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(10 CFR 2.206)

Mr. Michael Mariotte

Executive Director

Nuclear Information and Resource Service
Suite 601

1424 16th Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Mariotte:

| am writing to acknowledge receiving a Petition filed by you on beha!f of the
Nuclear .nformation and Resource Service and cther organizations (Pelitioners)
with the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) dated July 21, 1992, as
supplemented by the addende of Mugust 12, 1992, pursuant to Section ?2.206 of
Title 10 of the Lode of Federa' Regulations (10 CFR 2.206). Joining with the
Nuclear Information and Resources Service in filing the Petition are the
Allvance for Affordable Energy, Citizens Organized to Protect our Parish,
Citizens for Fair Utility Regulation, Don't Waste New York, Citizens Against
Radicactive Dumping, Coalition for Alternatives to Shearun Harris, Conserva-
tion Council for North Carplina, Safe Energy Coalition of Michigan, Steve
Langdon, Essex County Citizers Against Ferwi~2, Natural Guard, and Northwest
Environmental Advocates. The original Petition presented concerns regarding
the use of Thermo-Lag 330 (Thermo-Lag) fire barrier material for protecting
ageinst fire in the nuclear industry and requested immediate actions related
to Gulf States Utilities’ River Bend Station. The addenda of August 12, 1992,
requested immadiate actions related to the Comarche Peak, Shearon Marris,
Fermi~2, Ginna, WNP-2 and Robirson nuclexr facilities. The Petition has been
referred to my office f'r preparation of a response.

The Petition alieged a number of deficiencies with Thermo-Lag material
including failure of Thermo-Lag Tire barriers during 1- and 3-hour fire
endurance tests, deficiencies I1n procedures for installation, nonconformance
with NRC regulations for quality assurance and qualification tests, the
combustibility of the material, ampacity miscalculations, the lack of seismic
tests, the failure to pass hose stream tests, the high toxicity of substances
emitted from tne ignited material, and the declaration by at least one
utility, the Gulf States Utilities Compar~ ‘GSU) of the material as inoperable
at its River Bend Station. The Petition also alleged that a fire watch cannot
substitute for an effective fire barrier indefinitely and that the NRC staff
has not adequately analyzed the use of fire watches.

-
S



4

emergency enforceme
¢ ¢ for the River Ber
facility meetls NRC fire prote
pquest the NRC issue a generic letter
icensees to submit information t
ion requiremenis ¥here faci)
etitioner requests immediate susper
ffected facilities until such Lime a
irements can be showr The scope ¢
August 12, 1992, which reguested that
)

¢
Ling licenses for Comanche Peak Unit

and Robinson and to issue & "stop-word
ermo-Lag at Comanche veak Unit ?

ne NRC
tices
Endurance
g Thermo-Lag |
sterial Specia
and Ampacity
"‘P}b ts ‘\jr

ure of Therm

Trays and Sma

n (NRR) estat
cance and gener

yns and op. rating
Bend Statior

Thermo-Lag

\ 4

and the ampacity
rier system are indetlerminate

adequately reviewed and evaluated the fire
endurance test results and the ampacity derating test results used as
the sing ba: their Tharmo-Lag barriers to determine the

v

validity of the tests and the applicability of the test results to thed
plant desigr

Some Yicensees have not adecuately reviewed the Thermo-Lag fire barriers
installed in their plants to ensure that they meet NRC requirements and
guidance such as that provided in Generiz Letter 86-10, *Implementatior
of Fire Protection Requirements.® April 24, 1986

Some licensees used inadequate or incomplete installation procedures

rirg

- - - A " Y
g the constructior eir Thermo-Lag barriers




Mr. Michae] Mariotte «3 - August 19, 1882

The Fina) Report, INs, and Bulletin are available for public inspection at the
NRC's Public Document Rcom and Local Public Document Rooms.

The NRC staff has prepared an action plan to re.olve technical issues on
Thermo-Lag fire barrier systems. The action plan includes working with
industry to identify the Thermo-Lag issues, coordinating efforts with the
Nuclear Management and Resources Council (NUMARC) to resolve these issues,
issuing inspection guidance to the NRC regional offices and conductin? ‘
testing program using small and large scale experiments to determine fire
endurance performance and cable ampacity derating.

The NRC's *defense-in-depth® fire protec.ion requirements rely on protecting
safe shutdown functions by achieving a balance in (1) fire prevention activi-
ti€s; (2) the ability to rapidly detect, control, and suppress a fire; and
(3) physical separation of redundant safe shutdown functions. The licensee
can compensate for weaknesses found in one area by enhancing the protection
capabilities of tn. remaining areas. The NRC foresaw cases in which fire
barriers would be inoperable and required licensees, through technical
specifications or approved fire protection plans, to nrovide compensation for
the deficient condition. The concept of allowing altercative actions to
compensate for an inoperable condition or component 1s used in various
programs associated with the operatinn of nuclear pewer planis and has always
beer an integral part of NRC regulatory requirenents.

Recent fire endurance testing described in Bulletin 92-01 confirmed that
certain Thermo-Lag fire barrier configurations compromise one facet of the
fire protection "defense-in-depth®. The licensees established fire watrhes as
a compensatory measure. Personnel assigned to fire witches are trained by the
Ticensees to inspect for the control of ignition sources and combustible
materials, to look for signs of incipient fires, to provide prompt notifica-
tions of fire hazards and fires, and to take agpropriate actions to begin fire
suppression activities. Therefore, fire watches compensate for the degraded
fire barriers by providing enhanced detection capability to find fire hazards
and, n the case of a fire, initiating suppression activities before the
barrier's ability to endue a fire is challenged.

NRC regulations, facility operating license conditions. “echnical specifi-
cation action statements, and the generic comm “fcation: described above
address the establishment of either continuous or periodic fire watches to
compensate for deficiencies in the licensee's fire protection program. The
NRC staff has carefully evaluated the issues associated with using Thermo-Lag
material, including the use of fire watches to compensate for any degradation
in the effectiveness of required fire barriers. Such actions constitute
compliance with the overall NRC fire protection requiremenis. provide an
adequate level of protection, and do nut pose an undue risk to the health and
safety of the public.
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The Pelilioners alsc make the legal argument that cempliance with NRC require-
ments 15 necessary to ensure that licensed facilities operate safily.
Licensees have implemented measures such as fire watches to compensate for the
Thermo-Lag issues ard have thereby ensured continued compliance with NRC
requirements. it should be noted, however, that the failure to comply with a
particular NRC requirement does not necessarily mean tnat there is no longer
reasonable assurance of adequate protection of the public health and safety,
particulariy when the WRC staff has evaluated the area of 1\10?06 noncompl i«
ance and found that 1t does not pose an undue risk to the public health and

safety.

On October 26, 1988, the licensee for the River Bend Station declared all
Thermo-Lag fire barrievs inoperable after an unsuccessful fire endurance test.
The licensee immediately established fire watch natrols in <ompliance with tie
compensatory action required by the plant’s technical specifications. These
f.re watch natrols have been in continuous operation since October 1989. The
NRC staff has found compensatory actions, such as fire watches, continue to
provide adequate protection of the public heslth and safety. Therefore, the
NRC staff has concluded that the start-up of the River Bend Station from the
current refueling outane need not be prohibited due Lo the i1ssves related to
Thermo-Lag fire barriers.

TV Electric also began a fire endurance testing program to qualify Thermo-lLag
fire barrier systems for the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station. Upon
reviewing tht results of the testing program, the licensee adjusted Un‘t |
{fire watch routes as a compensatory action on June 18, 1992. In Bulletin
§2-0), the NRC staff discussed the tostin? wponsored by TU Electric and
reguested all licensees to ‘dentify the plant a~eas in which Thermo-Lag is
installed and implement compersatory actions consisient with an inoperable
fire barrier if Thermo-Lag was being used tc protect wide cable trays or small
conduits. The NRC staff found compensatory actio.s such as fire watches to be
adequate.

The NRC staff and representatives of TU Electric have discussed the continued
installation of Thermo-Lag at Comanche Peak Unit 2. The instaliation of
Thermo-Lag in those configurations for which the Yicensee has high confidence
that existing or planned tostin? will verify operability iz & discretionary
decision by TU Elect~ic, 1.e., 1t 1s undertzken at the a~plicant's risk that
the Thermo-Lag will be found to not satisfy »t. perfory .nce requirements. In
reviewing the application for an operating license for Unit 2, the NRC staff
wil) ensure that issues related to Thermo-Lag at Comanche Peak Unit 2 are
sufficiently resolved to ensure adequate protection of the public and health
and safety. Therefore, the NRC does not find it necessary to issue an order
to stop the co~tinued installetion of Thermo-Lag at Comanche Peak Unit 2 or to
suspend the facility's construction permit.
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The remaining facilities addressed by the Petition, Shearon Harris, fermi-2,
Ginna, WNP-2, and Robinson, were identified by the Petitioners as having
instelled Thermo-Lag in fire wall configurations. The Petitioners cite

IN 92-55 as & basis for determining that the use of Thermo-Lag for this
application results in the licensees being out of compliance with NRC
regulations. [n their responses to Bulletin 92-01, Rochester Gas and Electric
and Carolina Power and Light, the iicensee: for Ginna and Robinson, stated
that Thermo-Lag was not installed in those facilities. Based upon this
information, no action with respect to Ginna or Robinson is warranted. The
responses to Bulletin 92-01 for Shearon Karris, Fermi-2, and WNP-2 included
descriptions of the compensatory actions taken regarding the use of Thermo-Lag
to protect electrica) cable trays and conduit.

The NRC staff recognizes that the perfermance of Thermo-Lag panels and other
configurations not yet tested may not satisfy origina’ design basis require-
ments. The staff considers the relative safety signivicance to be low for
those applications of Thesrmo-Lag not cudressed by Bulletin 92-0)1 and for which
a definitive demonstration of effectiveness 1s not yet avai'able. This
initia) assessment 15 based on the factors discuized in this letter which
include the protection provided by other aspects of fire protection programs,
such as detection and suppression capabilities, and the expected conditions
associated with a rea) nuclear plant fire. In an actual fire situation, the
fire resistance required of a berrier depends on the expected severity of the
fire to which 1t 15 exposed Typical nuclear plant fire loads are not great
enough tc produce a fire approaching the severity of a test fire. An actua)
fire at a nuclear power plant would yield a much slower temperature rise than
did the test fire. Moreover, although the fire resistance ratings of certain
Thermo-Lag fire birriers are considered indeterminate, the NRC staff has
evidence that the barriers will provide some level of fire protection. In
add.tion, most plant areas have controlled igniticn sources, which helps
reduce the occurrences of fires, and are equipped wi‘h other passive and
active fire protection features which contribute to early fire detection and
suppression activities. Therefore, the NRC has concluded that the Thermo-lag
fire barrier concerns being addressed by its staff and industry do not pose an
immediate threat to public health and safety and does not find it necessary to
:usp:nd the operating licenscs for Shearon Harris, Fermi-2, or WNP-2
acilities.

The NRC will perform additional small-scale tests at the National Institute of
Standards and Technology (NIST) and will continue to assess the significance
of its findings. However K the small-scale tests similar to those described in
IN 52-55 are not qualification tests. Althouah the tests will give valuable
insight into the thermodynamic behavior of the Thermo-Lag fire barrier
material itself, they cannet be used in and of themselves to determine the
fire resistance ratings of the various Thermo-Lag fire barrier systems. 1f
testing sponsored by the NRC, an individual licensee, o1 an industry
organization finds a configuration or application which might compremise the
safe shutdown capability, the NRC will immediately take appropriate actions.
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As provided by 10 CFR 2.206, the NRC will take appropriate action on the
specific 1ssues raised in the Petition within a ~easonable time. | have
enclosed a copy of the notice that 1s being filed with the Office of the
Federal Register for publication.

Sincerely,

Thomas E. Myrley, Directer
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
Notice



7580-01
U.5. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
HOLDERS OF OPERATING LICENSES OR CONSTRUCTION PERMITS
FOR NULLEAR POWER PLANTS
RECEIPT OF PLTITION FOR DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2,206
REGARDING THE USE OF THERMO-LAG 330 FIRE BARRIER MATERIAL

Notice is hereby given that the Nuclear Information and Resource Service
wnd other organizations (Petitioners) have submitted to the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) on July 21, 1992, as supplemented by the addenda
of August 12, 1992, a Petition pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206. Joining with the
Nuclear Information and Resource. Service in filing the Petition are the
Alliance for Affordable Energy, Citizens Organized to Prutect our Parish,
Citizens for Faiy Uthi)ity Regulation, Dor't Waste New York, Citizens Against
Radioactive Dumping, Coalition foi Alternatives to Shearon Harris, Conser-
vation Council for North Carolina, Safe Energy Coaliiion of Michigan, Steve
Langdon, Essex County Citizens Against Fermi-2, Natural Guard, and Northwest
Environmenta! Advocates.

The Petitioners alleged @ number of deficiencies with Themo-Lag
material including fatlure of Thermo-Lag fire barriers during 1- and *-hour
fire endurance tests, deficiencies in procedures ‘or installation, nonconfor-
mance with NRC quality acsurance and qualification test regulations, the
combustibility of the material, awpdcity miscalculations, the lack of seismic
tests, the failure to pass hose stream tests, the high toxicity of substances
emittec from the ignited material, and the declaration by at least one
utility, Gulf States Utilities Company, of the material as inoperable at its

River Bend Station. The Petition also alleged that fire watches cannot

19D .



substitule for an eftective fire barrier indefinitely and that the NRC staff
has not adequately analyzed the use of fire watches.

Based on these allegations, the Petitioners request that the NRC
immedialely suspend the operating licenses for the River Bend, Comanche Peak
Unit 1, Shearon Harris, Fermi-2, Ginna, WNP-Z, and Robinson facilities pending
2 demonstration that the facilities meet NRC fire protection requirements.

The Petitioners also request the issuance of an order to stop the installation
of Thermo-Lag at Comanche Peak Unit 2 or a suspension of the facriity’s
construction permit. The Petitioners seek the NRC tu issue a oeneric letter
before September §, 1992, regquiring licensees to submit information to the NRC
demonstrating compliance with fire protection requirements. Where facilities
cannot demonstrate compliance, the Petitioners request immediate suspension of
the operating licenses for the affected facilities unti) such time as compli-
ance with NRL fire protection requirements can be shown. In a letter of
August 1% 1892, ] have determined that immediate action is not necessary
regarding the matters raised in the Petition.

The Petition has been referred to the Director of th: Office of Wuclear
Reactor Regulation pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206. As provided by 10 CFR 2.206, the
NRC will take appropriate action on the specific issues raised by the Petition

in a reasonable time.



A copy of the Petition is available for inspection at the Commission’s

Public Document Room, the Gelman Building, 2120 L Street, N.W., Washington,

D.C. 20558.
Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 19thday of August 1992.
FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Wf

Thomas E. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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July 21, 1982

James Taylor

Executive Director for Operations
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dear Mr. Taylor:

We file the enclosed petition unde the terms of 10
CFR 2.206.

This petition calls for NRC enforcement action
against Gulf States Utilities' River Bend reactor.
Specifically, we demand that River Bend's operating
license be suspended until it can demonstrate,
through independent testing, that it meets NRC's
fire protection regulations (10 CFR 50, Appendix R).

In addition, we demana that the NRC staff
immediately issue Generic Letter 92-xx, February 11,
1992, and that any nuclear power plant which cannot
prove, through indeperZent testing, that it meets
fire protection re,ulations be closed until it does
meet them,

The enclosed petition elaborates on these points.
because of the urgency of this situation, we reguest
that the NRC respond to this petition by August §,
1992,

Sincerely,

/ lL/ %.m,.,

ichael Mariotte
Executive Director

gpo ~-= 007930
gz -Cyg 7/~

dedicated 10 ¢ sound non-nuclear energy policy

. Revvoied Daper



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

PETITION FOR EMERGENCY ENFORCEMENT ACTION AND 1SSUANCE OF GENERIC
LETTER

I. INTRODUCTION

The Nuclear Informati & and Resource Service (hereinafter
petitioner) hereby petitions the Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC or Staff) for emergency enforcement action against
Gulf States Utilities' (GSUs') River Benl! nucliear power plant,
which is operating in wviolation of NRLC usfety fire protection
regquirements.

In addition, the petitioners demand the immediate issuance of
NRC Generic Letter 92-xx (draft issued February 11, 1992) whizh
requires all licensees to provide information to verify that the
fire-harrier Thermo-~Lag 330 (Thermo-Lag) complies with all NRC
remirenents.

According to NRC documents, under fire conditions, the thermal
degradation of an electrical raceway fire barrier system, such as
the Thermal-Lag system, manufactured by 7Thermal Science, Inc.
(TSI), could lead to both trains of safe shutdown systems being
damaged by fire. This could significantly affect the plant's
ability to achieve and maintain hot s*tandby/shutdown conditions
(see NRC Bulletin 92-01, "FAILURE OF THERMO-LAG 330 FIRE BARRIER

fis 4
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SYSTEM TO MAINTAIN CABLING IN WIDE CABLE TRAYS AND EMALL CONDUITS
FREE FROM FIRE DAMAGE,"™ June 24, 19352).

The failure of Thermo-lLag fire barrier during 1- and 3-hour
fire endurance tests, the deficiencies in the procedures for
installation, :he non-conformances with NRC guality assurance and
qualification tests regulations, the combustibility of the
material, the ampacity miscalculations, the lack of seismic tests,
the failure to pass hose stream tests, the high toxicity emitted
from the ignited material, and GSU's statement that the Thermal-
Lag material is "incperable," are grounds for the immediate removal
of the materjial and installation of a fire barrier that meets NRC
regulations.

Since 1987, GSU identified that Thermo~lLag did not meet the
acceptance criteria due to surface cracks, wear conditions and
incomplete construction. In resporse to these conditions, the
iicensee declared the firve barrier inoperable and established fire
watch patrols in accordance with Technical Specification 3.7.7.a.
Since 1988 there have been numerous fire tests for GSU and
eisewhere finding the Thermal-Lag material inoperable.

The fire watch was intended as a short-term, stop-gap measure,
not as a final sclution to the Thermal-lag pr.blem. A fire-watch
is an additional way to detect a fire, like a fire detection alarm.
A fire barrier is a di.fferent mode of safeguarding a reactor
against fire. Thermo-Lag was intended to protect the wires from
fire. Therefore, a fire watch duplicates fire detecticon while

exposing the plant on the level of fire protection. In addition,
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corporation focused on consumer and environmental protection. The
Alliance has over 400 members throughout Louisiana, including in
the area served by GSU., Since 1985, the Alliance has conducted
research and education concerning, among other things, energy
efficiency, renewable energy and fossil and nuclear electric
generation technologies.

IIXI. THEE NRC BHOULD EXERCISBE IT8 AUTHORITY TO IMMEDIATELY CEABE

OPERATION AT RIVER BEND

This petition is brought before the Staff pursuant to the
authority granted to it in 42 U.S.C. 2236,2237 and 22%2; and 10 CFR
2.200-2.205. It ic the responsibility of the agency to assure that
health and safety is protected. See, ©.g. +2 U.S8.C. 2133,2134. Thus
the Commission has stated that "...public safety is the first,
last, and permanent consideration in any decision..." Pover Reactor
Development Corp. v. International Union of Electrical Radio and
Machine Workers, 367 U.S. 396, 402 (1961), CLI-78-6,

Accordingly, public health and safety require the plant to
cease operation immediately. $ U.8.C. 558(c), 42 U.8.C. 2236b; 10
CFR 2.202(f), 2.204. As discussed below, the results from the
Texas Utilities test (June 1982) and the GSU tests (1¢88, 1989,
1950) reveal risks in the operation of the River Bend nuclear power
reacior not previously perceived or acted upcn by the NRC. The use
of Thermo~Lag material for fire protection poses an immediate and
unacceptable yisk to public health and safety.

IV. GROUKDS FOR ENFORCEMENT ACTION



A. KkC Pire Protection

ccmponents

nimize,

Izportance ©of Pire Barrier




SSm™

(= o

witchgear roon
sw il LN




direnents

el

barrier Th

Ihermo~Lag

.y
s 5
\3




year: 1@ NRC has

years., Thermo-.ag

River Bend submits Thermeo-lLag Licensing Event Report (LER)

censee ide: ied signi

g . AL imnal
declared additional




presented with

S

ire Endurance Test (198%)




4. Toermn-Lag Cited With Non~Conformances (19925
-




04

Aaxlmum

-
s

(1992)

" v
PEL=

a

o
de
0
b
(=
P
£
o
et
Fel
“
4
o7
O
~—t
<
(8

Ay
NAaurx

re E

Fl




ng of the
ah

-/ d

IN

¢ Tests (199

and

A




ﬁ-..fv\r
. » ) ¢

”
S

A

.

he pu

t
- T =
1eTMO- LA

<

"y
| ¥ ¢

A Y

X
’

1992
{1%92)

>

+

mbustibili

harmo-Lay Co
Eose Btream Test FPailuire

o
3

e




9. Bassmic Iasue Mot Addressed
clogical siting cr
appendix A

onents are those

1€ reactor a

{leity lssue Not Addressed

extremely

i

when exposec fire. Fire watch

and be overcome by the toxic gases.

EMERT




evidence

safety regulati«

wer plant,

tandards must

of achieving

clenti




4
o
o
F
O
~<
&
e
L
Y
L
&
w

~
-

vi.




18
nust be established not only to identify fire hazards but also to
protect against unacceptable consequences of fire (see federal
Register, Vol. 45, No. 105, May 29, 1980, pp.36082-36090.)."
Exemptions to an operable fire-barrier, e.j. fire watch,
eliminate an echelon of defense-in-depth. Thermo-Lag has been
cited "indeterminate," thus the armount of time it can protect the
cables is mere :zpeculation. During a real fire, reactor staff
will have ne reliable time frame in working towards saf-
shutdown. It is unacceptable for the NRC to grant indefinite
exemptions for fire-barriers, with the assumption that a fire
watch would eliminate the chances of a significant fire,
particuiarly when NUREG-1150 acknowledges that the typical
reactor vill experience three to four fires during its operating
life.

No valid analysis has been performed showing that eguivalent
margine of safety have been achieved substituting a fire-barrier
for ¢ fire watch, thus justifying continued operation, The Staff
has failed to justify continued oper~tion through findings t..*
River Bend achieves margins of safety equivalent to compliance
with regulations. In addition, *he Staff has not conducted ¢
Safety Assessment of inoperable fire-barriers.

The NRC staff has recognized the generic implications of the
repestad test failures of Thermo-~lLag material (see draft Generic
Lettocr 92-xx, February 11, 1992). However, the NRC staff has
faileC to issue this Generic letter, apparently due to nuclear

industry pressure. For example, or July 7, 1992, despite
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cevervhelming evidence of the failures of Thermo~Lag to pass
meaningfu. tests, the nuclear industry trade association Nuclear
Utilities Manacement and Resources Council (NUMARC) continued to
badger the NRC staff tc change its definition of Thermo-Lag from
“inoperable" to "degraded." In addi‘ ion, NUMARC repeatedly balked
at the icea of requiring utilities .o test their Thermo-lag
instailations NUMARC's so~far successful effort to keep the NRC
at bay constitutes an unwarranted Intrusion intc the NRC's
regulatury process and authority. Simply put, we ask the NRC
staff to state exactly who is running this agency: NUMARC or the
NRC?
VII. REQUESBT FOE LLLTEF

For the reasnons enumerated above, the petitionm ' state that
the Iollowing relief is reguired:

Impediate Buspension of River Bend's Cperating License Pending
Demonstration of Regulatory Compliance.

As discussed above, the River Berd nuclear power plant fails
to comply with an array of fundamental NRC reguirements for fire
barrier. Tull testing of Thermn~-lLag materials has been
accemplished at River Bend, and Thermo-lag has flunked these
test. Without an effective fire barrier, the risk of a serious
meltdown is greatly increased. NRC regulations arc in violation,
and the public's health and safety is at great risk. River Bend's
license must be suspended until Thermu-Lag materials are removed
and replaced with a tested fire-barrier that meets all

regulacions.
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Issuance of Generic Letter On Thermo-Lag

Approximately 30 rerctors under the NRC jurisdiction use
Thermo-lLag. A generic letter should be issued immediately which
requires licensees to provide information to verify that Thermo-
Lag systems compiy with the NRC's requirements. This includes the
regquirements for gualification testing, installation, ampacity
derating, comdustibility, hose stream, seismic and toxicity.
where such systems, through testing, are found not to meet NEKC
regulations, operating licenses of those reactors must be
immediateiy . —"~mended until such time as effective and tested
fire barriers have been installed.

We reguest that the NRC Staff respond to this petiticn by
August 5, 19982.

Respectfully submitted,

1 Soclund

Jeffrey Sosland

v

Nuclear Safety Project Director

Nuclear Information and Resource Service

/
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ichael Mariotte
Executive Director

Nuclear Information and Resource Service
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August 12, 1992

James Taylor
Executive Director for Operations
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commigsion

Washingtoan, DC 20%5%%

Daar Mr. Taylor:

Enclosed is an energency addenda to our 10 CFR 2.206
petition submitted on July 21, 1992, and an addends
based on new information.

We reguest a response to the enmergency addenda before
August 15, 1992, ard a response to the addenda based
on new information by Avgust 31, 1652,

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,
n

,

rAg I

{ichael Mariotte
Executive Director

dedicaied 10 ¢ sound non-nuciear energ, polic

@ reovcivd Paper



Nuclear information and Resource Service

1424 16th Streer, NW., Suite 601, Washington, D C. 20036 (202) 328-0002

EMERTENCY _ADDENDA TO MNIRS'
EETITION FOR EMERGENCY ENFORCEMENT ACTION
QF JULX 23. 1832
AND _ADDEKDA TO THE QRIGINAL PETITION
BASLD QN NEW JINFORMATIQN

N
Pk " 2 Ba M
/ : —\'\

On July 21, 1952, the Nuclear Information and Resource Service
(NIRS), Alliance for Affordable Energy, and Citizens Organized to
Frotect our Parish flled a petition, reguesting emergency
enforcement action, with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
staff under provisions of 10 C.F.R. 2.206. Specifically, NIRS
regquested a suspension of Gulf States Utilities' (GSU) operating
license for its River bend reactor besed on its use of a fire
barrier material called "Thermo-lag.™ Repeated testing of both the
material as installed and retrofit configurations have conclusively
dexcnstrated that this material, at River Bend, does nut work, and
does nct meet the requirements of 10 C.F.R. 50.48(a), 10 C.F.R. 50
Appendix A and Appendix R. Thus, River Bend is in viclation of NRC
regulations.

The clear and present danger caused by GSU's failure to wmeet
essential NRC safety regulations reguires a suspension of the
license until GEU removes and replaces its Thermo-lag with a new
fire barrier that can meet XPC's ragquiraments.

In sddition, NIRS requested that the NRC staff immediately issue
Generic letter 952~-xx, February 11, 1992, which would institute a
program of independent testing of Tharmo-Lag fire barriers at every
reactor which uses the material. Where such testing fails te prove
that Thermo-Lag meets regulatory requirenents, and thus Jlaaves
reactors in violation of NRC fire protection regulations, NKIRS
reguested that thosc resctors be immediately shut down until such
time as effective fire barriers are in place.

NIRS included in its petition & lengthy discourse on the history
of the failures of Thermc~lag as installed. and of the NRC's own
acknowledgerent of the tremendous risk posed by fires in most

i
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reactors’' overall core maltdown risk.

Bacause of the urgent nature of this problsx, NIRS requested a
response from the NRC ..aff by August 5, 19292,

Al  NRC RESPONSE AND NIRS' REPLY FOR ADLI { A

As of August 10, 19%2, the NRC staff hes not respondaed Lo NIRS!
petition of July 21, 1§9%2. We must essume that the NRC staff is
still considering its response to this prtition.

River dend has been in an axtended maintenance/repair vutage, which
began in March 1§92. It would be illogical fov the NRC staff to
seek nore time in which to rendsr a decision on our petition, but
still allovw River Bend to restart. This sould, 4in effect, be a
negative decision on our petition.

Y0 the best of our knowledge, GSU intends to restart River Bend on
©r about August 15, 1952, By alloving restart, the NRC staff would,
in effect, be denying our petition. If this is the case, NRC staff
shou'd say so, and we will appeal that decision. There is no
rationale, other than subterfuge, for NRC sctaff to claim to be both

et etial

considering our petitics gng to allow River Bend to restart.

4
s

vould be impossible for GSU to remove and replace its Thermo-
Lag while ir an operstional mode. And it makes no serse vhatsoever
to allow River Bend to restart, only tc cause it to close and enter
ancther ocutage three wveeks later to replace its Thermo-lag. Indeed,
CUr petition was timed to ensure that River Bend would ARt rertart,
&nd that the necessary modifications could be made vhile River Bend
was already in 2 maintenance outage.

een more than [lve Years since the problems with Therwmo-
liver Bend were first confirmed by GSU. Five years of fire

ivlation o©of NRC fire protection regulations, and
inadequate protection of the public. We repeat mur insistence that
River Bend not be allowed to restart until its Thermo~lag is
removed and replaced. And under no conditions can River Bend be
allowed to restart until the NRC staff has even made a decision on
cur petition. This would indicate dishonesty and deception of the
highest order, and can only be viewsed as arbitrary and capricious.

in the case of igsuance of Ganeric letter $2-xx {(Felruary 11,
199%2), we must adeoit scome puzzlement over ¥y the NRC cannot go
ahead and send this letter to the naticn's utilities. After all,
the letter was written more than six months &go, and intervening
events-~including several tests of Thermo~lag in wvarious
configurations-~have only added to the sense of urgency to resclve
this ocutstanding safety problem. In short, Therao-lag has cont {nued
to fail independent tests while the NRC has not to this date
produced any ac~eptable fire tests of Thermo~lag, and the NRC graff
refuses to act to protect the public's health and safety. However,
we will wait 30 wmore days hefore pursuing further action to bring
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arout independent testing at wost utilities.

We continue to belleve that the NRC staff wishes to do the right
thing, and grant our petition. Thue, we are not &t ti.s time
submitting s appeal to the KNRC Commissionears.

A11. ADRENDA TQ _NIRS PETITION ©
Substantial new information has come to KIRS' attentimn since the

filing of our 10 C.F.R. 7.206 petition or July 21, 1992. This nev
information has ceused us to modify our petition as follows. A
nuzbar of co-petitionars are joining NIRS 4, this sddenda. A
description of the co-petiticners appears in section IV,

1. The NEC staff xusst .ssue an ixgediste "stop-work” order to Texas
Rellities regarding Thermo-lag installation at Comanche Peak unit-

ing. license of Comanche Feak Unit-
. @

Despite the ongoing contraversy ove: the use of Thermo-Lag, and the
results of failed tests of Thermo-lag in configurations used at
Comanch~ Peak Unit-1, as documented in NRC Bulletin 92«01, June
24, 1995. (Failure of Thermo~-lag 330 Fire Barrisr Systen To Maintain
Cabling In %Yide Cable 9rays and Small Conduits Pree PFMrom Fire
Damage), our sources indicate that as many as 54 utility,
contracter, and/or subcontractor personnel continue to install
Therzo-Lag at Comanche Peak Unit-2.

Morsover, the NRC staff, oun or about Auguet 1, 1932, issuved an
extension of the censtruction permit for Comarche Peak Unit-2,
despite its awareness of the problems of Thermo-lag ana of NIRS'
petition for issuance ©of Generic letter $2-xx (Februaiy 11, 199%2)
which calls inte serious guestion the adequacy of Thermo-lag as s
fire barrier material. In additicn, even with the *snhanced test
configurations” used for the Comanche Peak tests, Thernmo~-lag failed
hose strear test requirements.

The NRC staff cannot serinusly have considared Justifyiry 2 ?inding
of "no significant impact® to allow issuance of this extewion of
the construction permit. In fsct, on August 1, 19952, the ".RC staff
was aware that Thermo-lag, particularly in its configuration at
Comanche Peak, does not weet KRC fire protection reguireanments.

Indeed, the NRC staff used color photographs of feiled tests of
Therno~lag, in Comanche Peak's configurat on, &t a July 7, 1892
Reeting between NR” end NUMARC (Nuclarr Utilities and Aanagement
Rescurces Council) to emphasize gtaff's determinetion to take
decisive action on Thermo-lag.

Why, then, would NRC allov extension of Comenche Peak Unit-2's
construction permit, in full krnowledge that Taxas Utilities is
cont uing to install Therme-lag, which, through testing, is known
to be clearly in violation of the NRC's fire protection

3



vegulations?

We respectfully reguest that the NRC staff issue an immediate
"gtop~work®™ order regarding continued installation ¢f Thermo-lag
st Comanche Peak Unit-2. Although it is not thie petition's intent
to stop all construction at Comanche Peak, if, under the provisions
ef 10 C.F.R. 2.206, w& may only ssex a full suspension of the
construction permit, then we hereby reguest such a suspension until
all Thermo-lag is removed and replaced with a tested, effective
five barrier material.

In addition, based on the test results documented in NRC Bulletin
$2-0), June 24, 1992, we regquest an immediate suspension of the
operating license of Comanche Peak Unit~1, until such time as its
Therso-lag fire barrier material has besn rexoved and replaced with
& tested, effective fire barrier.

We add that fire protection and Thermo-lig problems aze nothing new
at Comanche Peak. The first Independent testing of Thermo-lag wvas
performed for Comanche Peak in 158i1~-a test wvhich Thermo-lag
failed. In early 1850, Texas Utilities was cited by the NRC for a
1585 incident in which » guality contrel inspector filed a nen-
conformance report indicating that Thermo-lag at Comanche Peak did
not meet chickness specifications. The subseguant harrassment of
this inspector "may have had a chilling effect on other licensee
or contractor perconnel,”™ according to a January 31, 1990 letter
from NRC official C.I, Grimes to W.J. Cahili, Jr., executive vide
president of Texas Utilities.

The inadegquacy of the "temporary” fire watches espoused by the NRC
as its ansver to declaring Thermo~-lag “inoperable" (on June 24,
1952) can also be readily seen at Comanche Peak. On March 28, 1891
a $50,000 fine was proposed for Texas Utilities for the "widespread
falsification" of fire watch records, "involving 26 individuals
directly or indirectly."™ In other words, utility personnel were
clairing to have performed fire watches, but did not do so.

A.. The NRC must Jssue Jfmpediate suspensions of the operating

On July 27, 19982, six days after the filing of NIRS' initial
petiticn, the NRC issued Information Notice 92-55 (Current Pire
Endurance Test Results for Thermo-lag Barrier Material). This
notice documented new NRC testing of Thermo-lag, in a firewal.
configuration.

According to this notice, to achieve a "passing™ grade the Thermo-
Lag fire barrier would have had to keep temperatures on tle
unexposed sice to 250 degrees Fahrenheit albove ambient in both a
one~hour and a three-hour test mode.

Bowever, according to these NRC~sponscred tests, in the one-hour
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test, temperatures on the urexposed side (i.e. the "protscted"
side) reached not 250 degrees above ambient (approximately 325
degrees), Rut 1716 degrees Fahrenheit, vithin 45 minutes. In fect,
the Thermo-lag itself caught on fire, and edded heat to the furnace
in which the material was Dbeing tested. Average tamperatures
reached 1206 degrees, the panels burned coxpletely through in two
locations, and 85% of the unexposed surface vas blackened.

For the three-hour test, the Thermo-lag on the unexposed side
reached "only"™ 432 degrees, with an avarege tamparature of 403
degrees. This, too, indicates a failure of the Thermo-lLag to meet
regulatory reguirenments, although apparently there wvas no evident
electrical cable damage. Hovever, NIRS has learned that the NRC's
test itself was faulty, in that the NRC did not remove certain edge
sections of the stress skin, as would be done under normal
installation, before conducting this test. Removal of these
sections likely would have resulted in a greater failure of Chis
test.

Further, we note that the Thermo-lag material tested by the NRC
varied greatly in its thickness. According to specifications, the
three-hour Therno-lag fire barrier material is one-inch thick. Yet
the three-hour materisl tested by the NRC varied from 1.0% to 1.%56
inches thick==or up to more than 50t thicker (and, presumably, more
effective) tisn the specified installation. The one~hour (half-
inch) material varied from 0.54 to 0.72 inches. This indicates
either an appalling lack of quality control (with the company
unazble to provide even the NRC with material with a precision
within a halt-inch on a one-inch specification) or a desire to
present the best face possible for these tests.

The combination of the failure to remove certain edge sections of
the stress skin and the tremendous variability of the size of the
Therso-lag tested brings into grave guestion the adegquacy of these
NRC~sponsored tests, particularly the three~hour test. Indeed, this
test must be considered faulty, and must be re-done. There is
absclutely no reason to believe, besed on this test, that the
three-hour firewall configuration of Thermo~ley is any more
effective than the clearly~failed one-hour configuration.

It is NIRS' understanding that five resactors~-Shearon Harris,
Ferzi-2, Ginna, WPPSS~2Z and Robinson--nov use Thermo-lLag in &
firewall configuration. Other than the NRC's tests described above,
in which Thermo-lag failed miseradbly or in which the test resuits
wvere #0 skeved as to be meaningless, there is no independent
testing that would demonstrate that Thermo-lag in e firewall
configuration meets NRC {ire protection reguirements.

As a result of this July 27, 1992 Information Notice, NRC cannot
make a finding that these four reactors are in compliance with NRC
regulations. Indeed, every indication is that these plants are
seriously gut of compliance with regqulations and present a clear

&



harard to the public's health and safety.

We remind the NRC that {ts own reactor safety documents,
particularly NUREG~1150 (Severe Accident Riaks: An Assessment for
Five U.5. Nuclear Pover Plants, December 1950) conclude that fires
represent a major initiator of core meltdowns. Because risk is
measured 2as a function of probability times conseguences, every
plant which operates in violation of fire protection requirements
increases risk to the American public.

In this case, the riik is clear: the only independent tests on the
firewall configuration of Thermo-lag demonstrats that not only is
this material ineffective as a fire barrier, it could actually
increase damages from a fire by catching fire itself. Because the
above-mentioned reactors use this configuration, we respectfully
request that their licenses be suspendad until an effective and
tested fire barri.; 1= in place.

As we noted in our initial petition, fire watches are & wholly
inadeguate substitute for fire barriers. At best, the: are a
temporary response for those plants for which adegquate testing of
Thermo-lag has not yet been accomplished. In the case of the plants
listed above, testing has demonstrated non-compliance with
regulations and rsplacement of tne Thermo-lag fire barriers must
be undertaken to meet the regulation. Fire watches cannot possibly
provide the reguired one-hour and three-hour fire barrier
regquirement and are thus acceptable only as a tenporary measure
while the plants are shut down to replace the Thermc-lag. Purther,
as noted in the Comanche Peak case atove as well as at various
reactors in New England over the past 18 months, there is a
dexonstrated history of missed fire watchei, falsification of
docurments, and a general utility attitude of not taking fire
watches seriously that further undermines the credibility of this
®"sclution."

V. DESCRIPTION

The Nuclear Information and Resource Service {(NIRS), lead
petiticner, is as described in our original petition of July 21,
1852,

Citizens for Fair Utility Regulation (CFUR) is an unincorporated
group of individuals residing in Texas, including Tarrant, Hood and
Somervell counties. Several members reside within a few miles of
the Comanche Peak nuclear power plant. CFUR was organized in 197¢
and is funded Dy veluntary donations. It has a mailing list of over
350 supporters, a governing board of seven members, with board
weetings monthly wvhich are open to all members as well ag the
public. CFUR was an intervenor in the licensing hearings on
Comanche Feak from 1§79 until 1982 and has intervened hefore the
Texas Public Utility Commission.

Don't Waste New York (DWNY) is a statewide organization composed
&



of more than 4,000 members concerned about nuclear powver and
radiocactive vaste, Several merbers live within u few miles of the

Ginna reactor.

Citizens Agsinst Radicactive CLumping is a 501 (c)(4) non-profit
organization with a wmenbership located primarily in Certland
County, New Yerk. Its several hundred menxbers are concerned with
all nuclear rcactors and radioactive vaste gensration in New York

State.

The Coalition for Alternatives to Shearcon Harris (CASH) is a 501
(¢)(4) organization founded in 1986 to express wvidespread citizen
opposition to construction and operation of the Shearon Harris
nuclear power plant. CASH set up chapters in Chatham, Orange,
Durha=z, Harnett, Lee, and ¥Wake counties.

For more than twenty years, the Conservation Council of North
Carolina has lobbied the North Carolina and federal legislatures
en a variety of environmental issues. The Council is a 501(c) (4)
crganization with menbers across the state of Nurth Carolina.

The Safe Energy Coalition of HMichigan (SECOM) is & non=-profit
grassroots group based in southeastern Michigan. Since 1577, SECOM
has advocated the use of safe snergy technology and the terzination
of .clear power. The coalition har lobbied the Michisan Public
Se. .c+* Commission for fair rate structures on behalf of
rate," :rs, and appeared before the NRC Comnissioners in 15885 in
cpposition to the full-power license for Fermi-2.

Mezber of Parliament Steven langdon (Essex-Windsor, Ontarioc) hes
been 2 menmber of the Canadian Parliament for eight years and sits
or. the House of Parliament Finance Committee. He represents
Canadian citizens within 12 kilometers of the Ferzi-2 reactor.

Essex County Citizens Against Fermi-2 (ECCAF) was formed in 1987
after a merger of a citizens group in Amherstburg, Ontarioc and the
Downwinders Alliance. ECCAF has organized petition drives,
community evants and participated in Fermi evacuation and satety
hearings on behalf of Essex County, Ontario residents.

The Natural Guard is @& South Carclina-based environmental
foundation that provides resources for the peaace, justice, and
environmental movement in Scouth Carolina. Pounded in 1$78, the
Natural Guard does not have membership, but joins the work of any
individual working to nonviolently defend the Earth and its
inhabitants from exploitation.

Northwest Environaental Advocates (NWEA) is & regional nonprofit
environmental corganization which has been werking since 1969 to
restore the environmental guality of the Columbia BRiver Basin.
Originally the Coslition for Safe Power, the organization changed
its name in 1987. NWEA has 4,000 supporters in the Pacific
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Northwest, with members who reside within 50 miles of WPPSS-2.
Since its inception, NWEA has been working to infors the public of
the risks posed to husan health and the environsent from nuclear
facilities, including the Trojan resctor, WPPSS-2, the Hanford
nuclear weapons complex, and proposed nuclear reactors throughout
Cregon and Washingtoen.

Y. EILIEF REQUESTED

Under the provisions of 10 C.F.R, 2.206, NIRS, and co-patitionars,
request that:

1. A stop-work order on installation of Thermo-lag, or, if
necessary, & suspension of the construction permit, be issued for
Texas Utilities' Comanche Peak Unit-2.

2. The operating licenses of Texas Utilities' Comanche Psak Unit~
i, Carclina Power & Light's Shearon Harris and Robinson reactors,
Detroit Edison's Fermi-2 reactor, Washington Public Power Supply
Systen's WPPSS-2 reac’ r, and Rochester Gas & Electric's Ginna
reactor be immediately suspended until such time as effective and
tested fire barriers are in place.

3. Gulf States Utilities' River Berd reactor must not be allowad
to restart pending an NRC staff decision on NIRS' petition of July
21, 1892. We repeat our reguest that River Bend's license E.
suspended until a tested and effective fire barrier is in place.

4. Generic Letter 92-xx (February 11, 1992) must be issued in a
timely Jashion. We reguest that this letter be issusd before
September 5, 1992.

Respectfully su;;ittod,

by P
4 “

v 'VQJ/ /#1/x~f~\

MIchae. Hariotte

Executive Director

Nuclear Infeormation and Resource Service
August 12, 19%2



