fire dampers and HVAC system design have already been reviewed by the
NRC for damper placements, ratings and sysztem design; reviewed by
AEPSC for rating and installation; reviewed by a consultant for fire
detectors in the Auxillary Building HVAC systems; and evaluated to
determine the impact of non~rated fire dampers in fire area

=2




boundaries. Therefore, a review of NFPA 90A does "ot appear to be
justified in providing any beneficial gain above the previous reviews
or for code related items which may not have been specifically
addressed.

2.4 NFPA 232 - Protection of Records

Position: A code compliance review is not required.

Cosmitment Issuve: Tr . fire resistance rating of the Master Plant File
Vault could not be determined to be in accordance with the
requirements of NFPA 232, (NRC inspection roport 50-315 and 50-
316/83~-07, 08)

Reasons: The Masier Plant Jile Vault, as well as other plant record
storage vaults, are considered nonsafety related. These etorage
vaults are also ] cated in nensafety crelated arens of the plant. VFYor
these reasons, a review of these systems againat the re uirements of
NFPA 232 is not considered neceesary.



ATTACHMENT 2 TO

AEP:NRC:06928Y
NFPA CODE COMPLIANCE REVIEW

(IN BINDERS)

ABB Impell Report 09-0120-0123, "NFPA Code Compliance Evaluation,®
Revision 0, dated May, 1988, Volumes Nos. I, IV and V.

ABB Impell Report 09-0120-0281, "Extended NFPA Code
Compliance Evaluation,"” Revision 1, dated January, 1991,

AEPSC, "NFPA 20 Code Compliance Evaluation®, Revision 0,
dated December, 1988,

AEPSC, "NFPA 10 Code Compliance Evaluation®, Revision 0,
dated June, 1990,
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ATTACHMENT TO ATP:NRC:0692BY Page 1

The portions of the system outside the control rooms that are not
supervised in accordance with NFPA 72D include water flow and
sprinkler supervisory alarm initiating circuits and alarm signals
between the local control panels and the control room. As
documented in the NFPA 72D Code Compliance Report, the following
alarm signals are not supervised to the requirements of NFPA 72D:

. CO; system Cardox and Alison control panel alarm and
trouble signals,

. Reactor coolant pump (RCP) panel alarm and trouble
signals,

. Containment cable tray detection panel alirm and

trouble =ignals,

. Halon system Alison and Pyrotronics control panel alarm
and trouble signals

. 2larm fuitiating circuits for water flow,

. sprinkler supervisory (valve tamper and low air
pressure switches) signals, and

. fire pump signais

The detection system alarm and trouble signals of the CO;, RCP and
containment cable tray systems interface with the control room via
Alison control panels. The suppression system alarm and trouble
signals of the CO, systems interface with the control rooms via
Cardox control panels. The control room cable vault halon systems
signals interface with the control rooms via Alison control panels.
The plant computer room halon system signals interface with the
control rooms via Pyrotronics low voltage System } control panels.

The NFPA Code Compliance Report also documents that the fire
detection system alarm initiating circuits and the CO, and halon
suppression system actuation (i.e., solenoids) circuits are
properly supervised as required by their respective local control
panel.
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ATTACHMENT TO AEP:NRC:0692BY Page 2

A properly supervised civeuit as defined by NFPA 72D Sections 2-9
and 3-10, is a circuit that verifios operability of the circuit by
indicating a trouble condition at the associated control panel for
both open circuit and ground fault conditions. The NFPA Code
Compliance review ide: tified that the annunciator circuits
associated with the EF panels are not electrically supervised to
detect open circuits or wire breaks. These annunciator circuits
are properly supervised for detecting ground fault conditions. A
raviev of our licensing documents indicates that we have committed
to comply with the requirement to supervise for open circuits for
only the fire detection systems. The NRC ac-epted this position in
their SER for Appendix A te BTP APCSB 9.5-7, dated July 31, 1979,

Two of the 53 Appendix A follow-up questions posed by the NRC
addressed circuit supervision. These questions were Numbers 16 and
53. Information was presented that identified those portions of
the overall fire alarm system that were supervised. The Appendix A
requirement for circuit supervision is limited to fire detection
systems only. This was the commitment position taken by AENSC as
given in the response to Question 16b. The Appendix A SER also
refers to enly circuit supervision in the context of fire detection
svstems. The Appendix A SER states that the NRC "reviewed the fire
detecticn gsystem's design criteria and tue basis to ensure that it
conforms to the applicable sections of NFPA 72D. for Class B
supervised circuits". Therefore, it is interpreted that the only
NFPA 72D requirements for circuit supervision to which Cook Nuclear
Plant is committed are for fire detection systems.

The Alison local detection control panels transmit signals to
annunciator logic cabinets located behind the main control board
containing the EF panel. The Cardox suppression system control
panels and the Pyrotronics System J control panels for the computer
rooms also transmit signals to the annunciator logic cabinets
located behind the main control board., Thesc snnunciator logie
cabinets transmit unsupervised alarm signals to the front of the EF
paneis. Since the signals between the logic cabinets and the EF
panels run through the common enclosure of the control room
horseshoe panel, they are not required to be supervised per Section
2-7.1.



ATTACHMENT TO AEP:NRC:0692BY Page 3

The routine surveillance testing perfrvued for the detection and
suppression actuation and initisting circuits described above also
comply with the requirements of JFPA 72D Section 2-4.3.d with the
exception of the RCP systems. Section 2-4.3.d requires testing to
be performed every six months. Alarms sent to the control rooms
which are not electrically supervised are checked every six months.
The RCP systems are functionally tested every 18 months due to the
fact that the detecticn and suppression actuation devices are
located within containment and are normally not accessible during
plant operation. The function tests include checking for alarms at
the local control panels and those sent to the control rooms.
Operations also performs a once-per-sh ft vis .l examination of all
fire panels. This examination includes checking for alarms and
actuations which may have occurred., During a weeting held on
November 1 and 2, 1989, at the Cook Nuclear Plant, Messrs. D.
Kubicki of the NRC and B. J. Cerwe of AEPSC discussed the
surveillance testing program.

Mr. Kubicki indicated that the current s:rveillance practices being
implemented for the fire detection and s.ppression systems met the
intent of the code and were considered acceptable.

Although the fire detection and suppression systems arn being
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dcvic.n (valve tamper and low air pressure switches) are not being
verified as required by NFPA 72D. Justification fur acceptance of
these conditions is discussed below.

1) All of the water flow alarm devices and circuits, with
the exception of the training buildings and technical
support center (TSC), are verified for operability by
simulated or actual flow test methods in accordance
with plant procedures. The training buildings and TSC
are non-safety related areas of the plant and have no
impact on the operation of cthe plant.

2) The valve tamper alarm signals are not verified for
receipt of a trouble signal in the control room during
the performance of the valve cycling testing. However,
the valves are inspected fcr correct position monthly
by procedure. This {nspecrion fulfills the intent of
the valv * mper switch trouble signal.
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3) The low air pressure supervisory alarm devices and
their circuits are not verified for operability with
the exception of the RCP low air alarm devices.
Howsver, this is not viewed as a negative factor based
on the reliability of the plant air supply system and
the inspection of dry pilot reaction sprinkler system
piping by plant procedure. In addition, the plant
procedures prohibit the indiscriminate changing of
valve positions. Valve positions may only be changed
under the umbrella of a plant procedu:ze or job oider.
The plant air supply is considered reliable due to clc
redundant plaat air compressors which serve both units.
Should a low air pressure condition occur withiu one of
the dry pilot piping systems located in the auxiliary
building, the reaction valve would operate resulting in
a water flow alarm signal being sent to the control
room. Since the dry pipe systems use closed head
sprinklers, no water would be discharged. The ensuing
investigation of the spurious water flow alarm would
point to the loss of pilot air pressure condition.

4) The fire pump supervisory devices are connected to the
EF panels and are verified for operability under plant
procedures.

Section 2.3.2 of the SER also states that there vve only Lwo
within the control room to th¢ annunciator
panels on the main control board. This i{s not correctly stated.
The statement should have been that there are tfwo cases of
unsupervised circuits within the control room. Again, the
initiating device circuits on the high and low voltage Pyrotronics
(smoke and flame detection) and Alison (thermisior heat detection)
local control panels are Class B supervised ciccuits. The high
voltage Pyrctronics panels, referred to as the emergency fire rear
(EFR) panels, are located in each control room behind the main
control board containing the EF panel. The high voltage panel
monitors detectior circuits as well as input signals from some of
the other Pyrotronics low voltage panels. The Technical
Specifications required low voltage Pyrotronics detection panels
cieus@it alarms ba:k to the control roow on sunervised high voltage
Pyrotronics initiating device circuits. These EFR panels transmit
duplicate alarm signals to the front of the EF panels. These alarm
signals are unsupervised. However, they are considered to be in
accordance with Section 2-7.1 of NFPA 72D since these circuits are
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contained within che enclosure of the control room horseshoe
control panel., Section 2-7.1 does not require supervision of
wiring within a common enclosure. Since the control room horseshoe
panel is considered to be a common enclosure, this wiring need not
be supervised,



