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FOREWORD

This Technical Evaluation Report was prepared by Science ' Applications =
International Corporation (SAIC) under a contract with the U.S. Nuclearl.Regu atory Commission (Office af Nuclear Reactor Regulation) for technical
assistance in support of NRC operating reactor licensing actions. The |technical evaluation was conducted in accordance with criteria established
by the NRC.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose of Review

This Technical Evaluation Report documents an independent review of the
Fire Protection Program Plan for Fort St. Vrain Nuclear Generating Station
submitted by Public Service Company of Colorado. This evaluation was
performed with the following objectives:

1. Identify differences in the fire protection program from that
which has already been approved by the NRC.

.

2. Where differences exist, evaluate them for adequacy in relation to
NRC Staff guidance and requirements.

3. Determine if changes in the approved program affect previous Staff
conclusions in the SER.

1.2 Generic Background

License conditions for plants licensed prior to January 1, 1979,
contain a condition requiring implementation of modifications committed to
by the licensee as a result of the review against Appendix A to BTP APCSB
9.5-1 (1]. These license conditions were added by amendments issued between
1977 and February 17, 1981, the effective date of 10 CFR 50.48 and Appendix
R [2].

.

License conditions for plants licensed after January 1, 1979 vary
widely 'in scope and content. Some only list open items that must be
resolved by a specific date or event, such as exceeding five percent power
er the first refueling outage. Some reference a commitment to meet Appendix
R; some reference the FSAR and/or the NRC staff's SER. These variations
have created problems for licensees and for the NRC inspectors in
identifying the operative and enforceable fire protection requirements at
each facility.

1
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These . license conditions also create difficulties because they do not
specify when a licensee may make changes to the approved program without
requesting a license amendment. If the fire protection program committed to

)
by the licensee-is required by a specific license condition or is not part '

of the FSAR for the facility, the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59 may not be
applied to make changes without prior NRC approval. Thus licensees may be
required to submit amendment requests even for relatively minor changes to j
the fire protection program. |

The aforementioned problems, in general, exist because of the many
submittals that constitute the fire protection program for each plant. The
Commission believes. that the best way to resolve these problems is to

incorporate the fire protection program and major commitments, including the
fire hazards analysis, by reference into the Final Safety Analysis Report i

,

(FSAR) for the facility. In this manner, the fire protection program,
including the systems, the administrative and technical controls, the
organization, and the other plant features associated with fire protection
would be on a consistent status with other plant features described in the
FSAR. Also, the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59 would then apply directly for
changes the licensee desires to make in the fire protection program that
would not adversely affect the ability to achieve and maintain safe
shutdown. In this context, the determination of the involvement of an
unreviewed safety question defined in 50.59(a)(2) would be made based on the
" accident....previously evaluated" being the postulated fire in the fire
hazards analysis for the fire area affected by the change. The Commission
also believes that a standard license condition, requiring licensees to
comply with the provisions of the fire protection program as described in
the FSAR, should be used to ensure uniform enforcement of the fire
protection requirements.

Generic Letter 86-10 states that each licensee should include in the
FSAR the fire protection program that has been approved by the NRC,
including the fire hazards analysis and major commitments that form the
basis for the fire protection program. Upon completion of this effort, the
licensee may apply for an amendment to the operating license which
references approved submittals and SERs as the basis of the fire protection
program and would allow changes to this " approved " program if they do not

2
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adversely affect the ability to achieve and maintain safe shutdown in the
event of a fire.

1.3 Plant-Specific Background

By letter dated December 15, 1987, Public Service of Colorado, the
Licensee of Fort St. Vrain Nuclear Generating Station submitted the Fire
Protection Program Plan, Revision 0. This submittal presents a compilation
of the plant fire protection program, including previous commitments to
Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 and Appendix R to 10CFR50. An area by area
fire hazards analysis is included in addition to a discussion of Appendix R
related post-fire-shutdown methodology. The Plan also includes a comparison
of the plant fire protection program to the guidelines of Appendix A to BTP
APCSB 9.5-1 and a description of plant administrative procedures including
fire protection operability requirements. The Licensee stated in the
transmittal letter that its intent is to request an Amendment to the License
per Generic Letter 86-10 upon NRC approval of the submittal.

As a result of a preliminary review of the submittal, a site visit was
made on April 4-6, 1988 to discuss issues of concern. Following the site

visit, an RAI was issued on April 13, 1988 regarding questions not resolved
during the plant visit. The Licensee responded to the RAI by letter dated
June 13, 1988. By letter dated June 27, 1988 the Licensee submitted plant
fire protection operability requirements which comprise Section FP.6.1 of
the Program Plan. Subsequent to this response, the Licensee issued Revision
1 to the Fire Protection Program Plan on July 22, 1988. The Licensee then
requested a meeting with the NRC on August 31, 1988 to discuss issues that
were still unresolved. As a result of this meeting, the Licensee submitted
additional information by letter dated September 20, 1988.

This report documents a review of the Fire Protection Program Plan
through Revision 1 including information submitted by the Licensee in
response to questions generated during the review. This report does not >

specifically address issues dealing with safe shutdown methodology related
to Appendix R compliance since this has been the subject of previous NRC
evaluations and site audits.

3
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-1.4 Review Criteria-

The criteria used in reviewing the Licensee's submittal are based on
the following documents:

1. Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1

2. Appendix R to 10CFR50

3. Generic Letter 86-10. " Implementation of Fire Protection
Requirements," dated April 24, 1986.

4. Generic Letter 88-12, " Removal of Fire Protection Requirements
From Technical Specifications," dated August 2,1988.
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2. EVALUATION |

2.1 General
i

This section reoresents review and evaluation of the Fire Protection
Program Plan (FPPP) t.. ough Revision 1 for Fort St. Vrain Nuclear Generating
Station. Issues discussed relate to concerns during the review, questions
raised from the site visit and deviations to NRC guidance identified in the
Plan, which have not been previously reviewed by the Staff.

2.2 Fire Pump Separation

The FPPP provides a fire hazards analyses for the fire pump house and
identifies that the diesel and electric pumps are separated by a 3-hr rated
wall. Additional discussions are included which establish the use of the
fire pumps as part of the Auxiliary Cooling Method (ACM) function.

During the 1983 Appendix R audit, a concern was raised regarding the
routing of the power feed for the electric fire pump through the area
containing the diesel fire pump. During the site visit of April 4-6, 1988

it was demonstrated that a redundant power feed from the ACM diesel had been
added, however, it appeared that an electrical control circuit for the
electric fire pump still ran through the diesel room. The Licensee was
requested to provide information which established the separation, both
physical and electrical, of the two fire pumps.

-By letter dated June 13, 1988 the Licensee provided a circuit routing
diagram for the fire pumps in addition to a discussion of their electrical
separation. The Licensee stated that the normal power feed for the electric
pump does run through the diesel side; however, the eu.tric pump can still

,

be operated following a fire in the diesel fire pump room using the ACM |

power feed. Additionally'y, the Licensee stated that a conduit running from
the electric motor through the diesel room, which had raised concerns during
the plant visit, is associated with the 120V AC motor heater feed cable.

The motor hea'ter is used to keep condensation out of the motor and is not
required for pump operation.

5
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Based on this information, the Licensee has adequately demonstrated
that separation exists between the diesel and electric pumps to ensure that
a fire in one room will not impact the operation of the other pump. .This
provides reasonable assurance that fire water will be available, both for
fire . suppression and shutdown /cooldown requirements.

2.3 Detector Spacing

Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 Section E.1.(a) states " Fire detection
systems should, as a minimum, comply with NFPA 72D, Standard for the
Installation, Maintenance and Use of Proprietary Protective Signaling
Systems. Deviations from the requirements of NFPA 72D should be identified
and justified." NFPA 72D references NFPA 72E for installation and spacing
of smoke detectors.

The Fire Protection Program Plan identifies areas in the plant where
smoke detection is provided. For most areas, this detection is identified
as area-wide and being made up of ionization and linear beam detectors. The
Fire Protection Program Plan states that detectors are installed in
accordance with NFPA 72D and 72E.

An NRC team inspection, conducted during May 18-20, 1987 expressed
concern that certain areas may not have area wide coverage as identified,
and also that certain combinations of ionization detectors and beam
detectors may not provide adequate coverage. As a result of this concern,
the Licensee provided additional detectors in areas identified as having
area wide coverage in the fire hazards analysis section of the Fire
Prot'ection Program Plan.

During the site visit on April 4-6, 1988 the resolution of the detector
coverage issue was discussed. After a plant tour, there still remained the
concern of adequate spacing in areas where linear beam detectors were
installed. Because of this, the Licensee was requested to perform an
evaluation which documented that detector coverage was provided in
accordance with NFPA 720 and 72E.

During a meeting with the Staff on August 31, 1988 the Licensee
provided drawings which detailed the fire detector coverage at the plant.

6
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As a result of this review, the Licensee acknowledged that additional
detectors would be necessary in order to provide area- wide coverage as
identified in- the Fire Protection Program Plan and committed to their

;installation. Based on the evaluation performed, the Licensee also
'

committed to' provide detection in the Fire Water Pump rooms and weldirg
shop. The Licensee had not previously committed to providing detection in
these areas, however, they felt that overall fire safety would be enhanced.
By letter dated September 20, 1988 the Licensee formally committed to the
installation of the additional detectors by start up after the 4th refueling
outage. Subsequently, by -letter dated January 20, . 1989, the licensee
committed to install these additional detectors by June 30, 1989.

The drawings identifying new detectors were reviewed and were found to
demonstrate adequate coverage with the installation of the additional
detectors. Based on the Licensee's commith.ent to install the additional
detectors, the detector coverage as identified in the Fire Protection
Program Plan is found to be acceptable. I

:2.4 Non-!EEE 383 Cable

Section s.3.(f) of Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 states " Electric cable
constructions should, as a minimum, pass current IEEE No. 383 flame test.
For cable installation in operating plants and plants under construction
that do not meet the IEEE 383 flame test requirements, all cables must be
covered with an approved flame retardant coating and properly derated."

The Fire Protection Program Plan states that cables in the plant. have
not been subjected to the IEEE 383 flame test requirements; however, cables
associated with redundant safety-related equipment in congested cable areas ;

have been coated with Flamemastic 71A or asbestos cloth. This method of
protecting cables in the congested cable areas has been previously reviewed
by the NRC and has been accepted in Amendment 14 to the Facility Operating
License. However, after the site visit in April of 1988, there remained a

~

concern regarding the combustibility of cables outside the congested cable
areas, particularly where high concentrations of cable trays exist. The

4Licensee was requested to justify the use on non-IEEE 383 cable which was
not protected with fire retardant material.

7
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By letter dated June 13, 1988 the Licensee stated that during initial
plant construction, IEEE 383 had not been issued. Cable at that time was
purchased to requirements that mandated compliance with the Underwriter's
Laboratory (UL) vertical flame test requirements (VW-1). Much of the cable
purchased after 1974 (when IEEE 383 was originally issued) was purchased to j
the IEEE standard, although the majority of the cable is not IEEE 383
qualified. Based on discussions with the Staff, the Licensee agreed to
perform an evaluation of plant cable concentrations outside of the congested ;

cable area to determine if "high" concentrations exist. The Licensee stated
in its June 13, 1988 letter that areas where cable loadings exceeded the
equivalent of 3-1/2 standard fully loaded trays would be identified. This !

figure was based on the establishmere of 7 cable trays as a concentrated
cable area requiring additional protection in current NRC fire protection
guidelines, BTP CMEB 9.5-1. The Licensee chose 3-1/2 as 50% of the NRC
criteria for purposes of conservatism. The Staff agreed that this approach
was conservative and would serve the purpose of identifying if high
combustible loadings of non-IEEE 385 cable were present in the pl ant. It

was also felt that the lack of credit for cables that may be rated to IEEE
383, and the fact that the existing cables do meet specific flame spread
criteria, provides further conservatism t' the Licensee approach.

By letter dated September 20, 1988 the. Licensee provided a detailed
analysis of cable loadings throughout the plant outside of the congested
cable area. The Licensee concluded that no areas in the plant exceed the
established criteria for excessive loading. Based on this evaluation, there
is reasonable assurance that the presence of non-IEEE 383 cable in the plant
does, not represent a significant hazard and would not warrant additional
fire protection measures. Therefore, the presence of cable not meeting the
guidelines as identified in Appendix A te BTP APCSB 9.5-1 is acceptable.

2.5 Fire Dampers

Section D.i.(j) of Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 states in part
" .. Penetrations for ventilation systems (in rated fire barriers) should be.

protected by a standard fire door damper where required." Table FP.2.8-1 of
the Fire Protection Program Plan identifies rated barriers in the plant and
further identifies if fire dampers are present in specific barriers. During
the site visit of April 4-6, 1988 there was a concern that some dampers in

8
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the plant may not have been installed in accordance with an approved detail
and therefore may not provide the degree of fire protection required.

By letter dated June 13, 1988 the Licensee provided design detail
information for fire dampers in the plant. The Licensee stated that it was
not able to locate adequate design information for dampers located in the
Turbine Lube Oil Reservoir Room or the Turbine Lube Oil Storage Room. The

Licensee committed that it will obtain information on these dampers and
assure their proper installation. The information provided was reviewed and
found to do:ument installation criteria necessary to provide for a rated
fire barrier installation and is therefore acceptable. The NRC will assume
that the dampers for which no information was provided by the Licensee will
be verified adequate unless notified by the Licensee of a deficiency.

2.6 Emergency Lighting

The Fire Protection Plan describes an emergency lighting system which
is comprised of a combination of battery-powered lights and lights powered
from the ACM diesel. This lighting system designed to meet the requirements
of Section III.J of Appendix R was the subject of an exemption request
previously approved by the NRC. However, during the site visit of April 4-
6, 1988 there was a concern that the emergency lighting system may not
provide the coverage as described in the Fire Protection Program Plan. The

Licensee was requested to provide evidence that the installed emergency
lights were adequate. By letter date June 13, 1988 the Licensee stated that

special test would be performed to verify the adequacy of the lights anda

the NRC notified when a satisfactory test was performed. Subsequent to this
letter, the NRC was informed verbally, that a test was performed and the .

results were unsatisfactory. By letter dated October 28, 1989 the licensee
informed the NRC that additional emergency lights would be installed based
on the test results and that these lights would be installed by the end of
the 4th refueling. Subsequent to the letter the 4th refueling was cancelled
and by letter dated Janary 20, 1989 the licensee committed to have all
necessary lights installed by June 30, 1989. This schedule has been
reviewed by the staff and found accepttble.

|
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-2.7 Appendix A Comparison

Section FP.5 2 of ~ the Fire Protection Prcgram Plan provides a

comparison'of the Licensee's fire protection program against the guidelines
as presented in BTP APCSB 9.5-1. While many aspects of the Licensee's fire
protection program have been reviewed by the Staff against Appendix A
criteria, an Appendix A comparison was never specifically evaluated,

rn the Program Plan, the Licensee presents c section by section

-comparison of the station fire protection program including. both
programmatic requirements and design requirements against those identified
in BTP APCSB 9.5-1. After a preliminary review of the comparison, there was
a concern that deviations from the NRC guideline may net be specifically
addressed and justified by the Licensee. This concern arose since some
sections of the comparison stated "this guideline has been met" while other
sections stated "the intent of this guideline has been met." This concern
was discussed with the Licensee during the site visit on April 4-6, 1988.
By letter dated July 22, 1988 the Licensee submitted Revision 1 to the Fire
Protection Program Pl an . This submittal included a revised Appendix A
comparison. Where the Licensee deviates from the guideline, or what could
be considered a verbatim interpretation of the guideline, the Licensee now
identifies the difference and provides justification. This section was
reviewed and evaluated to ensure that deviations were adequately justified
if they had not been previously accepted by the NRC. The majority of

deviations which could be considered to have a potential impact on plant
safety have been previously reviewed by the Staff through the Appendix R
exemption process. Some deviations have been identified by the Licensee
which- have not been specifically evaluated by the Staff in previous Safety
Evaluation Reports. All areas where the Licensee identified a deviation
from Staff guidelines were evaluated. Deviations which had not been
previously reviewed were found not to have an impact on plant safety and are
therefore acceptable. Certain deviations identified in this section of the
Program Plan were also the~ subject of specific concerns during the course of
this review including non-IEEE 383 cable, detector spacing, fire dampers and
emergency lights, and have been evaluated in previous sections of this
report. A summary of deviations identified in the Program Plan is provided
below.

|
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Acceptable Deviations from Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1:

Section D.1 Building Design

Redundant safety related systems may not be-separated. Exemptio'ns to
- 10CFR50 Appendix R have been reviewed in SER dated May 10, 1988.

Section D.l.(d) Interior Construction and Finishes

The Licensee has identified certain interior finishes installed in the
plant which do not have a flame spread rating of less than 25 as determined

,

by the ASTM E-84 Test. These finishes consisting primarily of floor tile
and small amounts of carpeting and paneling are considered to be minimal and
would not impact plant safety and are therefore acceptable.

Section D.I.(e) Hetal Deck Roof Construction

The Licensee has identified minor design differences which would not
permit the Reactor and Turbine Building roofs to be classified as Class I by
the Factory Mutual System Approval Guide. These differences were reviewed
and are not considered to be significant and are therefore acceptable.

Section D.I.(h) Outside Transformer

Several transformers are within the 50 feet limit as defined in the
Guideline. The Licensee has evaluated the transformers in the Fire Hazards
Analysis and concluded that present fire protection features including
barriers and deluge systems provide adequate protection. These analyses
have been reviewed and have been found to provide justification for the
location of transformers less than 50 feet from the building. Therefore the
current configuration of outside transformers is found to be an acceptable
deviation from NRC guidelines.

Section D.I.(1) Floor Drains

)
Drains in the Turbine Lube Oil Rooms have been plugged to preclude J

environmental contamination. Plant firefighting procedures identify this
1

situation and are considered adequate to prevent an unacceptable condition |

resulting from the accumulation of fire suppression water.

11
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Section D.I.(j) Separation of Safe Shutdown Equipment

The. Licensee has requested exemptions from Appendix R to
10CFR50 for areas which are not provided adequate separation. These
exemptions have been reviewed and evaluated an a separate SER.
Section D.2 Control of Combustibles

!
The Licensee has identified several pieces of equipmeiit which contain )combustible oil and are not provided with fixed suppression per NRC '

guidelines. These have been identified in the Fire Hazards Analysis and
determined not to decrease the level of fire safety. These analyseswere

were reviewed and it is concluded that the lack of fixed suppression in somet

)areas containing combustible material as identified in the Appendix A j

Comparison, Revision 1 is acceptable.

Section D.2.(b) Bulk Gas Storage |

Bul k storage tanks, primarily nitrogen, are located inside buildings
contrary to NRC Fire Protection Guidelines. These have been reviewed under
a number of accident scenarios in various parts of the FSAR and have not
been found to present a hazard to plant safety and are therefore acceptable.

Section D.2.(d) Storage of Combustible Liquids

The Licensee has performed a detailed comparison of plant installations
containing combustible liquids, against the guidelines of NFPA 30 " Flammable
and Combustible Liquids Code". The Licensee has fdentified several minor
diser.epancies including venting configurations and component labeling.

_|These deviations have been reviewed and have been found to be acceptable.

1

Section D.3.(c) Cable Tray Protection

The Licensee has identified situations which do not explicitly meet the
,

guidelines particularly concerning the G and J walls. These areas along I

with the installed suppression have been the concern of previous NRC reviews
and have been found acceptable.

.
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| Section D.3.'(f) . Electric cable

See Section 2.4 of this report

[ Section D.4.(c) Ventilation Powar Supplies

The open design of the plant precludes the separation of ventilation
|- system power supplies per NRC Guidelines. The Licensee has demonstrated in

their' Appendix R analysis that adequate ventilation would be available in
the event of a fire.

Section D.4.(f) Stairwell s

The plant design does not include enclosed stairwells as defined in NRC
Guidelines. The Licensee nas determined that low combustible loadings.

'

coupled with multiple exit paths, ensure that personnel egress is adequate
and that. access to safe shutdown components and for firefighting is
maintained. Open stairwells has been considered during previous reviews of
plant fire safety and for compliance with Appendix R and has been determined

1
'

to be an acceptable deviation. !

|
Section D.5 Lighting and Communication

See Section 6 of this report.
j

i
Section E.2.(c) Pumps |

See Section 2.2 of this report

Section E.2.(g) Yard Hydrant System

The Licensee identified that some trailers on site are not provided
hydrant and hose house coverage per the guidelines. These trailers are

|

remote from safe shutdown equipment and therefore their lack of protection !
is acceptable. |

i

13
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Section-E.3.(c) W. ater Sprinklers

i
The acceptability of sprinkler configurations for the G and J walls is

documented in an SER dated May 10, 1988.
!

Section E.3.(d) Interior Hose Stations

The Licensee has identified minor deviations from NFPA 14 " Standards
'for the Installation of Standpipe and Hose Systems". These deviations .have
been evaluated and are not considered to impact the level of fire safety and
are therefore acceptable.

Section E.4 Halon Suppression Systems

NRC letter dated October 28, 1977 provides a review and evaluation of
the Halon system provided in the Three Room Control Complex.

; Section F.2 Control Room

'The Control Room configuration has been reviewed and accepted in SER
Amendments 14 and 18.

Section F.6 Remote Safety Related Panels

The Licensee has stated that area wide detection does not alarm locally
per NRC Guidelines. Since the Control Room is continuously manned and area
specific annunciation of fire detection is provided to Control Room

~

Operators, this deviation is considered acceptable.
I

Section F.11 Safety Related Pumps

Deviations from NRC. Guidelines for protection of safety related pumps
have. been evaluated and found acceptable by the NRC in a SER dated May 11,
1988.

14
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Section F.12 New Fuel Areas

The New Fuel Storage Building does not contain automatic detection as

defined in the guidelines. The lack of combustibles and ignition sources
along with the enclosure of new fuel in steel containers provides adequate,
justification for the lack of detection.

Section F.17 Cooling Towers

The hain Cooling Tower and Service Water Cooling Tower are constructed
of combustible material contrary to NRC Guidelines. The operation of the

;

cooling towers provides wetting of most combustible material during normal j
plant operation. During plant shutdown a spray system is provided to wet I

'

down combustible materials. While this system is primarily intended to
prevent shrinkage, it also provides a secondary function of maintaining the
combustibles wet and therefore reducing the fire risk. In addition, the
plant is capable of safe shutdown given the loss off a cooling tower. Based

on this, the use of combustible material in the cooling tower construction
is considered to be an acceptable deviation from NRC Guidelines.

Based on the review and evaluation of the Appendix A Comparison, the
Licensee was found to provide adeouate justification for deviations from
Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1, and, therefore, the deviations as stated in
Revision 1 of the fire Protection Program Plan are acceptable.

2.8 Operability Requirements
.

Section 6.1 of the Program Plan contains fire protection system |

operability requirements for the plant. This section is intended to replace
current technical specifications upon incorporation of the new license
condition as described in Generic letters 86-10 and 88-12. The current
plant technical specifications were written and approved by the NRC prior to
the establishment of standard technical specifications and are generally
less restrictive than requirements currently mandated. The operability
requirements included in the Fire Protection Program Plan are modeled after
current standard technical specifications and are therefore generally more
conservative than the present plant technical specifications for fire
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protection. No cases were identified in which the proposed operability
requirements represented a lessening of requirements currently approved for
the plant.

The Licensee has stated by letter dated March 16, 1989 that they intend
to use. Fire Protection Operability Requirement 16 (F?OR 16) to insure
operability of their non-Technical Specification. Appendix R

" shutdown /cooldown train equipment" during the remainder of plant operation.
Althodgh Generic Letter 86-10 and 88-12 did not intend to have . shutdown
equipment operability requirements outside of Tech Specs, the additions of
such requirements as included in FPOR 16, to Plant Tech Specs at this time
is not warranted. This is based on the consideration that only non-

,

Technical Specification shutdown /cooldown equipment is presently not
included in Plant Tech Specs and that operability requirements for this
equipment would be adequately covered by FPOR 16. Therefore, the
operability requirements as identified in Section 6.1 of the Program Plan
are considered adequate to insure operability of the fire protection and
shutdown /cooldown trains and to provide appropriate compensatory measures
when necessary.
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3. CONCLUSIONS

Based on the evaluations contained in this report, and with Licensee
commitments as identified, the Fire Protection Program Plan, Revision 1 for
Fort -St. Vrain Nuclear Generating Station has been found to be acceptable.
Therefore, the incorporation of the Fire Protection Program into the FSAR,
either directly or by reference, would provide a basis for requesting the
license condition as described-in Generic Letter 86 10.

i

|

.

17

_ _ _ _ . - _ - - - - _ _ - - ''.



_. _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ - - _

.

r . .

"
).. .

4. REFERENCES

1. Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1, " Guidelines for Fire Protection for i

Nuclear Power Plants Docketed Prior to July 1, 1976," August 23, 1976.
3

~ !

2. Appendix R to 10CFR50, " Fire Protection Program for Nuclear Power
Facilities Operating Prior to January 1,1979," November 19, 1980.

3. Generic Letter 86-10, " Implementation of Fire Protection Requirements,"
April 24, 1986.

4. Generic Letter 88-12, " Removal of Fire Protection Requirements from
Technical Specifications," August 2, 1988.

.

18

.

~

'
- ______________m


