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The staff, reforr1n? to a Bechtel Corporation letter to TED, questioned if
211 the fire wraps identified for the component cooling water p room are
in place, TED indicated that they are not all in place because TED is
waiting for their consultants to complete the sa’e shutdown 1ist to determine
the best approach,

With respect to conduit embedded in concrete, the staff stated that 8 inches
of cover generally has been accepted as a 3-hour fire barrier, TED indiceted
that they would 1ike to consider such conduit as out of the fire area. If 2
J-houyr r:t1ng cannot be justified something less-such as 2-hours might b2
acceptable,

The deficiencies with fire wrapping include

1) test results
2) FCR signeoff vs, actual field condition
3) installation of wrap vs. tested configuration

The staff suggested that TED could benefit by submission of wrap test results
to the NRC to determine acceptability before TED proceeds with the wrapping
program,

At the next review meoting'. TED plans to identify to the staff the requests
for exemption expected to be submitted,

Emergency lighting surveys indicated 0 to 3 F.C. Ooerators were asked to
assess 1f the existing emergency lighting leve! was sufficient to perform
their functions, The staff stated that the 5-10 F.C, guidance will not be
enforced unless first approved by CRGR since the rule is not specific., The
staff also indicated that areas where manual actions are required for cold
shutdown need not meet the 8-hour requirement unless the area is also used
for hot shutdown actions, Reliance upon hand-carried lighting will require
an examption,

g /" /,q .
2L bart 7 Lo liamp
Albert W, De Agazio, ‘Froject Manager
Uperating Reactors Branch #4, DL

Enclosures:

1. List of Attendees

2, Viewgraphs

3, Listinc of Material frem
Previous Meetings

¢C w/3nclosures:
See next paoe



MEETING SUMMARY DISTRIBUTION

Licensee: Toledo Edison Company

*Coples also sent to those people on service (cc) 1ist fer subject plant(s),
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T OF ATT $
FIRE PROTECTION REVIE T1

BETHESDA, MARYLAND, JUNE 12, 1984
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NRC/OL

NRC/DE

NRC/DS!

NRC/Region 11!

NRC/DL

Bechte! Power Corporation
Bechtel Power Corporation
gechte) Power Corporation
Impel Corporation

Toledo €dison Company
Toledo Edison Company
Toledo Edison Company
Toledo Edison Company
Toledo Edison Company



Enclosure 2

TOLEDO EDISON - NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
FIRE PROTECTION PROGRAM STATUS MEETING
JUNC 12, 1984
PHILLIPS BUILDING - ROCM 422

IENTATIVE AGENDA

1. SCHEDULE
2. SUBMITTAL
A, INTRODUCTIAN = BACKGROUND

g, ;;g: g?sAg.éfisnggséhn?;sigfsxou OF AREAS REVISED

¢, SAFE SWuTtDOWN SYSTEMS (TECHNICAL DISCUSSION O
AREAS AND NON=COMPLIANCES THUS FAR IDENTIFIED

- METHODOLOGY
- RESOLUTION QPTIONS
- SCHEDULE

D, SuPPORT SYSTEMS (TECKNICAL APPROACH FOR SECURITY,
COMMUNICATIONS),

€. ASSOCIATED CIRCUITS (TECHNICAL DISCUSSION OF ISSUES
AND PLANS),

F, ALTERNATIVE SwuTDOWN CAPABILITY (TECHNICAL DISCUS-
:ég#lg:)SUlHlTTAL INFURMATION AND CONTENT OF

G, EMERGENCY LIGHTING (TECHNICAL DISCUSSION OF SUB-
MITIAL INFORMAT!ION AND METHODOLOGY FOR RESOLUTION),

M, OIL COLLECTION SYSTEM (RESTATEMENT OF POSITION -
STATUS OF EXEMPTION REQUEST),

3, FIRE PROTECTION PROGRAM - NFPA SUBMITTAL STATUS
4, ESTABLISH DATES FOR NEXT MEETING (AT Davis-Besse?)

3
).

JSHINLF



FIRE AREA SUMMARY
(PRELIMINARY STATUS - JUNE 11, 1984)

NQ.%%%;&Q?;LLANSE! EXEMPTION REQUESTS NQN-COMPLIANCES
Y F X
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¢ EE H
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J 6
M
L
K
E
¢ (NoTE 2)
12 $ 7

NOTE 1 = (1) DISCUSS NON-COMPL IANCES,
(2) "PROCEDURAL NEEDS FOR COLD SHUTDOWN,

NoTE 2 - Discuss amga CC,

JSHiNLE
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JSH:

SUBMITTAL SECTIONS SUMMARY

DRAFTS OF SECTIONS 1, 3, 4, AND 5, GIVEN TO NRR oN
May 31, 1984,

MAJOR AREA REDEFINITION DRAFT GIVEN TO NRR ON May 31,
1984, SECTION 2 OF THE SUBMITTAL WILL SUMMARIZE THIS,
SECTION ©, EMERGENCY LIGHTING SECTION DRAFT GIVEN TO
NRR ON JUNE 12, 1984,

SECTION 7, ALTERNATE SHUTDOWN SECTION, INCLUDING
GENERIC LETTER 81-12 RESPONSES (DEPENDENT ON RESULTS OF
SECTION 4),

SECTION 8, RCP Q1L COLLECTION, SUMMARY OF EXEMPTION
REQUEST ONLY,

NLF




Enclneure 3

DOCUMENTS GIVEN TO NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION (NRR), IN ADDITION TO
DOCKETED INFORMATION,

984 or Mar 84 8!

), Appendix R = Fire Area Checklist (being uced during area evalua-
tions). "

2. Safe Shutdown Components Listing, Rev., A (draft of listing of all
cireuits and components being protected for Appendix R purposes).

3. Drafts (2) of Component Locaricn Matrices (samples of listings
delineating locations of required components and circuits by
Fire Area and Zone).

4, Potential Deficiency Tracking Procedure (procedure to track all
tdentified deficiencies within project, in addition to NCR/AFR
method) .

S, Discussion and format of all planned submittals.

6., Per Task | and 2, September 1, 1984 submittal Table of Contents
vith proposed sections ) (Systems), 4 (Ares Evaluations, thus far),
S (Associated Circuits)(given to Tom Wombach for R, Eberly and
N. FPloravante on May 31, 1984, in Bethesda).

7. Draft of 10 Fire Area positions, in addition to Appendix A approved
Fire Areas (to bs submitted on docket within 1-2 weeks), given to
Tom Wombach for R, Eberly om May 31, 1984).,

8., Format of Information of Task J and Task 7 reneolution submittal,

Documents P 0 Fo de he Frture:

L. ALl April !6, 1984, Serial No, 1042, to NRC commitments (Tasks 1, 2,
3, . ).

2, Fire Area discussion per iftem 7 above.
An es orts Av e n-house Reviev!

1. Evaluation of FCR's impacting the Fire Hazards Analyses, Revision & -
Report No, 02~1040-1164, March 2, 1984,

2. Associated Circuit Analyses - Report No. 02-1040-1153 (to be for-
varded vithin Section 5 of September 1, Appendix R submittal),

3. Emergency Lighting Review = Report No, 02-1040~1145, December 6,
1983,
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4, Evaluation of Kaowool as a fire resistant barrier - Peport No,
01=1040-1262, Revision l, January, 1984,

S, Fire Protection Staffing Analysis - Report No. 02-1040-1136, Rev. O,
January, 1984,

JSH:inlf
6/8/84



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY CCM!MISSION
WASHINGTON, D, C. 20958

MEIORANDUM FOR: William V. Johnston, Assistant Dire....
Materials & Qualifications Engineering, DE

Thomas Novak, Assistant Director
for L1cons‘ng. oL

Gus C. Lainas, Assistant Director
for Operating Reactors, DL

o Frank Hirag\ia. Assistant Director
for Safety Assessment, DL

Lester Rubenstein, Assistant Director
Core and Containment Systems, DT

FROM: Oarrell Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing

B:c?a:d N.ngll?or. giroctqr
vision o neer
el . .
SUBJECT: COMPLETION OF APPENDIX R EXEMPTIONS
A0 SHUTOOWN MODIFICATIONS

NPR g to complete the Appendix R exemption and shutdown modification
reviews using the procedure cutlined in this memo.

Curing the technical review of licensees Appendix R exemptions and shute
down reviews by CMER and ASB, the PM will arrange for the ~eviewer to get
reeced intormation to cosplete the review., This information should be of
the confirmatory or clarification nature on the present submittal., It
should not be new or alternate proposals to reselve the problem, This
information may be received by telephone or mcct‘n?. however, the licensee
should document this information within a reasonaple per'od of time,
which we define as no later than three weeks from the date of the tele-
phone conversation or the meeting with the licensee, y

When the SER cocumenting the results of the technical reviews is
] received in OL, a copy of the evaluation of the exemption, as signed

by the appropriate A/D_in DOE or OSI, should be shown to the licensee ‘ |
as soon as possible. The licensee should be given three weeks to inform |
the PM of the action he plans to take, i.e., 1) appeal denfals to NRR |
management (R. Vollmer or R. Mattson, as appropriate), only on the |
results of the technical review; 2) propose another alternative that
requires an exemption; or 3) make modifications to meet the specific |
requirements,

\
|
!
|
\

- ’



-5 >
If an appea) meeting to R. Vollmer is requested, it shoule_g’,arrlﬂiid “
within six weeks from the date the evaluation was signed. , 48 & .

result of the appeals meeting, any changes to the evaluation y
made by the reviewer, the revised evaluntion will be y the
A/D within two weeks after the appeals meeting. M should prepare y

—

! the package which will be sent to the 1icensee no later than 01?ht
weeks from the time the A/D in DOE or DSI has signed the initia
Levaluation,

If the licensee does not request an appea) meeting, the Appendix R

licensing action should be completed by granting and denying exemptions
as recommended in the SER.

If, for denied exemptions, the licensee proposes an alternative which.
also requires an exemption, they should Le filed under the provisions (
of paragraph 50.12. A separate TAC should be issued when these are

| received Tor the technical review of these alternatives.

*e Crp dowlod saasmntda oh‘ %

& icensee preposed to make modifications,

S48 p‘-4v-l‘. .

to meet our ;Eecific requirements, no additiona) submitta) is necessary.

, Darrel) Eisenhut, Director
S Division of Licensing

Richard H. Vollmer, Director
Civision of Engineering

Denton
Mattson
Benaroya
Parr
Ferguson
Panciera
Sullivan
Pawlicki
wWambach
Crutchfield
Russel)

. Yarga
Fr—ippotata- D Vassalle
. Clark

Stolz
Youngblood
Schwencer
Miraglia
Adensam
Thomas
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f"» -m.,\ UNITED STATES
w NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
% g\ WASHINGTON, D C 20686
\"-‘:‘ SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFiCE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
SUPPORTING AMENDMENT NO,  TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO, DPR-38
AMENDMENT NO,  TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO, DPR-47
RAENDMENT NO.  TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-55
DUKE PONER COMPANY
OCONEE_NUCLEAR STATION, UNITS NOS, 1, 2 AND 3

———

KETS 50-269, 50-270 AND 50-287

1.0 Introduction

By letter dated March 18, 1981, Duke Power Company (DPC) uested that License
Condition 3,E, of Facility Operating Licenses DPR-38, DPR-47 and DPR-55 for
the Oconee Nuclear Station, Units 1, 2 and 3 (ousg respectively, be modified
to dbe consistent with the requirements of 10 CFR 5C,48, In addition gl'C
submitted proposed changes to the common Technical Lpeci’ications (Tgs for
gmwous b7y };;3" dated May 15, 1981, in response to an NRC request dated
ctober 7, .

During a telephone conversation, a number of n'lwndonundinr and interpre-
tation problems related to the August 11, 1978, Fire Protection Safety Evalua-
tion Report (SER) were discussed with the NRC staff, 8{ lettar dated May 15,
1981, DPC submitted the results of the review of the SEP,

2.0 Discussion and Evaluation
2.1 License Condition 3.E,

| On February 17, 1381, Paragraph £0,48(c) of 10 CFR Part 10 beceme effective.

| Item (&) of 10 CFR 50,48(c) require, in part, that fire protection modifics.

| tions related to dedicated shutdown systems be implemented 30 months after

| NRC gzgmn of final design, License Conditior J.E, which was included in

’ the licenses by License /amendments issued on August 11, 1978, requires

| detaileq design information on shuidown systems to be submitted within 15
months from NRC approval of the system concept., By letter dated March 18, 198),
OPC requested License Condition 3.E, be rovised to reflect the requirement of
50.48(c)(4),

|

|

The design description of the Oconee Standdby Shutdown Facility (SSF) was sube
mitted on March 28, 1980, and 1s under NKC ttaff review, The SSF is currently
under construction and is expected to be completed within the time required by
10 CFR 50.48(c)(4), We have reviewed the DPC request and find that the pro-
vosed revision will clarify NRC requiresents and remove any confusion or con.
tradiction of the regulation requirements, Since this change will ensure
compliance with a regulation, we conclude that it is acceptable,



2

2,2 Technical Specifications

In addition to the License Condition mentioned above, the Amendments issued on
August 11, 1978, contained a Safety Evaluation Report (SER) related to the
completion of certain fire grotoction related moaifications, Section 7 of the
SER stated that the TSs would require upgrading upon completion of the modifie
cations to incorporate limiting conditinns for operation and surveillance
requirements for newly installed equipment, (The TSs governing the previously
existing fire protection equipment were issued by License Arendrents on
February 13, 1978,) Oy ietter dated October 7, 1980, the NRC requested OPC

to submit an application for amendment to upg;ade the fire protection related
TSs to reflect the changes made in this area at the ONS in accordance with our
August 11, 1978 SER. Je requestad that the applicable model 1Ss be imple-
mented by administrative controls ac quickly as possible and that the proposed
revisions to the TSs be submitted by January 15, 1981, OPC, by letters dated
January 15, March 16, and Apri) 1€, 1381, stated that the proposed TSs were
bt!n? reviewed and presented revised dates for submittal., By letter dated

M 15, 1981, DPC submitted proposed, upgraded TSs for tne fire protection
features installed in the ONS,

We have reviewed the proposed ch;ngcs and additions t¢ the TSs relatad to the
fire protection features at the ONS and find that they adaquctctg adaress the
NRC concern: and are in substantial agreement with the Standard TSs four BAW
reactors, which were provided as guidance for their preparation., The DPC
application proposes to inclide, in the common ONS TSs, the coz fire suppression
system for the turbine.generators at the Keowee Hydro Station,“a aumber of

fire detectors, sprinkler ard spray systems and fire hose stations, which were
installed in accordance with the NRC staff's fire protection SER issued on
Auaust 11, 1978, Based on the above, we conclude that the proposed additions

and revisions to the TSs are acceptable,

2.3 Clarification of August 11, 1978 SER Requirements

As mentioned above, the Fire Protection SER issued by the NRC on August 11,
1978, v‘$uirtd OPC to complete statey modifications to enhance the ¢ir¢ pro.
tection features at the ONS, As a result of a detailed comparison of the
completed fire protection related modifications and the NRC's SER, 1t was deters
mined that some misunderstandings existed on what w2s actually required. Curing
a telephone conference between members of tne NRC and DPC siaffs on May §, 1381,
these misunderstandings were substantially resolved, The areas of confusion
were: a) HVAC Room Doors, b) Water Flow Alams, ¢) Communication Systems, @'
Sprinkler and Sprni Systems, ang e) Miscellaneous Firc Doors and Matches, 8y
letter dated May 5, 1381, DPC submitted verification of the statemerts made
during the May 5, 1‘8\. telephone conference, We have reviewed this letter and
find the clarification provided to be acceptable for the follewing reasons,

a., The doors between tne csble spreading rooms and their associated HVAC rooms
need not function as fire doors since the WVAC rooms can be included in the fire
zone of the cable spreading room,

b, The water flow alarms need a uniqueness in that an alarm for each system must
be provided. It is not our intent that a unigque alarm tore be pro.ided, Since
separate alarms have been provided, this is acceptable.



FOR:
FROM:

SUBJECT:

DISCUSSION:

centacs:
T ¥, Epmdach
Ext. 27072

The Commissioners

William J. Dircks '
Executive Director for Operatio

SECY-82-13 « FIRE PROTECTION RULE SCHEDULES #ND EXEMPTIONS
(QUARTERLY REPORT NO. &) 1

In response to the memorandum to me from Mr, Chilk dated Fedruary 8,
1582, enclosec are samples of the letters that we are preparing to
send to 1) Yicensees that have requested a schedular Cxom?t1an or
are propesing or have proposed alternative shutdown capability as @
means of meeting Acpendix R, A sample exemption is aleo enclosed.
The substance of the exemption and the .ondition for meeting the
exemption are given in the last Section (1V) of the exemption. A

sample exemption is presented rathsr than & gereric exemption because

the exemptions requested differ. Although most of the discussion
given in the sample will be appropriate for 2)) exemptions, each
exemption will have to de tatlored to fit the regquest.

in Enclosure 1 to Quarterly Report No. & we indicated that 30 cays
from the cate of exemption issuance be a)lowed as & grace period
for those Yicensees who had already made submittals, Reconsideras
tion has led us to the comglusion that this is insufficient time
for ¢ Ticensee %o correct dediciencies im & response. Ne have,
therefore, incredsed the grace period-teo 60 days.

Five types of Tetters are Deing used. Letter No. Y i3 for these
1icensees requesting an exemption unti) o cate in the future more
then €0 cays from the date of the exemption fssvance. Letter Ko, 2
s for those Yicensees requesting am exemprion umti) @ date in the
future Tess sham €0 gays from the date of exemptise istudncs.
LETEn No. 3 g for those Yicensees w0 reguested & Cete that s
direacy passed. Letter Mo, 4 i3 for those Yitensees N0 reguested
"0 exemption, Byt whose submittals were incompliete. Lutter No. §
s for those Yicensees that have reauested @ submittal date deyond
July 1, Y82, 1t grants the requested exemption in part, 1.e.,
w?ti1 July Y, YRE2. Dur dasis for mdt granting the remginder of
™he time 5 that 12 coes tot arnee” that the Ytcemer is applying
108 best effort at resclving ang completing whis Tssue, Dased or
the response of the grest mejority of the industry.

we Intend %0 Tssue 1) of the letters concerning quemptions four
weels Trom SoCay ang letter o, 4 T2 those who gi¢ mot request
exemption Byt have ingomplets sudmittals two weeks from today.
we will proceed on thiy schedule unless instructed otherwise.



With regard to your instruction to increase cur resources applied
to this program for review of these submittals, we believe we
have sufficient resources, including the contractor personne) at
Erookhaven National Laboratory, to complete the review of design
descriptions of the alternative shutdown modifications within
six momthg., Singe our mctting with you \5 January, we have
incressed the number of Fire Protection Engineers in the Chemica)
Engineering Eranch to three and additiona) personnel within that
Eranch are also availadle to assist in the review of exemption
recuests. Therefore, 17 the number of exemption reguests filed
with these celayed sudbmittals s not excessive, we feel that we
now have sufficient resources 21so for the review of the fire
protection aspects of exemption requests.

Ri1Y{am J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations
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Letter No. )

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: EXEMPTION REQUEST - FIRE PROTECTION RULE SCN!DULM l!wlk!!(llﬂ
OF 10 CFR 50.48(¢c) « (PYant Name)

The Fire Protection Rule, (10 CFR 50.48) published on November 18, 1880,
became e¢ffective on Februtry 17, 1881, and required the results of certain
tesks %0 be sudbmitted to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) by March 18,
198, By detter dated ou pplied for exemption from some
of these schedular requTre enis of 10 tF §0.48(¢). The exemption requested
related 20 the time 2)lowed to complete ¢ reassessment of the fire protection
features at your plant for conformance t0 the specific regquirements of
Section X!I.g of Appendix R to 10 CFR 50; 0 evaluate the difference
getermined for each ared; &ang to design modifications to meet the require-
ments or provide & Justifiadle bDasis by means of a fire hazards anmalysis for
an exemption from such requirements, For reasons as $tated in your exemption
request, you requested additiont) time %0 complete the 2deove reassessments,
evalyations and cesigns. (By Yetters cated . you revised
your request.)

The Commigsion has granted your request as descrided in the enclosed exemption.
The exemotion is congitions) upon 3 regquirement that the submitta) be complete,
&8 cefinee fn the exemption. If the Director of the Of%ice of Nutlear Reactor
Regulation should determing that your submittal 13 not complete, you will e
found §» vielation of 10 CFR S0.4B(c). Sueh & victation wil) De & comtinying
ema from the Cate granted by the exemptice and a civi) penslty may de imposed
for 32 Cay 0 vidlatiem comtinues.

cony ¢f tnis exempiion iy deing filee with the Cffice of the Fedema)
esister for publicatien.

Sincere'y,

Enclosure:
Exemplion

¢ w/englosure:
See next page




Letter 2 - Same as letter ) except for sentences 3 and &4 of 2nd paragraph.
txemption to be chenged accordingly.

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: EXEMPTION REQUEST « FIRE PROTECTION RULE SCHEDULAR REQUIREMENTS
OF 10 CFR 50.48(c) - (Plant Name) -

The Fire Protection Rule, (10 CFR 50.48) publisned on Novender 19, 1980,
became effective on Fadruary 17, 188), and required the results of certain
tasks to de submitted to the Nutlear Regulatory Commission (NRC) by March 1§,
128), By Jetter deted , you applied for exemption frum some
of these schedular requirements of 10 oFR $0.48(¢c). The exemption requested
related t0 the time allowed to complete & reassessment of the fire protection
features at your plant for conformance %0 the specific requirements of
Section 111.6 of 2ppendix R to 10 CFR 50; t0 evaluate the difference

cete mined for each ared; and to design modifications to meet the require-
ments or provide & justifiadle dasis by means of a fire hazards analysis for
an exemption from such requirements. For reasons as stated in your exemption
recuest, you requested additiona) time to complete the adove reasscssments,
evaluations and designs., (By letters dated , You revised
your request.)

The Commigsion has granted your request as Aescribed fn the enclosed exemption.
T™he exemption s conditional upon & requirement that the sudmitta) de complete,
88 cefingd in the exemption. Since the sudmittal cate granted by this exenption
is within €0 cays of the date of this exemption, you ave given & grace pericd

of €0 days after your receipt of tuis exemption %o complete your submittal, 1f
the Director of Nuchear Reaster Regulation shoule determine after the €0 days
has eleapsed that your sudmitta) is ngt comelete, you will Be foung in viglatien
of 10 LFR S0.4B(e). Suenh o violation wil) Do & continging one from the
gete granted by the exemption and 3 civi) pemdity may de imposed for auch
gdy the viglatien centinyes.

L i .

A copy of this exempRicn is Deing filed with the Office of tne Fedema)
Register for publigatien,
singerely,
Enclosure:
Exempricon

¢¢ w/entlosure:
See next page
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Letter 3 - Same as letter 1 except for sentences 3 and & of and’ pagagraph.
Exemption to be changed accordingly.

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: EXEMPTION REQUEST « FIRE PROTECTION RULE SCHEDULAR ilOUllIﬂ!l?t
OF 10 CFR 80.48(¢c) « (Plant Name) o

The Fire Protection Rule, (10 CFR S5C.48) pudlished on November 1§, 1980,
became effective on February 17, 158Y, and required the resylts of certain
tasks %0 be sudmitted to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) oy March 1§,
1981, By letter dated » you 8pplied for exemption from some
of these schecular requirenents of TU GFR 50.48(¢). The exemption requested
related to the time allowed t0 complete & reassessment of the firse protection
features at your plant for conformance to the specific regquiraments of
Section 1:7.G of Appendix R to 10 CFR 60; to evaluate the ¢ifference
determined ftor eelh ared; and to cesign modifications to meet the regquire-
ments or provide 8 justifiable dasis by means of a fire hazards amdlysis for
an exemption from sunh requirements, For readsons as stated in your exemption
request, you requesti@ additions) time to complete the above reassessments,
evaluaticns and designs., (By letters dated , You revised

your request.)

The Commigsion has granted your request 2s descrided in the enclosed exemption,
The exemption is conditiona) uporm & requirgment that the sudmittal be complete,
88 Cefined In the exemption. Singe the sudmitta) Qate grasted by thls exemplicn
Ras already passed and your sudmittal has already deen made, you are given @
grace deried of €0 cays after your receipt of this exempticn 0 complete your
gudmittal, 1¢ the Divector of oo Office of Nutledar Reagtor Regutation sheuld
geter=ing after thne €0 Cays Mas eYarsed thist your sudmitta) 13 a0t conslete,

you will 2@ found 1n viglation of 10 CFR SO.QBIg). Such » violatise wild

e A continying ong from the date $7antad by the exgmptior ang ¢ givid

sefd ity mly D¢ imoosed for each iy the viglation consinues.

-

A copy of thig exeptd
Register for pudlige

ig deing fileg with the Cffice of the Fedena)
"

-
5
i
-

singerely,

Eaciosure:
Eremprion

¢e w/enclosure:
See next pege
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Letter 4

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: FIRE PROTECTION BULE - 10 CFR $0.68(c)(5) « ALTERNATIVE SARE
SHUTOOMN « SECTION 111.6.3 OF APFENDIX R 70 10 PR 80
[Plant Name)

The Fire Protection Rule (10 CFR 50,48 and Appengix K to 10 CFR §0) became
effective on Fedruary 17, 188). Paragroph 50.48(c,(8) required sudmittal of
design cescriptions of soeifications needed to setisfy Section 111.6.3 of
Appendix R to Y0 CFR 5O by %ureh 19, 198).

By Yester datec , you submitted the cesigr description of
modifications r63'7731'!8753751!0c110n 111.6.3 of Appendix R to 10 CFR §0
(Plant Name . We have reviewed yo.r submitta) and find that
on 18 required for ys to complete our review, The
information roeuiroo was originally requested from you by letter deted
February 20, 188Y. The enclosure to this letter ingicates what information
you have net supplied. Provide o complete response of items ingicated in
the encliosure within 60 days of receipt of this Yetter, 1f your response
~s s0t complete 2t that time, » oy will be found im viglation of 10 CFR

S.AB(e)(8). Such @ vielation wil) D 4 continuing one and & givid pgna‘gy
-a» S¢ impesed for each day the viplatien centinyes.

S$incerely,

Inzliosyre:
Reguest for dgaitiona)
1afprmation

|
I
¢e w/entlosure: .
See “ext page
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Letter § - Same as Letter ) except for new 2nd paragraph - must be
incorporated inte Exemption

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: EXEMPTION REQUEST « FIRE PROTECTION RULE SCHEDULAK REQUIREMINTS
OF 10 CFR £0.48(c) « (Plant Name) o

The Fire Protection Ryte, (10 CFR S50.48) pudlished on Novemder 15, 1580,
became effective on Fedruary 17, 1581, and required the resylts oi certain
tasks o e sudmitted %0 the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) by Mareh 19,
1981, By Yetter cited {eu epplied for exemption from some
of these schedular roquTFiﬁiﬂii'SV"Tﬁ'fr §0.48(c). The exemption requested
related to the time allowed t0 complete » reassessment of the fire protection
features at your plant for confermance to the specific requirements of
Section xlt.i of 2ppendix R to 10 CFR 50; to evaluate the aifference
determined for each ared; and to cesign mogifications to meet the require.
ments or provide a Justifiable dasis b‘ means of & fire hazards analysis Yor
an exemption from such requirements, For reasons 48 stated n your exedption
request, you requested additiona) time to complete the adove reassessments,
evaludtions and designs, (By letters dated , You revised
your regquest.)

The Commigsion has granted your exemption renuest. in part. You requested

thet the date for sudmitta) be extended unti) . The
Commissien has granted an extension until July 1, 1PEC. P10 GAte i3 Sased
wpon the response of a1l the Yicensees with regird T2 the time needed te
perform the redssessment reduired and the redesign of plant features if
necessery. AYY Byt & few Ticensees Ingicates sudmittal Gates pricr %

ouly Y, YOEE, and many have Y ready made their sebmittals. On this basts,

wi CORneY Tind TRt your SropOsed sChedule exhidits your Best #ffprt dn

~geting the iremgnts of 10 SFR S0.sB(¢) ane dppendin R %2 YO CFR £8.
Tagrefore, in the Judg=ent ¢f the Commiggicn, the time elapsed from

Novemder 15, Y980, when the Firg Protection Ryule wis pudlishes, unti) :
Jaly Y, YRR, a)lows adequate time for you 0 Complete your | Tycversy by PO L TS
of your ressonse i3 not complete on July 1, YR8, you wil) Do Tound In
vietaties of 10 CFR 2Q.401(c 18, Such g viglation wi1) 24, 0 comtinging

ot 470 3 Civi) 2000 may e Ymposed Tor Rach day the viglatiem comsimyues.

Singerely,

Englosure:
Cxempticon

ce w/englosure:
See next pege




" NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION ' '

In the Matter of

CARDL INA POWER AND LIGHT ) Docket hos. 50-325 »»4 50.324 '
COMPANY ) o .
(Brunswick Steam Electric Plant )
Unit Nos. 1 and 2) )
YEMPTION i
l.

The Ceroling Power ang Light Company (the Yicensae) i3 the holder of
Facility Op;rntinngiconso Nos. DPR<71 and DPR-62 which authorize cperation
of the Brynswick Steam Electric Plant (BSEP), Unit Nes. 1 and 2. These
1icenses provide, among other things, that they are fubject to al) rulas,
regulations and Orders of the Commisgion now or hereafter in effece.

The facidity comprises twe Doiling water reactors at the licensee's site

tocated in Brynswick County, North Caroling.

i,
On Novemder 19, 1980, the Commigsion pudlished & revised Section Y0 CFR

50,85 202 ¢ mew Appendin B to Y0 CFR B0 regarding fire protection foatures of

avtica® power plamey (48 PR, 66021, The revised Sestion 50.48 ang Appendin R

| secame effective on Fedbruary 17, 1881, Section L0.48(c) estadlished the

sehgcules for satisfying the provigions of Appendin B, Sectfen 111 of Appendin
Bozontaing fifteen sudsestions, Yettered A through D, wach of shich specifies
requirements for & particular aspect of the fire protection f(ozures "
nuclear power plant, One of these fifteen sudsections 111.6., 15 the sudject

of this exemption request. 11,6, specifies cetailed reguirements for fire

parriers (111.8.2). 1f tne recuirements for Leparation and darrigrs could not
be met in an ared, dlternative safe shutdown cepadility, ingependent of that

|
|
|
protection of the equipment ysed for safe shutdown by means of separation ang
i ared 8¢ vauidment im that ares, was reqvired (111.6.3.),
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Section 50.48(¢) requircd completion .of mn Mlﬂcuio'm to meet the
arovt:{qno of Appendix R uitﬁin 8 specitied time from the effective date of this
fire orotection rule, Fedruary 17, 158), except for modifizations to provide
dlternative safe shutéown coapabidity. These latter modifications (111.6.3.)
require NAC review and approvel. Mence, Section 50.48(c) requires their
c03910t10ﬁ‘u1th1ﬂ 8 certain time after NRC approva). The cate for sudmitta)
¢f cesign gescriptions of any mogifications to provice alternative safe shutdown
capadility was specified as March 15, 1381, ’

By Yetter dated March €, 158, as amended September 14, 1§8), and January 18,
1562, Carcling Power and Light requested exemptions from 10 CFR 50.48(c) with
respect t0 the requirements of Sectien 111.6 of appendix R as fo)lows:

(1) Extens from barch 18, 138), %o Jure 30, 192, the date for sudmitta) of

:;gtzl?:?(;stos.‘os e achieve compiiance with 111.6.2 recuired &y

(2) Extend from Maregh 19, Y581, to June 30, Y982, the date for filing additiom
exempticns from Sectiom 111.6. pursvant %0 $550.120a) ane S0.40(2)16);

(37 Txteng from Margh 19, Y50, te June 30, Y862, the date for sutedtta) eof
cesign cescriptions o7 alterrative or Gedicated shutdown Systens %0 comply
with Sectionm 111.G6.3., 17 such are mecessary; ang

.-

Easeng from Fodryary 17, Y58Y, te Jure

. ’ 30, Y8R, the cate Trom whigh the
sstettation sched ies estadVishee 1o 480,

SR (T ang (3) are 22w atee.

ehgn thig Firg Protection Rule »as asproved by the Commission, 1t wis

UnderItoot that the time required for each Vicensee re-graming those

previously-approved configurations at fts plant to determing whether they meet
the requirements of Section 111.6 of Appendin R 20 Y0 CPR 50 was n0t wel) known
and would vary depending upon the degree of conformante. For each item of none
conformance thay was foung, @ fire haZards analysis had to Do performed to
geterming whether the existing configuration provided sufficient fire protection,

1€ it ¢ie, » dasis Mhad o D¢ formulated for anm exemption recuest. I1f 1% €i¢ n0l,



.3.

modifﬂcifions to either meet the requirements of Appendix R or to provide some
other acceptable configuration, that could be justified for an exemption, had
to be designed. Where fire protection features 2lone could not ensure pro-
tection.of safe shutdown capability, alternative safe shutda;n capadility had
to be designed as required by Section 111.6.3. of Appendix R. Depending upon
the extensiveness and number of the areas involved, the time required for this
re-gxamiration, rearalysis and =sdesign could vary from a few months to a“
year or more. The Commission decided, however, to require cne, short-term date
for al 1icen§ees in the interest of ensuring a best-effort, expedited completion
o compliance with the Fire Protection Rule, recognizing that there Qou1d be 2
number of 1icensees who could not meet these time restraints but who could then
request appropriate relief through the exemption process. Licensees for 44 of
the 72 plants to which Appendix R applies (plants with an operating license
fssued prior to January 1, 1979) have }equestec such schedular relief.

The 1icensees for the remaining 28 plan

"
o

made submittals %o meet the

= \ .

schedyular requirements of 50.48(c). A1 of these subtmittals, however, were
deficient in some respects. In general, mucn of the information reguested
in & generis letter (81-12) dated Fedruary 20, 1981, to the licensees of all

2 Diants, was not provigeds. inerefore, additicngl time i Deing used 0

“y

complete those submistals also.

111,

Prior to the fssuance of Appendix R, the Brunswick Units had been
reviewed against the criteris of Appendix A to the Branch Technical Fosition
§.5-1 (BTP 9.5-1). The BTP §.5-1 was developed to resolve the lessons learned
from the fire at Browns Ferry Nuclear i lant. it {s broader in scope than

Appentix R, formed the nuclaus of the criteria developed further in Appendix R




and in its present, revised form constitutes the section of the Standard Review
Planuused tur the review of applications for construction permits and operating
licenses of new plants. The review was compieted by the NRC staff and its fire
protection consultants and a Fire Protection Safety Evaluation (FPSER) was issued.
% few items remained unresolved. Further discourse between'lhe licensee 2nd the
NRC staff resulted in resolution of these items as documented in two supplements
to the FPSER. The FPSER and its supplements supportéd the issuance of amendments

to the operating licenses of the Brunswick Unitsl/

which required modifications
to be made to plant physical features, systems, and administrative controls to
meet the criiiria of Appendix A to BTP 8.5-1., A1l of these modifications have
been completed. Therefore, the Brunswick Units have have upgraded to a high
degree of fire protection already and the extensive reassessment involved in
this request for adcditional time is to quantify, in detail, the differences

between what was reccontly approved ang the specific requirements of Section 111.6

..

|

to Appendix R of 10 CFR 50,

o

he 1icensee 2a1so stated in the request for exemption that al) other subde

. a ~E = FITh | » ~ae %
s$eCtTiONs OF ~pDe n wouiC D¢ met

(8}
o

. § - ~ A ! \
n the schedules required by FR 50.48(¢).

ks mentioned earlier there are 14 other subsections which contain criteria for other
aspects of fire protection features, One of these, Section Ill.L., provides the
sriteria for Alternative Safe Shutdown capadility anc thus affects the fina)
‘reassessment and redesign, 1f necessary, of this feature &t the Brunswick Urits.
Nevertheless, thi; means that compliiance with thé remaining applicable sections of
Appendix R have been or will be completed on or tefore the implementation dates

required by the Fire Protection Rule.

l/Brunswick Unit 1 « Operating License DPR-T
Amencrient 11 supported by FPSER issued Novemdber 22, 1877
Amendment 23 supported by Supplement 1 to FPSER issued April 6, 1878
Amencment 28 supported by Supplement 2 to FPSER issued June 11, 1980
Brunswick Unit 2 « Operating License DPR-62
Amendment 37 supported by FPSER issued November 22, 1877
Amendment 4" supported by FPSER {ssued Apri) 6, 1879




Based on the above considerations, we find that.;ho-1icgnsec has completed
2 substantial part of the fire protection features at Brunswick Units 1 and 2
in conformance with the requirements of the Fire Protection Rule and is applying
significant effort to complete the reas;essment of any remaiﬁing mod{fications
which‘éight be necessary for strict conformance with Section I11.G. We find
that beceause of the already-completed upgrading of these faci1ities; there
is no undue risk to the health and safety of the pudlic involved with continued
operation until the completion of this reasses~ment on June 30, 1982. Therefore,
an exemption should be granted to allow such time for completion. However,

because we have found that most submittals of this reanalysis to date from other

1icensees have not been complete; that is, not all of the information requested by

Gensric Letter E1-12 dated February 20, 1981, was provided, we are adding 2
condition %0 this exemption that requires all such information to be submitted

by the date granted.

v,
Accordingly, the Commission has determined thet, pursuant %0 10 CFR 50,12
an exempiion is suthorized by law and will not endanger 1ife or property or the
common defense and security and 18 otherwise §n the public ioterest and heredy

£ < ] 1\
grants the To1iowing exemplions with res

o

ect %o the requirements of Section
111.6. of Appendix R to Y0 CFR 50:

(1) The date, March 19, 1981, for submittal of plans and schedJles to achieve
compliance as required by §50.48(c¢)/S) s extended %o June 30, 1982;

(2) The date, March 19, '98) for filing exemption reguests pursuant to

§50.48(c)(6) which includes a tolling provision is extended to June 30, 1982;

(3) The date, March 18, 1881, for submitta) of design descriptions of slternative

or dedicated shutdewn systems 1o comply with Section 211.G.3, a8 required hy
§50.48(c)(5) is exiended to June 30, 1582; and

(&) The date, February 17, 1881, from which the installation sch-dules established

in €50.48(c)(2) and (3) are calculated, is zxtended to June 30, 1982;



"Provided the following conditions are met:

1). Requests for exemption pursuant to §50.48(c)(6) must include:
a) A concise statement of the extent of the exemption;

b) A concise description of the proposed alternative design features
related to assuring post-fire shutdown capability; and

¢) @ sound technical basis that justifies ‘the proposed alternative

) in terms of protection afforded to post-fire shutdown capability,
degree of enhancement in fire safety by full compliance with
11,6 requirements, ‘or the detriment to plant safety incurred by
full compliance with 111.G6./~A simple statement that the feature

“for wni e exemption 1§ requested was previously approved by

the staff is not sufficient. A simple assertion that in the

licensee's judgment the feature for which the exemption is

requested is adequate fire protection is not sufficient.

2). The design descriptions of alternative or decidated shutdown ssstems
to comply with Section 111.6.3., as required by §50.48(c)(5) shall
include a point-Ly-point response to each item in Section 8 of
Enclosure 1 to generic letter E1-12 dated February 20, 1981, and to
gach ftem in Enclosure 2 to Generic Letter 8112, dated February 20,

1881,
1f the 1icensee coes not meet the adove conditions, the licensee will be
found in violation of 10 CFR 50.48(¢) even though the submittal may be made
within the time 1imit granted by the exemption. 1f such 2 viglatiun occurs,

imposition of & civil penalty will be considered under Section 234 of the
ov Act, as amended. Such a violation wil) be 2 continuing one
beginning with tne date set in the exemption for submittal aﬁc termi: “ing
when all \nadequtfwes are corrected. .
A delay in the determination of inadequacy by the staff, raused by the worke
load associated with reviewing all of the submittale falling uue near the same time,

will not relieve the licensee of the responsibility for compieteness of the submit-

ta), nor wil) such delay cause any penalty that may be impcsed to be mitigated.
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The NRC staff has determined that the granting of this exemption will not
result in any significant environmental impact and that pursuant to 10 CFR
51.5(d)(4) an environmental impact statement or negative declaration and environ-
menta1'{ﬂpac: appraisal need not be-prepared in connection with this action,

FOR HE NUCLEAR REGULTORY COMMISSION

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this



