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THis is an uncfficial transcript of a meeting of the

United States Nuclear Regulatory Cocnmission held on Thursday,

Zctober 3, 19853 in the Commission’s office at 1717 H Street,

N.W., Washingtcen, D.C. The meeting was open to public
attendarce and cbservation. This tranicript has not been
reviewad, corracted, or adited, and it may contain
inaccurs - inn

‘e transcript is intended sclely for general
infoermat ional purpcszes. As provided by 10 CFR 9.102, 1t Is
not part of tha formal or informal record of decision of the
matters discussed. Ernpreszicns of cpinion in this tran*céipt
do not necessarily reflect final determination or beliefs. No
pleading or other paper may be filed with the Commission in
any proceeding as the result of or addressed tc any statemant
or argument ccntained herein, except as the Commission may

authorixze.
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PUBLIC MEETING

The Commission met

notice, at 2:05 o’clock p.m.,

the Commission, preasiding.

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:

NUNZIO J

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Room 11730

1917 "h

Straet. N W

Washington, D C.

Thursday,

in open ses

NUNZIO J

QOctober 3, 198%

sion, pursuant to

FALLADINO, Chairman of

PALLADINO, Chairman of the Commission

THOMAS M. ROBERTS, Member of the Commission

JAMES X.

FREDERICK M.

LANDO W.

ASSELSTINE, Member of the Commission

ZECH,

JR.,

EERNTHAL, Membar

Member of

of the Commissin
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PROCEEDINGS

CHAIR“AN.PALLADINO. Good afternoon, ladies and
gentlemen. Two 0! our tellow Commissioners hive been detained
hut they ga1d *hat we ghould g+ vt without them They will he
here shortly

The Commission 315 meeting this aflternocn with staff
tc discuss the status of the implementation of {fire protection
requirements. The Fire Protection ﬁule which 13 composed of
10 CFR S0 48.and Appendix R was 13sued 1n 13%EC

The ruie 1mposed new reguiremsnts on oOperating
plantgs hevond those which had originally heen adopted hw the
statt 1n 1920. The Commission last met with ‘he staf! on thig
subject in May of 19023, -

At that time a large percentage of {ire protection
modifications had keen completed at all plants. However, nine
years had elapsed since the 1975 Browns Ferry {ire and the
fire protection effort had not been f{i1nalized

This led the Commission to discuss the extent to
which our evolutionary process may have contributed to the
delay in achieving fire protection compliance with Appendix
R. I1n this perspectiva, the Commission directed the staff to
prepare 1mplementation guidance and requested Lhat thiz
guidance be submitted for Commission approval.

Recently the staf{{ forwarded SECY-8%-.306, staf{

recommendations regarding the implementation of Appendix R to
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10 Part S50, T"he objective of today‘'s meeting 18 to obtain
sufficient information for the Conmission to decide on the

recommendations contained in SECY-85-306

ste sounds cempligzted to me ant 1

133

I aight add the ¢
do- have 2 rumber of questions and I hope | .can get my
understanding uvp to 2 higher level

Do any of my tellow Commissioners have opening
remarks they would like toc make?

COMMISSIONER ZECH: Ne.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO- All rizcht

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. 1 share wour hope 1 find
myself 1n jJust the same pasitian.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Any clari1fication you couid
provide will be helpful.

MR. DIRCKS. There are a couple of ways that we can
approach this One, we have outlined the history, the
background and where we are today in the staft paper . We
could briefly and ! mean very briefly go into some of that or
we could outline some of the éondxtions as far as plant status
goes or we could directly go and maybe discuss the questions
that you ﬁavo.

O! course the ob)ective that we are looking at
to day 1s the generic letter that we would like to see get out
23s guidance to thé itndustry. That 13 the end purpose of the

meeting



e

19

16

17

18

19

As 1 said, 1 don’t know whether you want us to
repeat the information 1n the statf paper or whether you would
like to hear a hriet discussion of the history or whether you
wo.2ld like to hear scmething about plan?t <tstns or whathey vnn
would 1ike to et into the {s3ues that seem to he of most
interest to the Commission

CHAIEMAN PALLADINO- Let me make a2 proposal and see
i{ the Commissioners will agree A brief past hiztory would
be helpfu]l but not too long in that and then | would like to
get an understanding of what you are oropostag with regard to
the generic letter and other aspects that related to the
generic letter and then open 1t for questions.

MR. DIRCYKS: All right 1 think we can do that. 1
think that first slide is a very brief history and we won't
read the whole thingf We will get into 1t as a memory
rolfesher and then we can go on into that generic letter.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Alio, some of the aspects of
the paper itsel! that sets the stage faor the generic letter
will be the source of some questions.

MR pIRCKS; Right. I thought though that you
seemed to have those questions and it 1s probably more
important to get to your questions than 1t 15 to hit things
that you m;y not be interested in. €0 we might want to go
directly to questions i{ you so wish.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO I{ the Commisstion is agreeable,
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why don’{ yaou review hriefly the history.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: That sounds fine

COMMISEIOMER ZECH: Faine.

CHAIRMAN PALLADIMNO-  Then 9o can highlight the
features of the generic.letter and what led tec 1t and then we
will go to the questions.

(Commissioner Roberts enters the meeting.)

MR. DIRCKS: Why don’t you braefly hait that history
and then go to the generic letter and outline line wvery
bri«fly.

MR. VOLLMER: Fine

(SLIDE .»

MR. VOLLMER. As youvhad tndicated at the last
Commission meeting 1n May of 1984 we went over the history and
the status of plants both f:om a2 licensing and i1nspection
point of view at that time and tndicated to you that we had
guidance documents under devalopment.

Those guidince documents originated irom previous
work by the stafif in trying to com; up with additional
ciarifications to the rule and additional material which would
answer questions that industry had posed on the rule.

So in keeping with your desires, I will focus very
briefly on the events since the last Commission meeting ard
then indicate the elements of the genertc letler, what is

behind them and why we feel it is important to get that out
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and then I think 1f you are interested a very brief status of
the plaﬁts. particularly inspection status review is important
because it would give you a better feel of where we stand
vis-a-vrs last May

! would like to make two key points as sort of a
preamble One 1¢ as you know 50 48 which 1s the Fire
Protection rule requires all operating plants to have a fire
protection plan, not just old plants but all plants to have a
plan to satisfy the general design criterion three and the
plan should desicribe the overall fire protection prcaram., the
ddministrative controls and personnel requirements and the
hardware firve protocixon systems .

Appendix R which 31s the Fire Protection program {or
plants operating prior to January !, 1979 i35 not a full and
complete fire protection program in ttself. What 1t has are
specitfioc roquiromonl: in 1t that the staf! were unable to
reach sgreement with a number of licenses during the
post-Browns Ferry f(tre staf{ reviews 1n the 1977-1979 time
frame.

These cutstanding 1ssues were made 1nto a rule. It
was a choice between a rule or plant-specific orders and it
wts decided to do {t by rule-making and so this is an element
or specific issues but not a complete fire protocfian program
in ltsolff

The Commission at the time thoy passed the rule
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backfitted three key parts of the rule even for those plants

that had previously reached staff{ agreemant or for those
plants that had previcusly reached agreement with the staft
3ve 3 T nt O nf Anrendyr 8

-t

and the issues were resolwved, o
was venpened for Lhogse plante and they were required t@
back!{: them.

The only other parts of Appendix R that would apply
to specific plants, specific old plants, were 1! those were
stil]l open 1ssues at the time the rule was implemented.

So with that in perspactive {n the 1682 nr 19AR time
frame, we found 1 very poor level! nof compliance with Appendix
R based on the i1nspection results we had to date s0 then there
were itssues developed at Mr. Dircks’ direction to develop
guidance based particularly on our inipection results and on
questions that were posed by industry and the whole workshops
to try to get this out and to see what we could do to further
bring everybody up to the same level of understanding of the
rule.

This was done in the spring of 1984 and was well
attended hy the 1ndustry and was I think very successful {rom
the point of view --

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. It was what by tndustry?

MR. VOLLMER: It was very well attended by industry.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Oh, thank you.

MR. VGLLMER The total count, ! think, was 1n
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excess of 600 who attended these workshops and ! think from
the point of view of getting the message oul! and {finding out
what the industry ;oncornl that sti1l] might be there, 1t wai
very succesaful

In our May meating the Commiasion asked the staff to
provide the {ina) guidence documents {or your review before
they were l;:uod. The final documents at that time ware the
detailed questions and answers on the technical 1ssues and the
document that was called Interpretations of Appendix R which
were 3 gselected sat of 31szstted that inductry feolt required some
spezific staff{ intarpretation to allow tham to more
expeditious)ly proceed with their implementation of the rutle.

Since the last Commission mesating Mr Dircks formed
4 steering committee to take a broad 1ook at 4l! current
licensing, inspeption and technical isiues and to develop
policy recommendations aimed ;l expediting Appendix R
cempliance for older plants and assuring conststent level of

fire protection safety for all plants whoere he asked us to

take 2 broad look

1 happened to chalr that particular committee. 1t
ind regional representation, IE, NRR and ELD representation on
it and we gave him a report ba&k in October.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Wes thare a {ire
protection engineer on the staering commitiee?

MR VOLLMER: There was not a fire protection
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engineer on the steering committee.

COMﬁfSSIONER ASSELSTINE® Why not?

MR. VOLLMER: Let me give you the break-down The
steering committan wis formerd and 3 working group was taormed
to 45415t the stemring cowmmittee On the working agroup were
regicnal and staf{ representatives whno had been broadly
involved i1n the process and they were to assist and develop
recommendations for the steering committee.

The steering committee as I indicated was asked to
look and recommend to Mr Dircks puoiicv recommendatians
primarily which is what wa did We met with all the {1re
protection engineers . We met with 2 numher of elements of the
staf! both in the regions and heidquarters including all fice
protection engineers or all inspectoris who had been doing the
fire protection work out 3n the field

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Did the working group have {i17re
protection engineers?

MR. VOLLMER Yes

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. How many t(imes did the
steering committee met with the fire protection engineers?

MR. VOLLMER. Wa held a one-day'mtetﬁng in Bethesda
with 211 of the fire protection engineers ‘and the inspectors
who were doing the work out in the {ield.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE When was that?

MR. VOLLMER: It must have hew#n in Sepltemher . Our
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work wai done between August and Oclober.

COMMISS!ONER ASSELSTINE: Ot last year?

MR. VOLLMER.: Ot last year.

COMMICCIONED AVIELSTING €n ynouw Rad agne mwantong
with the fire proteation anginears

MR. VOLLMER We hid & full-day meeling There was
other communicatlions It wasn’t just simply & one-day
meeting. We were very well -aware of their differing
professional opinion {for example and the views that they had
cn the . fire protection t1ssues

I persone'ly had talked to {ire protection enqginesars
on a4 rather {requent basis more so than many of our other
staff{ when | represented engineering and NRP because there
were a2 great deal of i1ssues to be resiolved at that time.

But as 3 committee, a; a4 steering committee, we met
with the fire protection people for a one-day meating 1in
Bethosda:

Following that in our report to M(. Dircks, the
report was sent out for office and reﬁionJI comments and
then 3ssuod for public comment {n early 1088, Pubiic comments
were evaluated and incorporated 1n Qay 1983 and the stearing
committee report was modified somewhat to reflect the results
of public comments and the input that we had {rom various
staf{ people at the time.

The principal elemenis of the steerinyg comnittee
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report -~
COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Dick, when di1d we have our
Commission meeting where this tssue came up?

ME VT

MER

™1
I R R R TH o

12y 20

COMMISS{ONER ASSELSTINE Of 198%)

MR . VOULLMLEK May 30, 1924

COMM]ISS1ONER ASSELSTINE All right

MR. VOLLMER: Again, scenario-wise, the
interproetation issue came up just prior to the workshops and
we held the worksheps and discussaed with 1ndustry the
Questions and answers and the Interpretations document and
tndicated at that time that these were preliminary, they would
be redrafted as necessary and ijssued 2s guidance

So they were not necessartly at that time forma!
criteria by any means.

1 ml§ht indicate that what prompted the
Interpretations document was a generic lottor,.83-33, that was

1ssued and I am sort of guessing at the time frame

MR. JOHNSTON. 1 would like to say Qctober of 1983.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO What was 1! you are trying to
clarify or inlerpret?

MR. VOLLMER. A generic letter was lssued again 1n
response to some industry qQQstionslon specific issues and let
me give you an example, a simple example.

The Filre Protection rule says that suppression shall
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be 1nstalled Iin a {ire area where you have safety related
equipment to protect The staf{f had received a2 number of
qQuestions frcm industry saying, “"What does that mean? Does
that wmeaa tt has tc te everywhere in the rcom, throughsvt *he
rcem or doez 1t jJugt have to be 1n arsas where ynu nead to
prctect safety-related equipnent?”

Tﬁo generio lo(tor 83-33 went out.and sard that you
doen‘t have to put it everywhere 1n the room, i1n the {ire area,
but you have to get an exemption 1{ you don’t There were
certain rooms where vyou had cables and sensitive equipment
that you noododAQQ protect and the other half of the ronom mav
have a couple of pipes or nothing to protect s0 1t didn‘'t make
arny sense to reguire stprinklers cvar there

But generic letter 83-33 sa1d that you had to put it
throughout the room unless you came 1n and got an exemption
The Interpretations document which was dovoldpod in
conjunction with ELD at the time said that they didn’t see
any legal justification for requiring the exemption for a
case like that, rather the licensee they felt could put the
sprinklers in to meet what a r.{sonablo intent of Appendix R
was, namely, to protect the safety-related equipment and {1 he
had an analysis showing that that was adequate, then he should
not have to come in for an exemption

Rather, when we go out for our inspection we would

see wvhat he did, see his analysis and i1 1t was not
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action would be taken

So ihero were s1x issues and two ot thosoe 1ssues
bezame in czntention, that taing ore of them ;h:' ! mpntinned
and 1 think <ome nf{ the {ire protection engineers telt that if
we d1d not require the licensmse to come in and get exemption
for some o0f these issues that they would perhaps 1mproperly
implement Appendix R and 1t would be more difftcult {for the
staf{f to get the licensee to achieve compliance later on.

But 1t was the general view of the peaple. the
manacement inuvolved, jncluding mysel{, that we would have a
better chance of expediting compliance, we would be able to
get the industry to prnceed more with working on the rule,
going ahead and using these interpretations rather than
waisting for a complete staff review.

In fact, | might give you an example. 1t was down
at Crystal River last year and 1n a2 meeting with them »n ¢nome
other issues including f{ire protocixon, but the main i{ssue at
that time was EQ, and they were about to go into an outage in
which they were spending some $1%5 million dollars on fire
protection modifications and they did not yet have a complete
staff{ approval of their program.

They f{elt rather naked in going ahead but on the
other hand they did want to complete the ﬁodif:cations. So 1|

think they went ahead and did this in good spirits and as 314
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turns out, I think we have had an inspection since then and we
tound out that they are a pretty good plant.

1 felt that this 13 an example of allowing the

te go ahead with fairly gocs guwedinsen 3ad 1 drdn’e
think that we would get blind-sided at the and by finding cut
a lack of compli;nce.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: What was the status of 83-33?

MR. VOLLMER: It was a2 generic letter.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: It says you put, for example,
fire suppression everywhere in the rcom unless vou can
justify otherwise and get an axemption

MR VOLLMER: Come in for an exemption, so that the
difference 185 --

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Did you change your mind such
that they did not have to come in for an exemption?

MR. VOLLMER: Yes, we have.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. Generic letter £3-32 is in
ef{fect now.

MR. VOLLMER: It is still in effect.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Still in effect.

MR. VOLLMER: These Interpretations that we feel are
appropriate would say that 83-33 is not oberatiue. that the
licensee may proceed based on the lnterpretations document and
do their fire protection work i1n the areas specified in the

Interpretations without coming in for an exemption
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: That seems like just a
repudiation ot B83I-33. 1 don’t see how you can say 83-33 1is
st111 1n eflect when 83-33 calls tor an exemption and --

ME . VCLLMER. We hivea’t gfattean the Cernmiszicn’s

endorsemaent o that.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINC: Wii1t 3 minute Let me finish
the question Generic letter 83-33 calls for exemptions but
now you are saying that the Interpretations document says that
you don‘t really need an exemption.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE That’s right

MR  VCOLLMER: Yas, s1ir

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO That doesn‘t sound right

MR. VOLLMER: 1{ *he Commigssion were to endorse --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: It is a {fundamental
change

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. Yes, ! thought so.

MR. VOLLMER: It is a policy issue.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO why do you say 83-33 i1s sti1ll
in effect whan the‘lntorprelaticns document says {t 1sn’t.

ER. DIRCKS: We haven't.issued it yet.

MR. VOLLMER. You haven’{ agreed with our
Interpretations document yet #nd you asked to do that at the
May meeting of 1984,

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: All right. Thank you for

straightening me out on that one.
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(Laughter.)

MR. VOLLMER: Fire Protection moves with galactic
velocity!

(Lezughter ?

MR VOLLMER: What 1 would like to do 1t 1 may 13 go
to the generic letter because ! think that covers the issues
pretty broadly and then we can pick up anything you f{eel is
necessary and 1 will just sort of briefly go over that, 1§ we
could go to slid; six, please.

(SLIDE )

MR  VOLLMER- The iAtermedxa(q slides arn those of
status and we can get to that Jlater.

The generic letter basizcally has a number of
elements tc tt. One is it would propose to tell the licensee
that there should be no further 50.48 schedular exemptions.
How 50.42 was set up when the rule was passed and it provided
a number nof things.

It told the licensees when they had to be in
compliance with certain aspects of the rule. In particular,
where the most difficult of those aspects, of course, 1s where
these older plants cauld not comply with the literal reading
of tle rule, tﬁat is lhcy couldn’t have 2 20-f{oat separation
or whatever and Qould have to provide an alternative path to
shut down the plant by rewiring, an alternative electrica)

path if{ you will.
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The rule requires that the staif{ review and approve
that par@iculér feature. 50 48((¢) had p*ouxsions that would
allow the licensee to wait to implement that obviously until
the statf had apprecved thit ard then theva wara talling
provisions that theav had so many months after staff{ approval
depending cn the shut-down times that they had ﬁc implement

Appendix R.

We had granted a number of extensions under 50.48
and 50 12 but the staff{ felt that because when the rule was
passed we {elt reading the bhackground of the rule and the
tolliny provisions, we felt that it was likely the

Commission’s intent to get the fire protecltion issue over

‘within five or £ix years or something like that.

We were in a position as you know from reading the
Commission paper that some plants are coming 1n and talking
about implementation in the 1990's.

So we felt that we should not have any further
sches .ar exemptions and we should snat a high standard for
exemptions, schedular exemptions, under 50.12. 50 12 is our
normal exemption path, 50.48 we think under the guidelines of
the Rule has .pretty weil ended for most plants. It 1s sort of
an inoperative provxsion.

We felt that we shaul& set high standards for
schedular axemptions similar to which we did for EQ that

conscientious effort to implement the basic provisions of
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Appendix R would bhe made by the licensee, delays that had been
encountered would be beyond his control, that the schedule
that he would propose rep;esents a best eoeffort under his
curyant workioad and we wowld constider living schedules and
other safety related modifications that needed to he done and
further, that there would be additional and adequate
compensatory measures for any parts of Appendix R that he was
deficient in.

These could include, for example, having a {fire
watch or post additional equipment where there was a fire area
that could not bhe duly protected under the Appendix F
provisions.

That was the one issue, thzat of exemptions, and 1
think this 1s one i1ssue that the industry was particularly
concerned with but I think the staff’s feeling was that we
have gone a long way since the Browns Ferry fire and as you
will see in a minute many plants have indeed complied and are
in good shape.

We would like to bring this thing to a close as soon
as possible. Obviously we need to do a2 good job and we have
to take into a;count the other work.burdcns on the licensees
but we think the 50.12 exeamption route is certainly
appropriate to do this.

(Commissxonér Bernthal enters the mesting.)

MR. VOLLMER: Secondly, the generic letter tndicates



to

10

11

13

14

13

16

17

18

19

20

that the licensee should utilize the Interpretations
document . 1 just explained the staff’s thought behind that
The genearic letter would alsoc have the question and answers
which is5 2 fa:rliy thick package Thaze are questicons that
ware posed by industry. We gave them answers. We discussed
thesge answers at the regional workshop meetings and we Lel:ieve
that they unaersfand the answers so this would be just sort ot
part of the record to say here it 1s and let’s continue using
these particular technical responses to their questions. -

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Now utilizing the
Interpretations document then would supsarcede 83-33?

MR. VOLLMER: That would supercede 83-33, vyes. That
15 right

We talked in the generic letter a l1ittle bit about
the inspection program i1n telling the licensees that we would
Jike to continue our current Appendix R inspection program and
in just a minute ! will give you a view as to how extensive
that is right now but to continue the current program, to look
al plants where modifications are finished and that has been
our general approach but there may be soma plants where the
modifications are nét yat complete and we would want to go out
and look at their general approach to see that the approach is
correct.

The third catcyory we felt and this.was based on the

steering committee racommendations, we felt that we should
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consider the licensee’s request for an inspeclion to insure
that they are going in the right direction beiore they spend
and commit a large amount of mcney to the Append:x R
modilications.

Again, the Crystal River example comes to mind
there. 1 don’t knew at this point in time ¢ there are any
licensees thét would utilize that option but I think we would
make it avatlable to tﬁem.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. Dick, I am not sure |
qitite understand why that works to the licensae’s henefit.

One of the ccmpla:nis thzt w2 hear a 1ot about backfitting is
what the Comm;ssion does is typically say, "Wel), yvou guys
decide what you think you need to do toc meet our requirements
and after you have done {t we will come out and take a look at
1t and tell you whether you did 1t right or not."

It almost seems to me like the approach that the
fire protection englineers advocated which was vou tell us what
you are going to do, we will tell you whether it is acceptable
or not and if §t is not, we will tel)l you what you have to do
to make 1t acceptable, then you do the work, has_a lot better

potential {for not having to do things two aor three times

~than this approach of go out and make the changes, do your

analysis and make the changes, file them away and at sone
point down the road our inspectors will come out and inipect

and tell you whether you have done 1* right and if you haven’t



e

10

11

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

done 1t right, you are going to have to do 1t over again.

MR. VOLLMER.: You have encapsulated the arguments in
both points of view

COMMISSTIONER ASSELSTINE ' gquess 1 den’t. understand
what the benefit is to the licensece ot the apnroach that you
advocated, the steering committee advocated

MR. VOLLMER: The benefit I think tc the industry
and the reason ;hey sa2aid they would like to do 1t 15 1t would
allow them to get on with the jobh, i e., they saw it as a way
to expedite compliance hecause the 314ff has a4 fairlv larqge
backliog of Appendix R reviews

i think another reason is that they felt tiat the

‘guidance, that they understood the rule weil ernough at this

point in time s0 that they could make modiiications, commit
the money and make the modifications a.d not ﬁaue a3 high
likelihood of getting cited f{o: non-conpliance with the rule.

MF. DIRCKS. ! thought though, Jim, we talued about
this som. ago and maybe I am getting it wrong, but I think you
are riéht. 1f back 1n 1975 bf 1976 when we started doing all
cf this the oyuxously Setter way to do 1t would be for us to
develop craiteria, the lxconsaEs submit their plans to conform
to that criterie, we approve thes work they do and then they go
ahead and do it and we 1nspect.

COMMIZSICONER ASSELSTINE Whiceh 1s what the generic

letter dad.
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MR. DIRCKS. But what happened in the early days I
think in order to expedite the process, the Commission made a
conscious decision that the licensees would proceed with this
wark and correct me {1 am wrang hecauze [ 2sked this
question at the meeting, the licensees would proceed 1n order
te get the fixes into the plants as soon as possible they were
told to move ahead and we would come out and 1nspecl later.
1s that right or wrong?

MR. VOLLMER: The licensee was certainly urged to
move ahead except for where thev had to i3k for an examption
I think some licensees want ahead and made modifications
knowing that an exemption request was 1n process and sort of
hoping that trtat would ge through.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE S0 they assumed that their
exemption would be granted.

MRﬂ VOLLMER: In some caies, yes.

COMMISSIONER ASSZLSTINE: They simply didn’t do what
the regulation required.

MR. VOLLMER: No. You have to rememﬁer for the old
plants and probably for the new plants, there i3 probably not
& plant that literally meets Appendix R without some sort of a
modification or an alternative shut-down system of some s0rt
The requirements in there that the redundant trains be
separated by 20-feet or that they have in lieu of that the one

hour fire protection in the sprinkler systam and all these
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things, you just couldn’t find a plant physically that met

that so they all had to do something.

Part of the rule that allowed the hackfi1tting which

wai an impor*tant ingredient to the rule and cne whith the

court when we were taken to court on the rule, the court said

that as long as you had the bickfitting 1n there, | guess it
is reasonable

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. Or the opportunity {or
exemption.

MR. VOLLMER: The opportunity f{or exemf;xon

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Rrght

MR. VOLLMER: So I think going forward wi*h
everything by the o&emption routes 1ndustry {elt would delay
their compliance and it was my view and.I think that of the
stearing committue that we were getting to a point where we
were achieving technical compliance with the rule and remember
an exemption process is a technical judgment, a balancing of
one feature against another and we were achieving technical
compliance and that we were not taking anything significant
away from the staff{ by doing that

It may put more of a burden on the inspection
program and our inspections have generally and maybe in all
cases have included fire protection engineers from NRR as well
as our consultants as well as the inspectors go ‘out and look

at this so it wasn’t cutting them out of the process.
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1t was a difierent way of getting hopefully to the
same end polint

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE You mentxoped that you
thought that peczle had really begun teo understand whiat
Appendiﬁ F required You menticoned the workshops I nnticed
in a couple of placet in the paper you talk about thit there
has really been increased understanding, everybody really
understands what the regulations require.

1 guess if{ that is the case I am not clear why we
need an Interpratations document at this point 1 f we have the
genaric Imtter, vou have had the workchops, you haven’t been
applying these interpretations I don‘t think, have you?

MR. VOLLMER" Yes. It is my understanding that the
licensees have heen coming 1n for exemptinnsg i1n these areas
until now because that 14 the operative document .

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. 1s the Interpretations document
a confirmation of what developed at the workshops in a sense?

MR. VOLLMER: No 1t was discussed a2t the workshops
and ! think endorsed in a2 sense. The spirit of the
Interpretations were discussed at the workshops but this was
something that i1ndustry came just prior to the workshops and
said, "This would heip usi & Jot in getting on with the job {1
you could work with these interpretations vis-a-vis sticking
striotly to the requirements of 83-33."

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE 1t sounds like what you



(2]

10

11

»e
*

-
%)

14

19

16

17

18

19
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tations document you are

MR. VOLLMER: No. The Interpretations document was
developed and | gave you the example of the reading of the
rule where we said in the f{ire area what does (hat mean

COMMISSIONER ASSELETINE. In the fire area o me
says "in the fire area," ail in the fi1r1re area

MR. VOLLMER Does it mean totally?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Throughout the fire area.

MR. VOLLMER. Totally through All right That i3
the interpretation thzt you have

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE

That 13 what 823-33 said it
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meant .
MR. VOLLMER 1 guess it was the view --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. Twenty fcet means

20-teet . Three hocurs meanes thren hours

MR VCLLMER. 1 think where you have iomething that
speciiic then youbare rxghg You n-ed to come with an %
exemption. In the areas that we have in the Interpretations

document, i1t is the view of our legal counsel and if{ they
would like to stand up and discuss this, 1 would be happy to

cget out -
(Lauvughter )

MR. VOLLMER. -- that this did not undercut the rule

itself. Staft guidance comes out all the time to implement a
rule and generic letter 83-33 might well have Dbeen staff
guidance rather than exemption requirements and we would not
perhaps be in the fix we are in now.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Let me suggest that we come
back to that later. 1 would like to get the {ramework first

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE That’‘’s fine.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO, I am having difficulties later
on that | want to raise. 1 would rather raise them after 1
understand the whole thing.

MR. VOLLMER: It will only take me about three or
four more minutes {if I could.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Take your time.
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MR. VOLLMER: 1 talked about the inispection program
and what the thought! was there. In document compliance this
gives the licensee some guidan +: on what we will need to see
at inspectizn time and what 1t hasically says.is that where
you have estahlished variovs configurations that were
important to your {1re hazards anialysis and where you have
done an analysis of why it 1s satisfactory to have a certain
suppression system or a certain al£ernate shut-down system you
need to document that fully and have 1t available for the
tnspection

1{f you don‘’t have something that is a reasonable
analysis, 1{ you have something that says that this looks
fine, no analysis, then we will document that and that is as
good as & non-compli}nce. It just gives them a basis if you
will or tries to give a framework for what they have to
provide.

That is in the generic letter, page three,
documentation required to demonitrate compliance. It just
gives them an ideaz of the t?pes of things we are looking for
during an inspection so that they can demonstrate that a
particular feature that they have to compliy with Appendfx R is
adequate.

The quality assurance i1tem came up ir. a number ol
inspections so felt that a little bit of guidance would he

appropriate here and basically what it says since fire



[ &

“w

10

11

-
“)

14

15

16

17

24

25

protecticn systems are not safetly related to systems, we feel
it 15 appropriate to tell the licensees that they need a
Guality assurance program to m2ain'iin the fire protection

3

systom o function 33 :t was intended when {2 wa: dectigned

It 1s fairly simple We are looking for an
1ndustrial type of quality assurance requirements

Fiﬁally. the addition of the fire protection program
to the FSAR commitments 1s one of the major features of the
generic letter and I think I will take just a2 minute to go
1nto that

CHAIRMAMN PALLADINO- Yes, particularly with regard

to enforcement.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes, and the differeares
between the staering committee and whoever overruled you
on this.

MR. VOLLMER" All right. ! have a new proposal for
yoﬁ.

(Laughter .)

MR. VOLLMER: 1{ you will notice in the letter we
sa;d that we were looking for better ways to do this and 1t 1s
a difficult area. Let me try to lay out the problems.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE It 1s the rule on a rule.

MR. VOLLMER: Yes. We have three tvpes of plants to
consider 11 we are looking across the board on fire

protection.
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Considering first the pre-1979 plants, they are
under 50.48 but also under Appendix R Most of these plants
have license conditions for specific items which resulted from
the ctrff review that took place 1n the 1977-.1099 time frame.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: They have approval for specific
ttems?

MR. VOLLMER-" They have license conditions for
specific i1tems like they will have a license condition that
says put sprinkler systems in certain locations and that will
be a llcensé condition and it will be a2 license condition
because the staff{ evaluation of the plant 1n the 1677-197¢
time frame decided this was an 1ssue we needed to put in the
licensee to make sure he did it.

So the older plants often have rather specific
hardware oriented license conditions and those plants also
have tech specs.

From an enforceability viewpoint those plants are
all under Appendix R so Appendix R being 2 regulation
enforceability is fine there. Where they don‘’t meet it, they
need the clear exemption or it they do something that is not
under exemption, is not under the rule, enforcement action can
be taken.

The post-1979 to the present piants -

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. The license conditions

really are a subset of Appendix R?
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MR. VOLLMER. Yes
COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE So you have the licensn
conditions that are enforceable directly that way and Appendix

R that 1s enforcezhble

MR VOLLMER In {act thare is a further problem
becaiuse ~-

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Wait a minute You say
Appendix R is enforceable bu} when you don’t know what you are
enforcing and 1 thought that was the Fire Protection plan, you
should clarify i1n some way such that 1t can be erforced

MR. VOLLMER: In the pra-rule days we did a review
of each plant and came S a specific agreement on each plant
as to what they had to do .ith Appendix PR

COMMISSIONER ASSEL_TINE On Fire Protection.

MR. VOLLMER: With fire protection, oxéuse me Many
of those agreements are contained in lxc;niﬁ conditions
After the rule was passed Appendix R was effective and th{ee
parts of Appen<ix R were back{it to those piants despite what
agreements may have been reached alrfady

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Typically they require
mcre than the license conditions did?

MR. VOLLMER. In some cases, yas. In some cases,
the old way wasi good enough.

The point | would like to make 13 that under

Appendix R i1t 1s possible that some of the old license
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conditions would need to be changed because the reyguirements
under Appendix R cculd be different than the staf! agreements

that took place back in 1977 and 1979

COMMISSICHNER ASESELSTINE So that 1s one category of
plants

MR. VOLLMER: That is one categecry The second
category are the past-1979 to present plants They are not

under Appendix R but have to a large extent been reviewed to
the standard review plan and Appendix R. Fost-TM1 and
post-Appendix R the Commission considered whether or not they

should have a rule for new plants.

We talked with the Commission about that and
agreement was that we are going to review these plants --

CHATRMAN PALLADINO. Something confused me a l1ittle
bit. You said the post-1979 plants were not subject to
Appendix R.

MR VOLLMER: Right.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. The post-1979 plants

MR. VOLLMER: Post-1976¢.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO What are they subject to?

MR. VOLLMER They are subject to 50 48 which gives
general guidance that they will have a fire protection program
and they are subject to the staff review of its standard
review plan which contains a fairly comprehensive praogram of

fire protection requirements even more comprehensive than



(&)

10

11

13

14

15

16

17

19

20

(&)
I

(&)
(A

Appendix R, in fact.

We f21% that the level of fire protection satfety !far
those plants under the standard review plan would be as good
a3 the pre-1979 plants but to make sure we eviluated the
plants under Appendix R as well as under the standard review
plan |

CHAIﬁMAN PALLADINO.: You say for post-1979 they
didn’t have to use Appendix R.

MR. VOLLMER: Did not have to use Appendix R.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO But you evaluated them against
Appendix R?

MR. VOLLMER: We evaluated them against Appendix R
and in fact revx;ed the standard review plan so that 1t would
contain the elements of Appendix R.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I can understand your
evaluating them against the standard review plan but you
implied that you do both. 11 they are not subject to Appendix
R, thern why do you evaluate them against 1t°?

‘MR. DIRCXS. I think they wanted to achieve
equivalent safety.

MR. VOLLMER: That’s right.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. I thought you were doing that
by putting it in the SRP.

MR. VOLLMER: The Commission at that time had

questioned rather than the new rule, we agree the Commission
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directed the staff{ to review the new plants not only under the
standard r;view plan but under Appendix R We gsort of had a
combined review and eventually we revised the standard review
plan to really :incorporate the rslements of Appendix R

CCMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Wasn’t the rationale that
because these were new plants that had not yet heen licensed
the Commission already had {fairly strong and direct control
over the plant.

MR. VOLLMER: That’s right.

COMMZSSIONER ASSELSTINE We di1dn‘t need tc have a
rule li1ke Appendix R.

MR VOLLMER: That’s raight.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINC We didn’t need to make
Appendix R directly applicable because the Commission already
had all the control i1t needed to get the changes 1t wantnad
done in the new plants.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO 1 don‘t foilow that.

MR VOLLMER Tﬁe real difference 1s tor the plants”
under Appendix R if they deviate from £he rule they have to
come in {or an exemption.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Right.

MR. VOLLMER. In the newer plants, if they deviate
{rom Appendix R, 1t could be resolved by staff analysis and
they don’t get the license until the staff has resolved that

there is an equivalent level of fire protection safety.
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COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: That’s right.

MR. VOLLMER: So the end result should be the samne

and 1n tact tﬁe new plants have gained a lot from these past

vyears on fire protection. Some of the plants are much better

built with fire protection in mind in terms of separation and

redundant trains and things like that.
CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: 1 wasn’t objecting to doing
it. It just seemed strange that you say that Appendix R

doesn’t apply but you evaluate against 1t.

MR. DIRCKS: I think we are touching on the history,
the tortured history, of {ire protection All of it I think
we can explain-but all i1 4t has contribuled a good deal to
the confusion that we are trying to unravel here today.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. As 1 recall, 1 thought at
one point the Commission had said, "Gee, we really want a rule
for new plants as well” and the staff said, "No, we don’t
really need it for the new plants. We have a!} the control we
need so we just don’t need the rule "

MR . VOLLMER. That is correct.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE The original approach to
the Commission was we want a rule for new plants as well as
for older ones.

MR. VOLLMER: That is exactly right.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: The Commission was

convinced that in fact it really didn’t need a rule.
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MR. VOLLMER: Right.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. All right. Please continue.

MR. VOLLMER: For those plants, they are basically
reviewed to the standard review plan which i1ncludes the
Appendix R alements and so we certainly think that the new
plants are not less safe from a {fire protecticn point of view

than the old plants.

The new plants have varying license‘conditions
dealing with {ire protection. In a3 number of cases rather
general conditions were put in some of these plants saying
that they should ccmply with Appendix R and they should meet
the intent of Appendix R and a number of things.

1 think some of the later plants have fairly well
written license conditions, but in fact they do vary somewhat
from plant-to-plant and it is‘my understanding that a couple
of the plants in the post-1979 era don’t have any license
condition at all,

COMMI]I SSIONER ASSELSTINE:_ Why did that happen? 1
would have thought that that would have been a fairly clear
and consistent license condition that would apply to all of
them and would be prettly standard?

QR. VOLLMER: 1s that right?

MR. JOHNSTON: Since 19799

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes.

MR. VOLLMER: Did they all have license conditions
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or not?

MR. JOHNSTON: Somebody ought to back me up but my
understanding is that the first plant or twoc that was licensed
at the time o0f the Appendix R was not perhaps fully covered
and 1 think that is like Sequoia-1, for example, but 1 am not
sure there is anybody else that fits that category.

MR. VOLLMER: That doesn’t make too much difference
because some of them rightly or wrongly were negotiated at the
last minute and they were rather flimsy license conditions
which didn’t really put any meat on the thing and they are not
very §ood.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE" All raight.

MR. VOLLMER.: So in saying what we have, they are

reviewed to a good criteria, they do have some strange license

-conditions, they are not consistent and they do all have tech

specs.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: This is still the second
category.

MR. VOLLMER: The second category, yes.

The third category is the future plants which we
feel are again reviewed to a good criteria in the standard
review plan It contains Appendix R elements.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: What is a future plant?

MR. VOLLMER: The next licensed plant, those that

are coming down the pike.
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COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Presumably this goes back
2 few plants at least.

MR. VOLLMER: We do have some with what we consider
good license conditions, yes.

CHATRMAN PALLADINO: When does the word "“future”
start?

MR. VOLLMER: Today.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. What is the last plant we
licensed?

CHATRMAN PALLADINO Wrhat do you mean by licensed?

MR. VOLLMER: Giving an operating license.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. How about Fermi? Are ycu
pretty satisfied that Fermi has a2 good strong license
condition?

MR. VOLLMER. Yes. We did a 1ot of fi1re protection
work on Fermi.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: A1l raight.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: They are evaluated {o.tht SRP?

MR. VOLLMER® Yes, sir, which includaes all of the
elements . The staf{ paper indicated that we felt that we
should.have‘the licensees incorporate their fire protection
program into the FS)R a3 2 commitment to be met.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Is that for future plants you
are talking about?

M. VOLLMER: We were talking about future plants
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right now.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Future plants.

MR. VOLLMEK: Now 1 would like to think about 1t
rather broadly The staff’s thinking wag and i1ndicated in
here that we would place the {ire protection plan incorporaged
in the FSAR and then the licensee would have to meet those
commitments and I1f he wanted to make any changes to those
commitments that they would fall under a 50 59 which would
have him do a safety evaluation and so on and sco forth and it
would allow him to make the change 1f 1t did not degrade
safety but keep records and report it and so on.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: What does it.do for you outting
it in the FSAR? 1s it an enforceable item?

MR. VOLLMER: That is part of the problem. We felt
that if it was just put in the FSAH that the enforcement would
be difficult. It could be enforced under S0 59 because if he
didn’t commit to 1t you could say that by not committing, he
made ; change or he made a change that degraded the safety
that was an actual change was a difficult moga of enforcement.

In discussions since the paper was sent down to the
Commission the staff believes thal we have look;d more bhroadly
¢t the issues and that is the reason ! indicated in my
previous discussion of the three types of plants lhat all
these plants have a subsiantial amount! of technical

specifications dealing with fire protection.
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There is a lot of stuff in there, in the tech specs,
as well as in the license conditions. The staff believes that
the best approach wouid be to incorporate all the fire
protéction commitments into the FSAR including the tech specs,
in other words, give the licensees an option of taking the
fire protection items out of the tech specs and put them in as
far of the FSAR and then we would have either a2 simple license
condition say like a 50.54(f{) condition as we have in QA and
physical security which says that the licensee needs to meet
the provisions of the FSAR. He can make changes if it doesn-’t
degrade those commitments by 50.59 and we feel that would be
more appropriate package.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Where would you say this, in
the tech specs?

MR. VOLLMER: This could be done two ways. It could
be done by a rule-making. It could be in 50.54 as we have
quality assurance and physical security.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. I am trying_to understand. 1t
you have your 1{:9 protection program in the FSAR, to make §{t
enforceable you could reference it either in the license
condition or in the tech specs and say that this is now part
of your tech specs?

MR. VOLLMER: That {s right.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Then {t is enforceable.

MR. VOLLMER: Yes .
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STINE. That is what the steering

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Yes.

MR. VOLLMER: That

recommended.

is what the steering group had

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: A simple license condition

saying it is in the FSAR. You can change it {{ you meet

certain requirements.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: You are not going that wavY?

MR. VOLLMER: That

is what I am suggesting --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE" That was Dick’s

recommendation.

MR  VOLLMER: -=- would be the probably the most

approp;iate way. The paper
but says that a carrot to do
license condition.
COMMISSIONER ASSEY.
CRGR?
MR. VOLLMER: No.

feeling. As 1 said, we have

recommends putting it in the FSAR

that might be the removal c! the

STINE: Who is that? Is that

I think that was the general

revisited that. 1 talked to Vic

Stello this morning ahout what I am just saying now and he

thinks that would probably b
COMMISSIONER ASSEL
MR. VOLLMER: The

you remove the tech specs.

e a reasonable way to go.
STINE The license condition.
license condition, particularly if

That i1s a bone{it'to the licensece
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to get some dit;icult and onerous teoh specs out.

CHAIRMAN PALLADING. Under your proposal you would
reference the FSAR and make it a2 part of a licensing condition
and then further say that they are allowed to make changes
without coming in for amendments as long as there was no
degradation in meeting the requirements.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Substantial degradation.

MR. VOLLMER: What we would like to see is pocing to
the licensee by this generic letter, here is a2 package deal
tor you. The deal 13 that you incorporate your f{1ire
protection program in the FSAR and come in and say you would
like the standard license condition, and we will allow you to
remove the tech specs and incorporate the stuff in the FSAR
and I think for all plants on balance, that would be a more
appropriate and consistent way to do the process.

1{ you just go putting it in the FSAR, there would
be 3 tortured way toc get at enforcement. It would be a
difficult enforcement process but possible. The
recommendation 1n the paper doesn’t really deal with tech
specs for older plants. It.doals with tech spec- for newer
plants saying that the tach spec implementation group should
take a look at the need for fire protectfon tech specs and
that is ongoing.

COMMISSITONER ASSELSTINE. So the steering group had

basically felt Jeave the tech specs alone, put the fire
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protection plan in the FSAR, reference it in Lhe license
condition but you would alsc have the tech specs, the specific
tech specs, to haczkstop.

MF. VOLLMER: That’s right ! am geing to put on
one of my other hats here and | think the steeriay group if we
had discussed this option I think it would have appealed to
many members of the steering group because it does make the
current tech specs enforceable and it gives a broader area

that with the license condition and all of this in the FSAR

that could be enforced aygainst and secondly, 1t sort of makes

scense because the fire protection requirements are like a iot
of other and 1 ata going to call them non-safety related
requirements that we have in the plant, a lot of features that
we have in the plant, that are there because they are for the
protection of safety equipment and things like that.

1 think it is more appropriate to pul this into the
FSAR with a2 simple license condition as wa have other things
rather than have tech specs which are ! understand the Wol!
Creek tech specs, for example, has 2 rather large section,
20-pages or so, on {ire protection.

Certainly that doesn’t seem to be necessarily the
Lest approach to make.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Just to follow-up a little, it

1 understand this paper it doesn’t have any enforceable

tratl? It doesn’t tie the FSAR back to the license
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condition. It doesn’t tie it back to anything.
MR. VOLLMER: That is raight.
CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: That gives me & problem.
COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: It gave Dick a problem,

too
CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I am “rying to understand if 1
can get my views properly expressed.

MR. VOLLMER: On page seven of the piper, the third

paragraph, wher; it says, "The generic letter has been
modified. ." and so on, it says we would encourage the
licensees to do this. It talks about use of 50.59 but down
toward -the bottom it says, "The staf{t is continuing to

evaluate various other approaches to the elimination of the
l;cense condition including the need for a rule which would
require compliance with the fire protection plan described 1in
the FSAR. Such a rule could be a means for elimination of
present license conditiog and technical specifications.

That is still one of the options that | was talking
about .

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: But that puts you off in the
futlure. Why can’t we fix it up right now? Why did you depart
froﬁ picking up an enforceable trail righi now?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. Yes, | agree with that.

MR. VOLLMER: One of the reasons is if you want to

order a rule, that is one thing Staff was trying to look at
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what {t could do under the authoritly that we have. We were
trying to {ind a way tu get the job done. We were hoping to
encourage licensees to do it. 1{ you look at fire protection,
i1 you frankly at backf{it and cost benefit, 1t would he a very
difficult job to impose some of thegse things as license
condition perhaps as we go through the cost benefit analys:is.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: 1f you put their program in the
FSAR and make reference in license conditions saying you are
going to'follow that, if you also give thom the privilege of
making changes so long as they don‘t degrade the system and
still meet the objectives, ! think you got what we need They
have a clear understanding of what their program is. They
have some flexibility in changing it and they know what they
are going to be evaluated against.

1 don’t know why you departed from that.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. Who was the proponent of
just putting it in the FSAR without any license condition and
what was the rationale that was offered for that approach? We
get this paper that siys that 1t decided to dq this but who
decided 3t and what was the rationale?

MR. JOHNSTON 1 think | can give you a little bit.
This came out as a result of our review with the CRGR.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE All right, the CRGR.

MR. JOHNSTON The rationale b;hind it makes izome

sense, also. In order for & plant to take that fire
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protection plan and put it into the FSAR it has to go In as a
tworn statomoﬁt by the utility ownership that what they put 1in
there 1s true and accurale.

CHATRMAN PALLADINO: This 1s for tﬁo FEAR?

MR. JOHNSTON. To put their present fire protection
plan into the FSAR, it goes in under a sworn statement So 1t
goes 1n as an accurate statement. 11 it is discovered
subsequently that it was not fully correct then they are
subject to onforceﬁent actions.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO:- Wait 3 minute. 1t 1s a plan
you are putting in there. It is not swearing that this --

MR. VOLLMER: It would be the whole program.

MR. JOHNSTON: It is the whole program that would
have 7Jone in under that suggestion.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. That 15 at best an awkward
enforcement approach and one we have had some difficulty with
in the past.

MR. JOHNSTON: But you z2sked me what the rationale
was.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. All right.

MR. JOHMNSTON: 1t can_be changed then, of course,
according to 50.%59 procedures uﬁder that approach the same as
the one that we are proposing today.

MR. VOLLMER: 1 think we really have been grappling

with a way to do this consistently across the hoard and I
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think the CRGR recommendation in this area was advisory of
course to Mr. Dircks but the recommendation wa&s that this
would probably be the best place of getting this type of an
information, a fire protection program, 1nto an arena. namely
the FSAR, where this type of information is normally placed
and where there was some enforcement mode

I think in talking Qniorcom§nt sense then, we have
sort of come around to the point of view that we probably
would need something else although we could enforce against it
thdt way 1f that was the only approach

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE What do you lose by taking
out the tech specs?

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO What do you mean, "taking out
the tech specs?" Do you mean taking fire protection out of
the tech specs?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. Yes. Dropping the tech
specs and just havin§ this.

MR. VOLLMER: We don‘t think we lose anything if
they are willing to put in a license condition that they will
comply with the FSAR.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. So you still have all of
the detail, all of the requirements.

MR. VOULMER: The detail would be there, right .

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE All of the specifacity

MR. VOLLMER. Right
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COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE How About.our control over
changes?

MR . VOLLMER; That would be there, too, under 50.59.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE" All raighe

MR. VOLLMER: One thing that was not addressed here,
1!{ there were no license condition and the paper doesn’t
suggest putting tech specs into the FSAR and that is a
difference, 1{f you just had this information put in the FSAR 1
am not sure you would want to allow the tech specs to be taken
out . We would have to look at that.

We think that if you have the package deal where you
have the whole program and the tech specs in the FSAR with a
license condition saying that they have to meet them, you have
enforceability, you have them on a detail that is appropriate
in the FSAR but not appropriate in tech specs perhaps.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. But you would not put them both
in FSAR and in the tech specs.

MR. VOLLMER: Right

CHATIRMAN PALLADINO: All right

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. | take i1t that tha
licensees would have the samevflexXbilify or have the same
flexibility now to deviate from the tech specs that they would
have to deviate from these commitments under the FSAR?

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: You would want to make that

statement
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MR. VOLLMER: 1{ that were the mode, they could make
a conscious decision to change what we will ¢all a tech spec
but it is not really a tech spec anymore, it is part of the
FSAR. It they do the analysis that fine, ycu don’t degrade
fire protection safety and you don’t meet any of the other
50.%9 roadblocks and it would be documented and the staff
would be able to review it

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE They have just that much
!loxiﬁilaty’ What | am getting at 1s does this give them more
flexitbility?

MR VOLLMER. 1 think it gives them more

flexibility

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE What 13 the {lexibilaty
now for a tech spec? I{ you have a specific tech spec on fire
protection --

MR VOLLMER. You have to make a2 tech spec change
and 1t 1s Just like any other tech spec change, 1t 1s hearting,
the whole thing

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Sa this lets them change
things &t will as long as they stay within whitever --

MR VOLLMER: You have to remember i1{ you look at
some of the tech specs, you {find that they list the hose
stations and there are a2 lot of surveillance requUirements
There are a lot of things .in tech specs which are very

nitty-gritty that haive a very oblique reference to anything
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that we would consider reactor safety.

In fact, putting them in the FSAR I think the
licensee would have to make a change coniciously and a
documented change 1{ he werse to make a2 change We think that
in the area of {i1re protection that this would not be an
inappropriate way for us to monitor any changes that he could
make

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE _What does substantial
degradation mean? A facltor of ten, factor of five? I am just
trying to understand

CHAIRMAM PALLADINO: It 1s non-traivial.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS. Non-trivial.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE I« that what it means?

(Laughter )

MR VOLLMLR. You are reading the license condition
here

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Yeas, sagnificantly
decreased the leve] of fire protection, | guess that 1s what ]
am trying to get a sense for what does that ﬁoan.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO ] would hope that that would
moaﬁ that 1t 15 just about azx good as it wag

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE How about substantial
eguivalence

. MR. VOLLMER. ] guess when you get to review those

1t gets down to he the jndividual judgment thing
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: We followed this approach on
physical security, didn’'t we?

MR. VOLLMER.' Yes, and quality assurance. They
covld make changss tn their quality assurance program under
the same type of arrangement and we felt before and I would
advocate now that this is a rgasonable way to go in this ares.

Now if we found the licensees were not interested in
this type of a thing, that is, that they wished to make this
particular change, then 1 guess we could come back to the
Commission and recommend some options.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO 1 am having 2 lot of trouble
with fire protection. 1t has been going for years. We tried
to push 1t hard to hurry it up and get it done early. We are
talking about 19%0-plus for some plants.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINF Yes, 1t is incredible.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: That 1¢ more time than it takes
to build a whole plant even i{ you are slow.

MR. VOLLMER Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. As ! say, why can’t we devise a
simple syitem, implement it, make it enforceable but also give
the break to the utility so fhey can make appropriate changes
and both you and they know what it is that we are going t;
examine and what tﬁo basrs for measurement i3 going to bhe.

MR. VOLLMER: 1 think what I zaid before, it is my

view that the eslements of the generic letter will expedite the
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compliance, getting on with the job and it is my view that if
we went this approach that it would solve future problems of
enforceability and a2 question as to what the fire protection
program really was

These elements, I think, would be contained here.
There may be different approaches but certainly Mr. Dircks’
incentive -~

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I{ you go out with the generic
letter now and then you go out Qith another letter that
changes things-~-

MR. VOLLMER This would be part of the generic
letter but the elaements of the generic letter that would help
compliance, I think, or expedite compliance would he primarily
the Interpretations dooument, the question and answer
document, that this finally and lastly 1s the staff’s
technical position on the {ssue.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. I think that 1s 1mportant and 1|

am not against getting a generic letter out There are a
couple of polints such as enforceability tha was gilving me a
problem I would like to see some tie into Lhe enforceability
and the plan that you had heen thinking about earlier sounded
reasonable and | don’t want to jump right now and say what 1
favor.

MR. DIRCKS. [ think we share everyone’s;

frustration It has been goirng on so0 lony and we haven’t heen
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making any progress. We have to figure out a wiy to get this
thing moving. We haven’t been moving

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: But putting in a tie such that
you have come enfovceability by referencing the FSAR, putting
the fire protection plan in the FSAR referencing it in the
license condition, giving the licensee the flexibility of
making changes 30 they don’t have to come in with amendments,
that wouldn’t slow this generic letter down, would it?

MR. VOLLMER: We could pose that in the generic
letter. What 1 would recommend is putting that in the generic
letter and maybe trying to get the next couple of licensees
who are coming down the pike to see if they would, and of
course I think most of theirs are in the FSAR, aren’t they,
Bill?

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO- ! had another point 1 wanted to
press if I may and that (s dates. Let me expand just a little
bit. We talk about the living schedule. The living schedule
if 1 understand it correctly could put off {ire protection
into only Lord knows when.

1s your thought tha* i{ you go with the living
schedule, if{ you put some d:op dead date and say, 1os0k, by
this date we would like to have accomplished all these things.

Mg. VOLLMER: I think, yes. As 1 indicated before
we would like to sel some high standards for future

exemptions. They would have to be undcr 50.12 and 1 think
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that if the staff did not giant them, then the licensee wculd
-- 1 think we could come to some reasonable dates with
licensees .

We would have to consider lxufng schedules. We
would have to consider the TMI backfits and all the other

things as part of that.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Wwhat was bothering me was that
1{ you go with living schedule, 1 think what we are saying 1is
we are delegating it to the staft the end date {for fire
protection bhecause the staff has the right to set the living
schedule and 1 am not objecting to it but as 1 say, nmy
goodness, ! hope when we get to the yesar 2000 we are still not
talking aboul some fire protection items that shouild have been
corrected back in 1991.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Even 1990 sounds
incredible.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: 1 was being gerierous.

MR. DIRCKS: Back 1n 1980, 19285 sounded incredible

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. It did. That’s right.

M VOLLMER: 11 1 coulé just give you a very brie!
summary of the inspection status and let people from NRR talk
about the status of plants so you wil] really know how many
are likely to go 1nto those never never land dates.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. Sure Go ahead.

MR. VOLLMER: 1 thitnk if I could just take one
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minute here, on the pre-1979 plants we have done aboutl 17
inspections. In the 1982-19823 inspections whare we did ahgut
seven units -~

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO How many?

MR. VOLLMER: -- seven units, compliance was very
poor A number of these plants said, "We meet Appendix R "

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. What year was that?

MR. VOLLMER: That was 19082-198R3. The plants said
that they meet Appendix R and we went out and looked They
didn‘t meet it They didn‘t have any analyses showing that
what they had was adequate so there was very little there {from
an analytical point of view or from a hardware point of view.

Some of these plants had done modif{ications under
the old branch technical pousition, the old 1977-1979 Fire

Protection, the posit-Browns Ferry fire Fire Protection point
of view but Appendix R, they did not meet.

In 1984 the Calvert.Clels inspection was done and
that was the first one that we could say pretty well met
Appendix R.

COMMISSICNER ASSELSTINLE o there 1s one plant that
is done.

MR. VOLLMER: We have done nine inspections in 1935
and those are generally good. 1 don’t have the nitty-gritty

details but for example, Nine Mile Point, Crystal River and

Rancho Seco are particularly good plants 1n meeting Appendix
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R. We jus? (inished with Rancho Seco and it looks like 2 very

good plant

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE ] am glad to hear they are

good at something.
Laughter.)

MR. VOLLMER. We have come a {fair piece since we
instituted a lot of this development of guidance and gétting
out to the industry and so on. I don’t know how much that
contributed to it. 1 would like to think that 1t contributed
3 fair amount, a2 great deal of the staf!{ work {rom the
licensing people in working with the utilities.

So what we found is that the last nine inspections
1n 1985 were really generally pretty sood.

How of the post-1979 plants, those units that are
not subject to Appendix R but are generally subject to the
equivalent criteria, we inspeeted 11 units in 1984 and 17
units {n 1985 and except for those plants are all pretty good.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Which plants?

MR VOLLMER. With the exception -- well, we know
about the Sequoia problems.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. The 17 1n 1985 you said were
all pretty good?

MR. VOLLMER: The 17 in 198%, yes.

COMMISSICNER ASSELSTINE. What about Sequoia?

MR. VOLLMER: . Sequoia has had some problems .
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Earlier you talked about nine
in 1985 and now you say 17.

MR. VOLLMER: The nine 1n 1985 were the old plants.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: 1 see

MR. VOULLMER: 1 first started out with the pre-1979
plants.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: ﬂow you are in the -~

MR. VOLLMER: The post-1979 plants, we did 11 units
in 1984 and 17 units in 1985 and they are generally pretity
good .

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: All right, thank you.

MR. VOLLMER: It is not as bleak as i1t might be
except for the fact that there are a number of plan;s that'
§eom to be putting compliance way off{ in the future and now 1
wil]l pass the baton to Jim and Bill to give you a status
seport on those on the licensing area

MR KNIGHT.: Could I have slide two, please?

(SLIDE.)

MR. KNIGHT: I have a series of {our slides and 1
intend to give a2 picture of our present licensing status.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE When you talk about those,
too, could you explain why it 1s that Calvert Clifis can
hbasically do the joh ana get 1t all done by 1924 to our
satisfaction and the others are dragging on until 1990 or do?

MR. KNIGHT. 1 can’t explain that.
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COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE s there something
different about the design of that plant that made f1iT1e
protection very easy or was 1t that that utalaity just made
strong commitment to fi1re protecticen and did the jon riant
got it done and the others aren’t. I guess what I want to
know ts what 1s the difference

Why i1is this group dragging on and on and yet that
plant is able to get everything done :in 1934 under the old

ceneric letter and get 1§ done right?

MR. VOLLMER: We did pursue that and I don’'t know

how many plants fall into the category of a Calvert Clifis
because we have had a2 number of successes since 1985,

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: And sonme others, yes.

and

MR VOLLMER. Let me say that that being the first

one, we did talk to them i1n detail] and their approach was 1|
think they committed to implement Appendix R They got
company people who were dedicated, electrical engineers and

some sSystems people who were dedicated to take the rule and

very simply look at it.

COMMISSIOMER ASSELSTINE Fire protect*ion engineers?

MR. VOLLMER- Fire protection engineers, yes, and

very simply lock at it and say what do we have to do to

protect those safe shut down equipment and they went through

the plant bit by bit and I doa’t knrw what the secret was but

I am sure that they spent a2 fair amount of money on 1t but
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they did a good jobd

1 don’t see why other orgznizations could not have
done the same.

COMMIGSSIONER ASSELSTINE All right

MR VOLLMER' Now since we have had a number of
successes since then, there may be a2 number of people who will
tell you the same thing

COMMISSIONER ASSELESTINE Which tends to show that
1t you do 1t right, you can get 1t done 1n 2 reasonable period
of time and to our satisfaction

MR. VOLLMER. Yes, sir

COMMISSICNER ASSELSTINE. All right. Thank you.

MR KNIGHT. On our fi1rst siide here we are showing
the status of the Fire Protection madificationi: and that is as
diffrzéntiated from alternate shutdown which will come up
later

Perhaps one 1tem thgt you may waht to‘anuxre about
is the group ©f 19 percent shown 1n orange, the operating 1in
noa-compliance. The non-compliance there 13 a schedular
non-compliance

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS Say that again.

MR KNIGHT: It is 1a «~'fect a schedular
non-compliance They had tolled under 50 4R, the agreement
was reached as to what needed to be done and that work has no!

been accomplished by that scheduie
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MR. VOLLMER 50.48 gives them 18 months after a
refueling outage which occurs some period of time after staft
review 1§ complete The staf{il reviews 1t and then s1:x months
later they have 2 retueling outage They are girven 18 months
beyond'that tobcomplete their modifications

So what he 18 saying 15 they didn’t meet those °i1me
provisions 1n getting those fire protection modifications made

in the area of safe shutdown.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Why 138 that? Give us a
few examples o! why they didn’t get 1t done within the

scheduled time period

MR JOHNSTON Several of those plants are plants

that were the early ones that were 1nspected. Davis Bessieo,
for example, is 1n that category. I! was inspected. 1t did
not pass the inspection It 18 now technically out of

ccmpliance but they have been reviewed anrd they are 1n the
process now of completing the requxremepts to some future date
but they have compensatory things 1n place.

They are technically speaking 1n non-ccapliance and
they are plants o! that nature

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: Of those 13, are they with or
without approved compensatﬁry measure?

MR KNIGHT They 1re all with approved compensatary
rneasures, yes

MR . JCHNSTO That 13 why we said schedular and not
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technically.

COMM{SSIONER ASSELSTINE These are like [f1ire
watches, things like that?

MR XNIGHT Yes

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. 1s thi1s the kind of thiaq
itke the one for the basis for the fine a lit.le ".hnile hack of
the sleeping fire watch?

MR. KNIGHT: Yés.

COMMXSS{ONER ASSELSTINE. At Davis Bessie, that hind
of compensatory measure.

MR. XNIGHT: Yes .

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Do you want teo go on?

MR. KMNIGHT: If there are 1o other questions on this
status, ! would liﬁe to move on to the next slide., please?

(SLIDE.)

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. What are those ~- 40 percent
modi1fi1cations complete, all right.

MR .KNIGHT: I do apologiz; for the reproduction

This 1s a similar breakdown for the altlernate
shutdown systems The percentages are very much the same jus?
some slight variance.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: Why do the numhers not total
slide tn slide? Is it the same body of plants?

MB. KNIGHT: It is the same hody of plants and 1f

yo. have an older package, there was ar error but to the best
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of our ability the numbers should total

and they should total.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTI

NE

Right

[ 1)

There are 67 pl

now, which are

farthest cut :n hoth ¢t thnse two cateqories, aitfner

completing the mods or the alternate

shutdown systems, th

ferthest out date, which plants and what date?

MR. XNIGHT" Let’s see.

Davis Bessie.

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL. 1

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTI

MR. KNIGHT: That was

NE

Browns Ferry 185 one an

s this

Or

tot

alternate shutd

al 11re protect

both categories as | cave

te yvou. ] wiil have to give you an

dccurate anzwer .

MR. JOHNSTON: In the case of

is Davis Bessieo Well, Fort St

Bessi1e is 1983 and all the otltier ones

will see that i1n the next slide

MR KNIGHT: May 1 ha

(SLIDE )
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1t

alternate shutdown., 1t

18

guess

ve the next

1987 and Davis

are before then Y

slide, please?

MR. KNIGHT: Again for both catogor:és look.ng

fire protection first -~-
CHAIRMAN PALLADING.
MR. XNIGHT: These ar

are now in {orce The outlyers

Wheaet

are

these?

¢ the caompletion schedules

to anticipate 2 questicn

19898 and 1900 are Milletone and Grunswick

CHATRMAN PALLADINO

This

13

for

prateaztion

ou

at

that

i



(&

0

10

i1

12

13

14

13

16

1?7

23

24

29

s s e S S AN S RN N AN R T B R R

93
modification,. What about new plants? Do they show up on
this?

MR. KNiGHT tha, st

CHATPMAN PALLADINO: Bepania *navy ncve agve 4% come
out with the ri1ght equ;pment.

MR. KNIGHT Trat 1. right.

COMITISST “NER BERNTHAL: Millstone and Brunswick are
-=- 5 ¥y i1t again.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Last ones.

MR. KNIGHT: 1f you notice the change actually from
63 to 67.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. So thouse arze the new five.

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL. Four units.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE.: Fouyr units, vyes,

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: What has been the problem
there? 1 gress we know what Brunswick’s problem is on some of
this.

MR . KNIGﬁT: I think it is fair to say put 1n terms
of problems, the differences of opinion as to what is required
and proceading at different rates 5! speed {i{ you will tao
aither to bite the builet and decide to dg¢ something or to
feel that they should have further discussions with the statf?
4s to what is necessary.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Is there a difference belween

the one you gave us earlier and this one?
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MR. KNIGHT: Yes. The one you now have repraesents
an up-date. The earlier view graphs noted that four plants
were sti1ll under review.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO The reacen | was looking at the
older one was because it is nice and derk and this one 15
unreadable.

MR. KNIGHT: 1 do a2pologize for that.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: How much has this
interpretation process affected schedules? For exampie,
Millstone and Erunswick, the farthest out on this one. to what
extent have they been basically holding back waiting to see if
some of their problems get interpreted away or get modified so0
that things get easier? Does that hive any role to play in
the timing?

MR. KNIGHT: I think it mos! certainly has, yes. As
] say, obviously in many instances utilities "took the bit" if
you want to put it in those terms and decided to do something,
made judgments and as we see now although some of the earlier
judgments may not have been the best after the workshop
process, there was a distinct improvement and they proceeded
on.

Others have felt it incumbent upon them to discuss
and debate further.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE The ones that have

discussed and debated further, how much of an overlap 1s there
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between that droup and the group that has basically fought
this rule all the way along, the group that took us to court,
lost? 15 there a2 pretty claose correlation?

ME  JOYUNSTON Yes There 15 2 close correlatinn 1n
that but one thinc ! would like to clarify a little bit 1s 1t
is not clear that the two plants we were just speaking about
are going to be late in compliance.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO:. Are what?

MR. JOHNSTON: Will not necessarily be late in their
compliance.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: What is the refnrence point {or
late?

MR. JOHNSTCN: We have not yet {inished the review
o!'Millstone and Brunswick. They are still under the $0.48
tolling provisioh. We have not finished our review of them
and when that review is complete, then their i1mplementation
schedule will be set. It is not set yet.

Our underst;nding is that i1ndeed they have Leen
plants that have certainly been i1n conversation with us for a
long time. That is perfectly correct but our understanding
from what £he staff{ has told me 1z that the agreement with
them 13 fairly plose and that as a result of the negotiation
process, if you like, they may not have very much to do aftler
we éomplete our review.

They are going to have (o meet the same standards as
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everybody else. We have Just gone into a lot more detsil with
them but my understanding is and 1 might be i1ncorrect, but my
understanding 1s 1s that when this job is {fintshed with thase
Plants, they will probably be done several yvears he‘nre snMnMe
©of the other ones which we have already made agreements with
but have a longer time for doing their implementation.

'So it 1s not quite fair to say that they are going
to be the last. .

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE All right.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. How many piants have to yet
complete the alternate shutdown system? This slide shows that
we are talking about 67.

COMMISSIONER ZECH: Sixty-seven 1s that the last
one? Does that mean they are all dane? When you get 67, you
are all done? |

MR. KNIGHT: Yes, 67 is the full number of plants.
We are now projecting that all 67 plants would be done in
1990,

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: 56 now ;l we go back 16 1985,

COMMISSIONER ROEBERTS: You have 36.

COMMISSIONER ASSEPSTINE. You have 31 on alternate
shutdown.

CHAIRMAN ?ALLADINO; Thirty-si1x to go. That 1z what

1 was trying to understand.

COMMISSIOMNER ASSELSTINE Thirty-six to go, yes, so
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v 1 we are less than half way.
p MR. VOLLMER. Part of the problem with the prccess
3 is that when they come i1n for an exemption to Appendix R of
1 the Fire Protection provisions and then wnrks with the statf
] and we say, “No, that 1s not adequate " Then they say, "We
6 will come in with another try at it" and come i1n with
7 something different.
8 Once you finally settle 2ali the Fire Protection
Q oxomptions.'that is, whether you can or can‘t meet the Fire
10 Protection requirerients then vou tind what you have to do in
11 terms of aiternate shutdown
12 Then they come in and say, "Okav, 31f{ we can’t get an
13 exemption for that under these criteria, then we will rewire
14 and go around that area and then when ‘he staff has approved
15 that alternate safe shutdown, thean the 50.48(c) clock will
18 start” and then they will have their time at that.
17 So that is why scme of these things have been so
13 proclénged.
;9 MR . DIR;KS‘ I think the other question is, this is
20 their completion schedule. After they complete the work it
21 still has to be i1nspected to see 1f we agree with 1t
ce MR 'VOLLMER‘ Yes
23 MR. DIRCKS. So this may not be the end of the
c4 line. You have to go in and make sure --

25 COMMISSIONER ROBERTS "But after all this period of
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time and the workshops and so forth, would any licensee have
any doubt what would bé required to meel our requirements’?

MR. DPIRCKS How thay lmpiemenl the requirements or
hew they consitruct or make the mrdifications, 1t 15
conceivable to me there will be probably cases where they will
have to make readjustments.

MR. VOLLMER: Tﬁere is so much on the record of
exemptions we have accepted and exemptions we have denijed.

COMM]ISSIONER ROBERTS. Is there any consistency hack
and forth?

MR . VOLLMER 1 sure hope so That is what 1 was
going to say, there has been so much on the record -~-

COMMISSIOMNER ROBERTS. What do you mean, "you hape
so.

MR . VQLLMER. ' think so, yes There 1s so much on
the record to answer your question directly I don’t think it
1s reasonable that any licensee éouldn't go cut and know
pretty well what our requiremenis are and make the
modifications to meet those requirements.

CHA1RMAN éALLADINO' Five years, even from 1985 tc
1990, i3 & long time.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. That’s right.

MR . DIRCKS' I still think there were cases where
they thought they mat our‘requirements and t‘hey put 1n

modifications and thoere have been cates where we have gone

SR S R SR I AR RO
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into inspect and found problems and we have made them take out
those modifications and put i1n new modifications 1s that
right?

MR  VOLLMEER: I beljovwns 350

COMMISSTONER ZECH: How many cases are vou sti1l]

reviewing?
COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: Thirty-six.

MR. KNIGHT: At the present time we have four that

prepared  We have now completed those {our reviews. Sao we
now have a scheadule f{or all of the plants that are covered hy
Appendix R E
COMMISSIONER ZECH: Does this slide mean thit you
have between now and 1990 you have 26 plants that are under
review still?
MR. KNIGHT: No, not under review. Those are their

schedules for completion.

COMMISSIONER ZECH: Of those 36 plants then, how ,
many of thOSf plants have things that are under review that
you are still working on?

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: How many of the 31 have been
Teviewed?

MR XNIGHT: The 31 are complete.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: And reviewed?

MR. XNIGHT: 1{f by reviewad you mean inspected, no.
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: How long does it take after
they are approved to be i1nspected? Is there a2 time?

MR. KNIGHT There 13n’t a --

CUMMISSIONER KOBERTS. It depends Oon the resinources

MR VOLLMER. With this type of a schedule, the
inspecticn will not be 2 problem. We can keep up with this
progress.

CCMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Tell us what you have docne
for the 31 in terms of what has been submitted, what has been
reviewed --

COMMISSIONER ZECH. What does that mean by 31°?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE ~-=- what has beven approved?

COMMISSIOMNER ZECH: Does that mean 21 plants are
satisfactory now or does that just mean that you a;e satisfred
that the 31 are doing the right thing:*

MR. JOHNSTON: 1 think we could go back to the
pie-shaped ;iide Was that number two? Do you want the fire
protection or the altorna{e shutdown?

COMMISSIONER ZECH: 1 will take ex{hcr one .

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Let’s start with five
protoctton;

MR. JOHNSTON: Go back to slide two, please. .

(SLIDE.)

CHATRMAN PALLADIQO. Iz the pie chart different from

the old one?
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MR. XKNIGHT. There might be somae number difference,

yes . It would be very slight though

CHAIRMAN PALLADING. All right. i am going to look
at tbe old one 30 | can read 1t

MR DIRCKS: Just to make sure you urnderstand, 11n
the proposed generic letter, that 13 why we had thixs sectlion
in here on revised inspection programs. We 1ncluded i1n there
that section that we will continue to condubt tnipection aof
Fire Protection features In the case of completed
moadifications, the 1nspection team wil] review c=fipliance with
anplicable requirements

In the case of 1ncompiete modifications, the
inspection team will review licensee aparnach tn compliance,
pltans and schedules for completing such modifications We
will attempt to review i1mplementation of Fire Protection
features on a scale that will minimize the changes of
licensee’'s implementing features i1n a manner thit does not
meet with staf{ approval

There i1s that sti1l] unknown quantity you have to put
in. They may proceed with their modifications hut they are
going to procead with the view thit we are gcing to tnspect
We may find that they have not implemented it correctly

CHAXRMAN PALLADINO- It says that the 1nipection may

follow several years after they think they are all done 30 we

are still talking quite a2 few years 1nto the future




D]

11

12

13

14

1s

16

17

18

19

20

23

24

23

~3
1 &

MR. DIRCKS: Yes.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: This would be heyond 1990 1t
looks like.

COMMISSIONEER AGSELSTINE Frr some 0f the nlants. we
will probably know whether thev are 1n ccmplxan;e at about the
time they are ready to be de—commissloﬁqd

(Laughter )

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO It will be a ciose race!

CO&MISSICNER ASSELSTINE Yes You have
mod\ficatans complete., 2% plantzx

MR KNIGHT There mav he scwe confusion This 134
as of September 1655 On the bar charts they are shown by the
end of the year.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. Let’s stick with these
You have 27 plants, modifications complete That means they
have done their plan, they have made the changes to the plan,
they have presumably asked ior any exemptions they need.

MR. KNIGHT. The utility pronounces that they are
cowmplete.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Right, and we may not have
tnspected but at least they think they are done for 27 plants.

MR. XNIGHT: That is correct.

MR. VOLLMER: We have inspected 19 but some of those
were the early plants that we would have to go back (o because

they were not in compliance. Maybe ten of those we have
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inspected, ten or 1!, meet Appendix R

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Where do you see the 19 plants?

MR. VOLLMER. I am talking i1nspection now rather
thzn licensing

COMMISSICNER ASSELSTINE All right Now beyond the
27 plants, can you tell us how many have finigshed their plan
They have their plgn done. They may not have made the
modifications but they have the plan done for complying with
Appendix R.

MR KHIGHT As showin here, there adre these 1.
plants, they are on the 50 48 schedule., thav have come in.
they have beaen reviewed, their clock hds started and they are
now oparating cn 2 schedule conststent with 50 48 to complete
thetr review

COMMISSIONER ZECH. Excuse me, hcw long have we
given them to complete and actually have everything 1n place?*

MR. KNIGHT. Within the 50 48 schedule 1 have to
get a refresher on that.

MR. JOHNSTCNM: 1 believe 1t 15 18 months 1f 1t does
ont require shutdown. I'f 1t requires a shutdown, they get an
additional time period

COMM]SSIONER ZECH You keep track of that?

MR. XNIGHT Yes .

MR. JCHNSTNN That is what 1t meant they are

doing. They are completing under the 50 48 schedula That 1

e S S R B N LA A AR R
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what it means. é
COMMISSIONER ZECH. They are on schedule? 1
MR. JOCHNSTON. They are on that schedule.
Me  KNIGHT Yes, they are 1n compliance wyith the
rule.
COMMISSICNER CECH So you could tell when they are
j301ng to complete, you can project that?
ME . WIGHT. Yes . Again, that 1s what 1s
incorporated in the bar charts that we have shown you so that

Sv the end ot that year

piants that are ccmplete

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE So

0! the pie, they are sti1ll

there are

sotae speci1fic number of

the other three slices

working on their plans?

MR. JOHNSTON No .

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE

MR KNIGHT No,
MR JOHNSTON.

plants, that means that we

negotiations with them but

periods of time beyond

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE To

MR. JOHNSTON.
have reviewed it and

of implementation on that.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE

They are doing

approvad

No?

do you want to go ahead?

Schedular exemption granted eight

have also completed our

they have asked for extended

50 .48 time spans.

implement 1t

1t under S50 12 and we

it and they are 1n the process

All raight.
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MR. JOHNSTON: The green, the schedular exemption
under review, that would bhe a case where we have not completed
that process 1ncluding those piants that we are nol finished
wi'th them They have a rvaequest 1n tor aaditional time to
cemplete and it 1s sti1ll under review

COMMISSIONER ZECH. Excuse me, how long does an
average exemption review take?

MR JOHNSTON. The review i{tsel! doesn’t take so0
long but we have a3 fairly extensive backlog of the requests
We get requests :in evefy day from the plants askiag for
additional exemptions

COMMISSIONER ZECH What 1s the backlog as of now?

MR JOKNSTON  The backlog as of now 1s
approximately nine moths. It is roughly until] next summer

COMMISSICNER ZECH Do you mean nine months from the
time they get something in until! you can look at {t?

MR. JOHNSTON. No, | beg your pardon In some cases
1t has been as long'as A year.

COMMISSIONER ZECH: Unti] they get 1t 1in and you
look at 1311? It is a backlog for you?

MR. kNIGHT Yes .

COMMISSIONER BERMTHAL: Is the backlog getting
better or worse?

MR. JOHNSTON. We are hﬁlding even

MR. KXNIGHT. The resources that we have avaslable
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right now are being as of

assisting 18E 1n the
COMM1ESSIOMER
erzineacrs deo o youw have?
MR JOHANSTON
MR . KNIGHT.

engineers

MR. JOHNSTON.

to the branch now
MR KNIGHT
that third fire
contracting
schedule .
COMMISSIONER

number of{ people that

protection engineer,

to gain assi1stance

we have had,

late have been devoted largely to

tnspections

ASSELSTINE How many {1re protection

Three

There are¢ three {i1rvre protection

1 am sorry, two officially assigned

We are also utilizing in addition to

utilizing outside

present

to help us improve our

ASSELSTINE I]s that about the steady

fire protection engineers?

Has it gone up or down?

MR. KNIGHT: We might have had four.

MR. JOHNSTON. We have had threc professiaonal fire
protoctibn engineers on the staf{ four about three years We
have lost some and we have hired some to replace but the

average has been three

COMMISEIONER

could you cut down the
MR . JOHNSTON
dif{ferent point of view

ASSELSTINE 1{ you had ten, how fast

backlog?
We are approaching th:rt from a
Wa have made a contract with
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Franklin Institute to provide for doing this with ocutside
help

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. On this one, ! think you
probably cenuld net help g0 vou could get rid of this bhacklog
or least bring 1t way down.

MR. KNIGHT: The prognosis, 1 think, 1s very goand
The contractual help that we have brought on hroad is just now
starting to produce products that we can review and get out
and the projected schedule looks very good.

CHATRMAN PALLADINO Let me see 1f | can summarize
what I think I have heard The total population is 67
plants We have 31 of them completed at least based on the
information you are giving us today

MR. KNIGHT: That is right.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO The schedule is such that all
67 will be complete both on modifications and on --

MR. KNIGHT: Alternate shutdown.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: --alternate shutdown by 1990.
Yet we have had requests beyond 19%0. How does that jibe?

MR. JOHNSTON: We may get a request from a utility
to go beyond 1990 but we do not have to grant it and in the
very few cases that we have actually had, in on; particular
case we did not grant 1t and they revised their asiim:tos and
are coming in 1987 or 1988 when they will be ccmplete.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. What happens 1f they don‘t make
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those dates? Then do you take enforcement action?

MR. KNIGHT That‘s right

MK. JOKNSTON They will be out of compliance with
the rujie and subj)ecrt to entorcement

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS. What about the last category
that you haven't talhked about, operating 1n non-compilance
approved compensatory measures?

MR. JOHNSTON. There i3 a date by which they are to
complete. They are included in the list.

MR. KNIGHT. They have exceeded the 50 42 schedule
That Is the basis for marking them 1n non-compliance There
15 a date that the staff and the utility haQe agreed upon when
they wil]l be complete or at least when they are projecting
completion.

] might add that perhaps even more i1mportantly,
there is agreement upon what has to be done.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS. For the approved compensatory
measures?

MR . KNXGHT. For the compensatory measures as well
as what has to be done {or completion

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS. Has any enforcement action
been taken against these people?

MR. KNIGHT 1 don'} believe so.

MR. VOLLMER Thera ares a number of plants pending

enforcement action.
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V 1 COMMISSIONER ROBERTS. Out of this group?

2 MR. VOLLMER.: I am not sure ! am not sure which
3 gyroup they are referring to ! would have to 100k to answer
4 that

S COMMISSIONER ROUBERTS. All raight

5 CHATRMAN PALLADINO Can I come back to the living

K4 schedule Would all these living schedule arrangements still

B come in by 1990°?

° MR. KNIGHT: The representation on the bar chart is
io all of the 1nformation we presently have. all]l ot the schedule
11 agreements, all the schedule or projections that we currently
12 have are represented there
13 CHATRMAN PALLADINO- Let me say what | was trying to
14 get at The staf! administers living schedules and you make
15 adjustments so that you can accommodate to the needs of the
16 utility and our own needs. Fire Protection it one of the
1?7 items that would be considered. In a sense by saying we are
18 going to delegate Fire Protection scheduling anrnd the living
19 schedule to you would leave me with just a little gnawing
20 concern that maybe F.re Protection be one of the sl1ips, the
21 things that slip, and then 1997 15 the new date
22 ] was saying that ! would like the staf{ to be doing
23 this. Caﬁ we set some target or some goal or some hard date
24 that says even with the Jliving schedule, we are going to shoot

25 for getting these things completed by 1996 i{ that is the best
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we can do?

MR . XMNIGHT: That certainly §is as the Commission
directs

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO 1 am trying to decide how |
want to write up my vote sheet.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE How about 19877

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I am just trying to understand
the living schedule. When you talk about living schedules., 1n
order to have {lexibility . have to allow some things to
slip 1f you are going to accommodate unforeseen things.

The thing ! am Jlooking for is to mahe sure that
unless 1t 1s a very big crisis, I don‘t want to see il be Fare
Frotection constantly slip and how do I protect against that?

MR. DIRCXS: 1 don’t think we have too many of these
facilities negotiating a living schedule. That may be an
1ssue, But going back to setting dates, the Commission in the
past have set dates and you have never really had very much of
a success in those dates.

We have had this date problem around for a number of
y;ars and every time you bump up against those dates, you go
through a lot of agony'in moving those dates around. You can
set a 1987 date but ! will bo? you that you will be back here
trying to figﬁrc out how to work around that date in 1987,

CHAIRMAN PALLADING Maybe what 1 am looking for {s

that the staff give due consideration of Fire Protection as a
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priority item in its dealings on living schedules.

MR. DIRCKS 1 think why we are here 15 because we

have seen this F:re Protection thing meandering around. Now
not all of 1t 16 thae fault nf the agency and not 1l of vt e«
the fault of thoszse licensees As we have pointed out, there

were cases where some of these ii1censees moved ahead and

thought they were 1n compliance and then got the shock that

they were not i1n compliance.

Some moved ahead and said they were i1n compliance

knowing they probably were not i1n compliance and | can ticxk

off a few examples here which vou already knnw

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE And sonie --

MR . DIRCKS. And some have moved very rapidly just

in the past few months to get into compliance and we think

that 1t 1s because we have gone through this extra effort

of

trying to provide additional guidance and trying to say what

is good and what is bad and what is acceptable and what 1s not

acceptab'e.

1 think these meetings that we have had, these
wnrkshops, have contributed to an accelerating number of
plants moving 1nto compliance.

I think that is the secret, to lay out what we
is acceptable and what 15 not acceptable and we can move

plants into compliance

think

these

We are seeing results but the {317t years of this
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thing have been agony. It is like a professor trying to give
an examination and the class fails, the whole class.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Not all the olass tailed.

MR DIRCKS Not all., but vou keap cirtina Caivert
Cliffs and I am going to suggest someth:ing. wWe hawve a letter
in here from this Nuclear group, the Fire Froteclion group,
you may want to ask them why some succead and why some fai1l.
Asking us, you are going to get a third-hand answer because we
don’t know.

We are i1nterested as well] as you. Eut yvyou might
just confront them, why do some succeed and not others. But
dgain even 1{ yocu had a class of 100 and one passes, r.ow that
could reflect on the inzbility of the class to z2ccept the
professor’s instruction. It could 2lso mean that the
professor 1s not teaching the course correctly.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: At the University, we had to
admit the latter assumption often.

({Laughter.)

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: Is tbat a polite way of
reminding me that at one time you told me the staff didn‘t
invent Appendix R, the Commissjioners did?

(Laughter )

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS. I would like to hear your
answer.

MR. DIRCKS: Generally true, yes. There were
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elements within the statf, yes. They wanted elements of
Appendix R in but the problem is that when 1t came up, there
were many, many positions negotiated and licensees moved ahead
and Appendix R was an abrupt change and that duilt up a good
deal ot ma?y of the problems we are facing today.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Yas . There is no question
that 1t led to a fair degree of resentment. People felt that
they had done a lot of work before and the Commission came in
and said, "That approach is no longer acceptable "
Recaleitrance in not complying with a rui2 you don’t like does
nat impress me very much.

It there are difficulties in understanding it, that
is one thing but if it is, "We don‘’t 1like this rule We tried
to stop you in Court and we are )just not going to comply with
it,” 1t that 31s the problem, if there 1s a real correlation
between those who have been the most adamant opponents ot
tris, that 1s a different situation.

MR. DIRCKS. 1 don’t try to ascribe motives to this
thing now. It 18 just a problem that we all face. Now how do
we get it back on track and get some progress here. That is
what 1 think Qe are trying to do.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Let me give the floo0r to
Commissioner Zech.

COMMISSIONER ZECH.: I just want to say that ! think

this is of course my {irst opportunity to be involved in this.
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COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: 1 bet you regret that,

Lando, don‘’t you?

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: It won’t be your last

COMMESSTONER ZEMYH It 1¢ ? very 1nternmstong

subject .

MF DIRCKS This rivais equipment qualaification.

COMMISSIONER ZECH: Yes, ! can understand that. As
1 see it, it is a very complex issue and 1t 15 an important
issue. We wottld not be thrashing around with 1t if 1t were
not important s$0 even though 1t seems to me from my standpoint
thot perhaps sowme of the guidance that has been put out has
been confusing or at least interpreted different ways, but
also {from my paerspective, too, 1 can understand that to a

degree because first of all we have so many different plants

out there

We are not standardized I have visited a number of

then now across the country and I visited one here just a week

or so0 ago that had a rather unique way of meeting the Fire
Protection rule They just kind of covered up everything with

2 great big bunch of steel which was unique a little bit to
what 1 have seen but kind of build a house around some of the

equipment.

But I have seen a lot of different ways to comply or

at least try to comply with the Fire Protection rule.

So I submit that it is a4 complicated 1ssue but 1t 1%
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a serious one. It is not a frivolous issue. It is very
important and we are trying to protect different plants all
over the country that are built quite differently, different
tility apnroaches and so forth

S50 1t 18 a complex 1ssue and 1 apprectate that but
tt s5eems to me that the whole issue deserves some kind of
priority perhaps which it has not received. That 1s just my
perception and I am not as knowledgeable as the staff on this

My inclination is to support the staff
recommendations as they have given them to us here but even
more than that in addition to those recommendations, 1t seems

to me that my desire is to say to you, "What can we do to

heip?"

Do you need more f{ire protection engineers? How can

we 1mprove things?

] teel as a Commissioner and I think my fellow
Commissioners would most likely agree that we zre as
frustrated as you are. You have probably done a very
commendable job in this very comp\ex 1ssue but besides the
recommendations you have given us, is there any way that we
can heip to improve the situation?

Do you have other thoughts?® You don’t have to
answer now but if you do have, if you need more fire
proteciion engineers or what can we really do to help you?

That is my concern.



T S LI N RN R

t

o)

o

10

i1

13

14

15

1%

17

18

19

8¢

CHAIRMAN FPALLADINO: And tell us where we are going
to get them?

COMMISSJONER ZECH: i will help you get them

CrA L RMAN PALLADIND No. | meant wrthin ouUr ce&ilil1nd
what are we geoing to give up?

COMMISSIONER ZECH: 1 will recommend that 1{ you
want me to.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE 1 agree.

(Laughter .)

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. I don t think we want to denate
that subject here We have lots of places where we need
people but I do agree with the oconcept th@t we are here also

to make sure that you are getting the heip you need 1nsofar as

MR DIiRCKS I would Jjusl mention that we have
talked of many things here but the focus is that generic
letter and ‘the Interpretations document that we would like to
move on.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Can ] ask you one other
question and then | would like to make a statement and ! think
my statement 1s going to go right to the heart of what ! think
you want

Your recomnmendations in the paper are one, 1ssue the
generic letter and then twao, to conduct a Fire Protection

inspection 1n accordance, et cetera, with the resources of
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section "B." Do we have to tell you to conduct the
inspections or isn’t that something -- 1t sesms like a strange
recommendat ion.
I rust want to make sure that 1 am not m.ssian
something.
MR DIRCKS: I think all we want to do {3 make sure

you know what we are saying in that section "B

MR. VOLLMER: Cr you could instruct us to acceierate
them but I think the inspection problem is in hand.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO I wiil make recommeacation: to
the Commissioners to look carefully at the generic letter 1
think we ought to 1s35sue the generic letter. 1 do have th:s
desire and 1 would recommend a change, | think we need to have
some tie-in to an enforceable trail and this concept of
putting 1t 1n an FSAR, having 1t 1dentilied as a licensing
condition by reference, giving the licensees the flexi1bility
to make changes without having amendments, 1 think then this
would be a good generic letter ard I would prohabi~ try to
write my vote sheet up promptly s5 you have the benefit andl
would encourage others to do so, also

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS Would you have an interest in
hearing from the Nuclear Utility Fire Protection group?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. Also, our fire protection
engineers 1 thinx are here and 1 would like ta hear {rom them

ind 1 understand OGC has some problems with thigs and they are
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working on 3 paper. ] woul& like to see their paper, too,
before we vote on this.

COMMISSICNER BERNTHAL. 1 hdave one question as
wnll This concearns anfonrcament and 1 an nrt sicve whether
this 1s what you are referencing, Joe, but | am refiecting on
the path that we set aut on in the area of environmental]
qualification and the enforcement of policy thit we now have
1n place there and I am wondering whether we are not headed
down the same road here.

i see nothing specific in the s3talil’ s recommendation
ahout what enforcement policy the Commission might adopt Has
there been any thought on that or what 13 the proposal?

MR VOLLMER" Enclosure cevan was the entforcement
guidance we would use when we run across a2 defi1citency during
an i1nspection The en!orcemeht you are talking about, |
think, deals with getting the job done.

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: That‘s raight. What do we
do?

MR VOLLMER What 1 suggested when we discussed
slide s1x, 1 had indicated that we were recommending no
further 50.48 schedular exemptions and set a2 high standard f{or
schedular exemptions to 50 12 such as we did on EQ

We have not proposed any particular fine 1{ they

don’t meet that and we haven’t closed that part of the loop

but what | would suggest 1s that we treat 1t similar te EQ and



(2]

e

..
[V

16

17

18

19

20

evaluate 30 12 exemption requests very carefully with not just
the background of what the licensee can do but perhaps how
aggressively he has pursued the 1s535ue and whether or not we
“1n rerlly find 3 s0nd reagnn for him v~ Aetay 1t s lorg ad
1n some cases scme licensees wish tc

MR DIRCKS 1 think what you are ashing for ts for
us to come back to you on enforcement

COMMISE'ONER BERMTHAL. Yes, 1 would lihe to see
that arnd the reason is that as you probably know what we are
siresdy running 1nto on this EU business 15 the old complaint
that | understand very we!]. the business n! small fines anid
whether that 1¢ an appropriste mechdnism of enforcement .

! don’t know what the alternative 1s 11 they woculd
rather he shutdown. then we cnuld think about that, | suppose,
past gore cut-off date

I jJust want to make sure that we understand what we
dre going to do this tx@o and think 1t out clearly

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: That 13 a li((l; different
from the thrust that ] was trying to get at ! want to make
1t oplorcoablo

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Yes

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. Whieh thqh rsises your
question.

COMMISSIONER BERMNTHAL We st111 have to ask, "What

arTe we going to do?"




“1-------H-ﬂ--l-ﬂl-ln.-...ﬂ-.-.-l-......-

*,

.o
*:

..

w)

to
(€]

20

CHAITRMAN PALLADINO Two other questions were
rataecd, one. hearing {rom people that had diltfering
ptofesstonal opiniaor and the other was, do we want to hear
traom the uti1 i1ty peaple

] suggest that we tane the gocond Qquestiocn up at
Agenda | janning

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINL All raght

MR DIRCKS Fine

CHAIRMAN PALLADINC Was wondering sirnce we 3t3l]
have affirmation aad agendas pisuaning end thet st the ent of
the day 1 was woncdering 31t we could get a sunmary of where we
stand on the DFL ¢ 4ad then 1! one or more 0! the peor'a here
feel they hzve to ¢av something, we can do that

MR DIRCYK¥S I think vou Just want to hear, vou
don t want.!c ftes0ive their difleriny protessionai opinion but
! am sure we have someone here who could explain --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Wt ] was thiaking about
mayhe fairly simple conclse statement of what they view the
proLlem to be, whether they still have concerns witth this
package and 1f s0, what their concerns are and | would ask
them the same question that Lando asked and that 1s¢ what can
we do help, what do they think the answer 1s to get fire
protection resolved at these plants as expeditiously as
Fosdible

CHAIRMAN PALLADING I would have no ohjection to
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v’ H that as a matter of fact, having that done in writing unless
2 some 0f these thinys are already resolved ]
3 COMM: 281 CNER Aa3EL3TING i don U thunhkh aav of thew
L] Ave
. CHAIKRMAN FALLALINC The femcdbisck 1 g2t wae that
6. some 2f{ them we:e reicived
? MR DIRCKS Ho 1 think there 18 4o process that 13
[ being ftollowed
9 MR XNIGHT In this particular instance, one of the
e tndividuiil s has recentiy reviewed the package that 15 now
B! before vonuy and has cotie to his own 1ndividuai conclusion that

..
ro

hi1s concerns dre sa*1sfr1ed so that the gituation 18 that 1n

bt Negdyuarters there 15 one {ire protection engineer remaining

1 4 wh2 sti1ll has concerns and he 1s here today

14 COMMISSIONER AGSELSTINE How about the regions?

1¢ MR XNIGHT I would understand that there may

17 rema:n some concerns by people in the regions Wo haven’t had

i8 the opportunity to discuss those explicitly

1% . CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Did you want toc gsolicit a |
i

o] suramary statement {rom aach of them? |

3 COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Or 1t they had a spokesman

22 wno was here who felt that he or she ccoculd explain it

23 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO - I was hoptag not to have to do

24 that today but to get some input

2y COMMISS:IONER AYSELSTIMNE !f they could do that,
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that would be fine.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Let me g;' B:il’s attention for
4 minute

M rmeln g I osmet woert t0o maan gtrre vaorr know that
we digsudssed the difier:ing professional op:niecn on page nine
of the staff{ paper and 1t i3 1mportant to note that the formal
resolution of the DPO’'s is being deferred pending the
Commission action on the recommendations o! the steering
committee

COUMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Tre problew | had with
that theuvgh 1¢ what that sounds like 14 you are saving we are
321iny to hoid off on the DFO‘s until the Commission approves
this 4nd then we are gaoing to go back to the DPO’s and say
“"Well, the Commission has decided this” and thesr answer 1s.
“"No. you are wrong "

That s what hothered me a little bit about that

approach

MR VOLLMER That certainly was not the i1ntent of
1t We have gone through with these particular DPO’s. the
manual chapter process and the resolution, ! think, ahsent the
fact that the Commission wanted to hear about the
lnterpretations and the questions and answers, in other words,
the generic package, the DPO would have been resolved.

However, since the Commission had interest 1n this,

1t would not have been a guod idea to resolve that absen!
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getting the Commission into 1t and the 1ntent was not to have

the Commission resolve the DPO

CHAIRMAN PALLADINC Bill, let me ash you how you
wnstid teal 3ghonr Aecking thiss that have DBibvt g 1o summaryze
thetr nregsent posttion

MR- DIRCKS Do you want 1t 1n a written ctatement?

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO 1 was thinking written

MR DIRCKS. Fine

COMMIS3SIONER ASSELSTINE How many of them are here
it headguarters and how many are 1n the regitons?

MR KNIGHT There is one 1ndividual remaining 1n
headquarters and two in th- region

COMMISSICNER ASSELSTINE How many of them are hera

today?

MR. XNIGHT The gentleman whs 1¢ at headquarters 1.
here today, at least to my knowledge

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE  Rather than prolong this 1
think what I would like to do i1s maybe just get taogether with
h:m separately and maybe talk by phone to the regional folks
and get a clear understanding and a written summary is fine as
well

CHATIRMAMN PALLADINO Yes I think if we could get
that within a few days, that would help

At Agenda Planning, 1 am also going to ask OGC for

the schedule on their paper.
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COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE When their paper will be
ready, yes

CHAITHRMAN PALLADING S0 my encouurayesnent to get the
wote will hue hasad on 2ll 1ntormatioon Hheinag avatrtiahie

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Good

COMMISSIONtR BERNTHAL . Wag the Frankhlin Institute
contract sole source or competitive?

MR KNIGHT We had people here {rom the Divisaian
o! Licensing negotiate 1t.

MR DIRCKS We could f:nd out

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL You don‘t need tov d5 1
now i would Jlike to know as a matler of curicsity

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Cne last question. the
staff’s backfitting analysis on this i1nterpretation of the
regulation, when 135 that going to be done under thue
backfitting rule? This is an interpretation of a regulation
40 the backfstting rule applies to 1t ! was just wondering
when your cost benefit analysis was goinyg to be done

(Laughter )

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO We are going to have to address
some of these things

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Maybe you can answer that
in writing.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Let me cdo a little housekeeping

chore. We have affirmation that was scheduled for 2 30 and 1n
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crder tc help us expedite, | would request everyone to renmatn
serated 1 dm.geing to adjonrn ythis meeting. open up the
¥ b t >

a1 rmatllon mesting and that should take Aot wmare than one
L) 4 Mha ol ot e s A Y gies, We U A A Ol Tt AL e 4
Flarnmning

5o uniess there 15 anything more 'a coewme an thias
meeting, let me thank vou participants I do *think you have
Ne.ped me underitand the picture much better and | cotmend vou
{0r the presentation

“e w:i.]l sdjourn this meetin, witli 'laaai
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